
UNrrS) NATIONS 
OPPK ^ fO R  OtSARMAMEMT AFFAIRS 

f^0 :E R E N (^ U B R A R Y

FORREFBtENCE 
PUA8E 1)0 WOT ReiOVE FROM BM. S4I17

Documents
on

Disarmamen t 

1985

UNITED STATES ARMS CONTROL 
AND DISARMAMENT AGENCY





UNITED H A im  
OFFICE FOR DISARMAMENT AFFAIRS 

REFERENCE UBRARY

Documents

on

Disarm am ent

1985

FonnEFBiBice 
flEASEDONOTffiMOVE fflOM n i  S 4117

UNTTED STATES ARMS CONTROL 

AND DISARMAMENT AGENCY



ARMS CONTROL AND DISARMAMENT AGENCY 
PUBUCATION 130 
Released May 1989

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



UNITED NATIONS 
OFFICE FOR OiSARMMIENT AFFAIRS 

RB̂ IRBICEUBRARy
FOREWORD

The present publication contains basic documents on arms control and 
disarmament developments in 1985 and is the latest in a series of 
volimies that have been issued annually since 1960. The work of the 
United States Arms Control and Disarmament Agency in 1985 is 
described in its 25th annual report (see Bibliography).

The papers are niunbered and arranged in chronological order, follow
ing a topical list of documents and lists of abbreviations and confer
ences. Other reference aids may be found at the back of the volume. 
These include a bibliography, a list of persons, and an index. The papers 
were compiled and annotated by R. William Nary and Ruth Ihara. The 
page proofs were reviewed by Kathleen Strang. 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 Lizabeth M. McCurry of the 
Editorial Services Branch, Publishing Services Division, Department of 
State.
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> Committee on Disarmament replaced CCD in 1979 and in 1983 designated itself a conference effective 1984.
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DSAT — defensive satellite 
EIDC — experimental international data 

center
ENMOD — Convention on the

Prohibition of Military or Any Other 
Hostile Use of Environmental 
Modification Techniques 

EORSAT — Soviet electronic ocean 
recoimaissance satellite 

EURATOM — European Atomic Energy 
Community 

FAA — Foreign Assistance Act; Federal 
Aviation Agency 

FAO — Food and Agriculture
Organization (United Nations)

FBIS — Foreign Broadcast Information 
Service

FRG — Federal Republic of Germany
FY — fiscal year
G A . — General Assembly
GDR — German Democratic Republic
Gen. — General
GLCM — ground-laimched cruise missile 
GNP — gross national product 
GSE — Group of Scientific Experts (CD) 
GTS — Global Telecommunications 

Systems
HEW — U.S. Department of Health, 

Education and Welfare 
H.J. Res. — House Joint Resolution 
HOE — Homing Overlay Experiment 
H.R. — House of Representatives 
HUD — Department of Housing and 

Urban Development 
IAEA — International Atomic Energy 

Agency
ICBM — intercontinental ballistic missile 
IDC — intercontinental data center 
INF — intermediate-range nuclear forces 
IRP — Interagency Research Program 
JMCL — Joint Military Communications 

Link
JCS — Joint Chiefs of Staff 
LEU — low enriched uranium 
LPARs — large phased-array radars 
LRINF — long/longer-range nuclear 

force(s)
Lt. — Lieutenant
LTBT — limited test ban treaty (not 

comprehensive)
MBFR — Mutual and Balanced Force 

Reductions Talks (Negotiations on 
Mutual Reductions of Forces and

Armaments and Associated Measures 
in Europe)

MILSAT — military satellite 
MILSTAR — commimications satellite 

system
MIRV — multiple, independently- 

targeted reentry vehicles 
MOX — mixed plutonium oxide and 

uranium oxide 
MV — miiuature vehicle 
MWE — megawatts electrical 
MX — missile experimental 
NAS — National Academy of Sciences 
NATO — North Atlantic Treaty 

Organization 
NAVSTAR — navigation satellite timing 

and ranging 
NNA — neutral and non-aligned 

coimtries
NNPA — Nuclear Nonproliferation Act 

of 1978
NPG — Nuclear Planning Group of 

NATO
NPT — Non-Proliferation Treaty (Treaty 

on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear 
Weapons)

NRC — Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
NSC — National Security Council 
NSDD — National Security Decision 

Directive
NST — Nuclear and Space Arms Talks 
NTM — national technical means (of 

verification)
NTS — Nevada Test Site 
OAS — Organization of American States 
OAU — Organization for African Unity 
OP ANAL — Agency for the Prohibition 

of Nuclear Weapons in Latin 
America {Organismo para la Proscripcibn 
de las Armas Nucleares en la Ammca 
LaHne)

oper. par. — operative paragraph 
OSD — Office of the Secretary of 

Defense 
OSIS — on-site inspection 
OTA — Office of Technology 

Assessment 
par. — paragraph
PAVE PAWS — Phased-Array Warning 

System
PBW — particle beam weapon 
PC — personal computer 
P.L. — public law
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PNE — peaceful nuclear explos(ion, -ive) 
PNET — Peaceful Nuclear Explosions 

Treaty (Treaty on Underground 
Nuclear Explosions for Peaceful 
Purposes)

PRC/P.R.C. — People's Republic of 
China 

prt. — print 
p t  — part
R&D — research and development 
RECOVER — REmote COntinual 

VERification 
Rept. — report 
RES, Res — Resolution 
ret. — retired
RORSAT — radar ocean reconnaissance 

satellite 
RV — reentry vehicle 
S. — Senate
SACEUR — Supreme Allied Commander 

Europe
SAGSI — Standing Advisory Group on 

Safeguards Implementation (IAEA) 
SALT — strategic arms limitation talks/ 

agreements resulting from the talks 
SAM — surface-to-air missile 
SAS — Office of Security Assistance and 

Sales, Bureau of Politico-Military 
Affairs, U.S. Department of State 

s e e  — Standing Consultative 
Commission 

SCO — Special Consultative Group 
SDI — Strategic Defense Initiative 
Sess. — session
SICM — small intercontinental ballistic 

missile
SIPRI — Stockholm International Peace 

Research Institute 
SJ. Res. — Senate Joint Resolution

SLBM — sea-/submarine-launched 
ballistic missile 

SLCM — sea-launched cruise missile 
SMPR — Small and Medium Power 

Reactor
SNDV — strategic nuclear delivery 

vehicle
SNPI — Shanghai Nuclear Physics 

Institute
SRAM — short-range attack missile
SS — surface-to-surface 
SSBN — submarine ballistic nuclear 

(nuclear-powered ballistic missile 
submarine)

START — Strategic Arms Reduction 
Talks 

STAT. — Statute 
supp. — supplement 
SWERC — Southwest Reactor

Engineering Research and Design 
Center (China)

TASM — Tomahawk ship-attack missile 
TIAS — Treaties and Other International 

Act Series 
TLAM -  C — Tomahawk land-attack 

missile—conventional 
TLAM -  N — Tomahawk land-attack 

missile—^nuclear 
TRANSEAVER — TRAnsport of Nuclear 

Cargo by SEA VERification 
TTBT — Threshold Test Ban Treaty 

(Treaty on the Limitation of 
Underground Nuclear Weapons 
Tests)

UNCPICPUNE — United Nations 
Conference for the Promotion of 
International Cooperation in the 
Peaceful Uses of Nuclear Energy ^

 ̂Abbreviations used in documents of United Nations organs or international conferences serviced by the United 
Natioi\s Secretariat.
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UNDC — United Nations Disarmament 
Commission 

U.Nv UN — United Nations 
UNGA — United Nations General 

Assembly ^
UNIDIR — United Nations Institute for 

Disarmament Research ^
UNSCEAR  ̂— United Nations Scientific 

Committee on the Effects of Atomic 
Radiation

UNTS — United Nations Treaty Series ^

USA — United States of America/United 
States Army 

USG — United States Government 
U.S.C. — United States Code 
USN — United States Navy 
USSR/U.S.S.R. — Union of Soviet 

Socialist Republics 
UST — United States Treaty Series 
UTC — Universal Coordinated Time 
WMO — World Meteorological 

Organization



List o f Principal C onferences an d  O rgan iza tions

United N ations an d  A ffiliates

Ad Hoc Committee on the Indian Ocean

Established as a 15-member body by General Assembly resolution 2992 (XXVII) of 
December 15 ,1972, to further the objectives of the declaration set forth in 
resolution 2832 (XXVI) of December 1 6 ,1971, and expanded in succeeding years by 
General Assembly resolutions. Resolution 39/149 of December 17,1984, renewed 
its mandate and requested it to hold three preparatory sessions, possibly four, in 
1985. Three sessions and two extra meetings in 1985: January 28-February 8, March 25- 
April 4, July 1-12 (30 formal meetings), November 19, December 5, New York. 
Members: 48. Chairman: Sri Lanka (Wijewardane). Vice Chairmen: Australia (Okely), 
GDR (Grundmann), Indonesia (Ibrahim, followed by Abdullah), Mozambique (dos 
Santos). Rapporteur: Madagascar (Tahindro).

Ad Hoc Committee on the World Disarmament Conference

Established by General Assembly resolution 3183 (XXVIU) of December 18,1973, as 
a 40-member body of non-nuclear-weapon states appointed by the President of the 
General Assembly. Mandate renewed annually since then, for 1985 by resolution 
39/150 of December 17,1984. Tvx> sessions in 1985 (82d-89th meetings): April 22-25 
(4 meetings), July 15-19 (4 meetings). Participants: The 40 members and 1 non
member, the Soviet Union. Four non-members maintained contact with the Ad Hoc 
Committee through its Chairman: China, France, U.K., U.S. Observers: GDR, Laos, 
Oman, Viet Nam. Chairman: Sri Lanka (Wijewardane). Vice Chairmen: Poland 
(Tomaszewski) and Spain (Laclaustra). Working Group: Established by the Ad Hoc 
Committee in June 1974. Two meetings in 1985: July 16,17. Working Group Members: 
Burundi, Egypt, Hungary, India, Iran, Italy, Mexico, Peru, Poland, Spain. Chairman: 
Spain (Laclaustra).

Ad Hoc 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 review and supplement the Comprehensive Study of the 
Question of Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zones in A ll its Aspects  ̂ in the light of information and 
experience accumulated since 1975, and to submit the study to the General 
Assembly at its 39th session. Time period extended by General Assembly resolution 
39/151 B of December 17,1984. Began work, March 14, 1983. One session in 1985: 
January 21-February 8. Chairman: Tomudd.

Advisory Board on Disarmament Studies

Set up by the Secretary General in autimm of 1978 in accordance with paragraph 
124 of the Final Document of the Tenth Special Session of the General Assembly 
and functioned until autumn of 1981.* Revived in 1983 by the Secretary General 
pursuant to General Assembly resolution 37/99 K-III of December 13,1982.

 ̂A/10027/Add.l. This was a special report prepared by the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament (Sales 
No. E. 76.1.7).
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Functions also as Board of Trustees of the United Nations Institute of Disarmament 
Research. Two sessions (12th and 13th) in 1985: May 6-10, New York; September 23- 
27, Geneva. Members (24):

Algeria (Azzout) 
Argentina (Ortiz de 

Rozas)
Cameroon (Mboumoua) 
China (Liang Yufan) 
Cuba (Lechuga Hevia) 
Ecuador (Segarra)
Egypt (el-Shafei)
FRG (Ruth)

France (Faure)
GDR (MueUer)
India (Rasgotra)
Japan (Matsui)
Mexico (Garcia Robles) 
Nigeria (Adeniji) 
Norway (Kristvik) 
Pakistan (Shahi)
Poland (Strulak)

Romania (Ene)
Sri Lanka (Hameed) 
U.K. (Mason)
U.S. (Doughtery) 
USSR (Bykov) 
Yugoslavia (Golob) 
Chairman: Sweden 

(Bjomerstedt)

Conference on Disarmament (CD)

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 1985: February 5-April 23; June 11- 
August 30 (288th-335th meetings; 29 informal meetings) in Geneva. Additional 
intersessional meeting on chemical weapons: September 30-October 18. Workshop 
on seismological verification of a test ban sponsored by Norway: June 4-7, Oslo. 
Membership: The 5 nuclear-weapon states (China,® France,^ U.K., U.S., USSR) and 35 
non-nuclear-weapon states:

Algeria Federal Republic of Netherlands
Argentina Germany Nigeria
Australia German Democratic Pakistan
Belgium Republic Peru
Brazil Hungary Poland
Bulgaria India Romania
Burma Indonesia Soviet Union
Canada Iran Sri Lanka
China Italy Sweden
Cuba Japan United Kingdom
Czechoslovakia Kenya United States
Egypt Mexico Venezuela
Ethiopia Mongolia Yugoslavia
France Morocco Zaire

Secretary General of the Conference on Disarmament and personal representative of 
the U.N. Secretary General: Yugoslavia (Komatina). Under Secretary General of the 
Conference: Argentina (Berasategui). Presidency  ̂ rotated monthly in alphabetical 
order (by country). Ad Hoc Working Groups: Group of Scientific Experts To 
Consider International Cooperative Measures To Detect and Identify Seismic 
Events, Chairman: Sweden (Dahlman). On Chemical Weapons, Chairman: Sweden

* The Final Document may be found in Documents on Disarmament 1978. pp. 411 ff.
* 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 to<^ its 

seat for the first time in February 1979.
* As a consequence of the CD changing from a committee to a conference, the Chairman was designated as the 

President. See General Assembly Official Records: Thirty-ninth Session, Supplement No. 27 (A/39/27), p. 1.
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(Ekeus). On Effective International Arrangements To Assure Against the Use or 
Threat of Use of Nuclear Weapons, Chairman: Pakistan (Ahmad). On Radiological 
Weapons, Chairman: Australia (Butler). On Prevention of an Arms Race in Outer 
Space (created in 1985), Chairman: Egypt (Alfarargi).

Conference on Security, Disannament and Development in Africa

Regional conference organized within the framework of the World Disarmament 
Campaign and sponsored by the United Nations Department for Disarmament 
Affairs and the United Nations Institute for Disarmament Research, in cooperation 
with the Organization for African Unity. One session in 1985: August 11-12, Lome, 
Togo. Participants: Over 70 representatives from research and educational 
communities and experts from various African countries.

Disannament Commission

Established as a deliberative body and subsidiary of the U.N. General Assembly by 
paragraph 118 of the Final Act of the Tenth Special Session  ̂ to succeed the original 
Commission established by resolution 502 (VI) of January 11, 1952.® Continuation 
of its work in 1985 mandated by resolution 39/148 R of December 17,1984. One 
substantive session in 1985: May 6-31, New York. Membership: All states members of the 
United Nations. Chairman: Pakistan (Ahmad). Vice Chairman: Representatives of 
Bahamas, Byelorussian SSR, Cameroon, German Democratic Republic, Greece, Iran, 
Mexico, Morocco. Rapporteur: Spain (Laclaustra).

Group of Experts on the Reduction of Military Budgets (to prepare price indexes and 
purchasing power parities for military expenditures of participating states)

Appointed by the Secretary General in pursuance of General Assembly resolution 
37/95 B of December 13,1982. Six sessions at United Nations Headquarters, New 
York, during 1983-1985: Two sessions in 1983: March 7-11, August 8-19. Two 
sessions in 1984: February 6-17, July 9-20,1984. Two sessions in 1985: February 19- 
March 9, Jime 10-14. Participants: Battaglia (Italy), Endnas del Pando (Peru), Gallik 
(U.S.), Sasu and Lepadat (Romania), Odeka (Nigeria), Parwoto (Indonesia). Chairman: 
Cars (Sweden).

Group of Governmental Experts To Carry Out a Comprehensive Study of Concepts 
of Security

Appointed by the Secretary General pursuant to General Assembly resolution 38/ 
188 H of December 20,1983. Four sessions at United Nations Headquarters, New 
York, during 1984-1985: One session in 1984: July 23-27. Three sessions in 1985: 
January 7-18, April 8-19, July 8-19. Participants: Algeria (Achache), Argentina 
(Saracho), Australia (Thomas), China (Jin), GDR (Klein), India (Teja), Philippines 
(Suarez), Romania (Melescanu), USSR (Rozanov), Uganda (Otunnu), Venezuela 
(Cabana), Yugoslavia (Silovic). Chairman: Sweden (Ferm).

Group of Governmental Experts To Carry Out a Comprehensive Study on the Naval 
Arms Race, Naval Forces, and Naval Arms Systems

Appointed by the Secretary General pursuant to General Assembly resolution 38/ 
188 G of December 20,1983. Two sessions in 1984: April 9-13, October 15-26, 
Geneva. Two sessions in 1985: March 4-15, July 17-26, also in Geneva. Participants: 
China (Deng San Rui), France (Coutau-Begarie), Indonesia (Alatas), Netherlands 
(van Rede), Peru (Morelli-Pando), Sweden (Prawitz). Chairman: Indonesia (Alatas).

® Established as a six-member body (Security Council members—China, France, U.K., U.S., USSR—plus Canada), 
the original Commission was expanded by 14 states in 1957 by resolution 1150 (XII) of November 19 and to its 
present composition by resolutions 1252 D (XIII) of November 4,1958, and 1403 (XTV) of November 21,1959.
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International Atomic Energy Agency

Board of Governors (35 members; China admitted 1984): In 1985 met February 19-21, 
June 11-14, September 19-20, 30, Vienna. XXIXth General Conference in 1985'. 
September 23-27, Vieima. President: Ivory Coast (Manouan). Vice Presidents (8): 
Belgium, Cuba, India, Japan, Morocco, New Zealand, U.S., USSR. Membership: 113. 
Director General: Blix (Sweden).

Preparatory Committee for the International Conference on the Relationship Between 
Disarmament and Development

Fifty-four-member body appointed by the President of the General Assembly and 
convened in accordance with General Assembly resolution 39/160 of December 17, 
1984. One session in 1985: July 29-August 9 (11 formal, 5 informal meetings), U.N. 
Headquarters, New York. Members: 54 appointed by the President of the General 
Assembly. Chairman: India (Dubey). Vice Chairmen: Cuba (Oramas OUva), German 
Democratic Republic (Hucke), Norway (HusUd). Rapporteur: Kenya (Mudho).

Preparatory Committee for the United Nations Conference for the Promotion of 
International Cooperation in the Peaceful Uses of Nuclear Energy

Preparatory Committee established pursuant to General Assembly resolution 35/112 
of December 5,1980, and in accordance with the objectives of resolution 32/50 of 
December 8,1977. Five sessions held prior to 1985: 1981—^August 3-7, Vienna;
1982— Ĵune 21-30, October 27-November 2, Vienna; 1983—March 28-April 8, U.N. 
Headquarters, New York. Sixth session in 1985: October 21-November 1, Vienna.

Regional Conference on Security, E>isarmament, and Development in Africa

Held under the auspices of the Uiuted Nations Institute for Disarmament Research 
and with the participation of UNIDIR, Department for Disarmament Affairs, and 
the General Secretariat of the OAU. Three preparatory sessions in 1985: March 27-29, 
Addis Ababa; April 29-May 2, Palais des Nations, Geneva; June 19-20, Lome. Two 
sessions of Regional Conference in 1985: August 11-12, meeting of experts; August 13-16, 
ministerial conference; all in Lome. Participants: Experts' meeting—over 70 experts 
representing African research, educational communities, and other relevant 
institutions. Chairman: Director of UNIDIR (Bota).

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

Preparatory Committee established and Third Review Conference convened in 
accordance with the Final Dociunent of the Second Review Conference ' and 
General Assembly resolution 38/74 of December 15, 1983. Preparatory Committee: First 
two sessions in 1984: April 2-6, October 1-11, Geneva. Third session in 1985: April 
22-May 1, Geneva. Participants: 71 states parties to the treaty. Chairman 1984 sessions: 
1st— Ĵapan (Imai); 2d—Czechoslovakia (Vejvoda); 3d—Sri Lanka (Dhanapala). Third 
Review Conference: One session in 1985: August 27-September 21, Geneva. Full 
participants: 86 states parties to the treaty.® Limited participants: 3 signatory states, 10 
observer states; representatives of international organizations (IAEA, League of Arab 
States, OPANAL, OAU, OAS); 48 nongovernmental organizations. President: Egypt 
(Shaker).

United Nations

40th Session of the General Assembly in 1985: September 18-December 20. Membership:
159. Secretary General: Perez de Cuellar. President of the General Assembly: Spain (de 
Pinies). Chairman, First Committee: Indonesia (Alatas).

’ NPT/Conf. n/22.
* Total NPT parties as of December 1985: 132.
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United Nations Security Council

Membership: 15. Permanent Members: China, France, Soviet Union, United Kingdom, 
United States. Nonpermanent members in 1985: Australia (1986), Burkina Faso (1985), 
Denmark (1986), Egypt (1985), India (1985), Madagascar (1986), Peru (1985), 
Thailand (1986), Triiudad and Tobago (1986), Ukranian SSR (1985).

United Nations Institute for Disarmament Research (UNIDIR)

Originally established and developed by the United Nations Institute for Training 
and Research (UNTFAR) pursuant to General Assembly resolutions 33/71 K of 
December 14,1978, and 34/83 M of December 11,1979, in accordance with the 
recommendation of the Tenth Special Session of the General Assembly. Became an 
autonomous institution working in close relationship with the Department for 
Disarmament Affairs through General Assembly resolution 37/99 K-FV of 
December 13, 1982. Statute approved by the General Assembly through its 
resolution 39/148 H of December 17,1984. Two consultative meetings in 1985: April 25- 
26 and July 1-5, Geneva. Participank: Representatives of UNIDIR, League of Arab 
States, Organization for African Unity, and International Atomic Energy Agency. 
Also conducts studies, seminars, and symposiums on various arms control subjects 
such as verification of a comprehensive test ban treaty, nuclear nonproliferation, 
etc. Director: Bota (Romania).

World Disarmament Campaign

Sub-Regional Conferences, February 9-16, Cairo; April 15-19, Stockholm.

MULTILATERAL CONFERENCES AND MEETINGS

Agency for the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin America (OPANAL)

Established by the Treaty for the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin America 
(Treaty of Tlatelolco).® The General Conference has met in regular session every 2 
years since 1969. Ninth regular session in 1985: May 7-9, Mexico City. Participants: 23 
Latin American states members; also a number of other non-member states. President
1983-1985: Ecuador (Martinez Cobo); President, 1985-1987: Mexico (Flores Olea).

Antarctic Treaty Consultative Meeting

Meetings of contracting parties of the Antarctic Treaty provided for in Article IX to 
take place "at suitable intervals." 13th session in 1985: October 7-18, Brussels. 
Participank: Consultative and non-consultative (by invitation) parties. Two new 
consultative parties: China and Uruguay.

Conference on Confidence- and Security-Building Measures and Disarmament 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. Second stage in 1985 (Rotmds V-VDI): 
January 29-March 22, May 14-July 5, September 10-October 18, November 5- 
December 20, Stockholm. Participants: 35 states which took part in the Conference on 
Security and Cooperation in Europe (U.S., Canada, and 33 Western and Eastern 
European nations). Delegation heads: U S—Goodby, then Barry (from September).
USSR—Grinevsky.

* For the text of the Treaty^ see Documenk on EXsamammf, 1967, pp. 69-83.
The relevant portion of the Concluding Document may be found in Documenh on Disarmament 1983, pp. 791-793.
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MULTILATERAL CONFERENCES AND MEETINGS C o n tin u e d

Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe (CSCE)
Originally met July 3-7,1973 in Helsinki; meetings held during 1973,1974, and 
1975 in Geneva. Issued Final Act, August 1,1975.^^ Review Conferences: October 
4 ,1977-March 9,1978, Belgrade; November 11 ,1980-September 9,1983, Madrid. 
Third Review Conference on Tenth Anniversary of Signing of final Act in 1985: July 30-August 
1, Helsinki. Participants: U.S. Secretary of State Shultz and Foreign Ministers of 33 
Western and Eastern European nations and Canada.

Mutual 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 beginning in 
October 1973; three rounds of talks held annually in Vieima since then. 35th-37th 
rounds in 1985: January 31-March 28, May 24-July 19, September 26-December 5. 
Regular participants: NATO—Belgium, Canada, FRG, Luxembourg, Netherlands, U.K., 
U.S.; Warsaw Pact—Czechoslovakia, GDR, Poland, USSR. Special status participanb: 
Bulgaria, Denmark, Greece, Hungary, Italy, Norway, Romania, Turkey. U.S. 
delegation head: Blackwill; USSR: Mikhaylov.

Nordic Parliamentarians Nuclear Weapons Free Zones Conference
November 29-30, Copenhagen, Denmark.

Six-Nation Summit Meetings

Meetings held in response to 1984 proposal by Indian Prime Miiuster Indira Gandhi 
to encourage arms talks among nuclear powers. First meeting in May 1984. Second 
and third meetings in 1985: January 28, New Delhi, India; August 6-7, Ixtapa, Mexico. 
Participants: Argentina (Alfonsin), India (Gandhi), Mexico (de la Madrid Hiutado), 
Sweden (Palme), Greece (Papandreou), Tanzania (Nyerere). Issued Delhi Declaration 
and diplomatic program of action: leaders would take turns visiting the five major 
nuclear powers (China, France, U.K., U.S., USSR) during following 5 months to 
stress, inter alia, "the prevention of an arms race in outer space, and a comprehensive 
test ban treaty."

South Pacific Forum

Sixteenth Forum held in 1985: August 5-6, Rarotonga, Cook Islands. Participants: 
Australia, New Zealand, Fiji, Western Samoa, Kiribati, Tuvalu, Cook Islands, Niue, 
Papua New Guinea, Solomon Islands, Vanuatu, Nauru, Tonga. Adopted South 
Pacific Nuclear Free Zone treaty.

Foreign M inisters' Meetings

U.S.-SOVIET NEGOTIATIONS

Two in 1985: January 7-8, Geneva. Participants: U.S. — Shultz; USSR — Gromyko. In 
preparation for summit meeting: November 4-5, Moscow. Participants: U.S. — Shultz, 
McFarlane, Nitze. USSR — Shevardnadze, Komiyenko, Komplektov.

U.S.-Soviet Summit Meeting

November 19-21, 1985, Geneva. Participants: U.S. — President Reagan; USSR — 
Secretary General Gorbachev.

Nuclear Nonproliferation Consultations

Series of consultations pursued since 1982 as a result of discussions between 
Secretary of State Shultz and Foreign Minister Gromyko at the United Nations

 ̂* The anns control portion of the Final Act may be found in Documenk on Disarmament 1975, pp. 304-305.
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U.S.-SoviBT N egotiations—Continued

General Assembly session in October 1982. First session, December 1982, 
Washington, DC.; second, Jime 1983, Moscow (United States and Soviet Union 
agreed at that time to meet regularly twice a year); third and fourth sessions, 
February and November 1984 in Vierma and Moscow. Bfth and sixth sessions in 1985: 
April 15-19, Helsinki; October 18-23, Washington. Participants: United States — 
Kennedy; Soviet Union — Petrosyants.

Nuclear and Space Anns Talks (NST)

Resumption of talks on strategic and intermediate-range weapons and begirming of 
talks on outer space weapons agreed upon by Secretary of State Shultz and Soviet 
Foreign Miiuster Gromyko during meeting in Washington, January 7-8, 1985. Three 
sessions in 1985: March 12-April 23, May 30-July 16, September 19-November 7, 
Geneva. Participants: U.S. delegation—Leader and Negotiator on Space and Defensive 
Arms (DST) — Kampelman; chief negotiator on Strategic Nuclear Arms (START) — 
Tower; chief negotiator on Intermediate-Range Nuclear Arms (INF) — Glitman. U.S. 
Advisers—^Nitze, Rowny, Cooper. Soviet delegation—Leader and Negotiator on 
Strategic Nuclear Arms — Karpov; Negotiator on Space and Defensive Arms — 
Kvitsinskiy; Negotiator on Intermediate-Range Nuclear Arms — Obukhov.

Standing Consultative Commission (SCQ

Joint U.S.'USSR body established pursuant to the Memorandum of Understanding 
of December 21, 1972 to promote implementation of the objectives and 
provisions of the SALT I agreements and of the Agreement on Measures to 
Reduce the Risk of Outbreak of Nuclear War. '̂* Two sessions in 1985: XXVIII—^April 
10-June 14; XXIX—October 9-November 5, Geneva. Commissioners: United States— 
Ellis; Soviet Union—Starodubov.

See Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 868-869.
pp. 197 ff. 

m ., pp. 634-635.





1. A nnual Report by  P resident R eagan  to  th e  C ongress 
on Nuclear N onproliferation for th e  Y ear 1984: U.S. 
Nuclear N onproliferation Policy [Extract], Ja n u a ry  
1985 1

Preventing the spread of nuclear explosives to additional countries is 
a fundamental national security and foreign policy objective of the 
United States. President Reagan has repeatedly made plain his un
swerving commitment to this objective, beginning with his compre
hensive policy statement of July 16, 1981,  ̂ on non-proliferation and 
peaceful nuclear cooperation. Although the principles and guidelines 
set forth in the President's 1981 statement have been described in 
detail in earlier reports in this series, they remain the bedrock of U.S. 
non-proliferation policy and bear repeating here. As stated by the 
President, it is the policy of the United States to:

—Seek to prevent nuclear proliferation as a fimdamental national 
security and foreign policy objective.

—Strive to reduce the motivation for acquiring nuclear explosives 
by working to improve regional and global stability and to promote 
understanding of the legitimate security concerns of other states.

—Continue to support adherence to the Treaty on the Non-Prolif
eration of Nuclear Weapons ® and to the Treaty for the Prohibition of 
Nuclear Weapons in Latin America (Treaty of Tlatelolco).**

— V̂iew a material violation of these treaties or of an international 
safeguards agreement as having profoimd consequences for interna
tional order and United States bilateral relations, and also view any 
nuclear explosion by a non-nuclear-weapon state with grave concern.

—Strongly support and continue to work with other nations to 
strengthen the International Atomic Energy Agency to provide for an 
improved international safeguards regime.

—Seek to work more effectively with other countries to forge agree
ment on measures for combatting the risks of proliferation.

—^Continue to inhibit the transfer of sensitive nuclear material, 
equipment and technology, particularly where the danger of prolifera
tion demands, and to seek agreement on requiring IAEA safeguards on

 ̂ACDA files. This is Chapter I of the report submitted pursuant to section 601 of the 
Nuclear Non-Proliferation Act of 1978, printed in Documenk on Disarmament 1978, pp. 
118-164. For the President's message transmitting the report, see Document 19.

2 Documenk on Disarmament, 1981, pp. 278-280.
 ̂Ibid., 1968, pp. 461-465.

^ Ibid., 1967, pp. 69-83.
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all nuclear activities in a non-nuclear-weapon state as a condition for 
any significant new nuclear supply commitment.

—Cooperate with other nations in the peaceful uses of nuclear 
energy, including civil nuclear power programs to meet their energy 
security needs, imder a regime of adequate safeguards and controls.

In a major address before the United Nations Association of the 
United States in New York on November 1, 1984, Secretary of State 
Shultz restated the basic commitment of the United States to reduce 
the dangers to world peace and global stability posed by the potential 
spread of nuclear weapons. "It is no exaggeration,'' he declared, ^̂ to 
say that controlling the spread of nuclear weapons is critical to world 
peace and, indeed, to human siuvival. It is a cause that deserves and 
receives a top priority in our foreign policy.'' ® The Secretary called 
particular attention to the fact that the President's approach to non
proliferation has resulted in closer cooperation with U.S. allies and 
friends and has strengthened the leadership role of the United States 
in international nuclear affairs. This carefully formulated approach has 
resulted in:

— renewed sense of confidence in the United States as a reliable 
nuclear supplier to coimtries sharing the U.S. commitment to non
proliferation goals.

—^Rational distinctions between close friends and allies that pose no 
proliferation risk and those cotmtries and regions of the world that do 
present such risks.

— Împrovements, in many cases at U.S. initiative, in the internation
al regime of export controls designed to inhibit the transfer of sensi
tive nuclear material, equipment, and technology, and to ensure ade
quate safeguards and controls on exports for peaceful nuclear pur
poses.

—New bilateral agreements that will further strengthen the interna
tional non-proliferation regime.

— Ân increased dialogue, as well as a limited degree of practical but 
non-significant nuclear cooperation, with certain countries for the pur
pose of encouraging them to improve their non-proliferation policies.

As in previous years, the Administration worked strenuously during 
1984 to address the imderlying causes of nuclear proliferation, not just 
its symptoms. Particular attention was given to:

—Persuading the leaders of nations that might be considering a 
nuclear weapons option that any "security" to be gained thereby is 
likely to be illusory—that proliferation only begets proliferation, con
tributes to instability, and is destructive of everyone's security.

—Providing political, economic, and security assistance to friendly 
coimtries that may have legitimate concerns about their security.

® For the complete text of the Secretary's address^ see Documenk on Disarmament, 1984, 
pp. 775-7S3.
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thereby demonstrating that there are practical alternatives to ''going 
nuclear".

—Supporting and promoting efforts to resolve regional tensions that 
might prompt states to consider the nuclear weapons option.

Among the specific activities and accomplishments of the United 
States Government in the non-proliferation area during 1984, the 
following deserve particular mention:

Representatives of thirteen Western nuclear supplier nations met in 
Luxemboiu’g July 11-13, 1984, to assess infonnally the established 
nuclear non-proliferation system and to discuss possible ways to make 
it function more effectively. The participants were Australia, Belgium, 
Canada, the Federal Republic of Germany, France, Italy, Japan, Lux
embourg, the Netherlands, Sweden, Switzerland, the United Kingdom, 
and the United States. A number of suggestions were made for 
strengthening the framework for peaceful nuclear cooperation within a 
soimd and effective non-proliferation regime. The participants identi
fied a number of matters requiring further consideration and expressed 
their will to continue the dialogue, both among themselves and with 
other concerned coxmtries. Among the topics discussed were the im
portant role of the non-proliferation treaties and the IAEA, national 
export policies, the confidence-building role of safeguards, and newly 
emerging suppliers. In particular, there was a consensus view that 
adoption by all non-nuclear weapon states of comprehensive safe
guards (i.e., IAEA safeguards on all peaceful nuclear activities in such 
states) remains a highly desirable non-proliferation goal.

The United States and others will be seeking to build on the Lux
embourg process by examining concrete ways of persuading additional 
consumer states to accept comprehensive safeguards. As it pursues its 
dialogue with newly emerging suppliers, the United States will also be 
working to ensure that they, too, come to imderstand and adopt the 
elements of the non-proliferation approach that traditional suppliers 
have developed over the past quarter century.

Negotiations on a new agreement for peacefxil nuclear cooperation 
with the People's Republic of China were completed in 1984. A pro
posed text was initialled in Beijing on April 30 during President 
Reagan's state visit to China.® The agreed-upon text meets all require
ments of U.S. law. The document will be submitted to the President 
for his approval, authorization of signatiu'e, and submission to the 
Congress once the United States reaches a full mutual imderstanding 
with China on matters relating to implementation of the agreement. 
Peaceful nuclear cooperation with China imder the agreement can be 
expected to advance the worldwide non-proliferation objectives of the 
United States, enhance overall U.S. political relations with China, and 
benefit U.S. economic interests.

® The text of the Agreement as signed may be found in Docimient 118.
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The process of negotiating the agreement with China had important 
implications for strengthening the international non-proliferation 
regime. China's decision to join the IAEA during the period when 
negotiations were in progress was a significant step. Its expressed 
policy of requiring IAEA safeguards on its futxire nuclear export com
mitments and its statement that it will refrain from assisting any other 
state to develop nuclear weapons are evidence of the evolution of its 
non-proliferation policy.*̂

During 1984 the United States continued the series of bilateral 
discussions on non-proliferation with the Soviet Union initiated as a 
result of an agreement between Secretary Shultz and Foreign Minister 
Gromyko in the fall of 1982. Two roimds of discussions were held 
during the year— în Vienna in February and in Moscow in November. 
The United States and the Soviet Union have a broad common interest 
in non-proliferation which the periodic discussions in this area have 
served to clarify. Both sides have discovered more areas of agreement 
than disagreement, and it is expected that this quiet but useful dia
logue will continue.

The United States continued its efforts during the year to encoiu'age 
wider adherence to the Non-Proliferation Treaty and the Treaty of 
Tlatelolco. Accession to the NPT by Equatorial Guinea and by Saint 
Vincent and the Grenadines in 1984 brought to 127 the number of 
parties to this Treaty. It is the most widely adhered-to arms control 
agreement in history and continues to be an exceptionally important 
instrument for securing peace and stability in the world commimity. A 
third NET review conference is scheduled for 1985. The United States 
as well as other members of the Treaty devoted considerable effort 
during 1984 to preparations for the conference, including participation 
in two multilateral preparatory committee meetings. The U.S. goal is 
to see the 1985 conference result in a broadly supported reaffirmation 
of the Treaty's principles and objectives and an acknowledgment of 
the Treaty's critical contribution to international security and global 
peace.

During 1984 the United States continued to provide the fullest 
possible support for the IAEA and its safeguards system, a fimdamen- 
tal element not only in U.S. non-proliferation policy but also in inter
national nuclear commerce generally. Recognizing that IAEA inspec
tion capabilities must keep pace with advancing nuclear technology, 
-the United States, through its Program of Technical Assistance to 
Safeguards, continued its extensive contribution to improving and 
strengthening the technical means of applying adequate safeguards. 
More fundamentally, the United States is persevering in its efforts to 
counter trends within the IAEA toward politically motivated contro
versy over issues extraneous to the Agency's statutory fimctions. Pre
vious reports in this series described U.S. efforts to prevent a repeti
tion of the 1982 IAEA General Conference's illegal rejection of Israel's

See Documents on Disarmament, 1984, p. 410. 
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credentials and to forestall continuing attempts to deprive Israel of its 
rights and privileges as a member of the IAEA. Regrettably, the ques
tion of Israeli rights and privileges once again became an issue at the 
1984 General Conference. A concerted effort led by the United States 
succeeded in protecting Israel's position as a member with full rights 
and privileges. Unfortimately, however, the United States and its sup
porters were not successful in persuading the majority of members 
that such political issues have no place in General Conference delib
erations. As a consequence, further efforts are likely to be required 
before the issue is finally laid to rest.

In January 1984, members of the NPT Exporters Committee ("Zang
ger'' Committee) formally expressed their agreement to a major revi
sion of entries on the trigger list of items for the supply of which 
IAEA safeguards are required.® The revision pertains to items for gas 
centrifuge uranium enrichment and will substantially improve the 
multilateral control regime for this technology. During the year nucle
ar supplier nations continued work on fvirther refining the trigger list 
for additional technologies of concern from a non-proliferation per
spective; specifically, the trigger list entry for nuclear fuel reprocessing 
was reviewed in detail, with agreement near on a substantial clarifica
tion and extension of that entry. The United States also consulted 
with other supplier governments on the problem of ''dual-use" ex
ports—equipment having both nuclear and non-nuclear uses— ŵith a 
view to broader international implementation of more effective nuclear 
export control standards and procedtires.

Efforts were also undertaken during the reporting period on a nucle
ar export control problem of potential future significance: the need to 
assure that nations that are only now moving into the international 
nuclear market as suppliers will apply the same kind of stringent 
export controls that have been developed by current suppliers over the 
past two decades. If these "emerging" nuclear suppliers fail to adopt 
responsible export policies, the current regime could be badly eroded, 
or even destroyed. The United States explored the issue of "emerging" 
suppliers with a range of other nations— b̂oth current and futiu*e 
nuclear exporters—during the year. These contacts made an important 
contribution to alerting other nations to the problem and providing 
information about how responsible nuclear export policies can be 
effectively implemented.

In January, the Government of South Africa annoimced that it 
intended to adhere to the London Nuclear Suppliers Group (NSG) 
guidelines in connection with its future nuclear exports, including 
requirements for IAEA safeguards on such exports.® It also reopened 
discussions with the IAEA on safeguarding a new semicommercial 
enrichment facility. As South Africa is one of a number of countries

« IAEA INFCIRC/209/Mod. 2.
® The South African announcement is printed in Documenb on Disarmament 1984, pp. 55- 

56. The guidelines are printed ibid., 1978, pp. 7-25.
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with which the United States has been engaged in a dialogue designed 
to encourage an increased commitment to the international non-prolif
eration regime, these developments came as welcome indications of 
progress in this area.

As noted in previous reports in this series. President Reagan has 
stated that the United States will not inhibit civil reprocessing and 
breeder reactor development in countries with advanced nuclear pro
grams 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 (EURATOM) advance, long
term arrangements on reprocessing and plutonium use in the context 
of new or amended agreements for peaceful nuclear cooperation. Fur
ther discussions took place in 1984 and are expected to continue in 
1985.

New agreements for peaceful nuclear cooperation with Sweden and 
Norway entered into force on April 11, 1984, and July 2, 1984, respec
tively. The United States initialed a new agreement with Finland on 
Jime 20, 1984. Early approval by the President, signing, and transmittal 
to the Congress are expected.

As in the past, a small but significant number of countries contin
ued during 1984 to pose a real proliferation risk. In seeking to inhibit 
these states and others from obtaining nuclear explosives, the United 
States employed a wide range of political, economic and security 
instnmients. It resorted to control and, where necessary, denial of 
nuclear materials, equipment, and technology, and it consulted closely 
with other nuclear suppliers, urging similar prudence and restraint in 
their own nuclear export policies. The United States remains firm in 
its determination to maintain stringent nuclear export controls so that 
U.S. nuclear cooperation is not misused. Special priority is accorded to 
restricting sensitive nuclear activities in regions of instability and pro
liferation concern, such as the Middle East and South Asia. At the 
same time, the United States has not ignored, and will not ignore, the 
legitimate needs of countries, including those technologically less ad
vanced, that wish to share in the peaceful benefits of the atom. It will 
continue to ensure, bilaterally and through the IAEA, that such bene
fits are made available on a reliable basis to countries that share U.S. 
non-proliferation goals.

• • • • • • •
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2. W hite House Pam phlet, The P resid en t’s  S tra teg ic  D e
fe n se  In itia tiv e : Arms Control an d  th e  ABM Treaty 
[Extracts], Ja n u a ry  3, 1985 ^

•  •  •  •  •  e •

As directed by the President, the SDI research program will be 
conducted in a manner fully consistent with all U.S. treaty obligations, 
including the 1972 ABM Treaty.  ̂ The ABM Treaty prohibits the 
development, testing, and deployment of ABM systems and compo
nents that are space-based, air-based, sea-based, or mobile land-based. 
However, as Gerard Smith, chief U.S. negotiator of the ABM Treaty, 
reported to the Senate Armed Services Committee in 1972, that agree
ment does permit research short of field testing of a prototype ABM 
system or component.® This is the type of research that will be 
conducted under the SDI program.

Any future national decision to deploy defensive systems would, of 
course, lead to an important change in the structure of United States 
and Soviet forces. We are examining ways in which the offense/ 
defense relationship can be managed to achieve a more stable balance 
through strategic arms control. Above all, we seek to ensure that the 
interaction of offensive and defensive forces removes first-strike op
tions from either side's capability.

The United States does not view defensive measures as a means of 
establishing military superiority. Because we have no ambitions in this 
regard, deployments of defensive systems would most usefully be 
done in the context of a cooperative, equitable, and verifiable arms 
control environment that regulates the offensive and defensive devel
opments and deployments of the United States and Soviet Union. 
Such an environment could be particularly useful in the period of 
transition from a deterrent based on the threat of nuclear retaliation, 
through deterrence based on a balance of offensive and defensive 
forces, to the period when adjustments to the basis of deterrence are 
complete and advanced defensive systems are fully deployed. During 
the transition, arms control agreements could help to manage and 
establish guidelines for the deployment of defensive systems.

The SDI research program will complement and support U.S. efforts 
to seek equitable, verifiable reductions in offensive nuclear forces 
through arms control negotiations. Such reductions would make a 
useful contribution to stability, whether in today's deterrence environ

 ̂White House, The President's Strategic D ef^e Initiative, January 1985, pp. 5-6, 8. Al
though the date January 3 does not appear in the pamphlet, that is the date on which it 
was released.

2 Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 197-201.
® Military Implications of the Treaty on the Limitations of Anti-Ballistic Missile Systems and the 

Interim Agreement on Limitation of Strategic Offensive Arms: Hearing Before the Committee on Armed 
Services, United States Senate, Ninety-second Congress, Second Session (June 6, 20, 22, 28; July 18, 
19, 21, 24, and 25, 1972), p. 377.
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ment or in a potential future deterrence environment in which de
fenses played a leading role.

A future decision to develop and deploy effective defenses against 
ballistic missiles could support our policy of pursuing significant re
ductions in ballistic missile forces. To the extent that defensive sys
tems could reduce the effectiveness and, thus, value of ballistic mis
siles, they also could increase the incentives for negotiated reductions. 
Significant reductions in turn would serve to increase the effectiveness 
and deterrent potential of defensive systems.

Assertion: SDI violates the ABM Treaty.
Fact: The United States does not and will not violate its treaty 

obligations. The ABM Treaty explicitly permits the kind of research 
envisaged imder SDI, and all such research will be conducted within 
its constraints. Critics who claim that SDI would violate this Treaty or 
others are simply wrong—often because they are critiquing an SDI 
program of a natiu'e and direction of their own invention, rather than 
the research program the United States will actually carry out. More
over, the Soviets have been conducting analogous research for many 
years. They have not called their research program a violation of the 
ABM Treaty— n̂or have we for that matter.

In contrast, the Soviet Uruon is constructing a large phased-array 
radar that will contribute to its ABM potential. Because of the location 
and orientation of this radar, it almost certainly constitutes a violation 
of the 1972 ABM Treaty.

The ABM Treaty provides for possible amendments and periodic 
review sessions in which possible changes can be discussed. When the 
SDI research has produced specific options to develop and deploy a 
BMD system, we would then address the question of availing our
selves of these procedures in order to modify the Treaty.

Meanwhile, however, the ABM Treaty specifically calls on the 
United States and USSR to take effective measures to reduce offensive 
nuclear weapons. The United States welcomes the Soviet Union's 
decision to retiuti to such negotiations, which it has boycotted since 
late 1983.

Moreover, we have repeatedly told the Soviets we would like to 
discuss the implications of these new defensive technologies with 
them in a govemment-to-govemment fonrni. We have made sugges
tions about the venue and invited their ideas.
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3. Jo in t S ta tem ent by  th e  United S ta tes  and  th e  Soviet 
Union: N uclear an d  Space Arms Talks, J a n u a ry  8, 
1985 4

As previously agreed, a meeting was held on January 7 and 8, 1985, 
in Geneva between George P. Shultz, U.S. Secretary of State, and 
Andrei A. Gromyko, Member of the Politburo of the Central Commit
tee of the CPSU, First Deputy Chairman of the Coimcil of Ministers 
of the USSR and Minister of Foreign Affairs of the USSR.

During the meeting they discussed the subject and objectives of the 
forthcoming U.S.-Soviet negotiations on nuclear and space arms. The 
sides agreed that the subject of the negotiations will be a complex of 
questions concerning space and nuclear arms, both strategic and inter- 
mediate-range, with all the questions considered and resolved in their 
interrelationship. The objective of the negotiations will be to work out 
effective agreements aimed at preventing an arms race in space and 
terminating it on Earth, at limiting and reducing nuclear arms and at 
strengthening strategic stability.

The negotiations will be conducted by a delegation from each side, 
divided into three groups. The sides believe that ultimately the forth
coming negotiations, just as efforts in general to limit and reduce 
arms, should lead to the complete elimination of nuclear arms every
where.

The date of the beginning of the new negotiations and the site of 
these negotiations will be agreed through diplomatic charmels within 
one month.

4. N ew s Conference S ta tem en t by  Secretary  of S ta te  
Shultz: Nuclear an d  Space Arms Talks, Ja n u a ry  8, 
1985 ^

I have just spoken with President Reagan, and he has received with 
satisfaction the news of the agreement to begin new negotiations that 
has been reached between Mr. Gromyko and myself, the text of which 
I am going to read to you.

[The Secretary read the joint statement, supra] ^
While the statement speaks for itself, I would like to give you my 

own views on what has been accomplished during these 2 days of 
meetings.

From otir perspective, these meetings represent an important begin
ning. We can't be sure where these negotiations will lead and, clearly, 
we have a long road ahead of us. There are many tough and compli-

 ̂Department of State Bulletin, March 1985, p. 30.
 ̂Ibid. The statement was followed by a question and answer session.

2 Brackets in the source text.
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cated issues still to be resolved. But we have here in Geneva agreed on 
the objectives for new negotiations on nuclear and space arms. We 
have also agreed that these negotiations will be conducted by a dele
gation from each side divided into three groups.

We came to Geneva with high hopes but realistic expectations. Our 
previous exchanges had confirmed that we were in general agreement 
that the problems of nuclear and space arms are interrelated and that 
both sides attach priority to achieving radical reductions in nuclear 
weapons as a first step toward their complete elimination.

But we also knew that we had oiu* differences on how to go about 
achieving these goals. That we were able to reach agreement today on 
new negotiations signifies, we hope, a shared interest in moving for
ward in the necessary give-and-take required to reach agreement that 
satisfies both sides' concerns.

An important element of my presentation to Mr. Gromyko con
cerned our views on the nature of the strategic relationship and our 
goals for the future. For the near term, in addition to seeking radical 
reductions in nuclear weapons, I stated that we should reverse the 
erosion of the ABM [Antiballistic Missile] Treaty ® that has occurred 
over the last decade.

On the subject of the Strategic Defense Initiative, I explained to Mr. 
Gromyko that SDI is a research program intended to determine 
whether it would be possible to shift to a more stable relationship 
involving a greater reliance on defensive systems. 1 noted that it is 
fully consistent with the ABM Treaty and that no decisions to go 
beyond research have been made nor could they be made for several 
years.

While the issues posed by SDI are for the future, I told Mr. Gromy
ko that we were now, nonetheless, prepared to discuss the question of 
strategic defense. Our views differ on the question, but we now have 
agreed on a form for tackling the issues head-on with the objectives of 
seeking reductions in nuclear arms and strengthening strategic stabili
ty.

In addition to a group in which we intended to address space arms, 
whether based or targeted on Earth or in space, we have agreed with 
the Soviets to establish two other new negotiating groups to address 
limitations and reductions in strategic and intermediate-range nuclear 
arms. I told Mr. Gromyko that we have constructive new ideas to 
explore in all of these areas and that we hope for an equally construc
tive approach on the part of the Soviet Union.

In simi, as I agreed with Mr. Gromyko, our exchanges were frank, 
businesslike, and useful. We are addressing the substance of the most 
serious issues between our two countries.

It is a task worthy of our best efforts. Both sides will be giving 
these exchanges careful consideration and will be following up

® The text of the Treaty may be found in Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 197 ff. 
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through contacts and diplomatic channels as we prepare for the new 
negotiations.

The success of ovir meeting here is due in no small part to the 
advice and support of the strong delegation that accompanied me here. 
Everybody really helped and contributed. And I especially thank na
tion^ security adviser Bud McFarlane.

Members of our delegation will be briefing our allies and friends in 
the next few days. And we will, of course, be giving a thorough read
out to the Congress. I will be reporting personally to the President 
tomorrow, as I did briefly over the phone tonight, the results of this 
meeting. I know that he intends to pursue these negotiations with 
persistence and determination.

5. In terview  of Soviet Foreign M inister Gromyko by  Po
litical O bservers  [Extract], J a n u a ry  13, 1985 ^

Gromyko. First, I would like to welcome you. You are familiar faces 
to me. You probably have quite a few questions. Please, ask me these 
questions, and I shall try to answer them.

Zhukov. Andrey Andreyevich, your meeting in Geneva with Secre
tary of State Shultz has aroused great interest both here in our country 
and abroad. How would you evaluate the results of this meeting as a 
whole?

Gromyko. On the whole, we evaluate the results of the meeting 
positively. The joint Soviet-American statement does indeed speak for 
itself.2 We agreed on the subject of the coming talks and on the goals 
which should be achieved as a result of the negotiations. This is of 
course very important.

Zorin. Andrey Andreyevich, you said the questions of nuclear and 
space weapons will be ^scussed at the forthcoming negotiations as a 
complex, that is, as interconnected matters. This is a quite new ap
proach. What brought it about?

Gromyko. It was brought about by this: If one is striving to stop 
the arms race, to eliminate the threat of war—in a word, if one is 
striving for lasting peace, then it is essential that the arms race should 
not begin in space and should be stopped on earth, on the earth as a 
planet. This was the chief task which faced the participants in the 
Geneva meeting.

There was very strong pressure by the American Administration not 
to permit the examination of questions of space, to work toward 
having the sphere of space open for the arms race. As we have said so 
many times, including on the eve of the Geneva meeting, this position

 ̂Moscow Television Service in Russian, January 13, 1985; FBIS Daily Report, January 
14, 1985, vol. ni, pp. AA1-AA13. The interview was conducted by Yuriy ^ u k o v , 
V^entin Zorin, Vikentiy Matveyev, and Vladimir Bogachev.

2 Document 3.
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is totally unacceptable. Agreement upon the conditions for this meet
ing did not go smoothly, but in the end it was agreed that this 
question can and must be discussed. As you know, space also figiu'es 
in the statement, and the prevailing viewpoint is that it is impossible 
to examine either the question of strategic armaments or the question 
of intermediate-range nuclear weapons without examining the ques
tion of space, or more precisely, the question of averting an arms race 
in space. In the end the American side agreed to adopt such a view
point. This fact is a positive one.

I would like to say here that after my return from Geneva, and, 
correspondingly, after the retiun of U.S. Secretary of State Shultz to 
Washington, he sent me a letter—I received it here in Moscow—which 
said that the U.S. Administration intends to fulfill that which was 
agreed upon in Geneva, and that it is serious about the obligations it 
assumed in accordance with this agreement. This is a positive indica
tor. As the saying goes, we shall see what we shall see.

M atveyev. Andrey Andreyevich, since so much importance is at
tached to the questions of space arms and since they have such key 
significance for progress at the talks, what can be said about the 
essence of the difference in the approaches of our country and those 
of the United States to these questions?

Gromyko. The essence consists exactly in setting the space issue 
aside and dealing only with those types of arms on which talks have 
already been held: ground-based strategic nuclear arms and medium- 
range arms, including nuclear, in Eiu’ope. At least this was expressed 
with the greatest clarity before the Geneva meeting. The point is this: 
The Soviet Union categorically objected to such a viewpoint. It was of 
the opinion and is of the opinion that it is impossible to set the space 
issue to one side. In the final analysis, one can, theoretically, imagine a 
situation in which success has been reached regarding the questions of 
strategic arms and the questions of medium-range nuclear arms. I 
repeat: Success has been reached—but what is taking place in space is 
the arms race, being filled up increasingly with corresponding types of 
arms. Not only would this bring to nought what has been done on 
earth, but it would take things even further and as a result the 
balance, as far as peace is concerned, would be a negative one.

The situation would be complicated and even more dangerous. This 
we said with all directness to the U.S. Administration; we told its 
allies about it; we told the whole world about it; and we also said this 
in Geneva. Moreover, we spoke firmly and—Î am ready to use such a 
word—sharply. We wanted the U.S. Administration and those who 
have supported and who now support its viewpoint regarding the 
questions of space to become aware of this.

The conclusions we reached we repeated in Geneva, too. It is as 
follows: that it is impossible to examine productively the questions of 
strategic nuclear arms and the questions of mediiun-range nuclear 
arms without examining the questions of space and outer space.
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Bogachev. Andrey Andreyevich, what specifically is meant when 
we say that the Soviet Union is resolutely against militarization of 
space?

Gromyko, What did we mean? We meant that arms intended for 
use against targets in space should be banned categorically and also 
that arms intended for use from space against the earth as a planet— în 
other words, against targets on the ground, in the sea and in the air— 
should be barmed categorically. We constantly stressed this viewpoint. 
Well, this is what we meant and this is what we still mean.

Zorin. Andrey Andreyevich, those who were able to observe the 
course of the Geneva talks at close quarters, so to speak, got the 
impression that these talks were not easy at all. Is that the case?

Gromyko. One can say this: The talks were not easy at all. I would 
say that at times they were very complicated, if not tense, in the 
political sense of the word. Of course, we did not hammer our fists on 
the table and did not throw our glasses on the table [laughter], but 
that is what they were like. However, on the whole—and I want to 
stress this—they were businesslike and serious, and frarJc, I repeat, 
frank, in the sense that this term is usually used when one speaks 
about talks during which the sides were not afraid to speak their 
minds perfectly clearly and did not always bother with politeness.

M atveyev. Andrey Andreyevich, in connection with this I have a 
question about the U.S. large-scale missile defense program. When 
they usually talk about such a defense in Washington, they claim that 
they do not intend to test and deploy such systems in outer space, but 
merely want to restrict themselves, so to speak, to scientific research 
work which, they say, does not run coimter to the antimissile defense 
treaty.® Well how, in your opinion, should one react to this American 
position?

Gromyko. I must tell you that in the course of a long period of time 
supporters of this plan in the United States—the plan for so-called 
large-scale missile defense—submerged, so to speak, certain elements, 
certain stages of this problem, and made no differentiation between 
them.

Later, when they sensed that, naturally, this entire position was a 
weak one, and under the pressure of criticism, and— would say— 
exposure of the essence of it, they amended it somewhat and came to 
the conclusion that the stationing of such facilities and their testing 
might be prohibited. They told us this clearly in Geneva, for the first 
time, even. They told us clearly in Geneva.

And as far as scientific-research work is concerned, then this had to 
continue. The reason they gave for this was that it made no differ
ence— r̂esearch work could not be barmed because it could not be 
monitored. Well, the question as to whether you can or cannot moni
tor it is complex. Of course, if research work is carried out in terms of

® I.e., the ABM (SALT I) Treaty. For the text, see Documenfs on Disarmament 1972, pp. 
197 ff.
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the preparation of the relevant papers, inside premises, then, evident
ly, it will not be so easy to monitor it. But it frequently happens that 
next to the laboratory is some kind of testing groimd, used for the 
appropriate purposes.

But even asstuning that it is altogether difficult to monitor this, one 
is prompted to ask: Why carry out such work—even if one calls it 
research or scientific-research work—^while an imderstanding exists 
that one should steer matters toward the full and definitive destruc
tion of nuclear weapons? Why, one asks oneself, should scientific- 
research work be carried out in order to create a whole system of new 
types of armaments to be deployed in space? Thus, this position of the 
American Administration, a position in favor of holding scientific- 
research work, is a weak and vulnerable position. Why make—even in 
the first phase— ŵhy make preparations for subsequently testing and 
deploying a new type of armaments? And who, one m i^t ask, could 
give a guarantee that after the completion of scientific-research work, 
a halt would be called? Surely it is possible there will be people, both 
scientists and nonscientists, who will say: Excuse us, but we have 
spent so many billions of dollars on scientific-research work, why 
should this amount of money be lost?

Matveyev. $26 billion!
Gromyko. They will say: Is it not better to use it, and to move on 

to the next stage, of which everyone now disapproves and on which it 
has been agreed that they—that is, the testing and deployment—must 
be barmed? Is such a situation possible? Yes it is.

We know the handwriting of the U.S. Administration, and we know 
the situation in the United States. Thus the position—this I want to 
stress with all possible determination— în a political and moral sense, 
on the conduct of scientific-research work which aims to create a 
large-scale missile defense system, does not withstand criticism; it is 
vulnerable; and it must be rejected. You know, if one were to say it 
frankly, then, from such a position to the absurd, there is a very small 
distance.

Bogachev. Allow me to ask a question on control. The U.S. side not 
infrequently claims that the Soviet Union underestimates the impor
tance of the problem of monitoring, the monitoring of the observance 
of agreements. Sometimes one can even hear that the Soviet Union 
supposedly violates the pledges it has imdertaken. What would you 
say to this question?

Gromyko. Yes indeed, the U.S. side has long been using this argu
ment, one may say, from the very beginning of the examination of the 
issues of disarmament after the end of World War 11. But 1 would 
reply in this way: that not a single state has submitted a more radical 
or a more far-reaching proposal on the issues of control than the 
Soviet Union, the Soviet state, has. With the appearance of nuclear 
weapons, when this question on monitoring arose, we submitted imder 
the aegis of the United Nations Organization a proposal to ban these 
weapons once and for all.
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We were told: What about monitoring? And what about other types 
of weapons? Our reply was simple—let us raise the question of other 
types of weapons as well, and let us come to an agreement on moni
toring. On what monitoring? On the widest, most comprehensive 
morutoring, the deepest morutoring— în a word on imiversal monitor
ing. We submitted this proposal; no other state did. Our friends fully 
supported this, our joint proposal; and we insisted in the course of 
many years on the adoption of a proposal on imiversal disarmament 
imder universal control.

Do you think the West and the United States went for this? No, 
they did not go for this. They did not go for either imiversal disarma
ment and the harming of nuclear weapons, nor did they go for univer
sal monitoring. This proposal currently lies on the table of the U.S. 
Administration and of other governments of the NATO bloc, and in 
general, other governments in the world. We are still prepared today 
to consider such a broad proposal, a proposal envisaging universal and 
total disarmament, under universal and total international monitor
ing—international, I stress. This means that American representatives, 
too, can take part in this supervision. And as for all these insinuations 
that the Soviet Union supposedly does not fulfill certain obligations in 
a signed agreement on verification, on monitoring, they are fabrica
tions.

Note that these memoranda and notes, which are sent by the U.S. 
Administration to Congress and are sometimes brought to the atten
tion of the United Nations, to the effect that such actions, which I 
mentioned, supposedly take place on the part of the Soviet Union. 
They contain expressions like these: There are doubts about whether 
the Soviet Union is fulfilling some obligations or other; or it appears 
that some obligations or other are not being fully carried out; or the 
question arises of verifying whether such-and-such obligations are 
really being fulfilled by the Soviet Union. But nowhere are there 
direct statements with proof, using facts, that the Soviet Union is 
actually violating anything. We deny this categorically. No! The Soviet 
Union is not accustomed to violating its obligations that are in accord
ance with treaties and agreements under which its signature and the 
signature of other states stand, whether it is a bilateral or a multilater
al agreement. We are proud of this.

And, by the way, the world has grown accustomed to this; it is 
accustomed to it. When the Americans declare that supposedly not all 
is in order with the Soviet Union's fulfillment of provisions on verifi
cation of some agreement or other this, you know, is listened to with 
some indifference; and other states have never made statements to us 
to the effect that there is actually confirmation of this. No, no.

Our conscience is clear here. We do not conclude agreements in 
order not to fulfill them. We fulfill these agreements in every aspect, 
from start to finish.

Zhukov. Official U.S. representatives hint that they intend to hold 
serious negotiations only about nuclear arms, whereas as far as space
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weapons are concerned, here the American side supposedly intends 
merely to explain the meaning of these systems for the consolidation 
of peace. How do you assess such statements?

Gromyko. You know, if there are such free interpretations of the 
American position in connection with the accord that was achieved in 
Geneva, then they do not express the spirit of that accord, if the 
statement is imderstood as any reasonable person must imderstand it. 
It is directly stated there that it is a question of negotiations which 
will embrace such-and-such and such-and-such and such-and-such 
spheres: space strategic nuclear arms, and intermediate-range nuclear 
arms. And if someone has a situation in mind whereby in the discus
sion of the space issue one side would merely carry out the exercise of 
elucidating its own position, not corresponding to the spirit of the 
accord, while the other side would listen, then they are off the track. 
We do not envisage that kind of seminar. That is a pointless exercise. 
It would be an empty exercise.

Without accord, a simultaneous and mutually linked accord on all 
three aspects, no progress can be made towards fulfilling what was 
agreed upon in Geneva. One would wish rather that there might be 
fewer such statements of a frivolous nature by the United States, and 
best of all, none at all. A serious approach to these matters is required. 
They brook no such liberties.

Matveyev. What prospects in the area of reducing strategic arma
ments would be opened up in the event of an accord being reached on 
preventing the militarization of outer space?

Gromyko. Yes, I have to say that more favorable prospects would 
be opened up than to date. I have already said that it is impossible to 
examine a ban on strategic armaments excluding space. But if the 
problems of space were examined in the necessary direction and if 
accords in this area became clear, then it would be possible to move 
forward also on questions of strategic armaments. The Soviet Union 
would be willing not only to examine this problem of strategic arma
ments but would also be willing to reduce them sharply, upholding of 
course the principle of equality, of identical seouity, but to reduce 
strategic armaments. That kind of possibility would be opened up. 
And on the contrary, if there were no movement forward in space 
questions, then it would be superfluous even to speak about the 
possibility of a reduction in strategic armaments.

Bogachev. Andrey Andreyevich, are the agreements previously 
reached on strategic armaments working?

Gromyko. This question does arise. Concerning the SALT 1 Treaty, 
which was concluded when Mr. Nixon was the U.S. President, despite 
the fact that the period of validity for the treaty expired, in due time 
the sides agreed to exchange official statements to the effect that the 
obligations assumed by the sides under this Treaty remained in force. 1 
therefore may reply that they remain in force today. We are prepared 
to regard this Treaty as such in future.
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Concerning the second treaty, SALT II, which was duly signed in 
Vienna on our side by Leonid Ilich Brezhnev and on the U.S. side by 
former President Carter: This Treaty, as is known, was not ratified by 
the United States.'* The obligations assumed by the sides imder this 
treaty therefore are not legally in order and do not remain valid.

But the sides reached an agreement that whatever is of positive 
significance should, in fact, operate in this agreement, too. Why such a 
formula? Because the contents of this agreement are complicated in 
many respects, in particular in the respect that some of the points of 
the agreement—and this is something that should be clear—for in
stance those on cruise missiles, no longer apply. This was a temporary 
factor—these points no longer apply and are no longer operating. 
There was a protocol as an addendum to the accord. It does not exist 
any more. That is why it is correct to say that what is positive now in 
connection with this accord should be in operation. There is an under
standing between the two sides here and this is good.

Zorin. The U.S. Administration stresses emphatically and empha
sizes the fact that the presence in the Soviet Union of heavy intercon
tinental ballistic missiles is a destabilizing influence and consequently 
insists that these systems be sharply reduced. In your view are there 
groimds for presenting the issue in this maimer?

Gromyko. No, there are absolutely no grounds for presenting the 
issue in this way. When at one time negotiations on strategic weapons 
were being conducted, our so-called heavy missiles, which Washing
ton particularly dislikes at the moment, represented a component part 
of the accord— Î repeat, a component part of the accord. At that time 
we made allowances on issues of forward-based U.S. systems, includ
ing those in Europe. We did not involve in this Treaty U.S. bases in 
Europe, although we annovmced that this issue should be settled in 
subsequent negotiations. But as far as SALT II is concerned, this issue 
was not involved in it. In return, the United States deemed it justified 
for the Soviet Union to have these heavy missiles, the missiles about 
which so much is being said at times and such a fuss is made of in the 
United States. So the Soviet Union has remained and remains also in 
this matter a supporter of the principle of equality and equal security.

Moreover, we have drawn the attention of the American Adminis
tration to the fact—although, generally speaking, there are thinking 
people over there. It itself also imderstands that the history of the 
formation of strategic armaments in the USSR and in the United 
States is such that these armaments have taken shape differently. The 
United States has always had a powerful Air Force, a bomber Air 
Force. We have in mind first of all aircraft as delivery vehicles of 
nuclear weapons. Such a factor as submarines also worked in that 
direction. Therefore, to take and eliminate this difference in one 
stroke, including in the structure of the strategic nuclear forces, is not 
serious. And it looks as if, in the end, even official American circles

 ̂Ibid., 1979, pp. 189-222.
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have started to understand that their demand, which they previously 
stressed in every possible way in connection with our heavy missiles, 
is excessive and, in short, inappropriate. And ever more frequently 
they have started to say: Yes, indeed, the history of how strategic 
nuclear forces have taken shape in both countries, needs to be accept
ed here.

We have not given up and are not giving up the sacrosanct point 
which needs to be accepted in talks on nuclear armaments: the princi
ple of equality and equal security. This is how it was before; this is 
how it is today, and this is also how it will be in the future. That is 
the only healthy, convincing basis by whose observance the accords 
and positive solutions of questions of nuclear armaments, questions of 
space, questions of intermediate-range weapons can be sought. I hope 
that I have answered your question.

Zhukov. Incidentally, on mediimi-range nuclear weapons, what will 
the situation be if the Americans continue with the deployment of 
their new nuclear missiles in Europe during the time of the talks?

Gromyko. If the United States continues to deploy its mediiun- 
range weapons in Europe, then I must say blimtly that the situation 
will be made more complicated, and greatly more complicated. The 
fact that we proposed a freeze on these weapons is well known. 
Indeed, in Geneva we warned the United States quite clearly that if it 
did so— îf it continued with the deployment; and it was at great pains 
to emphasize that it had plans, and that it intended to carry out those 
plans—then it would put in question the talks that were due to begin 
in accordance with the imderstanding reached in Geneva. I repeat— ŵe 
warned the United States about this. We hope that it will bear this in 
mind.

M atveyev. Now, tell us, please, have Washington and the U.S. allies 
as well reviewed their attitude on the question of coimting the nuclear 
weapons of Britain and France in tackling the question of mediiun- 
range nuclear armaments?

Gromyko. From what we have heard from U.S. representatives in 
Geneva and elsewhere, you know, American statesmen come out vir
tually every day with statements, commenting on first one side, then 
the other, on nuclear armaments, the situation in general, East-West 
relations, and relations between the United States and the Soviet 
Union, and it appears that they have not shifted their position on the 
question of British and French armaments. We have answered them, 
are answering, and will continue to answer them by saying that 
British and French armaments must be taken into accoimt. Britain and 
France are members of the North Atlantic alliance. It would be most 
imjustified if the North Atlantic alliance obtained a kind of addition, 
or a bonus if you like, in the form of the British and French arma
ments. This is the crux of the disagreement between us, and this is a 
basic disagreement in connection with the discussion of the mediimi- 
range weapons problem.
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We made proposals as to the basis on which an understanding could 
be reached between the Soviet Union and the United States. We 
declared on repeated occasions that we do not, all told, put matters in 
the following way: Britain and France must scrap their weapons. What 
we say is that they must defend themselves. This means that if British 
and French weapons remain at their disposal, then American weapons 
must be reduced by the corresponding number. This is, so to speak, 
one campaign—a campaign taking place on one side of the barricade, 
figuratively speaking.

Bogachev. You have already mentioned the problem of airborne 
nuclear armaments. Another question that arises is whether the Soviet 
position presupposes taking into accoimt in the overall balance of 
forces mediiun-range nuclear weapons carried by ship-bome aircraft, 
aircraft which carry nuclear weapons and are based on aircraft carriers, 
in the European zone?

Gromyko. This is actually an exceptionally important question. Up 
to now, during the talks we have held, we have taken six American 
aircraft carriers into accoimt—aircraft carriers which, by and large, 
either frequent European waters, for instance the Mediterranean, or 
which are found near European waters. There are, I repeat, six such 
carriers. Altogether, and this, at the end of the day, is a well-known 
fact, the United States has 14 aircraft carriers; and a 15th is being 
built— b̂y all accoimts its construction is nearing completion, or at any 
rate completion is not far away. Each of these aircraft carriers has 40 
aircraft which carry nuclear weapons. Each aircraft has two or three 
nuclear warheads. Just look: If you take a mere 6, a mere 6, then you 
end up with 480 nuclear warheads. But they number 15 in all: Surely 
it is not complicated or difficult in some kind of extreme situation to 
bring aircraft carriers closer to Europe from other parts of the world? 
No, not particularly difficult.

So what we have in mind is that a certain stage in the talks, we can 
raise the question not just of the 6, but of the 15 aircraft carriers. That 
is, we will include those which we have not coimted hitherto.

Even if you take a mere 6 aircraft carriers and assume that each 
aircraft has just 2 nuclear warheads, then, as I have already said, you 
get 480. But if you take twice that number of nuclear-capable aircraft, 
that is aircraft as carriers carrying nuclear weapons, and twice as many 
nuclear warheads, then this is more than 1,000 nuclear warheads, 
[sentence as heard] This is a colossal force, a colossal force. We intend 
to keep this in reserve.

If the talks go in such a way that the use of this factor is justified, 
we shall do that; we have a ri^ t to do so. It is not a luxury but it is a 
necessity. I have attempted to give you the mathematical justification 
of such a formulation of the issue.

The Americans know this, although, sometimes, evidently regarding 
it as the height of subtle tactics, do not speak in this spirit, forgetting 
about this issue, as it were, and putting it to one side.
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Zorin. There is another aspect to the question. It is sometimes said 
in the West nowadays that the talks on which an accord has been 
reached in Geneva are merely a resimiption of the talks which were 
interrupted earlier, and that they are taking place allegedly because the 
new American missiles are being deployed in Eiu’ope. How would you 
coiimient on assertions of this kind?

Gromyko. Of course, this is not a resumption of the talks. They are 
completely new talks. The Americans, and the U.S. Secretary of State 
personally, have also agreed that these are new talks, not a resumption 
of the old talks. And since they were at first trying to use expressions, 
trying to slip them in as it were, about talks having been resiuned, 
when we explained that it would be closer to the truth, they agreed 
that the talks are of coiu'se completely new. And the way the issues 
are put is completely different than how it was previously during 
these talks; the way the issue is put has to be quite different.

What mainly should be stressed here? It mainly has to be stressed 
here that if before talks were conducted separately on strategic weap
ons and on medium-range weapons, and both sides agreed that it was 
proper to conduct the matter in that way, and that it might be easier 
to find agreement that way, then now it has definitely become clear 
that it is not in fact possible to hold talks on strategic weapons and to 
try to reach agreement without resolving the issue of medium-range 
weapons. It is not possible. Why is it not possible? Because for the 
Soviet Union, mediimi-range weapons are also strategic weapons. 
Mediimi-range weapons are such only according to the parameters of 
their range; but in effect, and of course in power, in effect they are 
strategic weapons for the Soviet Union. Why? Because they can reach 
the Soviet Union's territory. They can reach the Soviet Union's terri
tory, while the type of weapon which is opposed all the time, day and 
nigjit, by the United States and its allies, our SS-20 missiles, medium- 
range weapons, none of them can reach the territory of the United 
States. That is one of the arguments in favor of there now having to 
be an integrated approach, an integrated approach to resolving the 
problems.

The issue of strategic nuclear weapons caimot be examined in isola
tion from that of space. Also, the issue of medium-range nuclear 
weapons cannot be examined in isolation from that of space. The issue 
of strategic weapons cannot be examined as separate from medium- 
range weapons. It is essential to examine these only in combination, 
not to mention the fact that, limiped together, weapons, strategic 
medium-range weapons, caimot be examined separately from weapons 
in space. That is the reason why we have come to the negotiations, to 
the talks of a preliminary nature, to the talks with the United States, 
in order to tell the truth: this is the situation today, this is the 
situation that has arisen today. All these problems can only be exam
ined together. If the United States, or, more precisely, the U.S. Admin
istration, did not have any plans to create a so-called large-scale 
missile defense, then the question would not arise in involving space
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and examining it all together—space must be clean. The arms race 
must not spread there. On this coimt there are appropriate statements, 
or if you prefer, accords with the participation of the United States, 
but, after all, this position is different. So that, at the moment, these 
two problems of strategic armaments and medium-range weapons can 
only be examined jointly. But the most important thing that it is 
essential to bear in mind here is that all this is a single complex 
[kompleks]. This is being done, you see, not because on paper it is easier 
to operate with three complexes, to draw up some kind of results, to 
search for points of some kind which do not coincide. No, life itself 
forces one, the real situation forces one, to approach the matter as a 
complex. In the final analysis, people are indifferent as to how they 
die, whether from a bomb coming from space, or a bomb launched by 
a strategic missile or by a medixmi-range missile. But it is possible to 
solve the first, the second, and the third. I am talking here about a 
correct approach—a desire and will to reach an agreement.

M atveyev. But what about the security interests of our allies at 
forthcoming talks, of the fraternal socialist countries? How will they 
be taken into accoimt?

Gromyko. We will fully take them into account, fully take them 
into accoimt. We conducted the talks both in our own name—the 
Soviet Union speaks to Western countries and to the United States in 
its own name and in the name of its allies. Our principled policy is a 
united one, and this gives strength to our policy. Periodically we 
discuss these issues at conferences of the Political Consultative Com
mittee and other Warsaw Treaty bodies, and we reach agreement. This 
is a joint policy. And so we are speaking both for ourselves and for 
them, and we consider that their security interests must also be fully 
protected in the same way as the Soviet Union's interests should also 
be protected.

Zhukov. I would like to return to the space issue. Let us assume 
that the United States, bearing in mind its past behavior, were to 
embark upon violating the accords reached in the area concerning the 
need to avert the space arms race. What would be the consequences of 
such a situation?

Gromyko. The consequences would be very grave indeed, very 
grave indeed. If it were to embark upon this, the talks would be 
wrecked. We gave this warning to the American representatives. There 
is no choice here, and no intermediate course. One either deals with 
space seriously—preventing an arms race in space and keeping it 
immilitarized—or there is an arms race. A half measure here does not 
solve the issue. A half measure, perhaps a half measure today, could 
lead tomorrow to an intensification of the arms race, so that space 
becomes a terrible and threatening arena for deploying the appropriate 
types of weapons, and becomes a great danger for hxmianity, for the 
very existence of humanity. This is not churning out cliches, not at all. 
When people talk about so-called star wars, and about a broad-scale 
missile defense system, they are talking about life and death. This is
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how the question stands. We consider it our duty to tell the truth not 
ordy to the United States but to the world. Konstantin Ustinovich 
Chernenko has spoken of this more than once in his statements and 
appeals to the American President, when he drew attention to the 
need to prevent competition in the deployment of weapons in space.

On this question, the question of space, we will fight to the end. 
Irrespective of what strong words one uses in connection with this, 
they will still not be sufficient to express the whole of the danger 
which would be attendant upon deployment of arms in space and 
upon the spread of the arms race to space.

Bogachev. Andrey Andreyevich, which side put forward the pro
posal regarding the structure of the forthcoming talks?

Gromyko. It was we who put it forward, it was the Soviet side that 
put this proposal forward. And it is a logical one. This is what we 
argued—and it is this that the Central Committee and the Politburo 
were guided by—since it is essential to examine the problems in space 
and the problems of strategic nuclear arms and medium-range nuclear 
arms jointly, then it is also logical to build the structure of the talks in 
such a way that they should accord with each other. That is why we 
suggested that each side should field a single delegation, although it 
should naturally include three groups, so that one group can deal with 
the questions of space, the second with strategic nuclear arms and the 
third one with medium-range nuclear arms. We explained in detail 
what content this structure should contain: Each group would deal 
with its own field, should deal with its own field.

However, questions which will also be of interest to another group 
will arise, will inevitably arise—questions which are connected with 
those imder examination in the other group and in the third group. I 
have already spoken about it. That is why, a single delegation should, 
in this case, examine the situation in its full composition, and see how 
various questions relate to each other, so that a situation does not arise 
here in which an accord begins to take shape in one group independ
ently of the second and of the third.

I have already spoken about space and the inconceivability of ex
cluding space from any accord on other issues. This is obligatory. We 
do not lay down any strict rules regarding after what time the delega
tion should meet in full complement to examine these issues: This is 
presently impossible to foresee. The progress of negotiations will dic
tate the need for the appropriate procedure. There should thus be a 
combination both of in-depth examination by separate groups of 
issues in the appropriate spheres, and of all issues from the point of 
view of their combination. Three directions means a mass of diverse 
components. There are not just plusses here, for the more components 
there are, the more possibilities there are of exchanging and adapting 
them in various ways. There are difficxilties, too, and both the one and 
the other must be taken into account. There is no other way out.

And altogether, we should not be frightened of this structural com
plexity— îf the desire and will are there, one can find them, for all this
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can be calculated. Furthermore, without any particular difficulty it can 
be mathematically coimted up, adjusted, and made equivalent. The 
possibility exists. We have people, masses of people, who have a good 
grasp of the factual material, who have resources at their fingertips, as 
they say. There will be no holdup over that. Will and desire, that is 
what is needed.

Zorin. Andrey Andreyevich, it is hard to make predictions, of 
course, but I should nevertheless like to ask you the following ques
tion: What can you say about the future of negotiations—to the 
extent, of course, to which one can judge matters at present, before 
the negotiations have started?

Gromyko, In my opinion, this is a very hard question to answer, if 
a precise answer is what is wanted. I think you could ask 100 wise 
men, and they would not be able to give you a precise answer. I can 
speak only for the Soviet side.

We hope that the negotiations will be businesslike, that the ap
proach will be serious, that those goals which were marked out in 
Geneva will really be sustained, that the two sides will not resort to 
cunning, and that neither of them will try to lead the other astray and 
try to gain some kind of advantage in violation of the principle of 
equality and equal security.

It is not easy to do that now. Each side must proceed from the fact 
that the other side will not allow deviation from this principle. We are 
in favor of achieving peace, a mutually acceptable solution, and the 
preparation of appropriate agreements: this applies both to space, to 
strategic arms, and to meditun-range weapons. I have turned your 
question around just a little, but I think it needed to be tirnied aroimd, 
and I have tried to give an answer.

Zhukov. Are there some other issues related to nuclear arms which, 
though they will not be the subject of talks just now, could even now 
be resolved independently?

Gromyko. Yes, there are such issues. We have stated them to the 
American side, and even cited such issues. Without giving an exhaus
tive list of them, for example, there is the possibility, irrespective of 
the state of affairs in all these three fields, to conclude an agreement 
on stopping nuclear weapons testing. Why should this not be solved? 
It can be. There are no objective obstacles to agreement and to draw
ing up these accords and agreements. We have proposed this, propose 
it now, and will propose it again. Then, there is the question of 
freezing nuclear arsenals. This issue can be singled out. We are in 
favor of resolving it, the sooner the better, irrespective of the state of 
play in any of the three fields we have been speaking about all the 
time.

A third example: We consider that the agreements signed between 
the Soviet Union and the United States several years ago concerning 
explosions for peaceful purposes and the threshold agreement on nu
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clear weapons tests, could be put into effect.® There has simply been 
obstructionism on this on the part of the United States. It deliberately 
and demonstratively failed to bring this to a conclusion. It could be 
done.

There are also several other similar spheres which could be resolved 
without particular difficulty, we are convinced, without setting condi
tions in the spheres of which I have spoken. I would class the issue of 
a pledge by the nuclear powers not to be first to use nuclear weapons 
among such issues. Any nuclear coimtry could, and in our opinion 
should, adopt such a pledge at any time— t̂oday, tomorrow, the day 
after tomorrow. The Soviet Union has adopted such a pledge, and you 
know that the whole world applauded it.

Bogachev* The Soviet Union is now starting new talks with the 
United States. But where is the guarantee that it will not again use 
them as a screen, as cover for its plans to attain military superiority? 
Where is the guarantee that it will not lead them into a dead end 
again?

Gromyko. Well, I do not know who could guarantee that the stance 
of the United States will always be decent and constructive. After all, 
we know what it had in mind in the past. I have cited several 
examples where agreements that were concluded were refuted or de
clared invalid. And so I would not like to work in such conditions. But 
we clearly know that in the interests of peace, in the interests of the 
United States, of the Soviet Union and of the whole world, everything 
possible has to be done in order for things to go along the right road, 
for accords to be implemented, and for agreements to be reached 
which have to be reached, for those issues which need resolving, 
which must be resolved, to be resolved. That is something one can say 
with confidence.

I would like, on my own initiative and proceeding from the spirit of 
your questions—the direct question has not yet been asked, perhaps 
you have it in mind, so to speak—to highlight one important question.

It should be more properly understood among our people, and 
among those abroad who are interested in these problems, and by 
foreign public opinion, that the American side describes its plan re
garding outer space—the plan of so-called large-scale missile de
fense—as a defensive one. And they maintained frequently to us in 
Geneva, especially at the start of the talks; why, they say, do you 
object to this plan? After all, it's a defensive plan. We, they say, want 
to create weapons that can knock out missiles laimched against the 
United States. So that is defense! Therein lies a pretty crafty and artful 
trick. Imagine that they managed to create such a system, or some
thing like it. I mean the United States, or more precisely, the U.S. 
Administration. In other words, they create a shield to protect them 
from missiles. For they are saying that they fear a nuclear strike from

® For the texts of these agreements, see Documents on Disarmament, 1976, pp. 328-332, 
and ihxd., 1974, pp. 225-229.
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the Soviet Union; therefore they need a shield. Suppose they create a 
shield— t̂hey are saying that this shield is of a peace-loving natxire. It 
is designed to destroy the other sidê s missiles, so that these missiles 
do not reach their target. So this is what they mean by a shield—one 
directed against the other side, against the Soviet Union. But this, of 
course, would be in an extreme situation. But from their point of 
view, what's all this? There's no danger here for the United States, 
and they even try to convince us that there is no danger to us either.

We are told this: After all, the United States does not have the 
intention of striking a blow at the Soviet Union. We tell them: Well, 
then, it follows that the Soviet Union must rely on your conscience, 
on the conscience of Washington. Well, first of all, we are not very 
convinced that Washington has very great reserves of this merchan
dise; we do not have that conviction, bearing in mind certain facts. 
And second, if we were to mentally trade places with you, the United 
States of America, then it follows that you must think the same way 
as we, the Soviet Union, do. In other words, would our corresponding 
statements then, if we were trying to create such a system, corre
sponding statements, statements to the effect that: You should rely on 
our conscience. Would they be sufficient for you? Silence. Silence. 
Therefore the fact that the U.S. Administration has christened this 
plan as defensive, or the word ''system" is more to their liking, a 
defensive system— l̂arge-scale, defensive—does not change anything. 
Some social strata do get misled, one must say frankly, but of course, 
there is absolutely nothing defensive here. These weapons are offen
sive, and this whole plan, to speak frankly, this plan is aggressive, 
aggressive. We are resolutely against it; resolutely. It seems to us that 
everyone who tries to take up an honest position in these questions 
shoiild realize what aim is being pursued by this plan.

Let us assimie even from the point of view of theoretical analysis, 
let us assume even that the United States, well, does not use, well, has 
created this system and does not use its capabilities for laimching 
missiles against the Soviet Union and striking a nuclear blow and also 
that this is so from the start, but it would have the ability to do so. If 
it had a protective shield, if it had this, would this really not be used 
for pressure, for blackmail? Of course it would. This fits in with the 
policy which aims to obtain domination or a dominating position in 
the world, such a position as would enable the United States of 
America to dictate its conditions, in this case to the Soviet Union. We 
decisively reject this entire system, this entire plan, and I wish to 
reemphasize that equality, equality, equality and equal security is the 
granite basis for conducting matters also in future. There is no other 
position.

If there are people in the United States who assume that somehow 
or other the United States will achieve a dominating position with the 
bringing to completion of its plan to set up this system or without 
bringing it to completion, and the Soviet Union will be in a subordi
nate position, this is an error, this is a gross error. This must not occur!
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I want to take this opportunity to stress once again what Konstantin 
Ustinovich Chernenko has said in his statements and what he has 
written personally to Reagan, the American President— t̂hat such a 
position is ruled out. We will not allow that. We have colossal re
sources, both material and intellectual, sufficient to enable us to secure 
ovir position, and this applies to the Soviet Union and our allies and 
friends. Our people foimd within themselves the source whereby they 
emerged victorious from a war against German fascism imprecedented 
in the scale of its destructiveness. The whole world was amazed at the 
way in which this took place, for our people bore upon their shoulders 
the main burden of the war. Putting it figuratively, our people, in the 
political sense, gave out nuclear energy, and emerged the victors. They 
will never allow any coimtry or group of countries guided by ideologi
cal considerations to dictate its condition to them at any time. The fact 
that American plans are permeated by these ideological considerations 
to a considerable extent, this is beyond doubt and, I think, understood 
by every Soviet person and by others, too.

• • • • • • •

6. A ddress by  th e  D eputy Secretary  o f S ta te  (Dam): 
N ew  Arms Control N egotiations, Ja n u a ry  14, 1985 ^

The new year began on a positive note, with agreement last week 
between Secretary Shultz and Foreign Miiuster Gromyko to commence 
new arms control negotiations.^ The President has set as our immedi
ate objective the reduction of nuclear arms and the strengthening of 
stability, with the ultimate goal the complete elimination of nuclear 
weapons. While the agreement in Geneva is only a first step, the 
groundwork has now been laid to make 1985 a year of intense dia
logue and negotiation.

The differences between the United States and the Soviet Union are 
many and profoimd. One of the most important differences is the way 
policy is made. Policymaking in the Soviet Union is the exclusive 
domain of a self-perpetuating ruling elite.

In the United States, of course, policies are the product of open 
debate and political competition. In this spirit I shall today discuss our 
approach to the new arms control negotiations, with particular atten
tion to the interrelationships between offense and defense, between 
weapons on Earth and weapons in space, and between forces that exist 
today and those that may emerge in the future.

 ̂Department of State, Current Policy No. 647. The address was given before the 
Foreign Policy Association in New York.

2 Document 3.
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Keeping the Peace

Oiir fundamental objective is to avoid war while preserving our 
freedom and that of our allies. Keeping the peace reqxiires a strategy 
with many facets.

First, we must have a strong defense. An equitable balance of forces

8>oth nuclear and conventional) reduces the likelihood of conflict. The 
nited States does not seek superiority over the Soviet Union, but we 

will do whatever is necessary to deny the Soviets superiority. We are 
modernizing both our nuclear and conventional forces to correct im
balances and give us the strength to deter aggression against the West.

Second, we are working closely with both our Atlantic and Pacific 
allies to strengthen our collective defenses. Last year NATO began de
ployment of U.S. intermediate-range nuclear missiles in response to 
the Soviet buildup of SS-20s. This year, special attention is being de
voted to enhancing allied conventional defenses.

Third, we seek to negotiate equitable and verifiable agreements to 
reduce nuclear and conventional forces, to ban chemical weapons, and 
to enhance stability and reduce the risk of war.

These three efforts are mutually reinforcing. Oiu* modernization 
program offers the Soviets an incentive to join us in negotiating 
significant reductions in nuclear arsenals. While all three must be 
piu*sued in a balanced way, today I shall focus on arms reduction 
negotiations. It is vital to the success of these negotiations that the 
Congress continue to support the modernization program, including 
the MX missile, and that the alliance remain strong and imited.

We will maintain a stable balance of forces with or without arms 
control. But our strong preference is for reductions to much lower, 
equal levels of forces.

Nuclear arms reductions can make a contribution to enhanced sta
bility. While stability requires our own efforts to deploy survivable 
forces, arms reductions can provide incentives for an evolution of 
forces in stabilizing directions, such as toward small, single-warhead 
missiles. Agreements can place special restrictions on destabilizing sys
tems and limit the threat to our forces. Agreements can also stabilize 
the transition from the current offense dominance to a new relation
ship in which defenses play a major role.

By any measure, our experience in arms control negotiations to date 
has fallen far short of these realistic possibilities, not to mention the 
exaggerated hopes that some have held. Fifteen years of arms negotia
tions have not resulted in significant constraints on Soviet offensive 
forces. On the contrary, the number of Soviet missile warheads has 
grown by a factor of four over this period.

We can and we must do better. One of the priority objectives of 
this Administration is to negotiate equitable agreements that will 
reduce nuclear arsenals and reduce the risk of war. This has been the 
principal subject in exchanges between President Reagan and Chair
man Chernenko. It was the dominant subject in the President's meet
ing last October with Foreign Minister Gromyko. The ideas that Sec
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retary Shultz presented to Gromyko in Geneva last week reflected 
considerable time and attention by the President and his principal 
advisers.

U.S. Approach to Arms Control

Four principles imderlie our arms control proposals.

Substantial Reductions. That is, reductions to equal levels well below 
current levels. To repeat, the eventual goal is zero.

Equality. Agreements must result in overall equality between the 
United States and the Soviet Uruon in measures of military capability.

Stability. Special emphasis must be given to the most destabilizing 
systems, such as large, land-based MIRV [multiple independently-tar- 
getable reentry vehicles] missiles that threaten the forces of the other 
side.

Verification. Given the asynunetries between our two societies, agree
ments that carmot be verified can easily turn into unilateral constraints 
on ourselves. The United States wovdd comply— ŵith the Congress 
and the press monitoring closely— b̂ut we could not be certain about 
Soviet performance. Verification is intrinsically difficult, the more so 
as agreements become more ambitious and technology permits smaller, 
more mobile forces. A major obstacle is the Soviet record; they have 
not lived up to the terms of past agreements. There are serious prob
lems with Soviet compliance with the ABM [Anti-Ballistic Missile] 
Treaty,® with SALT II [Strategic Arms Limitation Talks],  ̂ and with 
other agreements. We have discussed these problems at some length 
with the Soviets but have been imable to resolve them. This experi
ence obliges us to redouble our efforts to make agreements that are 
verifiable. But verification can never be perfect, and we must not put 
ourselves in a situation in which the Soviets can gain a decisive ad
vantage through violation or circimivention of agreements.

We had previously made specific proposals consistent with these 
four principles. We proposed to cut strategic missile warheads by a 
third and to take other steps that would substantially reduce the 
destructive capability of missile forces. Such deep cuts would help to 
restore the situation we envisioned in the 1970s, when we sought a 
balance of comprehensive constraints on both offense and defense. We 
also offered to consider any equal number of intermediate-range mis
sile warheads between 0 and 572 (our plaimed deployment), as an 
interim step toward our goal of eliminating such missiles. We demon
strated our flexibility by adjusting our proposals a nimiber of times to 
address Soviet concerns.

In the new talks annoimced last week, we have no intention of 
compromising our basic principles. We do recognize that there is more 
than one way to meet these criteria, and the President made clear 
again last week that the United States will continue to be flexible in 
the negotiations. We envision tradeoffs that balance U.S. and Soviet

* For text, see Documenfs on Disarmament 1972, pp. 197-201. 
^ Ibid., 1979, pp. 189 ff.
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advantages to achieve overall equality despite the asymmetries in 
forces.

Soviet Approach

The Soviets have a different approach and different priorities. The 
Soviets acknowledge the need for reductions but give top priority to 
constraining weapons in space, which for the most part do not yet 
exist and will not for many years. The United States seeks to reduce 
offensive nuclear forces, which exist today in great nxmibers right here 
on Earth.

There is no little irony here. For example, the only operational 
'̂ space weapons'' today are the Soviet antisatellite system and the 
Soviet ABM system, which have been deployed for many years. And 
just a few years ago, in talks on antisatellite systems held at the 
initiative of the United States, the Soviets exhibited great skepticism 
about space arms control.

No point would be served by speculation about the motivations for 
this change in the Soviet approach or for the Soviet agreement last 
week to resume formal negotiations. But the priority subject the Sovi
ets want to address in the new negotiations is the President's Strategic 
Defense Initiative (SDI).

Strategic Defense Initiative

You have heard a great deal recently about that initiative. It is 
worthwhile to establish a few basic facts.

• The SDI is a research program. Its purpose is to explore new tech
nologies that may lead to a reliable defense of the United States 
and our allies from ballistic missile attack. This program is com
pletely consistent with the ABM Treaty and other agreements.

• The SDI puts primary emphasis on technologies that do not use 
nuclear weapons. This approach contrasts with the present Soviet 
ABM system, which relies on nuclear-armed interceptors.

• The SDI is a long-term program. No decisions on deployment of 
new defenses are expected for a nimiber of years. If, in the future, 
we decide to pursue such defenses, this should be a matter for 
prior discussion with our allies and between the United States and 
the Soviet Union. If such defenses appear feasible and beneficial, 
we will want to discuss with them how these defenses can be 
fitted into a stable relationship between offense and defense.

• In the near term, the SDI program directly responds to the ongo
ing and extensive Soviet missile defense effort. The Soviets are 
expanding their ABM system to include all the actual deploy
ments permitted imder the ABM Treaty. They also have a major 
program to explore new defensive technologies, including technol
ogies like those being pursued in our SDI program. The effort the 
Soviets devote to strategic defense is vastly greater than the rela
tively small U.S. program and even approximates the massive 
effort the Soviets devote to strategic offense. The SDI represents a 
prudent hedge against any Soviet decision to expand rapidly its
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ballistic missile defense capability beyond the bounds of the ABM 
Treaty.

• In the longer term, SDI offers the possibility of shifting away 
from total reliance on the threat of retaliation and toward greater 
reliance on defensive systems. As the President has said, '̂ The 
himian spirit must be capable of rising above dealing with other 
nations and human beings by threatening their existence."

We do not now know whether the technologies we are exploring 
will result in defensive systems that are effective, survivable, and cost 
effective. There have been major advances in recent years, and we are 
trying hard to push the state of the art further. It would be irresponsi
ble not to invest in the research that can determine whether future 
strategy can be based less on threatening other countries and more on 
defending our own, especially if that defense can be non-nuclear. We 
will have to live for some time with uncertainty as to the outcome of 
SDL If and when we do decide that defenses can contribute to our 
security, we will not proceed imilaterally: This will be a matter for 
discussion with the Soviets and with our allies.

The SDI research program—the object of much Soviet criticism— îs 
being conducted strictly within the limits of the ABM Treaty. The 
Soviet defense program, by contrast, includes a large radar in the 
central Soviet Union near Krasnoyarsk which is identical in appear
ance to other Soviet radars for detecting and tracking ballistic missiles. 
The location and orientation of this radar almost certainly violate both 
the letter and spirit of the Treaty. This is a serious concern and causes 
us to question the Soviet Union's long-term intentions in missile 
defense. It is important that the integrity of the ABM Treaty be 
reestablished and its terms be fully complied with.

Geneva Meeting

So this is the situation Secretary Shultz and Foreign Minister Gro
myko faced in Geneva:

The United States seeks negotiations where we can pursue equitable 
and verifiable agreements leading to deep reductions in offensive nu
clear weapons, both strategic and intermediate range. We are prepared 
to discuss defenses, both space based and Earth based, but will protect 
our right to pursue research on defensive technologies that may pro
vide a basis for a more stable relationship in the future. We do not 
believe there should be constraints on research that has such positive 
potential; and, in any event, constraints on research would not be 
verifiable. We also intend to protect our right to continue our modern
ization program to maintain deterrence, restore the balance of offen
sive forces, and provide incentives for the Soviets to agree to reduc
tions.

The Soviets profess an interest in '̂radical" reductions but in the 
past have resisted any meaningful program to bring about such reduc
tions. They are pressing primarily for a ban on space weapons. By 
focusing on space, the Soviets are trying to establish a forum in which
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to discuss a ban on many of the concepts being pursued in our SDI 
research program  ̂ The Soviets themselves have an extensive ground- 
based missile defeitse program, a deployed antisatellite system, and 
their own strategic defense research program; and we will be discuss
ing these subjects in the negotiations. We anticipate that the Soviets 
will seek to protect their programs for both offensive and defensive 
forces. Certainly this has been an overriding Soviet goal in previous 
negotiations.

At Geneva, Secretary Shultz and Foreign Minister Gromyko laid out 
their ideas in some detail. Then they went to work on a negotiating 
structure that would allow each side to discuss the positions it consid
ers important. Given the relationship the United States sees between 
offense and defense, and the relationship the Soviets see between 
weapons in space and weapons on the groimd, they agreed on a new 
complex of negotiations to consider the entire range of questions 
concerning nuclear and space arms. Each delegation will be divided 
into three groups—one for reductions in strategic forces, one for re
ductions in intermediate-range forces, and one new group. In this new 
forum the United States plans to discuss space-based systems and 
groimd-based systems that can attack targets in space. We will address 
as well the potential benefits of moving in the future toward a de- 
fense-oriented deterrence. Agreement was thus reached on a structure 
that permits each side to pursue its objectives without prejudice in 
formal negotiations.

The underlying notion that offensive and defensive systems are 
closely related and cannot be considered in isolation from each other is 
hardly revolutionary. Offense and defense were considered together in 
SALT I. The subsequent inability to conclude a comprehensive agree
ment on reductions of offensive arms, as called for in the ABM 
Treaty, is one of the main reasons that it is necessary to reexamine the 
question of defenses. While the issues posed by the SDI are for the 
future, we are prepared now to discuss space arms and the broader 
question of defenses, including existing Soviet defensive weapons. In 
parallel we will press for reductions in offensive nuclear forces, which 
should be mankind's highest priority.

The agreement with the Soviets at Geneva to begin new negotia
tions is a useful first step. But to consider the outcome in Geneva as 
simply a resimiption of formal dialogue misses the real significance of 
the process we are now embarking upon. We have established a forum 
where we can address the full spectrum of means for enhancing 
stability and reducing the risk of war. Our strategic concept can be 
simunarized in the following single paragraph:

For the next 10 years, we should seek a radical reduction in the 
number and power of existing and planned offensive and defensive 
nuclear arms, whether land based, space based, or otherwise. We 
should even now be looking forward to a period of transition, begin
ning possibly 10 years from now, to effective non-nuclear defensive 
forces, including defenses against offensive nuclear arms. This period
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of transition should lead to the eventual elimination of nuclear arms, 
both offensive and defensive. A nuclear-free world is an ultimate 
objective to which we, the Soviet Union, and all other nations can 
agree.

The accord reached in Geneva is, of course, only a beginning. While 
Secretary Shultz and Foreign Minister Gromyko were successful in 
working out a basis for new negotiations, their discussions made clear 
that there are major differences of substance between us. There is a 
long road ahead. With patience, determination, and flexibility on both 
sides, the process set in motion last week in Geneva can successfully 
lead to a more stable peace.

7. Chinese Press S ta tem en t on Nuclear Policy, J a n u a ry  
18, 1985 ^

Chinese Vice-Premier Li Peng reiterated here today that Qiina had 
no intention, either at present or in the future, to help non-nuclear 
countries to develop nuclear weapons and would abide by the stipula
tions of the International Atomic Energy Agency. He stressed that 
China's nuclear cooperation with other coimtries was confined to 
peaceful purposes alone.

Li Peng made this statement in an interview with Xinhua before the 
signing of a contract on building a nuclear power station in Guang
dong, a joint venture of Guangdong and Hong Kong. The vice-premier 
said that the construction of the power station marked China's begin
ning in building large nuclear power station. It is the biggest joint 
venture China has ever imdertaken since it implemented the policy of 
opening to the outside world, he added.

Li said China was cooperating or discussing cooperation in nuclear 
energy with France, the Federal Republic of Germany, the United 
States, Brazil, Pakistan and Japan.

On China's nuclear policy, he said that Premier 2^ao Ziyang de
clared at the Second Session of the Sixth National People's Congress 
held in May 1984 that China was critical of the discriminatory "treaty 
on the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons" and had declined to 
accede to it, and that, on the other hand, China by no means favored 
nuclear proliferation, nor did it engage in such proliferation by helping 
other coimtries develop nuclear weapons. ̂

Li Peng said: "I would like to reiterate here that we have no 
intention, either at present or in the future, to help non-nuclear 
countries develop nuclear weapons."

He said: "Last year, China joined the International Atomic Energy 
Agency and was appointed a coimcil member coimtry. China will

 ̂Beijing Xinhua in English, January 18, 1985; FBIS Daily Report, January 18, 1985, vol. I, 
pp. E1-E2.

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1984, p. 410.
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maintain good relations of cooperation with the agency and commit 
itself to its due obligations and abide by the agency's stipulations/'

Asked about China's policy on developing nuclear power, Li said 
that in view of its energy resources, China would, in the near future, 
mainly develop thermal power in addition to hydraulic power, with 
nuclear power as a supplement.

He said that China would rely on itself for the fuel needed by its 
nuclear power stations and establish a comprehensive nuclear fuel 
cycling system.

In building the first batch of such stations, the vice-premier noted, 
China would enter extensive cooperation with other coimtries. It 
would import technology as well as equipment, and, through co
production, gradually increase its ability to manufacture nuclear power 
equipment, thus laying a foundation for its further development of 
nuclear power.

8. N ew s In terview  of P resident R eagan: SALT II Limits 
R egarding Trident Subm arines [Extract], J a n u a ry  26, 
1985 ^

Q, Mr. President, you've said twice in recent days that the U.S. 
would abide by the xmratified SALT II agreement. ̂  But, your Navy 
Secretary says he's waiting for a decision from you on the next action 
required to stay within SALT limits regarding two Trident submarines. 
Have you made that decision and has it been commimicated to the 
Defense Department?

The President No. What he's talking about is the fact that, as we 
continue with ovir Trident submarines, we are approaching a point at 
which, if we abide completely by the SALT II agreement, we would 
then have to find other weapons to eliminate. We have eliminated 
some in going forward with this, and we've run out of, I think, of the 
particular weapon that we were eliminating—that we'll have to do 
that, or discuss whether we actually go above. And, in that regard, we 
have to take into consideration that the Soviet Union has, we believe, 
not stayed within the limits.

Now, do we want to join them in that and forget the whole idea, or 
do we want to talk to them about going forward. But the— ŵe haven't

 ̂ Weekly CompilaHon of Presidential Documenk, February 4, 1985, p. 93. The President was 
interviewed by representatives of independent radio networks.

*For the texts of the Agreement and accompanying documents, see Documenb on 
Disarmament 1979, pp. 189-222.

Document 8



34 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1985

made a decision because, and I say, that's down the road aways, and 
it's a few Trident submarines away from where we are now.

• • • • • • •

9. Executive O rder 12502: Establishm ent of a  Chemical 
W arfa re  Review  Commission, J a n u a ry  28, 1985 ^

By the authority vested in me as President by the Constitution and 
the laws of the United States of America, and in order to establish, in 
accordance with the provisions of Section 1511 of the Department of 
Defense Authorization Act, 1985 (Public Law 98-525), and of the 
Federal Advisory Committee Act, as amended (5 U.S.C. App. I), a 
Chemical Warfare Review Commission, it is hereby ordered as fol
lows:

Section 1. Establishment, (a) There is established the Chemical War
fare Review Commission. T^e Commission shall be composed of no 
more than nine members appointed or designated by the President. 
The membership shall be bipartisan.

(b) The President shall designate a Chairman from among the mem
bers of the Commission.

Sec. 2. Functions, (a) The Commission shall review the overall ade
quacy of the chemical warfare posture of the United States with 
particular emphasis on the question of whether the United States 
should produce binary chemical mimitions. In conducting its review, 
the Commission shall take account of the considerations specified in 
Section 1511 of Public Law 98-525.

(b) The Commission shall make sequential reports to the President 
on its findings and recommendations, by February 15, 1985, as to the 
need to maintain a chemical retaliatory stockpile; by March 1, 198f5, as 
to the adequacy of the current stockpile if one has been determined to 
be needed; and by March 15, 1985, as to whether the United States 
should produce binary chemical mimitions or imdertake other actions.

Sec. 3. Administration, (a) The heads of Executive agencies shall, to 
the extent permitted by law, provide the Commission such informa
tion as it may reqtiire for purposes of carrying out its fimctions.

(b) Members of the Commission shall serve without any additional 
compensation for their work on the Commission. However, members 
appointed from among private citizens may be allowed travel ex
penses, including per diem in lieu of subsistence, as authorized by law 
for persons serving intermittently in the government service (5 U.S.C. 
5701-5707), to the extent funds are available therefor.

(c) The Secretary of Defense shall provide the Commission with 
such administrative services, facilities, staff and other support services

 ̂ Weekly CompilaHon of Presidential Documenh, February 4, 1985, pp. 99-100. 
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as may be necessary. Any expenses of the Commission shall be paid 
from such fimds as may be available to the Secretary of Defense.

Sec. 4. General (a) Notwithstanding any other Executive order, the 
functions of the President under the Federal Advisory Committee Act, 
as amended, except that of reporting to the Congress, which are 
applicable to the Commission, shall be performed by the Secretary of 
Defense, in accordance with guidelines and procedures established by 
the Administrator of General Services.

(b) The Commission shall terminate 30 days after submission of its 
report, or on September 30, 1985, whichever date is earlier. ̂

10. Delhi D eclaration by  th e  Leaders of Six N ations, J a n 
uary  28, 1985 ^

Forty years ago, when atomic bombs were blasted over Hiroshima 
and Nagasaki, the himian race became aware that it could destroy 
itself, and horror came to dwell among us. Forty years ago, also, the 
nations of the world gathered to organise the international commimi- 
ty, and with the United Nations hope was bom for all people.

Almost imperceptibly, over the last four decades, every nation and 
every himian being has lost ultimate control over their own life and 
death. For all of us, it is a small group of men and machines in cities 
far away who can decide our fate. Every day we remain alive is a day 
of grace, as if mankind as a whole were a prisoner in the death cell 
awaiting the uncertain moment of execution. And like every innocent 
defendant, we refuse to believe that the execution will ever take place.

We find ourselves in this situation because the nuclear weapon 
states have applied traditional doctrines of war in a world where new 
weapons have made them obsolete. What is the point of nuclear 
^ ŝuperiority'' or '̂balance" when each side already has enough weap
ons to devastate the earth dozens of times over? If the old doctrines 
are applied in the future, the holocaust will be inescapable sooner or 
later. But nuclear war can be prevented if our voices are joined in a 
tmiversal demand in defence of our right to live.

As a result of recent atmospheric and biological studies, there have 
been new findings which indicate that in addition to blast, heat and 
radiation, nuclear war, even on a limited scale, would trigger an arctic 
nuclear winter which may transform the earth into a darkened, frozen 
planet, posing imprecedented peril to all nations, even those far re
moved from the nuclear explosions. We are convinced that this makes

2 Extracts of the Commission's report are printed in Document 90.
 ̂A/40/114-S/16921, pp. 3-5. The declaration was adopted by Argentinian President 

Alfonsfn, Greek Prime Minister Papandreou, Indian Prime Minister Gandhi, Mexican 
President de la Madrid, Swedish Prime Minister Palme, and Tanzanian President Nyer> 
ere.
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it Still more pressing to take preventive action to exclude for ever the 
use of nuclear weapons and the occurrence of a nuclear war.

In our Joint Statement of May 22, 1984 we called upon the nuclear 
weapon states to bring their arms race to a halt.̂  We are encouraged 
by the worldwide response to our appeal. The international support 
we received and the responses of the nuclear weapon states themselves 
have been such that we deemed it our duty to meet here in New 
Delhi to consider ways to further our efforts.

The nuclear weapon states have a particular responsibility for the 
dangerous state of the arms race. We urge them to join us in the 
search for a new direction. We welcome the agreement in Geneva on 
January 8, 1985, between the Soviet Union and the United States to 
start negotiations on "a complex of questions concerning space and 
nuclear arms— b̂oth strategic and intermediate range— ŵith all the 
questions considered and resolved in their inter-relationship".^ We 
attach great importance to the proclaimed objective of these negotia
tions: to prevent an arms race in space and to terminate it on earth, 
ultimately to eliminate nuclear arms everywhere. We expect the two 
major nuclear weapon powers to implement, in good faith, their un
dertaking and their negotiations to produce, at an early date, signifi
cant results. We will follow their work closely and we expect that 
they will keep the international community informed of its progress. 
We stress that the agenda for and the outcome of these negotiations is 
a matter of concern for all nations and all people.

We reiterate our appeal for an all-embracing halt to the testing, 
production and deployment of nuclear weapons and their delivery 
systems. Such a halt would greatly facilitate negotiations. Two specific 
steps today require special attention: the prevention of an arms race in 
outer space, and a comprehensive test ban treaty.

Outer space must be used for the benefit of mankind as a whole, 
not as a battle-groimd of the future. We, therefore, call for the prohi
bition of the development, testing, production, deployment and use of 
all space weapons. An arms race in space would be enormously costly, 
and have grave destabilising effects. It would also endanger a number 
of arms limitation and disarmament agreements.

We further urge the nuclear weapon states to immediately halt the 
testing of all kinds of nuclear weapons, and to conclude, at an early 
date, a treaty on a nuclear weapon test ban. Such a treaty would be a 
major step towards ending the continuous modernisation of nuclear 
arsenals.

We are convinced that all such steps, in so far as necessary, can be 
accompanied by adequate and non-discriminatory measures of verifi
cation.

A halt to the nuclear arms race is at the present moment imperative. 
Only thus can it be ensured that nuclear arsenals do not grow while

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1984, pp. 420-421.
3 Document 3.
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negotiations proceed. However, this halt should not be an end in 
itself. It must be immediately followed by substantial reductions in 
nuclear forces, leading to the complete elimination of nuclear weapons 
and the final goal of general and complete disarmament. Parallel to 
this process, it is urgently necessary to transfer precious resources 
currently wasted in military expenditure to social and economic devel
opment. The strengthening of the United Nations must also be an 
essential part of this endeavovir.

It is imperative to find a remedy to the existing situation where 
himdreds of billions of dollars, amounting to approximately one and a 
half million per minute, are spent armually on weapons. This stands in 
dramatic contrast to the poverty, and in some cases misery, in which 
two-thirds of the world population lives.

The future of all peoples is at stake. As representatives from non- 
nuclear-weapon states, we will not cease to express our legitimate 
concern and make known our demands. We affirm our determination 
to facilitate agreement among the nuclear weapon states, so that the 
required steps can be taken. We will seek to work together with them 
for the common security of mankind and for peace.

We urge people. Parliaments and Goverments the world over to lend 
forceful support to this appeal. Progress in disarmament can only be 
achieved with an informed public applying strong pressiu*e on Gov
ernments. Only then will Governments simimon the necessary politi
cal will to overcome the many obstacles which lie in the path of peace. 
The world disarmament campaign launched by the United Nations 
represents a very important element in generating that political will.

For centuries, men and women have fought for their rights and 
freedoms. We now face the greatest struggle of all— f̂or the right to 
live, for ourselves and for future generations.

Forty years ago, in Hiroshima and San Francisco, the horror of 
nuclear war was matched by the hope for peace. We would like this 
year of 1985 to be the year when hope begins to prevail over terror. 
We dare to hope that by October 24, 1985, the fortieth anniversary of 
the United Nations, we might see the first concrete steps to avert the 
threat to the survival of hiunanity.

11. M essage  From President R eagan  to  th e  Congress 
Transmitting th e  Unclassified Report on Soviet Non- 
com pliance With Arms Control A greem ents, February 
1, 1985 1

During 1984, at the request of the Congress, I forwarded two re
ports to the Congress on arms control compliance. The first, forwarded

1ACDA files.
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last January, was an in-depth analysis of seven specific issues of 
violations or probable violations by the Soviet Union of arms control 
obligations and commitments.^ The second report, forwarded in Octo
ber, was an advisory study prepared independently by the General 
Advisory Committee on Arms Control and Disarmament.  ̂ These re
ports indicate that there is cause for serious concern regarding the 
Soviet Union's conduct with respect to observance of arms control 
agreements.

In the FY-1985 ‘Defense Authorization Act and the Conference 
Report on that Act, the Congress called for additional classified and 
unclassified reports regarding a wide range of questions concerning the 
Soviet Union's compliance with arms control commitments. The Ad
ministration is responding to these requests by providing both classi
fied and xmclassified reports which update the seven issues initially 
analyzed in the January 1984 report, and analyze a nimiber of addi
tional issues.

In this imclassified report the United States Government reaffirms 
the conclusions of its January 1984 report that the USSR has violated 
the Helsinki Final Act,® the Geneva Protocol on Chemical Weapons,® 
the Biological and Toxin Weapons Convention,*  ̂ and two provisions of 
SALT II ®: telemetry encryption and ICBM modernization. The United 
States Government also reaffirms its previous conclusions that the 
USSR has 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.® In addition, the United States Gov
ernment has determined that the USSR has violated the ABM Treaty 
(through the siting, orientation and capability of the Krasnoyarsk 
Radar), violated the Limited Test Ban Treaty, and violated the 
SALT II provision prohibiting more than one new type of ICBM, and 
probably violated the ABM Treaty restriction on concurrent testing of 
SAM and ABM components. Evidence regarding the USSR's compli
ance with the ABM Treaty provision on component mobility was 
determined to be ambiguous. In addition, the United States Govern
ment is concerned about Soviet preparations for a prohibited territorial 
ABM defense. Further, the USSR was determined to be currently in 
compliance with those provisions of the SALT I Interim Agreement 
and its implementing procedures that deal with reuse of dismantled

 ̂Cf. Documents on Disarmament, 1984, pp. 33-39.
^ Ibid., pp. 715-725.

 ̂P.L. 98-525, Sec. 1106; see Documents on Disarmament, 1984, p. 749.
® The arms control portion of the Helsinki Final Act may be found ibid., 1975, 

pp. 304-308.
« Ibid., 1969, pp. 764-765.

Ibid., 1972, pp. 133-138.
« Ibid., 1979, pp. 189 ff.
® The text of the Treaty may be foimd ibid., 1974, pp. 225-229.
^^Ibid., 1972, pp. 197-201.

Ibid., 1963, pp. 291-293.
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ICBM sites and with the reconfigxiration of dismantled ballistic missile 
launching submarines.

Beyond the issues that are treated in the imclassified report released 
today, there are other compliance issues that will not be publicly 
disclosed at this time but which remain under review. As we continue 
to work on these issues, we will brief and consult with the Congress 
in detail and will, to the maximum extent possible, keep the public 
informed on our findings.

In order for arms control to have meaning and credibly contribute to 
national security and to global or regional stability, it is essential that 
all parties to agreements fully comply with them. Strict compliance 
with all provisions of arms control agreements is fundamental, and 
this Administration will not accept anything less. To do so would 
’mdermine the arms control process and damage the chances for estab
lishing a more constructive US-Soviet relationship.

As I stated last January, Soviet non-compliance is a serious matter. 
It calls into question important security benefits from arms control, 
and could create new seciuity risks. It imdermines the confidence 
essential to an effective arms control process in the future. With 
regard to the issues analyzed in the January 1984 report, the Soviet 
Union has thus far not provided satisfactory explanations nor imder- 
taken corrective actions sufficient to alleviate our concerns. The 
United States Government has vigorously pressed, and will continue 
to press these compliance issues with the Soviet Union through diplo
matic channels.

Our approach in pursuing these issues with the Soviet Union is to 
ensure that both the letter and intent of treaty obligations and com
mitments will be fulfilled. To this end the Administration is: analyzing 
fiu'ther issues of possible non-compliance; as noted above, seeking 
from the Soviet Union through diplomatic channels explanations, 
clarifications, and, where necessary, corrective actions; reporting on 
such issues to the Congress; and taking into account in our defense 
modernization plans the security implications of arms control viola
tions. At the same time, the United States is continuing to carry out its 
own obligations and commitments imder relevant agreements. Our 
objectives in the new negotiations which begin in March are to reverse 
the erosion of the ABM Treaty and to seek equitable, effectively 
verifiable arms control agreements which will result in real reductions 
and enhanced stability. While all of these steps can help, however, it 
is fimdamentally important that the Soviet Union take a constructive 
attitude toward full compliance with all arms control obligations and 
commitments.

The Administration and the Congress have a shared interest in 
supporting the arms control process. For this reason, increased under
standing of Soviet violations or probable violations, and a strong 
Congressional consensus on the importance of compliance to achieving

Ibid., 1972, p p . 202r-204.
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effective arms control, will strengthen our efforts both in the new 
negotiations and in seeking corrective actions from the Soviet Union.

I look forward to continued close consultation with the Congress as 
we seek to make progress in resolving compliance issues and in nego
tiating sound arms control agreements.

12. Report From President R eagon to  th e  Congress: 
Soviet N oncompliance With Arms Control A gree 
m ents, February  1, 1985 ^

INTRODUCTION

In January 1984, the President, in response to Congressional re
quests, reported to the Congress on several issues involving violations 
or probable violations by the Soviet Union of existing arms control 
agreements, including: the Geneva Protocol on Chemical Weapons, ̂  
the Biological and Toxin Weapons Convention,® the Helsinki Final 
Act,̂  the ABM Treaty,® SALT II,® and the Threshold Test Ban 
Treaty.*̂

In that report the President stated:

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. Because I seek genu
ine arms control, I am committed to ensuring that existing agree
ments are observed.

The President further noted that:

Soviet noncompliance is a serious matter. It calls into question im
portant seciuity benefits from arms control, and could create new 
security risks. It undermines the confidence essential to an effec
tive arms control process in the future. It increases doubts about 
the reliability of the USSR as a negotiating partner, and thus 
damages the chances for establishing a more constructive U.S.- 
Soviet relationship.®

The current unclassified report provides updated information on the 
seven issues previously reported and additionally reviews six other 
compliance issues that have been intensively studied since the January 
1984 report was completed, for a total of thirteen issues. The six new

1ACDA fUes.
2 The text of the Geneva Protocol may be found in Documents on Disarmament 1969, pp. 

764-765.
^Ihid., 1972, pp. 133-138.
 ̂The arms control portions of the Final Act may be found ihxd., 1975, pp. 304-308. 

For the complete text, see Department of State Bulletin, September 1, 1975, pp. 323-350. 
® Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 197-201.
® Ibid., 1979, pp. 189 ff.
 ̂Ibid., 1974, pp. 225-229.

^Ibid., 1984, pp. 33-34.
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cases involve questions of Soviet compliance with provisions of the 
SALT I Interim Agreement,® the Limited Test Ban Treaty (LTBT) 
and the Anti-Ballistic Missile (ABM) Treaty.

—^With regard to the SALT 1 Interim Agreement, this report exam
ines the evidence on two issues: (1) whether the USSR has made 
prohibited use of remaining facilities at dismantled former ICBM sites; 
(2) whether the USSR has reconfigured dismantled ballistic missile 
submarines in a manner prohibited by Treaty or Protocol provisions.

—^With regard to the Limited Test Ban Treaty (LTBT), this report 
examines whether the USSR vented nuclear debris from imderground 
nuclear tests beyond its territorial limits in contravention of the LTBT.

—^With regard to the ABM Treaty, this report examines whether the 
USSR has: conciurently tested SAM and ABM components; devel
oped, tested or deployed mobile ABM components; and/or has pro
vided a base for territorial defense.

In this report the United States Government reaffirms the conclu
sions of its January 1984 report  ̂̂  that the USSR has violated the 
Helsinki Final Act, the Geneva Protocol on Chemical Weapons, the 
Biological and Toxin Weapons Convention, and two provisions of 
SALT II: telemetry encryption and ICBM modernization. The United 
States Govenunent also reaffirms its previous conclusions that the 
USSR has 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. In addition, the United States Govern
ment has determined that the USSR has violated the ABM Treaty 
through the siting, orientation and capability of the Krasnoyarsk 
Radar and the Limited Test Ban Treaty; by testing the SS-X-25 ICBM 
in addition to the SS-X-24 ICBM, violated the SALT II '̂new types" 
provision limiting each party to one new type ICBM; and probably 
violated the prohibition against concurrent testing of SAM and ABM 
components. Moreover, the Soviet Union's ABM and ABM-related 
actions suggest that the USSR may be preparing an ABM defense of 
its national territory. Evidence regarding the USSR's compliance with 
the ABM Treaty provision on component mobility was determined to 
be ambiguous, and the USSR was determined to be currently in 
compliance with provisions of the SALT I Interim Agreement and its 
implementing procedures that deal with re-use of dismantled ICBM 
sites and the reconfiguration of dismantled ballistic missile laimching 
submarines.

In addition to the issues regarding Soviet compliance with arms 
control agreements which are addressed in this unclassified report, 
there are other compliance matters currently under review which 
cannot be publicly disclosed at this time and which we intend to brief 
to the Congress on a classified basis in the near future.

» Ibid., 1972, pp. 202-204. 
1963, pp. 291-293. 
1984, pp. 34-39.
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In examining the issues in this imclassified report, as well as in the 
classified report to follow, we have focused on questions of Soviet 
noncompliance. Questions of Soviet noncompliance have not arisen 
with regard to several other provisions of these agreements, nor with 
certain other treaties, such as the Antarctic Treaty, the Outer Space 
Treaty,̂ ® the Non-Proliferation Tr e aty , th e  Seabed Arms Control 
Treaty,̂ ® the Envirorunental Modification Convention,^® and others.

The issues we have analyzed raise very serious concerns. The United 
States Government firmly believes that in order for arms control to 
have meaning and credibly contribute to national security and to 
global and regional stability, it is essential that all parties to agree
ments fully comply with them. Strict compliance with all provisions of 
arms control agreements is fimdamental, and the United States Gov
ernment will not accept anything less: to do so would imdermine the 
arms control process and damage the chances for establishing a more 
constructive U.S.-Soviet relationship.

THE FINDINGS

BIOLOGICAL AND TOXIN WEAPONS CONVENTION AND 1925 
GENEVA PROTOCOL

1. Chemical Biological, and Toxin Weapons
—Treaty Status: The 1972 Biological and Toxin Weapons Convention 

(the BWC) and the 1925 Geneva Protocol are multilateral treaties to 
which both the United States and the Soviet Union are parties. Soviet 
actions not in accord with these treaties and customary international 
law relating to the 1925 Geneva Protocol are violations of legal obliga
tions.

—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, 
materials or devices; and prohibits use of bacteriological methods of 
warfare.

—Issues: The January 1984 compliance report addressed whether the 
Soviets are in violation of provisions that ban the development, pro
duction, transfer, possession and use of biological and toxin weapons. 
Soviet compliance was reexamined for this report.

—Finding: The U.S. Goverrunent judges that evidence during 1984 
confirm and strengthen the conclusion of the January 1984, report that

1945-1959, vol. II, pp. 1550-1556. 
1967, pp. 38-43.

^^Ibid., 1968, pp. 461-465.
1971, pp. 7-11.

Ibid., 1977, pp. 322-326.
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the Soviet Union has maintained an offensive biological warfare pro
gram and capability in violation of its legal obligation under the 
Biological and Toxin Weapons Convention of 1972.

Although there have been no confirmed chemical and toxin attacks 
in Kampuchea, Laos, or Afghanistan in 1984, there is no basis for 
amending the January 1984 conclusion that the Soviet Union has been 
involved in the production, transfer and use of trichothecene myco- 
toxins for hostile purposes in Laos, Kampuchea and Afghanistan in 
violation of its legal obligation imder international law as codified in 
the Geneva Protocol of 1925 and the Biological and Toxin Weapons 
Convention of 1972.

LIMITED TEST BAN TREATY

2, Underground Nuclear Test Venting
—Treaty Status: The Treaty Banning Nuclear Weapon Tests in the 

Atmosphere, in Outer Space and Under Water (Limited Test Ban 
Treaty (LTBT)) is a multilateral treaty that entered into force for the 
United States and the Soviet Union in 1963. Soviet actions not in 
accord with this treaty are violations of a legal obligation.

—Obligations: The LTBT specifically prohibits nuclear explosions in 
the atmosphere, in outer space, and under water. It also prohibits 
nuclear explosions in any other environment ''if such explosion causes 
radioactive debris to be present outside the territorial limits of the 
State imder whose jurisdiction or control such explosion is conduct
ed."

—Issue: The U.S. examined whether the USSR's xmderground nuclear 
tests have caused radioactive debris to be present outside of its territo
rial limits.

—Ending: The U.S. Government judges that the Soviet Union's un
derground nuclear test practices have resulted in the venting of radio
active matter and caused radioactive matter to be present outside the 
Soviet Union's territorial limits in violation of its legal obligation to 
the Limited Test Ban Treaty. The Soviet Union has failed to take the 
precautions necessary to minimize the contamination of man's envi
ronment by radioactive substances despite U.S. request for corrective 
action.

THRESHOLD TEST BAN TREATY

3, Nuclear Testing and the 150 Kiloton Limit
—Treaty Status: The Threshold Test Ban Treaty (TTBT) 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 imder customary 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 violations of their legal obligation. The United States is 
seeking to negotiate improved verification measures for the Treaty.
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Both Parties have separately stated they would observe the 150 kilo- 
ton threshold of the TTBT.

—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 estimating the pre
cise yield of nuclei weapons tests, the sides agreed that one or two 
slight unintended breaches per year would not be considered a viola
tion.

—Issue: The January 1984 report examined whether the Soviets have 
conducted nuclear tests in excess of 150 kilotons. This issue was 
reexamined for this report.

—Finding: The U.S. Government judges that, while ambiguities in the 
pattern of Soviet testing and verification uncertainties continued in 
1984, evidence available through the year confirms the January 1984 
finding that Soviet nuclear testing activities for a nimiber of tests 
constitute a likely violation of legal obligations imder the Threshold 
Test Ban Treaty of 1974, which banned imdergroimd nuclear tests 
with yields exceeding 150 kilotons. These Soviet actions continue 
despite U.S. requests for corrective measures.

HELSINKI FINAL ACT

4, Helsinki Rnal 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 docimient are violations of their political 
commitment.

—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 
groimd troops.

—Issue: The January 1984 compliance report examined whether noti
fication of the Soviet military exercise 2^pad-81 was inadequate and 
therefore a violation of the Soviet Union's political commitment under 
the Helsinki Final Act. The USSR's compliance with its notification 
commitment was reexamined for this report.

—Finding: The U.S. Government previously judged that the Soviet 
Union violated its political commitment to observe the prior-notifica- 
tion provisions of Basket I of the Helsinki Final Act, which requires 
notification and other information concerning exercises exceeding 
25,000 groimd troops. A major Warsaw Pact maneuver (Zapad-81), 
exceeding the 25,000 troop limit, was conducted in 198i at a time 
great pressure was being put on Poland, and the Soviet Union did not 
provide the pre-notification or other information required. The judg
ment that the Soviet Union did not observe the prior notification 
provisions of the Helsinki Final Act is confirmed.
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While the USSR and Warsaw Pact states have generally taken an 
approach to the confidence-btiilding measures of the Final Act which 
minimizes the information they provide, Soviet compliance with the 
exercise-notification provisions was much improved in 1983. However, 
during 1984, the USSR returned to a minimalist stance, providing only 
the bare minimum required under the Final Act.

SALT I INTERIM A GREEMENT

—Treaty Status: The SALT I Interim Agreement entered into force for 
the United States and the Soviet Union in 1972. Dismantling proce
dures implementing the Interim Agreement were concluded in 1974. 
The Interim Agreement, by its own terms, was of limited duration and 
expired as a legally binding docimient in 1977. The applicability of the 
Interim Agreement to the actions of both parties has, however, been 
extended by the parties by a series of mutual political commitments, 
including the President's May 31, 1982 statement that the United 
States would refrain from actions which would imdercut existing stra
tegic arms agreements so long as the Soviet Union shows equal re
straint.̂ *̂  The Soviets have told us they would abide by the SALT I 
Interim Agreement and SALT II. Any actions by the USSR inconsist
ent with this commitment are violations of its political commitment 
with respect to the Interim Agreement and its implementing proce
dures.

Two issues were analyzed for this report: Soviet activities at dis
mantled ICBM sites, and reconfiguration of a Yankee-Class ballistic 
missile submarine.

5. Mobile Missile Base Construction at Dismantled SS-7 ICBM Sites:
—Obligation: The SALT I Interim Agreement and its procedures pro

hibit the parties from using facilities remaining at dismantled or de
stroyed ICBM sites for storage, support, or laimch of ICBMs. Any 
Soviet actions inconsistent with this commitment are violations of a 
political commitment with respect to the Interim Agreement and its 
implementing procediu'es.

—Issue: The U.S. examined whether the USSR has used former 
ICBM sites in a manner inconsistent with its political commitment 
imder the Interim Agreement and its implementing procediures.

—Finding: The U.S. Government judges that Soviet activity apparent
ly related to SS-X-25 ICBM deployments at two former SS-7 bases 
does not at present violate the agreed implementing procedures of the 
SALT I Interim Agreement. However, ongoing activities raise concerns 
about compliance for the future, since use of '̂remaining facilities" to 
support ICBMs at deactivated SS-7 sites would be in violation of 
Soviet commitments. The U.S. will continue to monitor developments 
closely.

Documenk on Disarmament 1982, p. 332.
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6. ReconfiguraHon of Yankee-Class Ballistic Missile Submarines
—Obligations: The SALT I Interim Agreement and its procedures 

require tihat submarines limited by the Agreement be dismantled or be 
reconfigured into submarines without ballistic missile capabilities. Any 
Soviet actions inconsistent with this obligation are violations of a 
political commitment.

—Issue: The U.S. examined whether the USSR's reconfiguration of a 
submarine to increase its length, and for use as a platform for modem 
long-range cruise missiles is consistent with its political commitments 
imder the Interim Agreement and its implementing procedures.

—Finding: The U.S. Govenmient judges that the Soviet Union's con
version of a dismantled SSBN into a submarine longer than the origi
nal, and carrying modem, long-range cruise missiles is not a violation 
of its politick commitment under the SALT I Interim Agreement, but 
constitutes a threat to U.S. and Allied security similar to the original 
Yankee-Qass submarine.

SALTII TREATY

—Treaty Status: SALT II was signed in June 1979 and has not been 
ratified. In 1981 the United States made clear to the Soviet Union its 
intention not to ratify the SALT II Treaty. Prior to this clarification of 
oiu- position in 1981, both nations were obligated under customary 
international law not to take actions which would defeat the object 
and purpose of the signed, but unratified. Treaty. Such Soviet actions 
prior to 1981 are violations of legal obligations. Since 1981, the United 
States has observed a political commitment to refrain from actions that 
undercut the SALT II Treaty so long as the Soviet Union does like
wise. The Soviets have told us they also would abide by these provi
sions. Soviet actions inconsistent with this commitment are violations 
of their political commitment with respect to the SALT II Treaty.

Three SALT II issues are included in this unclassified report: encryp
tion of telemetry, SS-X-25 ICBM, and SS-16 ICBM deployment.

7. Encryption of Ballistic Missile Telemetry
—Obligation: The provisions of SALT II ban deliberate concealment 

measures that impede verification by national technical means. The 
Treaty 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 January 1984 compliance report examined whether the 
Soviet Union has engaged in encryption of missile test telemetry (radio 
signals) so as to impede verification. This issue was reexamined for 
this report.

—Finding: The U.S. Government reaffirms the conclusion in the Jan
uary 1984 report that Soviet encryption practices constitute a violation 
of a legal obligation imder SALT II prior to 1981 and a violation of 
their political commitment since 1982. The nature and extent of such
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encryption of telemetry on new ballistic missiles, despite U.S. request 
for corrective action, continues to be an example of deliberately im
peding verification of compliance in violation of this Soviet political 
commitment.

8, The SS-X-25ICBM
—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 throwweight or differs in number of stages or 
propellant type. In addition, it was agreed that no single reentry 
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 throwweight of that ICBM. This latter provision was 
intended to prohibit the possibility that single warhead ICBMs could 
quickly be converted to MIRVed systems.

—Issues: The Soviets declared the SS-X-24 to be their allowed one 
new type ICBM. The January 1984 report examined the issues: wheth
er the Soviets have tested a second new type of ICBM (the SS-X-25) 
which is prohibited; 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 throwweight; and whether encryption of 
SS-X-25 flight test telemetry impedes verification. The U.S. reexam
ined these issues for this report.

— Finding:

a. Second New Type
The U.S. Government judges that the SS-X-25 is a prohibited second 
"new" type of ICBM and that its testing, in addition to the SS-X-24 
ICBM, thereby is a violation of the Soviet Union's political commit
ment to observe the "new" type provision of the SALT II Treaty. De
spite U.S. requests, no corrective action has been taken.

b. RV'tO'Throwweighi RaHo
The U.S. Government reaffirms the conclusion of the January 1984 
report regarding the SS-X-25 RV-to-throwweight ratio. That is, if we 
were to accept the Soviet argimient that the SS-X-25 is not a prohibit
ed new type of ICBM, it would be a violation of their political com
mitment to observe the SALT II provision which prohibits the testing 
of such an existing ICBM with a single reentry vehicle whose weight 
is less than 50 percent of the throwweight of the ICBM.

c. Encryption
The U.S. Government reaffirms its judgment made in the January 1984 
report regarding telemetry encryption during tests of the SS-X-25. En
cryption during tests of this missile is illustrative of the deliberate im- 
pecUng of verification of compliance in violation of a legal obligation 
prior to 1981, and of the USSR's political commitment subsequent to 
1981.
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9. SS-16 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 or the reentry vehicle of that missile.

—ksue: The January 1984 report examined the evidence regarding 
whether the Soviets have deployed the SS-16 ICBM in spite of the 
ban on its deployment. The U.S. reexamined this issue for this report.

—finding: The U.S. Government reaffirms the judgment made in the 
January 1984 report. While the evidence is somewhat ambiguous and 
we cannot reach a definitive conclusion, the available evidence indi
cates that the activities at Plesetsk are a probable violation of the 
USSR's legal obligation not to defeat the object and purpose of SALT 
n prior to 1981 when the Treaty was pending ratification, and a 
probable violation of a political commitment subsequent to 1981.

ABM TREATY

—Treaty Status: The 1972 ABM Treaty and its Protocol ban de
ployment of ABM systems except that each party is permitted to 
deploy one ABM system around the national capital area or, alterna
tively, 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, therefore, violations of a legal obligation.

Four ABM issues are included in this unclassified report: the Kras
noyarsk radar, mobile land-based ABM systems or components, con
current testing of ABM and SAM components, and ABM territorial 
defense.

10, The Krasnoyarsk Radar
—Obligation: In an effort to preclude creation of a base for territorial 

ABM defense, the ABM Treaty limits the deployment of ballistic 
missile early warning radars, including large phased-array radars used 
for that purpose, to locations along the periphery of the national 
territory of each party and requires that they be oriented outward. 
The Treaty permits deployment (without regard to location or orienta
tion) 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.

—ksue: The January 1984 report examined the evidence regarding 
the construction of a large phased-array radar near Krasnoyarsk in 
central Siberia. It was concluded that this radar was almost certainly a 
violation of the ABM Treaty. The U.S. reexamined this issue for this 
report.

—Rnding: The U.S. Government judges, on the basis of evidence 
which continued to be available through 1984, that the new large 
phased-array radar under construction at Krasnoyarsk constitutes a 
violation of legal obligations under the Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty of

The Protocol may be found in Documents on Disarmament 1974, pp. 229-231.

Document 12



REAGAN REPORT, FEBRUARY 1 49

1972 in that in its associated siting, orientation, and capability, it is 
prohibited by this Treaty. Continuing construction, and the absence of 
credible alternative explanations, have reinforced our assessment of its 
purpose. Despite U.S. requests, no corrective action has been taken.

/ / .  Mobility of New ABM System
—Obligation: The ABM Treaty prohibits the development, testing or 

deployment of mobile land-based ABM systems or components.
—Issue: The U.S. examined whether the Soviet Union has developed 

a mobile land-based ABM system, or components for such a system, 
in violation of its legal obligation under the ABM Treaty.

—Ending: The U.S. Government judges that Soviet actions with 
respect to ABM component mobility are ambiguous, but the USSR's 
development of components of a new ABM system, which apparently 
are designed to be deployable at sites requiring relatively little or no 
preparation, represent a potential violation of its legal obligation imder 
the ABM Treaty. This and other ABM-related Soviet actions suggest 
that the USSR may be preparing an ABM defense of its national 
territory.

12, Concurrent Testing of ABM and SAM Components
—Obligation: The ABM Treaty and its Protocol limit the parties to 

one ABM deployment area. In addition to the ABM systems and 
components at that one deployment area, the parties may have ABM 
systems and components for development and testing purposes so long 
as they are located at agreed test ranges. The Treaty also prohibits 
giving components, other than ABM system components, the capabil
ity ^̂ to coimter strategic ballistic missiles or their elements in flight 
trajectory" and prohibits the parties from testing them in '̂an ABM 
mode.'' The parties agreed that the concurrent testing of SAM and 
ABM system components is prohibited.

—Issue: The U.S. examined whether the Soviet Union has concur
rently tested SAM and ABM system components in contravention of 
this legal obligation.

—Finding: The U.S. Government judges that evidence of Soviet ac
tions with respect to concurrent operations is insufficient to assess 
fully compliance with Soviet obligations imder the ABM Treaty, al
though the Soviet Union has conducted tests that have involved air 
defense radars in ABM-related activities. The niunber of incidents of 
concurrent operation of SAM and ABM components indicate the 
USSR probably has violated the prohibition on testing SAM compo
nents in an ABM mode. In several cases this may be highly probable. 
This and other such Soviet activities suggest that the USSR may be 
preparing an ABM defense of its national territory.

13, ABM Territorial Defense
—Obligation: The Treaty allows each party a single operational site, 

explicitly permits modernization and replacement of ABM systems or 
their components, and explicitly recognizes the existence of ABM test
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ranges for the development and testing of ABM components. The 
ABM Treaty prohibits, however, the deployment of an ABM system 
for defense of the national territory of the parties and prohibits the 
parties from providing a base for such a defense.

—Issue: The U.S. examined whether Soviet ABM and related activi
ties provide a base for a territorial defense.

—Rnding: The U.S. Government judges that the aggregate of the 
Soviet Union's ABM and ABM-related actions suggest that the USSR 
may be preparing an ABM defense of its national territory.

13. Report From S ecretary  o f D efense W einberger to  the  
C ongress: Nuclear Arms Reductions, R elated Diplo
matic Priorities, and  Compliance [Extract], February  4, 
1985 1

1. Nuclear Arms Reductions

The United States has long exercised restraint in its nuclear posture. 
We now have 25 percent fewer nuclear warheads and 75 percent less 
nuclear explosive power (measured in megatonnage) than we had in 
the 1960s. The reductions in our nuclear arsenal diuing the past two 
decades attest to oiu' commitment to retain the fewest possible nuclear 
forces consistent with the requirements of defense and deterrence.

We are in the process of implementing similar substantial reductions 
in NATO's nuclear arsenal, independent of any arms control agree
ment. As part of the December 1979 dual-track decision on the mod
ernization of longer range intermediate-range nuclear forces (LRINF),̂  
NATO decided to withdraw 1,000 nuclear weapons from Europe, an 
action completed in 1930, and to remove one nuclear warhead for each 
of the 572 Pershing II and ground-launched cruise missiles deployed. 
After careful study of the Alliance's nuclear needs, the NATO defense 
ministers decided in October 1983 to remove an additional 1,400 
nuclear weapons from Europe over the next few years.® As a result of 
those decisions, we will have withdrawn more than five nuclear war
heads for each new LRINF warhead deployed—even if we do not 
succeed in reaching an intermediate-range nuclear force (INF) arms 
reduction agreement.

Unfortimately, the Soviet performance has been quite different. 
Rather than reducing, or even curbing the growth of its nuclear^se- 
nal, the Soviet Union has engaged in an unprecedented and relentless

 ̂Report of the Secretary of Defense Caspar PV. Weinberger to the Congress on the FY 1986 Budget, 
F Y 1987 Authorization Request, and FY 1986-90 Defense Programs, pp. 59-63.

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1979, pp. 814-816.
 ̂Ibid., 1983, pp. 917-918.
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expansion of its nuclear forces. Disregarding our efforts to establish a 
stable balance at lower force levels, the USSR took advantage of U.S. 
restraint to try to achieve clear nuclear superiority. As a consequence, 
the United States has gone as far as it should with unilateral nuclear 
arms reductions. Further reductions must be negotiated bilaterally.

The United States is committed to far-reaching nuclear arms reduc
tions that are equitable and verifiable and increase international stabil
ity and security. The approach taken by earlier agreements like SALT I 
and n, which simply limited, and thereby legitimized, futiire growth is 
not enough; at best, they can only divert us from the real goal of 
actual reductions.'* Fiuihermore, the record of Soviet noncompliance 
with earlier arms control agreements demonstrates how vital it is that 
future accords be precisely drafted, include effective verification provi
sions, and be complied with by all parties. In this regard, if arms 
control is to be an effective stabilizing force in the future, it is 
imperative that the Soviet Union take a more constructive approach to 
its obligations than it has in the past.

In the Strategic Arms Reduction Talks (START) and the intermedi- 
ate-range nuclear force (INF) negotiations, the United States proposed 
deep cuts in nuclear arms, focusing on the systems of greatest concern 
to each side. In START, we called for a 33 percent decrease in the 
nimiber of warheads deployed on strategic ballistic missiles.® In the 
INF negotiations, we proposed the elimination—or at least a substan
tial reduction—of U.S. and Soviet LRJNF missiles.® Additionally, in 
START we have called for limitations on bombers and other strategic 
systems. Regrettably, the Soviet Union walked out of the INF talks in 
November 1983, and shortly thereafter refused to agree to a date for 
the next round of START.

In June 1984, although the USSR had not returned to either START 
or the INF talks, it proposed that our two governments meet in Vierma 
in September to begin '̂talks to prevent the militarization of outer 
space." The United States promptly accepted the proposal, and at the 
same time, made it clear that we considered the most pressing task to 
be reductions in offensive nuclear arms. The United States pointed out 
that the militarization of space began when the first ballistic missiles 
were tested and when such missiles and other weapons systems using 
outer space were first deployed.® Faced with a positive U.S. response 
to their proposal, the Soviets then demanded that we institute a 
moratoriiun on antisatellite (ASAT) weapons tests before opening any 
talks.® That precondition represented an unacceptable attempt to pre-

 ̂The SALT Agreements may be found ibid., 1972, pp. 197 ff. and ibid., 1979, pp. 189 
ff., respectively.

 ̂m i, 1984, p. 471.
 ̂Ibid., p. 444.

7 Ibid., pp. 494-495.
 ̂Ibid., p. 495.

9 Ibid., pp. 504-505.
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serve a Soviet weapons monopoly and consequently to weaken U.S. 
deterrence capability. Since the United States is only now developing 
an ASAT capability, a testing moratorium would leave the USSR as 
the only nation with an operational ASAT weapon.

In his September 1984 speech to the United Nations General Assem
bly, President Reagan suggested a bold initiative to break the impasse 
in nuclear arms reductions:

We need to extend the arms control process to build a bigger 
imibrella under which it can operate—a road map, if you will, 
showing where, during the next 40 years or so, these individual 
efforts can lead. This can greatly assist step-by-step negotiations 
and enable us to avoid having aH our hopes or expectations ride 
on any single set or series of negotiations. If process is temporar
ily halted at one set of talks, this newly estabUshed framework 
for arms control could help us take up the slack at other negoti
ations.̂ ®

After discussing the President's proposal, the United States and the 
Soviet Union agreed to begin negotiations on the whole range of 
questions concerning nuclear and outer-space arms. Secretary of State 
Shultz and Soviet Foreign Minister Gromyko met in Geneva in Janu
ary 1985 to discuss the agenda and objectives of the negotiations. 
They agreed that the forthcoming talks would address a complex of 
questions concerning space and nuclear arms, both strategic and inter- 
mediate-range.^^ The timing and location of the negotiations will be 
arranged through diplomatic channels. We expect that each delegation 
will be divided into three groups and will address strategic nuclear 
arms, intermediate-range nuclear arms, and space and defensive arms. 
In that last fonun, we plan to discuss both the means of moving 
toward a more defense-oriented deterrence, as well as space-based 
systems that can attack targets in space.

There is a clear relationship among all the different types of arms to 
be addressed in the negotiations. Since the Strategic Defense Initiative 
is only a research program, and while we are still many years away 
from any decision on whether to develop and deploy advanced de
fenses against ballistic missiles, nevertheless, we are prepared to dis
cuss with the Soviet Union the issue of strategic defense. However, 
these talks will consider existing Soviet defenses as well as each side's 
research programs in this area.

The agreement between Secretary of State Shultz and Soviet Foreign 
Minister Gromyko marks a welcome new begiiming. We have a long 
and difficult task ahead of us, but if we are patient and persistent, I 
have every hope that we can achieve deep reductions in nuclear 
weapons along with increased strategic stability, both of which are in 
the best interests of the United States, the Soviet Union, our allies, 
and indeed, the entire world. In order to achieve that goal, we must

Ibid., p. 691.
 ̂̂  Document 3.
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retain the same determination to preserve the military balance that has 
encouraged the USSR to return to the negotiating table. Our firm 
commitment to nuclear force modernization, to the continued develop
ment of an antisatellite (ASAT) capability, and to strategic defense is 
vital to the success of the coming negotiations.

While we seek bilateral nuclear arms reductions with the Soviet 
Union, we must also be attentive to the problem of nuclear prolifera
tion. If the number of nuclear-armed nations were to increase, the risk 
of nuclear war would grow. Moreover, the spread of nuclear weapons 
raises the possibility of these weapons falling into the hands of subna
tional groups. Along with more than 100 other nations, the United 
States supports the Non-Proliferation Treaty, which recognizes the 
universal interest in controlling the spread of nuclear arms.̂  ̂ In recent 
years, the United States and the Soviet Union have discussed this 
issue periodically. We have now decided to hold these consultations 
on a regular basis.

2, Related DiplomaHc Priorities

We also are actively engaged in seeking other important force re
ductions. In April 1984, the United States presented a draft treaty to 
the Geneva Conference on Disarmament calling for a comprehensive 
and verifiable global ban on the production, stockpiling, possession, 
transfer, and use of chemical weapons.^® To ensure that parties to a 
global ban would not be able to violate it, as has been the case with 
the Geneva Protocol forbidding chemical weapons use,̂  ̂ the U.S. 
draft treaty provides for imique, cooperative verification measures.

In the Mutual and Balanced Force Reductions (MBFR) talks, the 
United States and its NATO allies are negotiating with the Warsaw 
Pact to reduce conventional forces in Central Eiu*ope. NATO has 
called for reductions to 700,000 groimd force personnel and for a 
combined total of no more than 900,000 air and ground force person
nel on each side.̂ ® Progress in the MBFR talks has been stymied 
primarily because of the Warsaw Pact's intransigence in agreeing to 
provide force level data and permit adequate verification measures. In 
April 1984, the West presented a new initiative designed to overcome 
those obstacles. It offered Western flexibility on the data question in 
exchange for Warsaw Pact flexibility on verification.^®

In other discussions with the Soviet Union, we are seeking agree
ments on measures to reduce the risk that conflict could ever break 
out as a result of accident, miscalculation, or misimderstanding. While 
such steps— k̂nown as confidence-building measures—^would not 
affect the level or type of military forces, they could help ensure that 
those forces are never used inadvertently.

The text of the Treaty may be found in Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 461-465. 
Ibid., 1984, yip. 269-299.
The text of the Protocol may be found ibid., 1969, pp. 764-765.
Ibid., 1979, p. 818.
Cf. ibid., 1984, pp. 322-324.

Document 13



54 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1985

In April 1983, with strong congressional support, 1 recommended to 
the President several improvements in the U.S.-Soviet commimications 
network that would significantly enhance our ability to resolve a crisis 
or avert a misunderstanding. Specifically, I called for the addition of a 
high-speed facsimile capability to the Direct Conununications Link (or 
'Tiotline"); the establishment of a Joint Military Communications Link 
for the transmission of urgent military-related information; and the 
establishment by both the U.S. and Soviet Governments of improved 
communications with their embassies in each other's capital.

The President endorsed those proposals,̂ ® and we began negotiating 
with the Soviet Union in August 1983. In July 1984, the two sides 
agreed to add a high-speed facsimile capability to the Direct Commu
nications Link (DCL).̂ ® This modest but positive step will enable the 
U.S. and Soviet heads of government to transmit messages over the 
DCL far more rapidly than they can now. For the first time, they will 
be able to use the DCL to exchange graphic materials such as maps 
and photographs; that kind of information could be invaluable in 
helping to resolve an ongoing crisis or military incident.

In his September 1984 United Nations speech, the President suggest
ed several further bilateral measures to enhance U.S.-Soviet knowledge 
and imderstanding. These include regular U.S.-Soviet Cabinet-level 
meetings on a variety of issues, sharing of information on weapons 
procurement and development plans, exchange of observers at military 
exercises, and direct measurement of nuclear test yields.^®

In January 1984, the United States, its NATO allies, the Warsaw 
Pact, and Europe's neutral and nonaligned states opened the 35-nation 
Conference on Confidence- and Security-Building Measures and Dis
armament in Europe (CDE). Early in the conference, NATO proposed 
a set of measures designed to reduce the risk of conflict by surprise 
attack or miscalculation, limit the opportimities to use military force 
for political intimidation, and enhance communications among the 
signatory states. These measures include: an open exhange of informa
tion on ground and air forces; forecasts and notification of, and ob
server invitations to, a range of military activities; verification through 
on-site and aerial inspection; and methods for improved commimica
tions.

3. Compliance

As the President stated in his 1984 Report to the Congress on Soviet 
Noncompliance with Arms Control Agreements, 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. Unfortunately, the Soviet record of compliance is not

Ibid., 1983, pp. 309-324. 
Ibid., pp. 442-444.
Ibid., 1984, pp. 520-523. 

20 Ibid., p. 692.
Ibid., p. 43.
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supportive of this objective. In his January 1984 report to the Con
gress, the President concluded that the Soviet Union has violated or 
probably violated several of its major arms control obligations and 
political commitments.^^

Thus the Soviets have used, or supported the use of, chemical 
agents and toxin weapons in Afghanistan and Southeast Asia in viola
tion of the Geneva Protocol and the Biological Weapons Convention. 
They have violated the Helsinki Final Act requirement of advanced 
notification of certain major military exercises,^® and the SALT II 
limits on encryption of missile test telemetry. A new large phased- 
array radar that they are now building in the central USSR is almost 
certainly in violation of the 1972 ABM Treaty. The SS—X-25 missile is 
probably a second new ICBM type, prohibited by the SALT II agree
ment; if it is not, it violates the SALT II provisions regarding the 
permitted ratio between the weight of an ICBM reentry vehicle and 
the missile's total throw-weight. In addition, it is likely that the 
Soviets have violated the Threshold Test Ban treaty limits on the size 
of underground nuclear tests,̂ '̂  and they probably have deployed SS- 
16 missiles in violation of SALT II.

In response to additional requests from the Congress, the President 
will submit a further report of his findings regarding other Soviet arms 
control noncompliance issues. Furthermore, at congressional request, in 
October 1984, the President submitted both classiiFied and imclassified 
versions of an independent review by the bipartisan General Advisory 
Committee on Arms Control and Disarmament. Based on a year-long 
analysis, that report cited numerous instances of Soviet noncompliance 
with arms control agreements over the past 25 years.

Dialogue with the Soviet Union must encompass our compliance 
concerns as well as our arms control objectives. We are continuing to 
pursue these issues with the Soviet Union, seeking explanations, clari
fication, and corrective actions. In current and future arms negotia
tions, just as in our defense policy, we must take into account the 
Soviet compliance record as we search for productive avenues to pre
serve peace and erJiance global stability.

• • • • • • •

2* Ibid., pp. 33-39.
^^Ibid., 1975, pp. 304-308.

The text of the Treaty may be found ibiii., 1974, pp. 225-227.
1984, pp. 715-725.
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14. In terview  o f P resident R eagan : Military Buildup, S tra
tegic D efense Initiative, an d  Arms Reductions [Ex
trac t], F ebruary  7, 1985 ^

e •  e •  e •  •

Q. On the broad question of arms control and the U.S.-Soviet 
relationship, you talk about arms control agreements with deep cuts 
and offensive weapons and extensive verification. When you do 
that—aren't you really asking the Soviet Union to become an entirely 
different kind of country? And can we really expect that in our 
lifetimes?

The President Well, Tm not going to be euphoric about this, but I 
do think that one of the things we have going for us at this time, that 
hasn't been present in much of our previous negotiations, is that we 
go to the table now in a situation in which you're not going there 
looking at the Soviets as if, "Well, they're people just like us, and 
maybe if we talk sweetly enough, why they will be cormed into being 
nice, too." No. The only way you're ever going to succeed in negotia
tions is if you can go there with a situation in which it is to their 
practical interest also, that their interests are served by coming to an 
agreement.

And I think the fact that we go there now with our own military 
buildup, with them seeing that the alternative to legitimate arms 
reduction could very well be an arms race with an industrial power 
that they know they cannot match; in other words, we're saying to 
them, "We're not going to let you get a monopoly on power to the 
point that you can start winning by simple ultimatums—threats of, 
'Surrender, or die'—so make up your mind. You either join in a 
legitimate reduction in which both of us will reduce in such a way 
that neither one of us represents a threat to the other, or you face that 
kind of a race."

It was all summed up in a cartoon. I know your paper doesn't have 
cartoons, but-----

Q, Sort of—[Laughter]
The President Sort of— âll right. But a cartoon one day and it— 

right back early on in our military rebuilding—and it was two Russian 
generals, and one of them was saying to the other: "I liked the arms 
race better when we were the only ones in it." And I think that's been 
the situation over a nimiber of years.

Q. On the military buildup, one of the prominent things is the 
Strategic Defense Initiative. And would you continue to favor this, 
even if your own scientists concluded that it could never be leak-proof

 ̂ Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, February 11, 1985, pp. 154-155. The Presi
dent was interviewed by the Wall Street Journal
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and that even a few missiles would always get through and destroy 
cities?

The President Oh, Tve never asked for 100 percent. That would be 
a fine goal, but you can have a most effective defensive weapon even 
if it isn't 100 percent, because what you would have is the knowledge 
that—or that the other fellow would have the knowledge that if they 
launched a first strike, that it might be such that not enough of their 
missiles could get through, and in retirni we could launch the retalia
tory strike.

Now, that isn't really the goal of the Strategic Defense Irutiative. I 
tie that to what I think is the goal of these arms negotiations. The 
Soviet Union—Chernenko and Gromyko both have publicly stated 
that they would like to see the elimination, ultimately, of nuclear 
weapons. All right, they've said it. That's what otir goal is.

Now, if they really mean it, we can go to a table and sit down and 
start negotiating reductions, aiming toward the elimination of those 
weapons. If they don't mean it—or either way—I think that to go 
forward with this research on a strategic weapon is hand in hand with 
that goal, that ultimate goal. If you could have that kind of a defense 
in which they would have to say, "Well, wait a minute. How many 
missiles would we have to build to get enough through on a first 
attack that we wouldn't be threatened with, then, the retaliation?" 
And then they will see the value that this is what I mean by making 
nuclear weapons obsolete—they'll see that this defensive weapon 
could be a contributing factor to eliminating such weapons.

We're not going to— îf we come up with such a weapon, we're not 
going to stand there and say, "Okay, now we've got you. We can 
laxmch the first attack." 1 don't think this coimtry is ever in a position 
where it wants to do that. We don't start wars. We have no intention 
of starting one now. But what we would then be able to say to them 
is, "Look, we're willing to join you. We'll do away with ours. You do 
away with yours. We've got this thing here now, this defensive 
weapon, and we're very willing to use this, not to enable us to fight 
you, but to simply do what we both want, and that is get rid of the 
weapons."

15. A g en d a  A dop ted  by  th e  C onference on D isarm am ent 
for its 1985 Session, February 7, 1985 ^

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

1 CD/550.
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The Conference, taking into account, inter alia, the relevant provi
sions of the Documents of the first and second special sessions  ̂ of 
the General Assembly devoted to disarmament, will deal with the 
cessation of the arms race and disarmament and other relevant meas
ures in the following areas:

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

III. Other weapons of mass destruction; 
rV. 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 gen
eral and complete disarmament under effective international 
control.

Within the above framework, the Conference on Disarmament 
adopts the following agenda for 1985 which includes items that, in 
conformity with the provisions of Section VIII of its Rules of Proce
dure,® would be considered by it:

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- 

weapon States against the use or threat of use of nuclear weap
ons.

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.

 ̂For the Final Document of the first special session, see Documenk on Disarmament, 1978, 
pp. 411 ff. Excerpts of the concluding document of the second special session are 
included ihid., 1982, pp. 421-430.

 ̂Ibid., 1979, pp. 64-^5.
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16. Soviet W orking P aper Submitted to  th e  Conference on 
D isarmam ent: Compliance With Arms Control A g ree 
m ents, February  9, 1985 ^

NOT SABOTAGE BUT COMPLIANCE WTTH OBLIGATIONS

The attention of people throughout the world is riveted on the 
negotiations due to begin on 12 March between the Soviet Union and 
the United States on nuclear and space weapons: well-founded hopes 
and expectations are bound up with those negotiations.

The recent meeting in Geneva mapped out a realistic framework— 
and the only one possible in present conditions—for the examination 
and resolution of the issues to be covered by the negotiations. It also 
designated the final objective at which the efforts of the two sides 
should be directed, namely, the complete elimination of nuclear arms 
everywhere. As Mr. Chernenko emphasized in his answers to ques
tions from S. Loory, an American tdevision company correspondent, if 
both sides were to display an honest approach to the negotiations, 
good will, a readiness to reach reasonable compromises and to work 
out meaningful agreements, this woiild open up the possibility of 
resolving the cardinal problems of seciuing peace.

The agreement on negotiations in Geneva has aroused in people the 
belief that it is possible to halt the slide towards the danger line 
through agreements, the conclusion of new treaties to halt and reverse 
the arms race. As is well known, in the 1970s considerable progress 
was made in this direction. In recent years, however, as a result of the 
United States Administration's policies and activities, the limitation 
and reduction process has been dealt a severe blow— ît has, in essence, 
been thrown into disorder. At the same time, Washington has begim 
to give increasingly frequent voice to its contempt for the agreements 
previously concluded in this field, and has even been declaring openly 
its intention to terminate or renounce them.

All the designs of the Washington Administration have been con
centrated on one objective: to seek to attain military supremacy over 
the Soviet Union at any price. And whenever international obligations 
have interfered with this design, the United States has acted according 
to the principle '̂ too bad for those obligations''. For Washington, 
apparently, international law, ethical norms and the generally accepted 
rules of intergovenunental relations did not exist.

Following this approach, the United States sabotaged and ultimately 
wrecked the negotiations on strategic arms and on intermediate-range 
nuclear weapons in Europe, and launched military programmes of 
unprecedented magnitude. Washington has embarked on a course of 
systematically violating and circutnventing the existing limitations on 
nuclear weapons.

 ̂CD/572.
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The Soviet Union has repeatedly drawn the attention of the United 
States Administration to all this, advancing concrete, incontrovertible 
facts. Suffice it to recall the Soviet memorandum transmitted to the 
United States State Department on 27 January  ̂ and the TASS state
ment of 21 October 1984.® The Soviet Union has repeatedly made 
pertinent, serious claims of the United States in the Standing Consult
ative Commission, the body specially set up to further the goals and 
provisions of strategic arms limitation agreements. The United States 
has yet to give any convincing responses to these questions from the 
Soviet side, despite the fact that the issues concerned are extremely 
serious.

Rrsily, the United States has adopted a course aimed at undermining 
the indefinite 1972 ABM Treaty.  ̂The United States President himself 
virtually officially declared this intention when he aimoimced his 
"Star Wars'' programme for the creation of a large-scale ABM system 
with space-based elements, a system which is directly prohibited by 
the Treaty.® The United States has already programmed the allocation 
of 26 billion dollars to achieve this illegal goal. And this is only the 
first step in plans for an arms race and the undermining of strategic 
stability on the implementation of which Washington is prepared to 
spend a total of over a trillion dollars.

It is by no means only theoretical investigation and scientific re
search in which they are engaged in this connection. Work is going 
ahead at full speed on the development of mobile ABM phased-array 
radars, Minutemen missiles are being tested to give them an anti
missile capability, multiple warhead components are being developed 
for anti-missiles, etc. All of this is in obvious violation of the clear 
provisions of the 1972 Treaty.

Part of Washington's effort to prepare for the establishment of a 
large-scale anti-missile defense system is the deployment within the 
United States of the PAVE PAWS phased-array radar system, which 
provides radar coverage of the major part of the territory of the 
United States.

These facts are general knowledge, and the United States Adminis
tration does not even attempt to refute a single one of them.

Second, with regard to the SALT 11 Treaty,® it is now clear that the 
United States never intended at all to ''refrain from activities" which 
imdermine this Treaty. The idea was to demand the implementation of 
the Treaty by the other side, and simultaneously to prepare a wide 
range of measures aimed at destroying the military balance and ac
quiring a disarming first-strike capability.

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1984, pp. 48-53.
® The Current Digest of the Soviet Press, Vol. XXXVI, No. 42, pp. 4, 31; Pravia and bvestiya, 

October 11, 1984, p. 4.
 ̂The text of the ABM Treaty may be found ibid., 1972, pp. 197-201.

« C f ibid., 1983, pp. 199-201, 206-207.
® The text of the SALT II agreement may be found ibid., 1979, pp. 189 ff.
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The United States affected not to oppose the limitation of long- 
range cruise missiles, but was in fact preparing for the widespread 
deployment, now in progress, of this new and dangerous type of 
offensive strategic weapon. It was in agreement with the obligation 
not to circimivent in any way the SALT II Treaty which established 
military strategic parity, but in fact it already had prepared plans for 
the deployment in Eiu’ope against the USSR and its allies of several 
hundred essentially strategic nuclear missiles. It subscribed to the 
principle of equality and equal secxirity, but was plaiming and doing 
everything it could to ensure that there was no equal secxuity, that it 
had overwhelming military supremacy. Supremacy thanks to which it 
could coimt on impimity for its aggressive activities, on being able to 
get into a commanding position from which to dictate its will to other 
peoples.

Third, let us look at the 1974 Threshold Test Ban Treaty on imder- 
ground nuclear weapon tests: here again the same line, the same
hand, are to be foimd. The United States signed the Treaty, but has 
already gone 11 years without being willing to ratify it. The reason 
here is plain—they do not even do much to hide it in Washington: the 
United States is afraid to put into effect the clear and effective system 
envisaged in the Treaty for the control of the power of explosions. 
After all, if the United States accepted that control, it would be so 
much more awkward for it constantly to develop new nuclear war
heads, including warheads for new, powerful offensive missiles.

While in the timnels of the United States test-site in Nevada re
hearsals for nuclear war are going on, accompanied by the testing of 
nuclear warheads exceeding the agreed 150-kiloton threshold and by 
the release of radioactive substances into the atmosphere, official 
United States departments are engaged in inventing all kinds of ex
cuses for avoiding compliance with the established limits on imder- 
ground nuclear explosions, and for not allowing the resumption of 
negotiations on the complete and general prohibition of nuclear 
weapon testing.

Fourth, hiunanity is threatened not only by the danger of nuclear 
annihilation; chemical weapons, that barbaric means of mass destruc
tion, pose no less a threat to people. In the 1925 Geneva Protocol, the 
international commimity outlawed the waging of chemical warfare.® 
The Soviet Union was one of the first Parties to that Protocol and 
complies strictly with its provisions. It took the United States 50 years 
just to ratify the Geneva Protocol. During that time, the United States 
toxic substances killed and maimed thousands upon thousands of 
inhabitants of Indochina and did irreparable damage to that region ŝ 
natural environment. Many United States servicemen were also vic
tims of the chemical war waged by the Pentagon in South East Asia.

’ Ibil, 1974, pp. 225-227. 
1969, pp. 764-765.
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And now, while posing as a supporter of the prohibition of chemical 
weapons, the Uiuted States Administration is in fact blocking all 
international agreement on this subject, is supplying chemical weapons 
to the Afghan bandits who are making war on their own people, and 
has prepared for the chemical rearmament of the United States. Here 
again there is a glaring contradiction between the United States obliga
tions and Washington's deeds, which are aimed at non-compliance 
with and circumvention of those obligations.

R fth , the United States put its signature to the Helsinki Final Act, to 
which document it made, as is well known, no little effort to become 
a party. Together with other States, it assimied a solemn undertaking 
to foster peace in Europe, security, rapprochement and co-operation 
among the European States, and the deepening, development and 
strengthening of the process of detente here.®

But what has the United States actual policy in European affairs 
proved to be? The exacerbation of military tension in Eiu’ope, the 
deployment here of new first-strike nuclear weapons, attempts to call 
into question established European realities and to disorganize and 
hinder normal trade, economic, scientific and cultural co-operation in 
the region—such is the United States '^contribution'' to the develop
ment of the Helsinki process. Here again, the United States has sub
scribed to one thing, but is doing something completely different.

The facts which have been presented—and their number could be 
multiplied—necessarily raise the major, the fundamental question of 
the honesty of Washington's attitude towards the international obliga
tions it has imdertaken, and consequently of confidence in its policy. 
This question is increasingly being asked by a very wide range of the 
world's States.

Evidently the United States Administration is also becoming aware 
of this; but it does not draw the proper conclusions. It is busying itself 
with something else, with seeking to conceal its course of exacerbating 
international tension and the arms race and of violating existing agree
ments by making far-fetched accusations against the other side. They 
write "reports" on this subject, submit them to Congress, and almost 
portray themselves as the guardians of international law and order.

The White House recently issued another opus in this series. It 
contains a further rehash of the same old distasteful fabrications 
concerning alleged "violations" by the Soviet Union of its obliga
tions.̂ ®

However, fabrications and pseudo-arguments do not become any 
more convincing by being repeated. Why then are they advanced over 
and over again, and why precisely now? The objectives being pursued 
are different, although the general imseemly direction is obvious.

® The arms control portions of the Final Act may be found ibid., 1975, pp. 304-308. 
The entire text is in D^rhnent of State Bulletin, September 1 ,1975, pp. 323-350.
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Firstly, they would like, with the help of slander about the Soviet 
Union's policy, to push the usual military programmes through Con
gress.

Second, they are striving to dismantle and bury the existing interna
tional arms limitation agreements on the pretext that they are ineffec
tive.

Third, they wish to cast a shadow from the outset over the forth
coming Geneva negotiations, and to create doubts about the possibility 
and utility of agreements with the Soviet Union.

All this is aimed in one direction—to inculcate into the minds of the 
public the idea that there is no reasonable alternative to the United 
States Administration's present policy of strengthening military prep
arations, and that the arms race is inevitable and efforts to halt it vain.

Washington officials have never managed and, needless to say, 
never will manage to imdermine the high prestige of the Soviet 
Union's policy. The USSR scrupulously observes its international obli
gations, and the whole world knows this.

However, the fact that Washington is taking such steps on the eve 
of the Geneva negotiations with the clear hope of poisoning the 
atmosphere surrounding them and hindering the businesslike, con
structive consideration of the problems which they are to resolve, 
caimot fail to put us on the alert.

If Washington imagines that with the help of propaganda tricks it 
can slough off responsibility for the imfavourable state of Soviet- 
United States relations and for the lack of progress in arms limitation 
and the reduction of the danger of war, its hopes are groimdless. It is 
time that the United States at last ceased the practice of breaching the 
obligations it has undertaken, and turned its efforts, not in words but 
in deeds, to preventing an arms race in outer space and halting the 
arms race on Earth. This is incumbent upon the United States imder 
the Soviet-United States agreement to hold negotiations in Geneva, all 
parts of which must be strictly observed.

17. In terview  of P resident R eagan: M ilitary Balance, 
T reaty  V iolations, an d  th e  S trategic D efense Initiative 
[Extracts], February  11, 1985 ^

Arms Control

Q. And a question on arms control: Are we going into negotiations 
in a position of inferiority?

 ̂ Weekly CmpilaHon of Presidential Documents, February 18, 1985, pp. 169-170, 172, 174- 
175. The interview was conducted by Bernard Weinraub and Gerald Boyd of the New 
York Times, which published portions thereof on February 12.
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The President That we are not up to a strength level of the Soviet
Union--------

Q. Right.
The P resident militarily?
Q. Yes.
The President Oh, I don't think there's any question of that, and 

we have been for quite some time. We have fewer—for example, in 
nuclear weapons— ŵe have fewer warheads than we had in 1967. But I 
think, in one way, we're going in in a stronger sense than we have in 
recent years, because over recent years, we followed a policy of kind 
of unilaterally disarming and the idea that maybe the others would 
follow suit.

This time, with the refurbishing of our military defenses that we've 
been imdergoing for these 4 years, we're going to the table, and they 
have the knowledge that not only are we stronger than we were, even 
though we have not caught up with them as yet, but they have the 
awareness that we're determined to not allow them to have a superior
ity over us to the extent that our forces wouldn't be a deterrent. And I 
think in that regard, we sit down to the table with a little more 
realism than there's been in the past.

Q. Isn't there a—statements by yourself during the campaign, Mr. 
President, and by Secretary of State George Shultz, to the effect that 
we have been able to reestablish the military balance in the few years 
and that otherwise we could not negotiate on an even basis?

The President Well, I was trying to be completely accurate here 
that, obviously, we have not completely caught up with the imbalance 
between us. For example, we have in imiform in the military 17 
divisions. Well, they've got more than that on the Chinese border. So, 
we have not caught up with the naval buildup. But the fact that we 
are doing that, the fact that there are—we have 24 more ships, I 
believe, out there scheduled for addition to the fleet—that is what I 
think brings us to the table. They know our industrial power. They 
know what we've been able to achieve when we set our minds to it.

So, they know that there's been a change of attitude, that we are 
not canceling weapons systems, and—without getting anything in 
return. And, from that standpoint, I think this is what they mean— 
that our whole attitude is different now, and they can look down the 
road and see that there's a point at which they won't have any margin 
of superiority.

Q. Can you--------
The President And they don't have enough of a margin today, I— 

to tempt them into a first strike.
Q. On the subject of arms control treaty violations, you and your 

administration have said for several years that the Soviets are violating 
these treaties. A, what do you intend to do about that, and B, would 
you sign treaties in the future, without clearing up those matters?

The President Well, I think all of that is part of what has to be 
negotiated and probably under the cap of—or the part of the negotia
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tions that'll deal with verifiability. In other words, it's not enough to 
have an agreement; it's got to be a verifiable agreement.

And some of the violations that they're doing are violations of what 
had previously been negotiated as the right of each one of us to know 
about the other. The encrypting of the signals that some of their 
nuclear tests would—ordinarily that we would be able, simply elec
tronically, to have the facts that it was agreed upon we should have, 
both sides should have. But then they have been encrypting so that 
we don't get that full information from a test. And all of these will be 
part of the negotiations.

Q. Do those violations block the possibility of another agreement 
imtil they are cleared up?

The President I— n̂ow we get into the area of the actual negotiat
ing, and I don't think that I should be discussing those particular 
facets of what are we going to do, what are we going to offer, what 
are we going to trade. I don't think that should be voiced in advance.

Strategic Defense Initiative

Q, Mr. President, to go back to the issue of arms control and, 
particularly, to yoiu* Strategic Defense Initiative— îf, in the Geneva 
negotiations, the Soviets were to agree to go along with the deep 
reductions in offensive weapons that you've proposed, would you still 
want to proceed with this Strategic Defense Initiative, or would you 
be ready to call it off in return for that?

The President No. I would want to proceed with what we're doing, 
which is research to discover whether there is such a weapon and 
whether it is practical and feasible. And then I, myself, have said that 
my own view would be that if that is determined and there is— ŵe 
can produce such a weapon, that then before deployment I'd be 
willing to sit down and, in a sense, internationalize.

In other words, to negotiate then, before there would be any de
ployment or anything, to make sure that they xmderstood that we 
weren't trying to create the ability of a first strike ourselves, that 
we're—our goal was still the elimination of nuclear weapons; and that 
I would see that defensive weapon as another step in attaining that 
goal; that if we could say that this virtually makes those weapons, if 
not obsolete, certainly most ineffective—the nuclear weapons—then 
we've got a real reason for saying, "Now, let's all do away with them, 
because we've come up with this defensive weapon." That would 
eliminate any of the protests that some of the people on the Soviet 
side have made that we're seeking a first-strike capability.

I don't think anyone in the world can honestly believe that the 
United States is interested in such a thing or ever would put itself in 
that position.
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Q, So, proceeding with the Strategic Defense is independent of
whatever agreement is reached--------

The President That's right--------
Q . on offensive weapons.
The President  b̂ecause it's not in violation of the ABM

Treaty,  ̂ and they have been conducting— ŷou know, who are they 
kidding? They've been conducting research in this sort of thing for a 
long time. And they already have—far beyond anything we have— 
and we believe, in violation of the ABM Treaty, that kind of defense.

And we're seeking a normuclear weapon that could render these 
weapons obsolete.

• • • • • • •

Q. Mr. President, taking it back to the question of your Strategic 
Defense Initiative. Throughout history there's always been a question 
of offensive being able to overcome defense, and it always has in the 
past. Here we're about to embark on the expenditure of a lot of 
money to test this proposition again. Why do you think this time the 
defense might be able to prevail over the offense?

The President Well, all right, let me give you a parallel that I've 
used here among oiu- own people. World War I—poison gas came into 
being for the first time, and it was horrible. 1925—all the nations of 
the world met in Geneva and ruled out poison gas in the future for 
war.̂  But by that time the gas mask had been developed, and gas 
mask has been standard soldier equipment in just about every army in 
the world ever since 1925. We haven't thrown the masks away.

Now, we're talking about a weapon that has been developed for 
which there is no defense whatsoever. The only program we have is 
MAD, Mutual Assured Destruction. And— ŵhy don't we have MAS 
instead. Mutual Assured Security?

Now, we all know how to make that weapon. Suppose that we were 
so successful at the arms talks that we all agreed to do away with 
them, just as we agreed to do away with poison gas. And the years go 
by, but we all know how to make them. You can't take out of your 
mind the knowledge that we now have. And sometime, in a time of 
stress and, whether it's the two great coimtries or some other coim- 
tries, somebody is going to say, just as they have in recent years, 
maybe it would be handy for us to produce a few of these things. And 
you wouldn't be able to tell if they had or not. But at least your 
security would be your own kind of gas mask—that if somebody does 
cheat after you've tried to eliminate them, and comes up with those, 
you'd have a weapon in which you could knock them down, just as

 ̂Documents on Disarmament 1972, pp. 197-201.
®The Geneva Protocol prohibiting the use of chemical and biological weapons is 

printed ibid., 1969, pp. 764-765.
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today, you could put on the gas mask if somebody cheats and decides 
to use poison gas.

So, I think it would be well worth having. And then, of course, 
there's the possibility that you can't get everybody to eliminate those 
weapons as we're seeking to do, and, therefore, you have made it 
through defense. You've changed the whole ratio—the opponent that 
might want to be expansionist and resort to war has to say in the face 
of that defensive weapon: How many of these things do I have to 
have before I can be sure that enough get through that they won't be 
able to blow me out of the water?

Q. Mr. President, you've talked at times of two different kinds of a 
defense—one, defending cities, the whole population. Somebody re
ferred to it as an "Astrodome" defense, so to speak. And you seem 
now to be talking about a defense that would be aroimd our missiles. 
Which is it you want—a limited defense or a total defense?

Mr. President I want a defense that simply says that if somebody 
starts pushing the button on those weapons, we've got a good chance 
of keeping all or at least the bulk of them from getting to the target. 
Because, even if it's aroimd missile sites, that's the type of weapon 
anymore in which there's no way to restrain that from killing any 
nimiber of people, or now, as a great many reputable scientists are 
telling us, that such a war could just end up in no victory for anyone, 
because we would wipe out the Earth as we know it. And if you think 
back to a couple of natural calamities, back in the last centiuy, in the 
1800's, just natural phenomena from earthquakes—or, I mean, volca
noes, we saw the weather so changed that there was snow in July in 
many temperate coimtries. And they've called it the year in which 
there was no summer. Well, if one volcano can do that, what are we 
talking about with a whole nuclear exchange: the nuclear winter that 
scientists have been talking about? It's possible.

So, I think if you have a defensive weapon, I don't think of it in 
terms of let's put it around this place or that place. Let's put it in such 
a way that those missiles aren't going to get to their target.

• • • • • • •

18. S ta tem en t by  th e  Soviet Em bassy in W ashington: Al
legations of Soviet Noncompliance With Arms Control 
A greem ents , February 11, 1985 ^

On February 1, 1985 the Department of State made a statement to 
the Soviet Embassy in connection with the administration's report to

 ̂Moscow TASS in English, February 13, 1985; FBIS Daily Report, February 14, 1985, 
vol. Ill, pp. AA1-AA2.
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the Congress on '^Soviet noncompliance" with arms control agree
ments.^

On February 9, 1985 the embassy, on instructions from Moscow, 
delivered a response to the above statement, in which the Soviet side 
resolutely rejected as imsubstantiated and groimdless the "representa
tions'' made to the Soviet Union by a representative of the Depart
ment of State in the conversation on February 1. The response further 
states that it is not the first time that the U.S. Administration has 
made an attempt to cast aspersion, resorting to all sorts of false 
assertions, on the consistent peace-loving policy of the USSR, or has 
ascribed to the Soviet side nonexistent violations and failures as far as 
compliance with arms limitation agreements is concerned. We have 
already provided a characterization of such imseemly actions by the 
U.S. That characterization remains totally valid also with regard to 
what was said on the U.S. side in the conversation mentioned.

Secondly, it is also noted that the U.S. side has neither the moral, 
nor the formal right to portray itself as a guardian of the agreements, a 
cavalier attitude toward these agreements being, unfortunately, in 
recent years an integral part of the policy and practical actions of the 
U.S.

This is evident in Washington's policy aimed at imdermining the 
1972 Permanent Treaty on the Limitation of Anti-Ballistic Missile 
Systems,^ in the refusal to ratify and the circiunvention of the SALT II 
Treaty,  ̂ the unwillingness to put in force and strictly observe the 
1974 Treaty on the Limitation of Undergroimd Nuclear Weapons 
Tests,® the unconstructive position the the U.S. on the subject of a 
complete ban on chemical weapons and in the open sabotage of the 
Helsinki process of strengthening peace, seciuity and cooperation in 
Europe.®

It is a matter of major and important issues of principle, and the 
position the U.S. Administration has taken with regard to these issues 
cannot help but cause profound concern and condemnation. All this, 
as well as specific questions arising in this cormection, has been 
brought to the attention of the U.S. Administration by the Soviet side 
on more than one occasion, specifically, in aide memoire of January 
27  ̂ and the TASS statement of October 21, 1984.®

However, no intelligible answer to the matters that we raised has 
been forthcoming so far from the American side. The Soviet side 
expects that the administration will, after all, draw proper conclusions 
and that it will take specific steps in order to correct the situation and

 ̂For the report, see Document 12.
® The text of the Treaty may be found in Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 197-201. 
 ̂Ibid., 1979, pp. 189 ff.

® Ibid., 1974, pp. 225-227.
6 Ibid., 1975, pp. 304-308.

Ibid., 1984, pp. 48-53.
® The Current Digest of the Soviet Press, vol. XXXVI, No. 42, pp. 4, 31; Pravda and Izvestiya, 

October 21, 1984, p. 4.
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to cease its actions which run contrary to the international obligations 
incumbent on it.

Publishing all sorts of ''reports" containing inventions about the 
policy of the other side, however, in no way relieves the U.S. Admin
istration of its eminent duty to observe the international obligations in 
an honest and consistent manner.

Thirdly, the response states that the questions of compliance with 
the existing agreements on the limitation of strategic arms should not 
be discussed for the sake of doubtful propaganda effect, rather, it 
should be done solely in order to ensure a normal functioning of those 
agreements and accords.

The Soviet side would like it to be recalled that it is for these 
purposes that the mechaiusm of the Standing Consultative Commis
sion has been established. The Soviet side operates in that Commis
sion with these purposes in mind. It is prepared in the future also to 
engage in businesslike cooperation with the American side in that 
commission.

The response finally stresses that one carmot help but come to the 
conclusion that the aforementioned actions of the U.S. side are only 
capable of putting in doubt its intentions with regard to the existing 
arms limitation agreements and to reaching such agreements in the 
future. At any rate, this does not contribute to a favorable atmosphere 
for the forthcoming negotiations on nuclear and space weapons. As a 
matter of fact, the American side should be no less interested than the 
Soviet side in the positive outcome of these negotiations.

19. M essage  From President R eagan  to  th e  Congress: 
A nnual Report on Nuclear N onproliferation, February 
12, 1985 1

I have reviewed the activities of United States Government depart
ments and agencies during the calendar year 1984 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 the United States during 1984 continued 
to make important progress in its efforts to achieve its non-prolifera- 
tion goals.

It is my firm conviction that preventing the spread of nuclear explo
sives to additional countries is essential to world peace and stability. It 
forms an indispensable complement to the efforts we have undertaken 
to bring about deep reductions in strategic and intermediate-range 
nuclear weapons. It is no exaggeration to say that the future of

 ̂ Weekly CompilaHon of Presidential Documents, February 18, 1985, p. 176.
2 An extract of the report is printed in Document 1. For the Nuclear Non-Prolifera- 

tion Act, see Documents on Disarmament, 1978, pp. 118 ff.
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mankind may well depend on the achievement of these goals, and I 
intend to pursue them with unflagging determination and a deep sense 
of personal commitment.

20. M essage  From President R eagan  to  th e  C onference 
on Disarm am ent, February  12, 1985 ^

Mr. President, distinguished delegates:
As the Conference on Disarmament begins its 1985 session, I extend 

my heartfelt greetings and earnest encouragement in the work before 
you.

This session opens at a moment of opportunity in which the Ameri
can people look for real achievements in arms control. As you know, 
in a very promising step, the United States and the Soviet Union have 
agreed to begin negotiations on 12 March on offensive nuclear arms 
reductions and on defensive and space arms.

The Conference on Disarmament has a imique and profoimd re
sponsibility to translate the imiversal desire for peace into greater 
international stability and significant, verifiable arms reductions and 
constraints. I encourage the Conference to work vigorously towards an 
effective globed prohibition of chemical weapons, as the United States 
has proposed; to consider further a radiological weapons ban; and to 
continue work on verification and compliance issues relating to nucle
ar test limitations.

The quest for peace involves many countries, large and small. We 
must put our energies and talents together to overcome differences, 
and to realize man's hopes for a safer and more stable world. In this 
Conference we join in the pursuit of peace, and in doing so we serve 
ourselves, our coimtries and future generations.

21. S ta tem ent by  ACDA Director A delm an to  th e  Confer
ence on Disarm am ent, February 12, 1985 ^

Mr. President and distinguished delegates, it is a great pleasure to be 
here in Geneva at this auspicious time. When this Conference con
vened last year, the major nuclear arms talks were stagnated. Today, 
we face a new beginning, as a result of our successful efforts with the 
Soviet Union just last month.

One month from this very day, full negotiations between my coim- 
try and the Soviet Union will commence here in Geneva. Our goals for 
the talks are set forth in the 8 January communique.^

® CD/PV.290, pp. 8-9. The message was read by ACDA Director Adelman during his 
statement to the Conference, infra.

1 CD/PV.290, pp. 7-15.
2 Doomient 3.
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The strategic concept of the United States can be summarized in the 
following single paragraph:

For the next 10 years, we should seek a radical reduction in the 
nimiber and power of existing and planned offensive and defen
sive nuclear arms, whether land based, space based, or otherwise. 
We should even now be looking forward to a period of transition, 
beginning possibly 10 years from now, to effective non-nuclear 
defensive forces, including defenses against offensive nuclear 
arms. This period of transition should lead to the eventual elimi
nation of nuclear arms, both offensive and defensive.

A nuclear-free world is an ultimate objective to which we, the 
Soviet Union, and all other nations can agree.

The United States enters these talks with profound hope, with 
realistic expectations, and with full recognition of the daimting obsta
cles we face. The task will be neither qviick nor easy. There should be 
no illusion about that. I do not believe that there is, and that is all for 
the good.

Months of extensive, painstaking top-level analysis, ranging from 
questions of tactics to the over-all United States-Soviet strategic rela
tionship, preceded Secretary of State Shultz's January sessions with 
Soviet Foreign Minister Gromyko. Let me assure you. President 
Reagan and the American people place the highest priority on reduc
ing the risk of war, on radically reducing—and eventually eliminat
ing—the nuclear threat.

The co-ordination and teamwork on the American side in Geneva, 
under the able leadership of Secretary Shultz and with the direct 
participation of the President's National Security Adviser, contributed 
significantly to this diplomatic success. That teamwork will surely 
continue.

Now, after the initial session, we have put in place an outstanding 
team for the negotiations. Process, preparation, and personnel cannot 
guarantee success, but they are clearly necessary to achieve success. 
And that is our deep desire.

The United States strongly believes that deterrence and stability 
between my coimtry and the Soviet Union can be maintained at 
greatly reduced, equal levels of nuclear forces. We hope the Soviet 
Union believes likewise. We hope further that the Soviet Union will 
act accordingly.

Today, I have the dual privilege of addressing this honoured inter
national assembly and of greeting the Conference President, and new 
Uiuted States Representative, Ambassador Donald Lowitz.

I know 1 reflect the sentiments of all gathered here in congratulating 
you, Mr. President, on your new duties. You bring to your assignment 
the wisdom of many years' experience in government and in the legal 
profession. It is clear testimony to President Reagan's high regard for 
the Conference on Disarmament that he chose an individual of your 
calibre to lead the United States delegation to the Conference on 
Disarmament. As we say in the States, we care enough to send the
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very best. I also know that you will do your utmost to ensure that the 
Conference on Disarmament fulfills its mandate to help construct a 
more seciire, more stable, world.

Mr. President, I have today the high privilege of conveying a mes
sage from President Reagan to the Conference on Disarmament.

[Here Mr. Adelman read the message printed suprâ
Building such a world is critically important today, in light of the 

potential horror and destruction of war. We need to work together to 
reduce and eventually eliminate the risks of war, which are particular
ly dangerous in the nuclear age. We do not need proof of the hypoth
esis of ''nuclear winter'' to know that it would be unmitigated disas
ter, an unimaginable nightmare. All of us here must agree with Presi
dent Reagan's often repeated conclusion that a nuclear war caimot be 
won and must never be fought.

Unfortunately, in viewing these critical problems, some people come 
to despair, believing that no solution whatsoever is possible. Indeed, 
they seem to think that abandoning one's defenses might be more 
stabilizing than continuing our deliberate efforts to maintain a bal
anced defense while seeking to negotiate substantial arms reductions.

It is clear to all that the United States will never and should never 
surrender its inherent right to national and collective self-defense. 
Neither will the United States yield to hopelessness in its arms control 
efforts. Nor should any member of this Conference.

To be sure, arms control is often a painfully slow process. But that 
should strengthen, and not lessen, our resolve to build, stone-by- 
stone, step-by-step, the firm foimdation for lasHng arms control which 
can enhance stability. We cannot abandon this goal. We must never 
obscure it.

The two major nuclear Powers surely carry a heavy burden and a 
special responsibility for reducing and eventually eliminating nuclear 
arms. But the multilateral arms control process is an essential comple
ment to the bilateral negotiations. The two can and must be mutually 
reinforcing.

Every nation—nuclear or non-nuclear, large or small, aligned, or 
non-aligned or neutral—shares in the broader responsibility to seek 
and maintain peace. Arms control—and compliance with arms control 
agreements— îs truly a responsibility all nations share. This magnifi
cent Council Chamber, part of the beautiful Palais des Nations where 
we now sit, for almost 50 years has symbolized man's intense, endur
ing desire for and pursuit of peace.

Seventy-one years ago in Sarajevo, a single act, growing out of 
decades of nationalist violence and rivalry, helped ignite World War I. 
The tragic effects of this event are still palpable today. Following 
those few pistol shots by a lone assassin, 10 million people lost their 
lives over four long, horrible years. Those few pistol shots set off a 
historical chain leading to the grimmest half century of barbarism the 
modem world has had to endure.
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That ominous event taught us that small sparks can set off great 
fires. To prevent those fires, we must deal with the conditions before 
the spark ignites. Thus, we must fashion a stable international system 
in all its various dimensions. In the four decades since the end of 
World War II, 150 or more conventional conflicts have raged, leaving 
millions of casualties strewn across the world stage. The problems of 
achieving peace are pervasive. Only if we work together can we hope 
to build a safer world. This is the real task at hand for all 40 countries 
gathered here today.

We have the foundation on which to build this co-operation. The 
United Nations Charter sets the standard for State behaviour in inter
national affairs, forbidding any nation to use force or even to threaten 
the use of force against the territory or the political independence of 
another nation. Every member of this body is obligated to adhere 
strictly to these provisions. Every nation on earth is so obligated.

Equally important is the binding obligation of all nations to abide 
by their other international legal obligations, including their undertak
ings in arms control agreements. Non-compliance with agreements— 
failure to keep one's promises— îs a profound matter. It puts at risk 
the important security benefits derived from arms control and could 
create new security risks for those States relying upon the rewards of 
arms control. Further, it undermines the confidence essential to a 
continued effective arms control process.

As members of the only multilateral organization charged with the 
task of forging arms control agreements of global scope, we in the 
Conference on Disarmament caimot close our eyes to the problems of 
compliance which are confronting us today. In January 1984, at the 
request of the United States Congress, President Reagan submitted a 
report on seven violations or probable violations of arms control obli
gations or related political commitments by the Soviet Union.® Last 
week a follow-up report was submitted to the Congress which recon
firmed our conclusions of last year and in some cases strengthened 
them. It also dealt with a niunber of additional yet critical problems of 
non-compliance with existing commitments.**

These reports come as no surprise to the Soviet Union, since we 
have vigorously pressed, and will continue vigorously to press, these 
issues with the Soviet Union through diplomatic charmels.

The majority of the problems presented by Soviet non-compliance 
are related to bilateral undertakings—the SALT I and SALT II agree
ments and the ABM Treaty.® Other cases, however, deal with the very 
important multilateral treaties. More specifically, the Soviet Union's 
underground nuclear test practices have resulted in considerable vent
ing of radioactive matter and its movement beyond Soviet territorial

® See Documents on Disarmament, 1984, pp.
^ Document 12.
® The SALT agreements may be found in Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 197 ff. 

and ibid., 1979, pp. 189 ff.
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limits. That violates the 1963 Limited Test Ban Treaty.® The Treaty 
was designed in part to prevent health risks to innocent peoples 
beyond a testing country's borders. Violations to that Treaty could 
endanger that very goal.

In addition, the Soviet Union has violated its obligations imder the 
1972 Biological and Toxin Weapons Convention and imder interna
tional law as embodied by the 1925 Geneva Protocol.® Thankfully, 
there have been no confirmed attacks with lethal chemical toxin 
weapons in Kampuchea, Laos or Afghanistan in 1984. If those kinds of 
activities have indeed stopped, and we hope they have, that is all to 
the good and constitutes a testimony to the policy— p̂racticed here 
today—of being forthright in raising arms control violations. The goal 
is not aimless accusations of another country but stopping such viola
tions. It is a testimony to the outcry of people everywhere that such 
sentiments can and do stop such unacceptable activities.

This imderscores the fact that compliance is not just a bilateral 
concern. To be serious about arms control is to be serious about 
compliance.

This Conference is, I know, serious about arms control and thus 
must be serious about the twin issues of compliance and verification. 
In this regard, the United States delegation today is introducing the 
President's message to the Congress of the United States, and his 
imclassified report on Soviet non-compliance with arms control agree
ments, as a Conference Document.

It is now clear that provisions of the 1972 Biological and Toxin 
Weapons Convention, which regrettably contains no verification pro
visions, have been violated at the cost of many lives of innocent 
peoples in less developed, and non-aligned countries. The United 
States recognizes that it was one of the States that did not fully 
appreciate the danger of the lack of adequate compliance provisions. It 
now sees a need to fashion such provisions.

Negotiations on the issues the Conference deals with must factor in 
whether the activities to be limited can be effectively verified. Just as 
we dare not sit by and permit our past efforts to be debased through 
violations, we likewise need to take the past compliance record fully 
into account as we seek to formulate new agreements. Each of us must 
tackle this urgent task. Better still, we can tackle it together.

I would now like to turn to another critical issue before this Confer
ence: how to pursue fresh arms control initiatives. I would be the first 
to caution, in this regard, that progress should not be measured by the 
number of words committed to paper, nor by the ability to produce a 
non-controversial draft. There is already an abundance of both. 
Rather, progress needs to be measured by meaningful and effectively 
verifiable arms control agreements, as well as by a better understand-

« Ibid., 1963, pp. 291-293.
Ibid., 1972, pp. 133-138. 
 ̂Ibid., 1969, pp. 764-765.
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ing of each State's security and arms control goals and concerns. We 
can accomplish this if we approach the task with realism, and with 
seriousness.

This Conference's predecessor bodies have had their share of suc
cesses, which have contributed to stability and helped— r̂eally 
helped— r̂educe the risks of war. Highest among those successes surely 
is the 1968 Non-Proliferation Treaty.® With over 120 parties, it is the 
most widely adhered-to arms control agreement in history, and among 
the very best. For it is the very cornerstone of international efforts to 
stop the spread of nuclear weapons, and as such has significantly 
enhanced all coimtries' security. Of course, proliferation problems 
remain in various parts of the world, and we need to remain vigilant 
and press for imiversal adherence to this Treaty. We all— în my view, 
including the non-signatory States— ĥave an interest in ensuring that 
the treaty and its purposes are reaffirmed this year in the NPT Review 
Conference beginning in September.

The Conference on Disarmament is today often criticized for not 
achieving more agreements and for not reaching agreement more 
quickly. This criticism comes from within this chamber as well as 
from without. Unfortimately, this criticism has a ring of truth to it. 
The Conference on Disarmament has clearly lost momentum over its 
seven-year existence.

I believe that this trend can and must be reversed. We can restore 
our purpose by new and verifiable agreements and a better imder- 
standing of each member's concerns, and also by serious work on 
unresolved arms control problems. These include most prominently as 
I mentioned, verification and compliance.

To do this, however, we must set realistic objectives. We should, 
first identify those global security concerns of highest priority which 
can be addressed appropriately through multilateral solutions. All 
items on this Conference's agenda are proper subjects for attention of 
this group but not all are of equal priority. Banning chemical weapons 
is to me the top priority.

In 1915, at the begiiming of World War I, clouds of chlorine gas 
rolled across the battlefields in Belgium. A Major Auld then wrote:

Try to imagine the . . . troops, as they saw the vast cloud of 
greenish-yellow gas spring out of the groimd and slowly move 
downwind toward them, the vapour clinging to the earth, seeking 
out every hole and hollow . . . first wonder, then fear; then, as 
the first fringes of the cloud enveloped them and left them chok
ing and agonized in the fight for breath— p̂anic. Those who could 
move broke and ran, trying, generally in vain, to outstrip the 
cloud which followed inexorably after them.

Chemical weapons caused over 1 million casualties and 90,000 
deaths in World War I. In the 1930s they were used in Ethiopia by

»Ibid., 1968, pp. 461-465.
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Mussolini^s forces. Then, for 30 years, no nation used them on the 
battlefield.

In the late 1960s, however, there was evidence of their reappearance 
on an obscure battlefield in Yemen. In the mid-1970s, the Hmong 
people of Laos became the next victims of chemical warfare. In 1979 
began reliable reports of chemical weapons being used by Soviet forces 
in Afghanistan. And Vietnamese and Lao troops, Soviet surrogate 
forces, continued to use chemical weapons against the Hmong resist
ance. Then, in 1983 the world witnessed Iraq using chemical weapons 
in its dismal war against Iran.

All this despite a major international agreement that bans the use of 
chemical weapons. The Geneva Protocol, completed in 1925 with the 
grim lessons of World War I then so fresh in mind, has been a major 
bulwark against chemical weapons use. More than 100 countries are 
parties. But that international legal restriction and the morality which 
lay beneath it have been in danger of cnunbling as a result of these 
barbaric practices since 1975.

The political, moral and legal barriers against the use of chemical 
weapons are in danger of being tom down by such violations. We 
need now to re-establish and further buttress those longstanding 
norms of acceptable and civilized international behaviour. Today, 
there are even more threatening, toxic killer chemicals available. They 
are weapons of mass destruction, and weapons of mass suffering 
inflicted on defenseless civilians; thus far in non-aligned, poor coxm- 
tries. And as the Iraqi example makes clear, they are relatively cheap 
and readily available.

Two years ago, in his speech to the United Nations second special 
session devoted to disarmament. President Reagan noted that: 'The 
use of chemical and biological weapons has long been viewed with 
revulsion by civilized societies. No peacemaking institution can ignore 
the use of these dread weapons and still live up to its mission".^®

It is the view of the United States Government—and, as those of 
you who have worked with me in the United Nations and elsewhere 
know, my strong personal conviction as well—that this Conference 
should put its highest priority and its utmost efforts toward achieving 
a complete global ban on chemical weapons. Make no mistake about 
it, the dangers of chemical weapons proliferation are iijcreasing. The 
problem is getting much worse.

Last April, Vice President Bush introduced our draft convention, 
and the negotiations subsequently intensified. We should not ease up 
imtil we have succeeded in effectively abolishing these weapons. Our 
proposed ban on chemical weapons focuses world attention on the 
issue and thereby helps to re-establish international norms long re
spected and now so much in danger of eroding.

Documents on Disarmament, 1982, p. 384. 
Ibid., 1984, pp. 269-299.
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In this connection, we were very heartened when the United Na
tions Secretary-General, on 5 February, urged that a comprehensive 
test ban on chemical weapons be completed by the end of 1985. We 
iFuUy endorse his injimction. We hope that the Soviet Union will 
engage in serious negotiations on every element of the United States 
draft with that goal in mind. Were that goal met, 1985 would become 
a historic year in the aimals of arms control— m̂uch as 1968 became 
with the Non-Proliferation Treaty. The Conference on Disarmament 
would be infused with new importance to world affairs, which is so 
badly needed.

We recognize that chemical weapons pose some of the most con
founding verification problems encoimtered in the vast realm of arms 
control. For this very reason, we are seeking new and rather bold 
approaches, including an ''open invitation" for mandatory internation
al inspection on short notice.

As 1 noted earlier, overcoming the problems of verification and 
compliance is essential. Arms control is empty without compliance; 
and compliance, particularly for a closed society, is impossible to 
establish without verification. A ban on chemical weapons honoured 
by open societies and violated by closed societies would be no ban at 
all. It would constitute unilateral disarmament in the guise of multilat
eral arms control.

During the course of these discussions, I also encourage the Confer
ence to look carefully at how to handle chemicals normally used in 
industry or agriculture, but which also can be used for the manufac
ture of chemical weapons. Chemical weapons used in Iraq's war with 
Iran were produced from just such substances. To help prevent devel
opment and use of chemical weapons in the future, we need to ensure 
that steps are taken to control the export of such chemicals and related 
equipment and technology. Coimtries with advanced chemical indus
tries have a special obligation in this regard, and in the future should 
exercise considerable restraint. Personally, I believe this is an ever- 
increasing priority in arms control.

Besides the first priority of a global chemical weapons ban, the basis 
for an agreement banning radiological weapons has existed since 1979 
in parallel United States-Soviet proposals.̂ ® Considerable effort has 
been directed towards concluding an agreement on this proposal, as 
well as on a United States proposal to strengthen the agreement's 
compliance mechanisms. We hope this abundance of material will 
culminate in an early agreement that precludes this entire category of 
weapons, which, to date, are not known to exist and which, fortunate
ly, have thus far attracted little military interest.

Serious work on verification and compliance issues should also re
ceive priority in the Conference's work related to a nuclear test ban. 
The worldwide experiment sponsored by the Conference's Ad Hoc

Cf. CD/PV. 288, p. 9.
Documents on Disarmament 1979, pp. 357-361.
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Group of Scientific Experts to exchange seismic data has proven a 
promising contribution to this effort. The Conference might also con
sider additional expert study on the possibility of monitoring the 
atmosphere through radioactivity and acoustic data exchanges.

In this regard, 1 would note that President Reagan laid the groxmd- 
work for a related measure last fall. In his speech before the United 
Nations General Assembly, he proposed that the United States and the 
Soviet Union arrange for experts to visit each other's imdergroimd test 
sites to measure directly the yields of nuclear weapon tests. This 
step could enable the two coimtries to establish the basis for verifica
tion of effective limits on imderground nuclear testing. We continue to 
await a positive response from Moscow, and have done everything 
possible to encourage such a response.

Multilateral efforts to improve nuclear testing verification would be 
very useful at this jimcture. The Uruted States has been ready and 
willing to discuss important aspects of a nuclear test ban. In this 
regard, we joined with other Western delegates in supporting a draft 
mandate for an ad hoc committee tabled last year in the Conference on 
Disarmament. We continue to support that mandate and we hope that 
those who have not agreed to it will do so very soon.

The situation on outer space arms control has also changed material
ly since last year. Next month will begin the United States-Soviet 
bilateral negotiations on defense and space weapons. This Conference 
could begin its complementary multilateral work with a comprehen
sive examination of existing multilateral agreements. There is much 
that the Conference can usefully consider in this vital area, as reflected 
in the mandate for an ad hoc committee proposed by a group of 
Western States. But the insistence of some members on a negotiating 
mandate threatens to leave the Conference on Disarmament out of the 
space arms control picture altogether.

This is my second visit to Geneva since the new year began. Last 
month, in my first visit, the United States succeeded in reopening the 
bilateral arms control dialogue with the Soviet Union and in establish
ing a broad framework for those critical arms control negotiations.

Now, in this visit, I hope we will all rededicate ourselves to this 
international body's foimding principle: that effective arms control is 
every nations' responsibility.

The Conference on Disarmament truly has a imique and a profoimd 
responsibility in the continuing quest for world stability. But any 
consensus reached here will have to surmount the differences in out
look and the conflicts of interest that invariably divide countries, 
especially the extreme differences in principles and in practices be
tween open societies and closed societies, between democracies and 
totalitarian States.

Our job here is not easy. In many respects, multilateral negotiations 
are more difficult and more demanding than bilateral ones. As the

Ibid., 1984, p. 692. 
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American diplomat and historian George F. Kennan once wrote: 'Ev
eryone knew that in mxiltilateral, international negotiations the diffi
culty of reaching agreement increased with the square of the nimiber 
of parties present at the table."

But, if one weighs the difficulty of our task against the potential 
rewards then it seems a light burden to bear indeed. The world 
expects no less of us than to bear such burdens and to attain such 
rewards.

22. Reply by Soviet P resident Chernenlco to  an  A ddress 
Entitled ‘‘Treaty N ow ” by  the  Nordic Anti-W ar O rg a 
nization: February  13, 1985 ^

Esteemed participants in the movement for a nuclear weapon-free 
Nordic Europe,

I have closely studied your address, containing an appeal for con
cluding at the earliest possible date a treaty on a nuclear weapon-free 
zone in Nordic Europe. The movement for peace and against the 
nuclear arms race has become an important moral and political force in 
the European Continent, including your region, Nordic Europe. Your 
appeal sounds very topical in the present-day situation.

We Soviet people share your worry over the dangerous worsening 
of the international climate, the continued arms race, which certain 
quarters now want to extend into space, and the nuclear threat loom
ing over mankind. A dangerous situation is taking shape in Europe, for 
which the doctrine of a 'limited nuclear war' was devised in the first 
place and which is being turned into a staging area for a nuclear 
conflict with the deployments of first-strike weapons in it. Veritable 
mountains of nuclear weapons have been piled up in our continent 
today. The deployment of new U.S. nuclear missiles in some West 
European coimtries is further aggravating the situation and detracting 
from security in Europe and all over the world. The forces of war are 
heading for denying the Europeans the benefits of a life of peace, 
which they have been enjoying for almost 40 years now thanks to 
victory over fascism.

The Soviet Union is a resolute opponent of senseless competition in 
the production and stockpiling of ever deadlier types of weapons. We 
stand for most radical measures aimed at preventing the arms race in 
space and ending it on earth, at limiting and reducing nuclear arma
ments to the point of their complete elimination and at strengthening 
strategic stability. The Soviet-U.S. talks due to begin in Geneva in 
March will be devoted to the comprehensive solution of those closely 
interrelated problems. At the same time there are certain questions

 ̂Moscow TASS in English, February 13, 1985; FBIS Dail}/ Report, February 13, 1985, 
pp. G1-G2.
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bearing on nuclear weapons which are not related to the subject of the 
forthcoming talks and lend themselves to independent solutions. 
These problems include the establishment of nuclear weapon-free 
zones.

You say in your address that the people of Nordic Europe ask 
themselves what contribution towards disarmament and peace is 
within their powers. I think it is well within their powers to make a 
great and important contribution, namely, to make the north of 
Europe a nuclear weapon-free zone. Judging by the scope of your 
movement, the establishment of such a zone enjoys the support of 
mass public organisations, many political parties, broad parliamentary 
circles— în short, representatives of most different strata of the popu
lation regardless of their political views and convictions. Efforts bear 
fruit when the public acts energetically and perseveringly without 
waiting for an outside impetus.

At the same time the solution of this question is, of course, un- 
thinkable without initiative on the part of the governments of Nordic 
coimtries. It is they who are to discuss the practical aspects of this 
problem and to resolve it.

The establishment of a nuclear weapon-free zone in Nordic Europe 
would imdoubtedly open up fresh possibilities for building confidence 
and lessening tension both in Europe and in the whole world.

Can such a zone become reality? In our view, it both can and must. 
There are precedents, such as the Antarctic Treaty  ̂ and the TIatelolco 
Treaty^ establishing a nuclear weapon-free zone in Latin America. 
These examples confirm that such projects are realistic. Regrettably, 
far from everyone in the West thinks so. Opiiuon is voiced there, 
including at a high level, against the establishment of nuclear weapon- 
free zones.

You ask in what way our country could exert a positive influence so 
as to establish such a zone in the north of Europe. I would like to 
reply to this question in the following way. The Soviet Union has 
stated on more than one occasion that it shall never use nuclear 
weapons against those coimtries which have renounced the production 
and acquisition of nuclear weapons and have no such weapons in their 
territories. Specifically, we are ready to assume the obligation not to 
use nuclear weapons against those Nordic states which will participate 
in a nuclear weapon-free zone, that is, which will renounce the pro
duction and acquisition of nuclear weapons and their deployment in 
their territories. This guarantee could be formalized either in a multi
lateral agreement with our participation or in bilateral agreements with 
each of the member coimtries of the zone.

I use this opportunity to reiterate the Soviet Union's readiness to 
become a guarantor of a nuclear weapon-free zone in the north of

 ̂The text of the Treaty may be found in Documenk on Disarmament 1945-1959, vol. II, 
pp. 1550-1556.

3 Ibid., 1967, pp. 69-83.

Document 22



KOKEYEV NEWS CONFERENCE STATEMENT, FEBRUARY 14 81

Europe and to consider certain substantial measures with regard to its 
own territory adjacent to the zone so as to contribute to the strength
ening of its non-nuclear status. We would be prepared, in particular, 
to discuss with interested sides the question of granting a non-nuclear 
status to the Baltic Sea.

We do not make all these steps of ovirs conditional on the positive 
attitude of Western powers to the non-nuclear zone, although, natu
rally, the significance of the establishment of the zone to all the 
participants in it would be fuller if the NATO nuclear powers assume 
similar obligations.

It is often said that this question can and must be resolved only in a 
broader, European context. It cannot be denied, of course, that the 
settlement of a number of problems of European security in advance 
could promote the appearance of nuclear weapon-free zones in differ
ent parts of our continent, say, in the north and in the Balkans. 
However, in our view it would be an error to make the establishment 
of nuclear weapon-free zones in the European Continent dependent on 
this matter.

The appearance of such zones could contribute to the limitation of 
nuclear weapons in Europe. It could become a step on the road to the 
complete abolishment of weapons of mass destruction. The establish
ment of a nuclear weapon-free zone in Nordic Europe would also be 
useful in general context of struggle for improving the international 
situation.

I wish you and all the other participants in the peace movement in 
Nordic countries every success in your noble efforts.

23. N ews C onference S ta tem en t by  th e  Spokesm an of the  
Soviet D elegation to  th e  Mutual an d  Balanced Force 
Reductions Talks (K okeyev): Soviet Proposal, Febru
a ry  14, 1985 ^

Today at the Vienna negotiations the Soviet Union has submitted 
the draft agreement, ''The Basic Provisions of an Agreement on the 
Initial Reduction by the Soviet Union and the USA of Groimd Forces 
and Armaments in Central Europe and the Follow-on Non-increase of 
the Level of Armed Forces and Armaments of the Sides in this Area." 
This new constructive move has been made on behalf of the German 
Democratic Republic, the Polish People's Republic, the Union of 
Soviet Socialist Republics, and the Czechoslovak Socialist Republic— 
direct participants in the Vienna negotiations.

The head of the Soviet delegation. Ambassador V. Mikhaylov, 
stressed at the plenary session that, guided by invariable desire to 
prevent the menace of war, to improve the international situation, and

1 ACDA files.
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to stop the arms race, the Soviet Union together with other Warsaw 
Treaty member-states seeks businesslike resultative negotiations be it 
in Geneva, Stockhohn, or Vienna.

The proposal the Socialist countries have submitted today should 
give an impulse to the Vienna negotiations, bring about first concrete 
results, initiate the process of reducing concentration of forces and 
armaments in Central Europe. To reach these goals it is suggested to 
concentrate on implementation of reduction of a certain part of Soviet 
and American forces in the interrelationship with the follow-on freeze 
in an appropriate legally-binding form on the level of armed forces 
and armaments of all direct participants in the mentioned area.

Within one year from the time of the entry into force of this 
agreement groimd forces of the USSR and the USA in Central Europe 
would be reduced by 20,000 and 13,000 respectively in combat mili
tary imits together with their organic armaments and combat equip
ment and up to 10 as individuals [sic\ It is also provided for that upon 
the completion of reductions of Soviet and American forces, all states- 
parties to the agreement would undertake an obligation on a collective 
and national basis not to increase the level of armed forces and 
armaments in Central Europe for the duration of this agreement.

Along with the use of national technical means of verification at the 
disposal of the sides, such concrete measures to ensure the implemen
tation of the agreement are proposed as an exchange of lists of imits 
to be reduced and withdrawn, notification of the start and the com
pletion of practical reduction measures, establishment of 3-4 check 
points for the period of withdrawal of forces to be reduced by each 
side with this withdrawal to be carried out through these check 
points.

The draft agreement contains an understanding that negotiations on 
further, more substantive reductions would be continued to reach 
equal collective levels of 900,000 armed forces of the sides in Central 
Europe, including 700,000 of ground forces.

The proposed agreement would enter into force upon the day of its 
signing and would be in force during 3 years.

The draft agreement is based on the approach and scheme of reduc
tions contained in the February and Jime 1983 initiatives of the Social
ist states.  ̂ Remaining fully in force, they provide the shortest way to 
reach a mutually acceptable agreement.

The new initiative of the Warsaw Treaty member-states is a con
structive and practical one. It takes into account a number of elements 
of the Western position and allows to reach in a short time the first 
tangible result at the talks in Vienna. It would, no doubt, contribute to 
the creation of necessary confidence, favourable climate, and soil for 
further combined efforts to strengthen stability in Europe without 
diminishing security of the sides.

2 These are discussed in Documents on Disarmament, 1983, pp. 234-236, 572-574. 
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24. Letter From ACDA Director Adelm on to  th e  Congress 
Submitting Fiscal Y ear 1986 Arms Control Impact 
S ta tem ents , February 15, 1985 ^

On behalf of the President, I am submitting the fiscal year 1986 
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 1986 budget cycle marks the 10th year in which 
arms control impact statements have been submitted to the Congress. 
This year a new section has been included in each impact statement 
describing Soviet weapon systems which are coimterpart systems to 
the U.S. programs being analyzed.

The administration has concluded that while many of these pro
grams will require continuing review, all of the programs analyzed in 
the fiscal year 1986 budget are consistent with current U.S. security 
and arms control policy. The specific programs planned to be carried 
out during fiscal year 1986 are also consistent with the terms and 
provisions of existing arms control agreements.

25. A ddress by  th e  Special A dviser to  the  President and  
the  Secretary  of S ta te  on Arms Control M atters 
(N itze): S trategic D efense Initiative, February 20, 
1985 1

Introduction

Since the dawn of the nuclear age 40 years ago, there have been 
countless proposals to eliminate nuclear weapons from the face of the 
earth. That has been the professed objective of both the Soviet Union 
and the United States. But imtil recently it has not been a practical 
goal.

The President is determined to do more, to look even now toward a 
world in which nuclear weapons have in fact been eliminated. The 
present situation— în which the threat of massive nuclear retaliation is 
the ultimate sanction, the key element of deterrence, and thus the 
basis for security and peace— îs unsatisfactory. It has kept the peace

^Fiscal Year 1986 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.; 99th 
Cong., 1st sess.), April 1985, p. v.

 ̂The classified version is retained in committee files. This publication is the unclassi
fied version in its entirety. [Footnote in source document.]

 ̂ACDA files. The address was given before the Philadelphia World Affairs Coimcil.
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for 40 years, but the potential costs of a breakdown are immense and, 
because of continuing massive Soviet deployments of both offensive 
and defensive weaponry, are not becoming less. If we can, we must 
find a more reliable basis for security and for peace.

This concern prompted the President's decision to proceed with the 
Strategic Defense Initiative. He has directed the scientific community 
to determine if new cost-effective defensive technologies are feasible 
that could be introduced into force structures so as to produce a more 
stable strategic relationship. We envisage, if that search is successful, a 
cooperative effort with the Soviet Union, hopefully leading to an 
agreed transition toward effective non-nuclear defenses that might 
make possible the eventual elimination of nuclear weapons.

The Strategic Concept

In preparing for Secretary Shultz's January meeting with Foreign 
Minister Gromyko, we developed a strategic concept encompassing 
our view of how we would like to see the U.S.-Soviet strategic rela
tionship evolve in the future. That concept provides the basis for our 
approach to next month's talks in Geneva. It can be summarized in 
four sentences:

During the next 10 years, the U.S. objective is a radical reduction 
in the power of existing and planned offensive nuclear arms, as 
well as the stabilization of the relationship between offensive and 
defensive nuclear arms, whether on earth or in space. We are even 
now looking forward to a period of transition to a more stable 
world, with greatly reduced levels of nuclear arms and an en
hanced ability to deter war based upon an increasing contribution 
of non-nuclear defenses against offensive nuclear arms. This 
period of transition could lead to the eventual elimination of all 
nuclear arms, both offensive and defensive. A world free of nu
clear arms is an ultimate objective to which we, the Soviet Union, 
and all other nations can agree.

It would be worthwhile to dwell on this concept in some detail. To 
begin with, it entails three time phases: the near term, a transition 
phase, and an ultimate phase.

The Near Term

For the immediate future, at least the next 10 years, we will contin
ue to base deterrence on the ultimate threat of nuclear retaliation. We 
have little choice; today's technology provides no alternative.

That being said, we will press for radical reductions in the number 
and power of strategic and intermediate-range nuclear arms. Offensive 
nuclear arsenals on both sides are entirely too high and potentially 
destructive, particularly in the more destabilizing categories such as 
the large MIRVed Soviet ICBM and SS-20 forces.
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At the same time, we will seek to reverse the erosion that has 
occurred in the Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty regime,  ̂ erosion that has 
resulted from Soviet actions over the last 10 years. These include the 
construction of a large phased-array radar near Krasnoyarsk in central 
Siberia, in violation of the ABM Treaty's provisions regarding the 
location and orientation of ballistic missile early warning radars.

For the near term, we will be pursuing the SDI research program— 
in full compliance with the ABM Treaty, which permits such research. 
Likewise, we expect the Soviets will continue their investigation of the 
possibilities of new defensive technologies, as they have for many 
years.

We have offered to begin discussions in the upcoming Geneva talks 
with the Soviets as to how we might together make a transition to a 
more stable and reliable relationship based on an increasing mix of 
defensive systems.

The Transition Period

Should new defensive technologies prove feasible, we would want 
at some future date to begin such a transition, during which we would 
place greater reliance on defensive systems for our protection and that 
of our allies.

The criteria by which we will judge the feasibility of such technol
ogies will be demanding. The technologies must produce defensive 
systems that are siu^vable; if not, the defenses would themselves be 
tempting targets for a first strike. This would decrease, rather than 
enhance, stability.

New defensive systems must also be cost-effective at the margin, 
that is, it must be cheap enough to add additional defensive capability 
so that the other side has no incentive to add additional offensive 
capability to overcome the defense. If this criterion is not met, the 
defensive systems could encourage a proliferation of coimtermeasures 
and additional offensive weapons to overcome deployed defenses, 
instead of a redirection of effort from offense to defense.

As I said, these criteria are demanding. If the new technologies 
caimot meet these standards, we are not about to deploy them. In that 
event, we would have to continue to base deterrence on the ultimate 
threat of nuclear retaliation. However, we hope and have expectations 
that the scientific community can respond to the challenge.

We would see the transition period as a cooperative endeavor with 
the Soviets. Arms control would play a critical role. We would, for 
example, envisage continued reductions in offensive nuclear arms.

Concurrently, we would envisage the sides beginning to test, devel
op, and deploy survivable and cost-effective defenses at a measured 
pace, with particular emphasis on non-nuclear defenses. Deterrence 
would thus begin to rely more on a mix of offensive nuclear and 
defensive systems, instead of on offensive nuclear arms alone.

 ̂For the text of the Treaty, see Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 197-201.
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The transition would continue for some time, perhaps for decades. 
As the U.S. and Soviet strategic and intermediate-range nuclear arse
nals declined significantly, we would need to negotiate reductions in 
other types of nuclear weapons and involve, in some manner, the 
other nuclear powers.

The UlHmate Period

Given the right technical and political conditions, we would hope to 
be able to continue the reduction of nuclear weapons down to zero.

The global elimination of nuclear weapons would be accompanied 
by wide-spread deployments of effective non-nuclear defenses. These 
defenses would provide assurance that were one country to cheat, for 
example, by clandestinely building ICBMs or shorter range systems, 
such as S^20s, it would not be able to achieve any exploitable 
military advantage. To overcome the deployed defenses, cheating 
would have to be on such a large scale that there would be sufficient 
notice so that coimtermeasures could be taken.

Were we to reach the ultimate phase, deterrence would be based on 
the ability of the defense to deny success to a potential aggressor's 
attack. The strategic relationship could then be characterized as one of 
mutual assured security.

Comments

Having thus outlined our strategic concept, let me offer some com
ments, and perhaps anticipate some of your questions.

First, the concept is wholly consistent with deterrence. In both the 
transition and ultimate phases, deterrence would continue to provide 
the basis for the U.S.-Soviet strategic relationship.

Deterrence requires that a potential opponent be convinced that the 
risks and costs of aggression far outweigh the gains he might hope to 
achieve. The popular discussion of deterrence has focussed almost 
entirely on one element, that is, posing to an aggressor high potential 
costs through the ultimate threat of nuclear retaliation.

But deterrence can also function if one has the ability, through 
defense and other military means, to deny the attacker the gains he 
might otherwise have hoped to realize. Our intent is to shift the 
deterrent balance from one which is based primarily on the ultimate 
threat of devastating nuclear retaliation to one in which non-nuclear 
defenses play a greater and greater role. We believe the latter provides 
a far sounder basis for a stable and reliable strategic relationship.

My second comment is that we recognize that the transition 
period— îf defensive technologies prove feasible and we decide to 
move in that direction—could be tricky. We would have to avoid a 
mix of offensive and defensive systems that, in a crisis, would give 
one side or the other incentives to strike first. That is precisely why 
we would seek to make the transition a cooperative endeavor with the 
Soviets, and have offered even now to begin talking with them about 
the issues that would have to be dealt with in such a transition.
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My third comment is that we realize that a world from which 
nuclear weapons have been eliminated would still present major risks. 
The technique of making nuclear weapons is well known; that knowl
edge cannot be excised. The danger of break-out or cheating would 
continue. Moreover, there would also be the potential problem of 
suitcase nuclear bombs and the like.

But even if all risks cannot be eliminated, they can be greatly 
reduced. Nothing is wholly risk-free; one must compare the alterna
tives. It seems to me that the risks posed by cheating or suitcase 
bombs in a world from which nuclear arms had been eliminated from 
military arsenals would be orders of magnitude less than the risks and 
potential costs posed by a possible breakdown in the present deter
rence regime based upon the ultimate threat of massive nuclear retalia
tion.

The Geneva Talks

U.S. and Soviet delegations will meet in Geneva in roughly 3 weeks 
time to begin negotiations on nuclear and space arms. In those talks, 
we will advance positions consistent with and designed to further the 
concept I have outlined.

At the end of January, I was asked by the press whether I was 
confident about the outcome of the upcoming talks. I replied that I 
was more confident than previously—that is before the Geneva meet
ing between Mr. Shultz and Mr. Gromyko—but I still wasn't very 
confident; we must bear in mind that there are profoxmd differences 
of approach between the two sides.

In Geneva, Mr. Gromyko stated the Soviet position clearly and 
unambiguously. It has since then been repeated by many Soviet com
mentators.

The Soviets insist on the "^nonmilitarization" of space; by that they 
mean a ban on all arms in space that are designed to attack objects in 
space or on earth, and all systems on earth that are designed to attack 
objects in space. They have expressed opposition to research efforts 
into such systems, in spite of their own sizable efforts in this field, 
which include the only currently operational ABM and antisatellite 
systems.

As to offensive arms reductions, the Soviets have yet to acknowl
edge legitimacy to our concern about the threat we see in their large 
highly MIRVed ICBM force. They continue to demand compensation 
for British and French nuclear forces, and assert that U.S. Pershing II 
and ground-launched cruise missiles somehow represent a more odious 
threat than that posed to NATO Europe by the hundreds of SS-20 
missiles now deployed.

In addition, the Soviets maintain that the three subject areas— 
strategic nuclear, intermediate-range nuclear, and defense and space 
arms—must not only be discussed in their interrelationship, but that it 
is not possible to implement an agreement in one area without agree
ment in the others. We believe otherwise; if the sides come to agree
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ment in one area, we see no sense in a self-denying rule that would 
prevent the sides from implementing an agreement that would serve 
the interests of both.

There are obvious differences. We will present our views and listen 
carefully to Soviet proposals.

We do not expect the Soviets to accept immediately our viewpoint 
or our concept as to how the future strategic relationship should 
evolve. The negotiators have their work ait out for them; the process 
will be complex and could well be lengthy. But with persistence, 
patience and constructive ideas, we hope the Soviets will come to see 
the merits of our position—that it will serve their national interests as 
well as as ours.

Conclusion

At the begirming of my remarks, I noted that the elimination of 
nuclear weapons has often seemed an impractical goal, one which has 
received little more than lip service. As you can see, the United States 
is going beyond that; the President has initiated a serious effort to see 
how it can be accomplished.

We do not underestimate the difficulties in reaching that objective. 
Quite frankly, it may prove impossible to obtain, and, even if we do 
eventually reach it, it will not be for many many years, perhaps well 
into the next century.

But we can not be anything but uneasy about the ouTent situation, 
in which the nuclear arsenals of the world total tens of thousands of 
nuclear weapons. We owe it to our children, our grandchildren, and— 
in my case—to my great grandchild, to hold out for and to work 
toward some brighter vision for the future.

I thank you for the opportunity to speak to you today. Td be happy 
to address any questions you may have.

26. A greem en t B etw een th e  Soviet Union and  the  Inter
national Atomic Energy A gency for th e  A pplication of 
S afeguards  in the  Soviet Union, February 21, 1985 ^

Whereas the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics (hereinafter referred 
to as ^̂ the Soviet Union") is a party to the Treaty on the Non- 
Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons (hereinafter referred to as the 
^Treaty'') which was opened for signature at Moscow, Washington 
and London on 1 July 1968 and which entered into force on 5 March 
1970; 2

Whereas States party to the Treaty imdertake to co-operate in facili
tating the application of International Atomic Energy Agency (herein-

 ̂ INFQRC/327, July 1985. The agreement entered into force on June 10, 1985.
2 The text of the Treaty may be foimd in Documents on Disarmament 1968, pp. 461-465.
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after referred to as the "Agency") safeguards on peaceful nuclear 
activities; ®

Whereas non-nuclear-weapon States party to the Treaty undertake to 
accept safeguards, as set forth in an agreement to be negotiated and 
concluded with the Agency, on all source and special fissionable mate
rial in all their peaceful nuclear activities for the exclusive purpose of 
verification of the fulfillment of their obligations under the Treaty 
with a view to preventing diversion of nuclear energy from peaceful 
uses to nuclear weapons or other nuclear explosive devices;

Whereas the Soviet Union, a nuclear-weapon State as defined by the 
Treaty, as an act of good will, has expressed its willingness to place 
imder Agency safeguards some of its peaceful nuclear facilities, 
namely several nuclear power stations and nuclear research reactors;

Whereas the Soviet Union has made this offer and has entered into 
this agreement for the purpose of promoting widespread adherence to 
the Treaty, further development of Agency safeguards and encourag
ing their acceptance by an even greater number of States;

Whereas the purpose of a safeguards agreement giving effect to this 
offer by the Soviet Union would thus differ necessarily from the 
purposes of safeguards agreements concluded between the Agency and 
non-nuclear-weapon States party to the Treaty;

Whereas it is in the interest of Members of the Agency that, without 
prejudice to the principles and integrity of the Agency's safeguards 
system, the expenditure of the Agency's financial and other resources 
for implementation of such an agreement not exceed that necessary to 
accomplish the purpose of the Agreement;

Whereas the Agency is authorized, pursuant to Article HI of the 
Statute of the International Atomic Energy Agency (hereinafter re
ferred to as the "Statute"), to conclude such a safeguards agreement, ^

Now, Therefore, the Soviet Union and the Agency have agreed as 
follows:

PARTI

BASIC UNDERTAKING

A rticle 1

(a) The Soviet Union shall accept the application of safeguards by 
the Agency, in accordance with the terms of this Agreement, on all 
source or special fissionable material in peaceful nuclear facilities to be 
designated by the Soviet Union within its territory with a view to 
enabling the Agency to verify that such material is not withdrawn, 
except as provided for in this Agreement, from those facilities while 
such material is subject to safeguards under this Agreement.

® Criteria for safeguards under the NPT which were adopted by the IAEA may be 
found ibid., 1971, pp. 218-244.

 ̂For the statute, see American Foreign Policy: Current Documents, 1956, pp. 915-933 (8 UST 
1093).
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(b) The Soviet Union shall, upon entry into force of this Agreement, 
provide the Agency with a List of the facilities referred to in para
graph (a) of this Article and may, in accordance with the procedures 
set forth in Part II of this Agreement, add facilities to or remove 
facilities from the List as it deems appropriate.

(c) The Soviet Union may, in accordance with the procedures set 
forth in this Agreement, withdraw nuclear material subject to safe
guards imder this Agreement from facilities selected by the Agency in 
accordance with Article 2(b).

APPLICATION OF SAFEGUARDS

A rticle  2

(a) The Agency shall have the right to apply safeguards, in accord
ance with the terms of this Agreement, on all source or special fission
able material in facilities which are on the List provided in accordance 
with Article 1(b), with a view to enabling the Agency to verify that 
such material is not withdrawn, except as provided for in this Agreie- 
ment, from those facilities while such material is subject to safeguards 
imder this Agreement.

(b) The Agency shall, from time to time, select facilities on the List 
provided by the Soviet Union in accordance with Article i(b), in 
which the Agency wishes to apply safeguards, and shall notify the 
Soviet Union of such facilities. The facility shall be considered to be 
selected upon receipt by th6 Soviet Union of such notification.

IMPLEMENTATION OF SAFEGUARDS

A rticle  3

(a) The Soviet Union and the Agency shall co-operate to facilitate 
the implementation of the safeguards provided for in this Agreement.

(b) The source or special fissionable material subject to safeguards 
imder this Agreement shall be that material in the facilities selected by 
the Agency in accordance with Article 2(b) at any given time.

(c) The safeguards to be applied by the Agency under this Agree
ment shall be implemented using the same procedures followed by the 
Agency in applying its safeguards on similar material in similar facili
ties in non-nuclear-weapori States imder agreements pursuant to para
graph (1) of Article III df the Treaty.

(d) In applying safeguards tinder this Agreement the Agency shall 
be guided by the objective of ensuring the further development and 
improvement of safeguards techniques.

A rticle 4

The safeguards provided for in this Agreement shall be implemented 
in a marmer designed:

(a) to avoid hampering the economic and technological development 
of the Soviet Union or international co-operation in the field of peace
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ful nuclear activities, including international exchange of nuclear ma
terials;

(b) to avoid undue interference in the Soviet Union's peaceful nu
clear activities, and in particular in the operation of facilities; and

(c) to be consistent vsrith prudent management practices required for 
the economic and safe conduct of nuclear activities.

A rticle  5

(a) The Agency shall take every precaution to protect commercial 
and industrial secrets and other confidential information coming to its 
knowledge in the implementation of this Agreement.

(b)(i) The Agency shall not publish or commimicate to any State, 
organization or person any information obtained by it in connection 
with the implementation of this Agreement, except that specific infor
mation relating to the implementation thereof may be given to the 
Board of Governors of the Agency (hereinafter referred to as '̂ the 
Board") and to such Agency staff members as require such knowledge 
by reason of their official duties in connection with safeguards, but 
only to the extent necessary for the Agency to fulfil its responsibilities 
in implementing this Agreement.

(ii) Simunarized information on nuclear material subject to safe
guards under this Agreement may be published upon decision of the 
Board if the Soviet Union agrees thereto.

A rticle 6

(a) The Agency shall, in implementing safeguards pursuant to this 
Agreement, take full account of technological developments in the 
field of safeguards, and shall make every effort to ensure optimum 
cost-effectiveness and the application of the principle of safeguarding 
effectively the flow of nuclear material subject to safeguards imder 
this Agreement by use of instrimients and other techniques at certain 
strategic points to the extent that present or future technology per
mits.

(b) In order to ensure optimum cost-effectiveness, use shall be 
made, for example, of such means as:

(i) contairunent as a means of defining material balance areas for ac- 
coxmting purposes;

(ii) statistical techniques and random sampling in evaluating the 
flow of nuclear material; and

(iii) concentration of verification procedures on those stages in the 
nuclear fuel cycle involving the production, processing, use or storage 
of nuclear material from which nuclear weapons or other nuclear ex
plosive devices could readily be made, and minimization of verifica
tion procedures in respect of other nuclear material, on condition that 
this does not hamper the Agency in applying safeguards imder this 
Agreement.
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SYSTEM OF ACCOUNTING FOR AND CONTROL OF NUCLEAR MATERIAL 

OF THE SOVIET UNION

A rticle  7

(a) The Soviet Union shall maintain a system of accoimting for and 
control of all nuclear material subject to safeguards under this Agree
ment.

(b) The Agency shall apply safeguards in accordance with the provi
sions of this Agreement in such a maimer as to enable the Agency to 
verify, in ascertaining that there has not been any withdrawal of 
nuclear material, except as provided for in this Agreement, from facili
ties while such material is subject to safeguards imder this Agreement, 
findings of the accoimting and control system of the Soviet Union. 
The Agency's verification shall include, inter alia, independent meas
urements and observations conducted by the Agency in accordance 
with the procedtires specified in Part II. The Agency, in its verifica
tion, shall take due accoimt of the technical effectiveness of the 
accoimting and control system of the Soviet Union.

PROVISION OF INFORMATION TO THE AGENCY

A rticle  8

(a) In order to ensure the effective implementation of safeguards 
under this Agreement, the Soviet Union shall, in accordance with the 
provisions set out in Part II, provide the Agency with information 
concerning nuclear material subject to safeguards under this Agree
ment and the features of facilities relevant to safeguarding such mate
rial.

(b)(i) The Agency shall require only the minimum amount of 
information and data consistent with carrying out its responsibilities 
under this Agreement.

(ii) Information pertaining to facilities shall be the minimum neces
sary for safeguarding nuclear material subject to safeguards under this 
Agreement.

(c) The Agency shall be prepared to examine, if the Soviet Union so 
requests, on premises of the Soviet Union design information which 
the Soviet Union regards as being of particular sensitivity. Such infor
mation need not be physically transmitted to the Agency provided 
that it remains readily available for further examination by the 
Agency on premises of the Soviet Union.

AGENCY INSPECTORS

A rticle 9

(a)(i) The Agency shall secure the consent of the Soviet Union to 
the designation of Agency inspectors to the Soviet Union.

(ii) If the Soviet Union, either upon proposal of a designation or at 
any other time after a designation has been made, objects to the
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designation, the Agency shall propose to the Soviet Union an alterna
tive designation or designations.

(iii) If, as a result of the repeated refusal of the Soviet Union to 
accept the designation of Agency inspectors, inspections to be con
ducted under this Agreement would be impeded, such refusal shall be 
considered by the Board, upon referral by the Director General of the 
Agency (hereinafter referred to as '̂ the Director General"), with a 
view to its taking appropriate action.

(b) The Soviet Union shall take the necessary steps to provide 
Agency inspectors with facilities for effective discharge by them of 
their functions under this Agreement.

(c) The visits and activities of Agency inspectors shall be so ar
ranged as:

(i) to reduce to a minimum the possible inconvenience and disturb
ance to the Soviet Union and to the peaceful nuclear activities inspect
ed; and

(ii) to ensure protection of industrial secrets or any other confiden
tial information coming to the inspectors' knowledge.

PRIVILEGES AND IMMUNITIES

A rticle  1 0

The Soviet Union shall apply to the Agency (including its property, 
funds and assets) and to its inspectors and other officials performing 
fimctions under this Agreement the relevant provisions of the Agree
ment on the Privileges and Immimities of the International Atomic 
Energy Agency ® as accepted by the Soviet Union.

CONSUMPTION OR DILUTION OF NUCLEAR MATERLU.

A rticle 1 1

Safeguards shall terminate on nuclear material subject to safeguards 
under this Agreement upon determination by the Agency that the 
material has been constuned, or has been diluted in such a way that it 
is no longer usable for any nuclear activity relevant from the point of 
view of safeguards, or has become practicably irrecoverable.

WITHDRAWAL AND TRANSFER OF NUCLEAR MATERLAL

A rticle  1 2

(a) If the Soviet Union intends to exercise its right to withdraw 
nuclear material from facilities selected in accordance with Article 2(b), 
the Soviet Union shall notify the Agency of such withdrawal. Safe
guards shall terminate on nuclear material in respect of which such 
notification has been given.
(b) Nothing in this Agreement shall affect the right of the Soviet 
Union to transfer material subject to safeguards imder this Agreement

® INFCIRC/9/Rev.2. [Footnote in source document.]

Document 26



94 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1985

to destinations not within or under the jurisdiction of the Soviet 
Union. The Soviet Union shall provide the Agency with information 
with respect of such transfers in accordance with Article 89. The 
Agency shall keep records of each such transfer and, where applicable, 
of the re-application of safeguards to the transferred nuclear material.

PROVISIONS RELATING TO NUCLEAR MATERIAL TO BE 

USED IN NON-NUCLEAR ACTIVrTIES

A rticle  1 3

Where nuclear material subject to safeguards under this Agreement 
is to be used in non-nuclear activities, such as the production of alloys 
or ceramics, the Soviet Union shall agree with the Agency, before the 
material is so used, on the circumstances tmder which the safeguards 
on such material may be terminated.

FINANCE

A rticle 1 4

The Soviet Union and the Agency will bear the expenses incurred 
by them in implementing their respective responsibilities imder this 
Agreement. However, if the Soviet Union or persons imder its juris
diction incur extraordinary expenses as a result of a specific request by 
the Agency, the Agency shall reimburse such expenses provided that it 
has agreed in advance to do so. In any case the Agency shall bear the 
cost of any additional measuring or sampling which inspectors may 
request.

t h ir d  p a r t y  l l a b u jt y  f o r  n u c l e a r  d a m a g e

A rticle  1 5

The Soviet Union shall ensure that any protection against third 
party liability in respect of nuclear damage, including any insurance or 
other financial security which may be available imder its laws or 
regulations, shall apply to the Agency and its officials for the purpose 
of the implementation of this Agreement in the same way as that 
protection applies to nationals of the Soviet Union.

SETTLEMENT OF CLAIMS

A rticle  1 6

Any claim by the Soviet Union against the Agency or by the 
Agency against the Soviet Union in respect of any damage resulting 
from the implementation of safeguards imder this Agreement, other 
than damage arising out of a nuclear incident, shall be settled in 
accordance with international law.
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MEASURES RELATING TO VERIHCATION

A rticle  1 7

If the Board, upon report of the Director General, decides that an 
action by the Soviet Union is essential and urgent in order to ensure 
verification that nuclear material subject to safeguards under this 
Agreement is not withdrawn, except as provided for in this Agree
ment, from facilities selected in accordance with Article 2(b), the 
Board may call upon the Soviet Union to take the required action 
without delay, irrespective of whether procedures have been invoked 
pursuant to Article 21 for the settlement of a dispute.

A rticle  1 8

If the Board, upon examination of relevant information reported to 
it by the Director General, finds that the Agency is not able to verify 
that nuclear material subject to safeguards imder this Agreement is not 
withdrawn, except as provided for in this Agreement, from facilities 
selected in accordance with Article 2(b), the Board may call upon the 
Soviet Union to remedy the situation forthwith. In the event there is a 
failure to take fully corrective action within a reasonable time, the 
Board may make the reports provided for in paragraph C of Article XII 
of the Statute and may also take, where applicable, the other measures 
provided for in that paragraph. In taking such action the Board shall 
take account of the degree of assurance provided by the safeguards 
measures that have been applied and shall afford the Soviet Union 
every reasonable opportimity to furnish the Board with any necessary 
reassurance.

COOPERATION BETWEEN THE SOVIET UNION AND THE AGENCY

A rticle 1 9

(a) In co-operating in the implementation of this Agreement, the 
Soviet Union and the Agency shall, at the request of either, consult 
each other about any question arising out of the interpretation or 
application of this Agreement.

(b) For the purposes specified in the preceding paragraph a Liaison 
Group shall be established, composed of representatives of the Soviet 
Union and the Agency. The Group shall meet at the request of either 
party to this Agreement.

A rticle  2 0

The Soviet Union shall have the right to request that any question 
arising out of the interpretation or application of this Agreement be 
considered by the Board. The Board shall invite the Soviet Union to 
participate in the discussion of any such question by the Board.
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SETTLEMENT OF DISPUTES

A rticle 2 1

Any dispute arising out of the interpretation or application of this 
Agreement, except a dispute with regard to a finding by the Board 
under Article 1 8  or an action taken by the Board pursuant to such a 
finding, shall be settled by negotiation or other procedures agreed to 
by the Soviet Union and the Agency. Where the parties agree to 
submit such dispute to an arbitral tribunal, it shall be composed as 
follows: the Soviet Union and the Agency shall each designate one 
arbitrator, and the two arbitrators so designated shall elect a third, 
who shall be the Chairman. A majority of the members of the arbitral 
tribunal shall constitute a quonun, and all decisions shall require the 
concurrence of two arbitrators. The arbitral procedure shall be fixed 
by the arbitral tribimal. The decisions of the arbitral tribunal shall be 
binding on the Soviet Union and the Agency.

SUSPENSION OF APPUCATION OF SAFEGUARDS UNDER OTHER AGREEMENTS

A rticle  2 2

If the Soviet Union notifies the Agency of agreements relating to 
the application of safeguards in the Soviet Union, the Soviet Union 
and the Agency shall enter into consultations with a view to arranging 
for the suspension of the application of safeguards imder such other 
agreements while this Agreement is in force. The Soviet Union and 
the Agency shall ensiû e that nuclear material subject to safeguards 
imder this Agreement shall be at all times at least equivalent in 
amoimt and composition to that which would be subject to safeguards 
in the Soviet Union imder the agreements in question. The detailed 
arrangements for the implementation of this provision shall be speci
fied in the Subsidiary Arrangements provided for in Article 3 9 .

AMENDMENT OF THE AGREEMENT

A rticle  2 3

(a) The Soviet Union and the Agency shall, at the request of either, 
consult each other on amendment to this Agreement.
(b) All amendments shall require the agreement of the Soviet Union 
and the Agency.

ENTRY INTO FORCE AND DURATION

A rticle  2 4

This Agreement or any amendments thereto shall enter into force on 
the date on which the Agency receives from the Soviet Union written 
notification that constitutional and statutory requirements of the 
Soviet Union for entry into force have been met.
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A rticle  2 5

The Director General shall promptly inform all Member States of 
the Agency of the entry into force of this Agreement, and of any 
amendments thereto.

A rticle  2 6

This Agreement shall remain in force so long as the Soviet Union is 
party to the Treaty. However, either party to this Agreement may, 
upon giving six month's notice to the other party, terminate this 
Agreement if, after consultation between them that party considers 
that the purpose for which this Agreement was intended can no longer 
be served.

PART II

GENERAL PROVISIONS

A rticle  2 7

The purpose of this part of the Agreement is to specify the proce
dures to be applied in the implementation of the safeguards provisions 
of Part I.

OBJECTIVE OF SAFEGUARDS

A rticle  2 8

The objective of the safeguards procedures set forth in this part of 
the Agreement is the timely detection of withdrawal of significant 
quantities of nuclear material from facilities selected in accordance 
with Article 2(b), other than withdrawal carried out in accordance 
with the terms of this Agreement.

A rticle  2 9

For the purpose of achieving the objective set forth in Article 28, 
material accountancy shall be used as a safeguards measure of fxmda- 
mental importance, with contaiiunent and siirveillance as important 
complementary measures.

A rticle  3 0

The technical conclusion of the Agency^s verification activities shall 
be a statement, in respect of each material balance area, of the amount 
of material unaccounted for over a specific period, and giving the 
limits of accuracy of the amounts stated.
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SYSTEM FOR ACCOUNTING FOR AND CONTROL OF NUCLEAR MATERIAL 

OF THE SOVIET UNION

A rticle 3 1

Pursuant to Article 7 the Agency, in carrying out its verification 
activities, shall make full use of the Soviet Union's system of account
ing for and control of all nuclear material subject to safeguards imder 
this Agreement and shall avoid uimecessary duplication of the Soviet 
Union's accounting and control activities.

A rticle  3 2

The Soviet Union's system of accoimting for and control of all 
nuclear material subject to safeguards imder this Agreement shall be 
based on a structure of material balance areas, and shall make provi
sion, as appropriate and specified in the Subsidiary Arrangements, for 
the establishment of such measures as:

(a) a measurement system for the determination of the quantities of 
nuclear material received, produced, shipped, lost or otherwise re
moved from inventory, and the quantities on inventory;

(b) the evaluation of precision and accuracy of measurements and 
the estimation of measurement uncertainty;

(c) procedures for identifying, reviewing and evaluating differences 
in sWpper/receiver measurements;

(cf) procedures for taking a physical inventory;
(e) procedures for the evaluation of accumulations of unmeasured 

inventory and uruneasured losses;
(f) a system of records and reports showing, for each material bal

ance area, the inventory of nuclear material and the changes in that 
inventory including receipts into and transfers out of the material bal
ance area;

(g) provisions to ensure that the accoimting procedures and arrange
ments are being operated correctly; and

(h) procedures for the provision of reports to the Agency in accord
ance with Articles 5 7  through 6 3  and 6 5  through 6 7 .

STARTING POINT OF SAFEGUARDS

A rticle  3 3

Safeguards under this Agreement shall not apply to material in 
mining or ore processing activities, as well as to uranium or thoriiun 
until they have reached the stage of the nuclear fuel cycle where they 
are of composition and purity suitable for fuel fabrication or isotopic 
enrichment.
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CHANGES IN FACILITY LIST

A r t ic l e  34

The Soviet Union may, at any time, notify the Agency of any 
facility or facilities to be added to or removed from the List provided 
for in Article 1(b):

(a) in case of addition to the List, the notification shall specify the 
facility or facilities to be added to the List and the date upon which 
the addition is to take effect;

(b) in the case of removal from the List of a facility or facilities then 
cxirrently selected in accordance with Article 2(b):

(i) the Agency shall be notified in advance, other than in excep
tional circumstances, and the notification shall specify: the facility 
or facilities being removed, the date of removal, and the quantity 
and composition of the nuclear material contained therein at the 
time of notification;

(ii) any facility in respect of which notification has been given 
in accordance with sub-paragraph (i) shall be removed from the 
List, as well as from the Listing provided for in Article 39, and the 
nuclear material contained therein shall cease to be subject to 
safeguards imder this Agreement in accordance with and at the 
time specified in the notification by the Soviet Union.

(c) in any case of removal from the List of a facility or facilities not 
then currently selected in accordance with Article 2(b), the notification 
shall specify the facility or facilities being removed and the date of re
moval. Such facility or facilities shall be removed from the List at the 
time specified in the notification by the Soviet Union.

t e r m i n a t i o n  o f  s a f e g u a r d s  

A r t ic l e  35

(a) Safeguards shall terminate on nuclear material subject to safeguards 
imder this Agreement, imder the conditions set forth in Article 11. 
Where the conditions of that Article are not met, but the Soviet Union 
considers that the recovery of nuclear material subject to safeguards 
under this Agreement from residues is not for the time being practica
ble or desirable, the Soviet Union and the Agency shall consult on the 
appropriate safeguards measures to be applied.
(b) Safeguards shall terminate on nuclear material subject to safe
guards imder this Agreement, when it is withdrawn in accordance 
with Article 12(a). The Soviet Union shall notify the Agency in ad
vance of such withdrawal, except in exceptional circimistances. The 
notification shall specify: the facility or facilities from which nuclear 
material is being withdrawn, the date of its withdrawal, and the 
quantity and composition of such material. Safeguards shall terminate 
from the time the nuclear material is withdrawn.
(c) Safeguards shall terminate on nuclear material subject to safeguards 
under this Agreement, under the conditions set forth in Article 13,
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provided that the Soviet Union and the Agency agree that such nucle
ar material is practicably irrecoverable.

EXEMPTIONS FROM SAFEGUARDS

A rticle  3 6

At the request of the Soviet Union, the Agency shall exempt nuclear 
material from safeguards, as follows:

(a) special fissionable material, when it is used in gram quantities or 
less as a sensing component in instruments;

(b) nuclear material, when it is used in non-nuclear activities in ac
cordance with Article 1 3 , if such nuclear material is recoverable; and

(c ) p lu to n i im i  w i t h  a n  i s o to p ic  c o n c e n t r a t io n  o f  p lu to n iu m - 2 3 8  e x -  
c e e d m g  8 0 % .

A r t ic l e  3 7

At the request of the Soviet Union the Agency shall exempt from 
safeguards nuclear material that would otherwise be subject to safe
guards, provided that the total quantity of nuclear material which has 
been exempted in the Soviet Union in accordance with this Article 
may not at any time exceed:

(a) One kilogram in total of special fissionable material, which may 
consist of one or more of the following:

(i) plutoniimi;
(ii) uranium with an enrichment of 0.2 (20%) and above, taken 

account of by multiplying its weight by its enrichment; and
(iii) uranium with an enrichment below 0.2 (20%) and above 

that of natural uranium, taken account of by multiplying its 
weight by five times the square of its enrichment;

(b) ten metric tons in total of natural uranium and depleted uranium 
with an enrichment above 0 .0 0 5  ( 0 .5 % ) ;

(c) twenty metric tons of depleted uranium with an enrichment of 
0 .0 0 5  ( 0 .5 % )  or below; and

(d) twenty metric tons of thorium;

or such greater amounts as may be specified by the Board for uniform 
application.

A rticle  3 8

If nuclear material, exempted from safeguards, is to be processed or 
stored together with nuclear material subject to safeguards under this 
Agreement, provision shall be Jiade for the re-application of safe
guards thereto.
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SUBSIDIARY ARRANGEMENTS

A r t ic l e  39

(a) The Soviet Union and the Agency shall make Subsidiary Arrange
ments which shall:

(i) contain a Listing of those facilities selected in accordance with 
Article 2(b) and thus containing nuclear material subject to safeguards 
imder this Agreement; and

(ii) specify in detail, to the extent necessary to permit the Agency to 
fulfil its responsibilities under this Agreement in an effective and effi
cient marmer, how the procedures laid down in this Agreement are to 
be applied.

(b) The Agency shall also notify the Soviet Union of those facilities to 
be removed from the Listing which have not otherwise been removed 
pursuant to notification by the Soviet Union in accordance with Arti
cle 34. Such facility or facilities shall be removed from the Listing 
upon such notification to the Soviet Union.
(c) The Subsidiary Arrangements may be extended or changed by 
agreement between the Agency and the Soviet Union without amend
ment to this Agreement.

A r t ic l e  40

(a) The Subsidiary Arrangements shall enter into force as soon as 
possible after entry into force of this Agreement.
(b) The Soviet Union and the Agency shall make every effort to 
achieve the entry into force of the Subsidiary Arrangements in respect 
of facilities selected in accordance with Article 2(b) within ninety days 
of the selection of the facility in question by the Agency. An exten
sion of that period shall require agreement between the Soviet Union 
and the Agency.
(c) Upon selection of a facility by the Agency in accordance with 
Article 2(b), the Soviet Union shall provide the Agency promptly with 
the information required for completing the Subsidiary Arrangements, 
and the Agency shall have the right to apply the procedures set forth 
in this Agreement to the nuclear material listed in the inventory 
provided for in Article 41, even if the Subsidiary Arrangements have 
not yet entered into force.

i n v e n t o r y  

A r t ic l e  41

The Agency shall establish, on the basis of the initial reports re
ferred to in Article 60, a unified inventory of all nuclear material 
subject to safeguards under this Agreement, irrespective of its origin, 
and shall maintain this inventory on the basis of subsequent reports 
and of the results of its verification activities. Copies of the inventory 
shall be made available to the Soviet Union at intervals to be agreed.
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DESIGN INFORMATION

General Provisions

A r t ic l e  4 2

The time limits for the provisions of design information in respect 
of any facility selected in accordance with Article 2(b) shall be speci
fied in the Subsidiary Arrangements and such information shall be 
provided as early as possible after such selection.

A rticle 4 3

The design information to be provided to the Agency shall include, 
in respect of each facility selected in accordance with Article 2(b), 
when applicable:

(a) the identification of the facility, stating its general character, 
purpose, nominal capacity and geographic location, and the name and 
address to be used for routine business purposes;

(b) a description of the general arrangement of the facility with ref
erence, to the extent feasible, to the form, location and flow of nuclear 
material and to the general layout of important items of equipment 
which use, produce or process nuclear material;

(c) a description of features of the facility relating to material ac
countancy, containment and surveillance; and

(d) a description of the existing and proposed procedures at the fa
cility for nuclear material accountancy and control, with special refer
ence to material balance areas estabUshed by the operator, measure
ments of flow and procedures for physical inventory taking.

A rticle  4 4

Other information relevant to the application of safeguards shall 
also be provided to the Agency in respect of each facility selected in 
accordance with Article 2(b), in particular on organizational responsi
bilities for material accoimtancy and control. The Soviet Union shall 
provide the Agency with supplementary information on the health 
and safety procedures which the Agency shall observe and with which 
the inspectors shall comply at the facility.

A rticle 4 5

The Agency shall be provided with design information in respect of 
a modification relevant for safeguards purposes, for examination, and 
shall be informed of any change in the information provided to it 
imder Article 44, sufficiently in advance for the safeguards procedures 
to be adjusted when necessary.

Purposes of examination of design information

A rticle 4 6

The design information provided to the Agency shall be used for 
the following purposes:
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to identify the features of facilities and nuclear material relevant 
to the application of safeguards to nuclear material in sufficient detail 
to facilitate verification;

(b) to determine material balance areas to be used for Agency ac- 
coimting purposes and to select those strategic points which are key 
measurement points and which will be used to determine flow and in
ventory of nuclear material; in determining such material balance areas 
the Agency shall, inter alia, use the following criteria:

(i) the size of the material balance area shall be related to the 
accuracy with which the material balance can be established;

(ii) in determining the material balance area advantage shall be 
taken of any opportunity to use containment and surveillance to 
help ensure the completeness of flow measurements and thereby 
to simplify the application of safeguards and to concentrate meas
urement efforts at key measurement points;

(iii) a nimiber of material balance areas in use at a facility or at 
distinct sites may be combined in one material balance area to be 
used for Agency accoimting purposes when the Agency deter
mines that this is consistent with its verification requirements; 
and

(iv) a special material balance area may be established at the re
quest of the Soviet Union aroimd a process step involving com
mercially sensitive information;

(c) to establish the nominal timing and procedures for taking of 
physical inventory of nuclear material for Agency accoimting pur
poses;

(d) to establish the records and reports requirements and records 
evaluation procedures;

(e) to establish requirements and procedures for verification of the 
quantity and location of nuclear material; and

(f) to select appropriate combinations of containment and surveil
lance methods and techniques and the strategic points at which they 
are to be applied.

The results of the examination of the design information shall be 
included in the Subsidiary Arrangements.

Re-examinaHon of design information 

A r t i c l e  4 7

Design information shall be re-examined in the light of changes in 
operating conditions, of developments in safeguards technology and of 
experience in the application of verification procedures, with a view to 
modifying the action the Agency has taken pursuant to Article 46.

Verification of design information 

A r t i c l e  4 8

The Agency, in co-operation with the Soviet Union, may send 
inspectors to facilities to verify the design information provided to the
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Agency pursuant to Articles 42 through 45, for the purposes stated in 
Article 46.

RECORDS SYSTEM

General Provisions

A r t ic l e  49

In establishing a system of nuclear materials accoimting and control 
as referred to in Article 7, the Soviet Union shall arrange that records 
are kept in respect of each material balance area. The records to be 
kept shall be described in the Subsidiary Arrangements.

A r t ic l e  5 0

The Soviet Union shall make arrangements to facilitate the examina
tion of records referred to in Article 49 by inspectors.

A rticle 5 1

Records referred to in Article 49 shall be retained for at least five 
years.

A rticle  5 2

Records referred to in Article 49 shall consist, as appropriate, of:
(a) accounting records of all nuclear material subject to safeguards 

under this Agreement; and
(b) operating records for facilities containing such nuclear material.

A r t ic l e  5 3

The system of measurements on which the records used for the 
preparation of reports are based shall either conform to the latest 
international standards or be equivalent in quality to such standards.

Accounting Records

A rticle  5 4

The accoimting records shall set forth the following in respect of 
each material balance area:

(a) all inventory changes, so as to permit a determination of the 
booK inventory at any time;

(b) all measurement results that are used for determination of the 
physical inventory; and

(c) all adjustments and corrections that have been made in respect of 
inventory changes, book inventories and physical inventories.

A rticle  5 5

For all inventory changes and physical inventories the accoimting 
records shall show, in respect of each batch of nuclear material: mate
rial identification, batch data and source data. The records shall ac
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count for uranium, thorium and plutonium separately in each batch of 
nuclear material. For each inventory change, the date of the inventory 
change and, when appropriate, the originating material balance area 
and the receiving material balance area or the recipient, shall be 
indicated.

Operating Records 

A r t i c l e  5 6

The operating records shall set forth, as appropriate, in respect of 
each material balance area:

(a) those operating data which are used to establish changes in the 
quantities and composition of nuclear material;

(b) the data obtained from the calibration of tanks and instruments 
and from sampling and analyses, the procedures to control the quality 
of measurements and the derived estimates of random and systematic 
error;

(c) a description of the sequence of the actions taken in preparing 
for, and in taking, a physical inventory, in order to ensure that it is 
correct and complete; and

(d) a description of the actions taken in order to ascertain the cause 
and magnitude of any accidental or immeasured loss that might occur.

REPORTS SYSTEM

General Provisions 

A r t i c l e  5 7

The Soviet Union shall provide the Agency with reports as detailed 
in Articles 58 through 67 in respect of nuclear material in facilities 
selected in accordance with Article 2(b).

A rticle 5 8

Reports shall be made in Russian.
Reports shall be based on the records kept in accordance with 

Articles 49 through 56 and shall consist, as appropriate, of accounting 
reports and special reports.

Accounting Reports 

A r t i c l e  60

The Soviet Union shall provide the Agency with an initial report on 
all nuclear material contained in each facility selected in accordance 
with Article 2(b). Such reports shall be dispatched to the Agency 
within thirty days of the last day of the calendar month in which the 
Agency selects the facility, and shall reflect the situation as of the last 
day of that month.
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A rticle  6 1

The Soviet Union shall provide the Agency with the following 
accounting reports for each material balance area:

(a) inventory change reports showing all changes in the inventory of 
nuclear material. The reports shall be dispatched as soon as possible 
and in any event within thirty days after the end of the month in 
which the inventory changes occurred or were established; and

(b) material balance reports showing the material balance based on a 
physical inventory of nuclear material actually present in the material 
balance area. The reports shall be dispatched as soon as possible and 
in any event within thirty days after the physical inventory has been 
taken.

The reports shall be based on data available as of the date of 
reporting and may be corrected at a later date, as required.

A rticle 6 2

Inventory change reports shall specify identification and batch data 
for each batch of nuclear material, the date of the inventory change 
and, as appropriate, the originating material balance area and the 
receiving material balance area or the recipient. These reports shall be 
accompanied by concise notes:

(a) explaiiung the inventory changes, on the basis of the operating 
data contained in the operating records provided for under Article 
56fa); and

(b) Describing, as specified in the Subsidiary Arrangements, the an
ticipated operational programme, particularly the taking of a physical 
inventory.

A rticle 6 3

The Soviet Union shall report each inventory change, adjustment 
and correction, either periodically in a consolidated list or individually. 
Inventory changes shall be reported in terms of batches. As specified 
in the Subsidiary Arrangements, small changes in inventory of nuclear 
material, such as transfers of analytical samples, may be combined in 
one batch and reported as one inventory change.

A rticle  6 4

The Agency shall provide the Soviet Union with semi-aimual state
ments of book inventory of nuclear material subject to safeguards 
under this Agreement, for each material balance area, as based on the 
inventory change reports for the period covered by each such state
ment.

A rticle 6 5

Material balance reports shall include the following entries, unless 
otherwise agreed by the Soviet Union and the Agency:

(a) beginning physical inventory;
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(b) inventory changes (first increases, then decreases);
(c) ending book inventory;
(d) shipper/receiver differences;
(e) adjusted ending book inventory;
(f) ending physical inventory; and
(g) material unaccounted for.

A statement of the physical inventory, listing all batches separately 
and specifying material identification and batch data for each batch, 
shall be attached to each material balance report.

Special Reports 

A r t i c l e  6 6

The Soviet Union shall make special reports without delay:

(a) if any unusual incident or circumstances lead the Soviet Union to 
believe that there is or may have been loss of nuclear material that ex
ceeds the limits specified for this purpose in the Subsidiary Arrange
ments; or

(b) if the containment has imexpectedly changed from that specified 
in the Subsidiary Arrangements to the extent that unauthorized re
moval of nuclear material has become possible.

AmplificaHon and clariftcaHon of reports 

A r t i c l e  6 7

If the Agency so requests, the Soviet Union shall provide the 
Agency with amplifications or clarification of any report in so far as 
relevant for the purpose of safeguards.

INSPECTIONS

General Provisions 

A r t i c l e  6 8

The Agency shall have the right to make inspections as provided for 
in Articles 69 through 82.

Purposes of Inspections 

A r t i c l e  6 9

The Agency may make ad hoc inspections in order to:

(a) verify the information contained in the initial reports;
(b) identify and verify changes in the situation which have occurred 

since the date of the relevant initial report; and
(c) identify and if possible verify the quantity and composition of 

the nuclear material subject to safeguards imder this Agreement in re
spect of which the information referred to in Article 89(a) has been 
provided to the Agency.
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A rticle  7 0

The Agency may make routine inspections in order to:

(a) verify that reports are consistent with records;
(b) verify the location, identity, quantity and composition of all nu

clear material subject to safeguards imder this Agreement; and
(c) verify information on the possible causes of material imaccount- 

ed tor, shipper/receiver differences and imcertainties in the book in
ventory.

A rticle  7 1

Subject to the procedures laid down in Article 75, the Agency may 
make special inspections:

fa) in order to verify the information contained in special reports; or
(b) if the Agency considers that information made available by the 

Soviet Union, including explanations from the Soviet Union and infor
mation obtained from routine inspections, is not adequate for the 
Agency to fulfil its responsibilities under this Agreement.

An inspection shall be deemed to be special when it is either addition
al to the routine inspection effort provided for in Articles 76 through 
80 or involves access to information or locations in addition to the 
access specified in Article 74 for aJ hoc and routine inspections, or 
both.

Scope of Inspections 

A r t i c l e  7 2

For the purposes specified in Articles 69 through 71, the Agency 
may:

fa) examine the records kept pursuant to Articles 49 throu^ 56;
(b) make independent measurements of all nuclear material subject 

to safeguards under this Agreement;
(c) verify the fimctioning and c^bration of instruments and other 

measuring and control equipment;
(d) apply and make use of surveillance and containment measures; 

and
(e) use other objective methods which have been demonstrated to 

be techiucally feasible.

A rticle  7 3

Within the scope of Article 72, the Agency shall be enabled:

Ja) to observe that samples at key measurement points for material 
ance accoimtancy are taken in accordance with procedures which 

produce representative samples, to observe the treatment and analysis 
of the samples and to obtain duplicates of such samples;

(b) to observe that the measurements of nuclear material at key 
measurement points for material balance accountancy are representa
tive, and to observe the calibration of the instruments and equipment 
involved;

Document 26



USSR-IAEA AGREEMENT, FEBRUARY 21 109

(c) to make arrangements with the Soviet Union that, if necessary:

(i) additional measurements are made and additional samples 
taken for the Agency's use;

(ii) the Agency's standard analytical samples are analysed;
(iii) appropriate absolute standards are used in calibrating in

struments and other equipment; and
(iv) other calibrations are carried out;

(d) to arrange to use its own equipment for independent measure
ment and surveillance, and if so agreed and specified in the Subsidiary 
Arrangements, to arrange to install such equipment;

(e) to apply its seals and other identifying and tamper-indicating de
vices to containments, if so agreed and specified in the Subsidiary Ar
rangements; and

(f) to make arrangements with the Soviet Union for the shipping of 
samples taken for the Agency's use.

Access for Inspections 

A r t i c l e  7 4

(a) For the purposes specified in Article 69(a) and (b) and imtil such 
time as the strategic points have been specified in the Subsidiary 
Arrangements, the Agency inspectors shall have access to any location 
where the initial report or any inspections carried out in connection 
with it indicate that nuclear material subject to safeguards imder this 
Agreement is present.
(b) For the purpose specified in Article 69(c), the inspectors shall have 
access to any facility selected in accordance with Article 2(b) in which 
nuclear material referred to in Article 69(c) is located.
(c) For the purposes specified in Article 70 the inspectors shall have 
access only to the strategic points specified in the Subsidiary Arrange
ments and to the records maintained pursuant to Articles 49 through 
56.
(d) In the event of the Soviet Union concluding that any unusual 
circumstances require extended limitations on access by the Agency, 
the Soviet Union and the Agency shall promptly make arrangements 
with a view to enabling the Agency to discharge its safeguards respon
sibilities in the light of these limitations. The Director General shall 
report each such arrangement to the Board.

A rticle 7 5

In circumstances which may lead to special inspections for the 
purposes specified in Article 71 the Soviet Union and the Agency shall 
consult forthwith. As a result of such consultations the Agency may:

(a) make inspections in addition to the routine inspection effort pro
vided for in Articles 76 through 80; and

(b) obtain access, in agreement with the Soviet Union, to informa
tion or locations in addition to those specified in Article 74. Any dis
agreement concerning the need for additional access shall be resolved
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in accordance with Articles 20 and 21; in case action by the Soviet 
Union is essential and urgent. Article 1 7  shall apply.

Frequency and Intensity of Routine Inspections

A rticle 7 6

The Agency shall keep the number, intensity and duration of rou
tine inspections, applying optimum timing, to the minimum consistent 
with the effective implementation of the safeguards procedures set 
forth in this Agreement, and shall make the optimimi and most eco
nomical use of inspection resources available to it.

A rticle  7 7

The Agency may carry out one routine inspection per year in re
spect of facilities contained in the Listing made pursuant to Article 39 
with a content or annual throughput, whichever is greater, of nuclear 
material not exceeding five effective kilograms.

A rticle 7 8

The number, intensity, duration, timing and mode of routine inspec
tions in respect of facilities contained in the Listing made pursuant to 
Article 39 with a content or annual throughput of nuclear material 
exceeding five effective kilograms shall be determined on the basis 
that in the maximum or limiting case the inspection regime shall be no 
more intensive than is necessary and sufficient to maintain continuity 
of knowledge of the flow and inventory of nuclear material, and the 
maximum routine inspection effort in respect of such facilities shall be 
determined as follows:

(a) for reactors and sealed storage installations the maximum total of 
routine inspection per year shall be determined by allowing one sixth 
of a man-year of inspection for each such facility;

(b) for facilities, other than reactors or sealed storage installations, 
involving plutonium or uranium enriched to more than 5 % , the maxi
mum total of routine inspection per year shall be determined by al
lowing for each such facility 30 XV—E man-days of inspection per 
year, where E is the inventory or annual throughput of nuclear materi
al, whichever is greater, expressed in effective kilograms. The maxi
mum established for any such facility shall not, however, be less than 
1 .5  man-years of inspection; and

(c) for facilities not covered by paragraphs (a) or (b̂  of this Article, 
the maximimi total of routine inspection per year shall be determined 
by allowing for each such facility one-third of a man-year of inspec
tion plus 0.4 XE man-days of inspection per year, where E is the in
ventory or annual throughput of nuclear material, whichever is great
er, expressed in effective kilograms.

The Soviet Union and the Agency may agree to amend the figures 
for the maximum inspection effort specified in this Article, upon 
determination by the Board that such amendment is reasonable.
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A rticle  7 9

Subject to Articles 7 6  through 7 8  the criteria to be used for deter
mining the actual number, intensity, duration, timing and mode of 
routine inspections in respect of any facility contained in the Listing 
made pvirsuant to Article 39 shall include:

(a) the form of the nuclear material, in particular, whether the nu
clear material is in bulk form or contained in a nimiber of separate 
items; its chemical composition and, in the case of uranium, whether it 
is of low or high enrichment; and its accessibility;

(b) the effectiveness of the Soviet Union's accoimting and control 
system, including the extent to which the operators of facilities are 
fimctionally independent of the Soviet Union's accounting and control 
system; the extent to which the measures specified in Article 32 have 
been implemented by the Soviet Union; the promptness of reports 
provided to the Agency; their consistency with the Agency's inde
pendent verification; and the amoimt and accuracy of the material im- 
accoimted for, as verified by the Agency;

(c) characteristics of that part of the Soviet Union's nuclear fuel 
cycle in which safeguards are applied under this Agreement, in par
ticular, the number and types of facilities, the characteristics of such 
facilities relevant to safeguards, notably the degree of containment; the 
extent to which the design of such facilities facilitates verification of 
the flow and inventory of nuclear material; and the extent to which 
information from different material balance areas can be correlated;

(d) international interdependence, in particular, the extent to which 
nuclear material is received from or sent to other States for use or 
processing; any verification activities by the Agency in connection 
therewith; and the extent to which the Soviet Union's nuclear activi
ties are interrelated with those of other States; and

(e) technical developments in the field of safeguards, including the 
use of statistical techniques and random sampling in evaluating the 
flow of nuclear material.

A rticle 8 0

The Soviet Union and the Agency shall consult if the Soviet Union 
considers that the inspection effort is being deployed with undue 
concentration on particular facilities.

Notice of Inspections 

A rticle 81

The Agency shall give advance notice to the Soviet Union before 
arrival of inspectors at facilities contained in the Listing made pursu
ant to Articles 39 as follows:

(a) for ad hoc inspections pursuant to Article 69(c), at least 2 4  hoiu*s; 
for those pursuant to Article 69(a) and fb) as well as the activities pro
vided for in Article 4 8 , at least one week;

(b) for special inspections pursuant to Article 7 1 , as promptly as 
possible after the Soviet Union and the Agency have consulted as pro
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vided for in Article 75, it being understood that notification of arrival 
normally will constitute part of the consultations; and

(c) for routine inspections pursuant to Article 70, at least 24 hoiurs in 
respect of the facilities referred to in Article 78(b) and sealed storage 
installations containing plutonium or uraniimi enriched to more than 
5%, and one week in other cases.

Such notice of inspections shall include the names of the inspectors 
and shall indicate the facilities to be visited and the periods during 
which they will be visited. If the inspectors are to arrive from outside 
the Soviet Union the Agency shall also give advance notice of the 
place and time of their arrival in the Soviet Union.

A rticle 8 2

Notwithstanding the provisions of Article 81, the Agency may, as a 
supplementary measure, carry out without advance notification a por
tion of the routine inspections pursuant to Article 78 in accordance 
with the principle of random sampling. In performing any unan
nounced inspections, the Agency shall fully take into account any 
operational programme provided by the Soviet Union pursuant to 
Article 62(b). Moreover, whenever practicable, and on the basis of the 
operational programme, it shall advise the Soviet Union periodically of 
its general programme of announced and unannounced inspections, 
specifying the general periods when inspections are foreseen. In carry
ing out any unannounced inspections, the Agency shall make every 
effort to minimize any practical difficulties for the Soviet Union and 
for facility operators, bearing in mind the relevant provisions of Arti
cles 44 and 87. Similarly the Soviet Union shall make every effort to 
facilitate discharge by Agency inspectors of their functions under this 
Agreement.

Designation of Inspectors 

A rticle 8 3

The following procedures shall apply to the designation of inspec
tors:

(a) the Director General shall inform the Soviet Union in writing of 
the name, qualifications, nationality, grade and such other particidars 
as may be relevant, of each Agency official he proposes for designa
tion as an inspector for the Soviet Union;

(b) the Soviet Union shall inform the Director General within thirty 
days of the receipt of such a proposal whether it accepts the proposal;

(c) the Director General may designate each official who has been 
accepted by the Soviet Union as one of the inspectors for the Soviet 
Union, and shall inform the Soviet Union of such designations; and

(d) the Director General, acting in response to a request by the 
Soviet Union or on his own initiative, shall immediately inform the 
Soviet Union of the withdrawal of the designation of any official as 
an inspector for the Soviet Union.
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However, in respect of inspectors needed for the activities provided 
for in Article 48 and to carry out ad hoc inspections pursuant to 
Article 69(a) and (b) the designation procedures shall be completed if 
possible within thirty days after the entry into force of this Agree
ment. If such designation appears impossible within this time limit, 
inspectors for such purposes shall be designated on a temporary basis.

A rticle  84

The Soviet Union shall grant or renew as quickly as possible appro
priate visas, where required, for each inspector designated for the 
Soviet Union.

Conduct and Visits of Inspectors

A rticle  85

Inspectors, in exercising their fimctions imder Articles 48 and 69 
through 73, shall carry out their activities in a manner designed to 
avoid hampering or delaying the construction, commissioning or oper
ation of facilities, or affecting their safety. In particular inspectors shall 
not operate any facility themselves or direct the staff of a facility to 
carry out any operation. If inspectors consider that in pursuance of 
Articles 72 and 73, particular operations in a facility should be carried 
out by the operator, they shall make a request therefor.

A rticle  8 6

When inspectors require services available in the Soviet Union, 
including the use of equipment, in connection with the performance of 
inspections, the Soviet Union shall facilitate the procurement of such 
services and the use of such equipment by inspectors.

A rticle 87

The Soviet Union shall have the right to have inspectors accompa- 
rued during their inspections by representatives of the Soviet Union, 
provided that inspectors shall not thereby be delayed or otherwise 
impeded in the exercise of their functions.

STATEMENTS ON THE AGENCY VERIFICATION ACnVTTIES

A rticle  8 8

The Agency shall inform the Soviet Union of:

(a) the results of inspections, at intervals to be specified in the Sub
sidiary Arrangements; and

(b) the conclusions it has drawn from its verification activities in the 
Soviet Union, in particular by means of statements in respect of each 
material balance area, which shall be made as soon as possible after a 
physical inventory has been taken and verified by the Agency and a 
material balance has been struck.

Document 26



114 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1985

INTERNATIONAL TRANSFERS

A rticle  8 9

(a) The Soviet Union shall provide the Agency with the information 
specified in the letter from the Permanent Representative of the Soviet 
Union to the International Organizations in Vienna to the Director 
General of the Agency dated 10 July 1974 (reproduced in Agency 
document lNFCIRC/207 dated 26 July 1974) with respect to interna
tional transfers of nuclear material of the kind specified in that letter 
from or to a facility selected in accordance with Article 2(b). Any 
modification of the scope of the information specified in that letter 
shall require the agreement of the Soviet Union and the Agency.
(b) Where information has been provided to the Agency in accordance 
with paragraph (a) of this Article, a special report, as envisaged in 
Article 66, shall be made if any unusual incident or circimistances lead 
the Soviet Union to believe that there is or may have been loss of 
nuclear material, including the occurrence of significant delay, during 
the transfer.

d e fin it io n s  

A rticle  9 0  

For the purposes of this Agreement:
A. adjustment means an entry into an accounting record or a report 
showing a shipper/receiver difference or material unaccounted for.
B. annual throughput means, for the purposes of Articles 77 and 78, the 
amount of nuclear material transferred annually out of a facility work
ing at nominal capacity.
C. batch means a portion of nuclear material handled as a unit for 
accounting purposes at a key measurement point and for which the 
composition and quantity are defined by a single set of specifications 
or measurements. The nuclear material may be in bulk form or con
tained in a number of separate items.
D. batch data means the total weight of each element of nuclear materi
al and, in the case of plutoniimi and uranium, the isotopic composition 
when appropriate. The units of accoimt shall be as follows:

fa) grams of contained plutonium;
(b) grams of total uraiuum and grams of contained uranium-235 

plus uranium-233 for uraiuum enriched in these isotopes; and
(c) kilograms of contained thorium, natural uranium or depleted 

uranium.

For reporting purposes the weights of individual items in the batch 
shall be added together before rounding to the nearest unit.

E. book inventory of a material balance area means the algebraic sum of 
the most recent physical inventory of that material balance area and of 
all inventory changes that have occurred since that physical inventory 
was taken.
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F. correction means an entry into an accoxmting record or a report to 
rectify an identified mistake or to reflect an improved measurement of 
a quantity previously entered into the record or report. Each correction 
must identify the entry to which it pertains.
G. effective kilogram means a special imit used in safeguarding nuclear 
material. The quantity in effective kilograms is obtained by taking:

(a) for plutonium, its weight in kilograms;
(b) for uranium with an enrichment of 0.01 (1%) and above, its 

w ei^t in kilograms multiplied by the square of its enrichment;
(c) for uraniimi with an enrichment below 0.01 (1%) and above 

0.005 (0.5%), its weight in kilograms multiplied by 0.0001; and
(d) for depleted uraniimi with an enrichment of 0.005 (0.5%) or 

below, and for thorium, its weight in kilograms multiplied by 0.00005.

H. enrichment means the ratio of the combined weight of the isotopes 
uranium-233 and uranium-235 to that of the total uranium in ques
tion.
I. facility means:

(a) a reactor, a critical facility, a conversion plant, a fabrication 
plant, a reprocessing plant, an isotope separation plant or a separate 
storage installation; or

(b) any location where nuclear material in amounts greater than one 
effective kilogram is customarily used.

J. inventory change means an increase or decrease, in terms of batches, of 
nuclear material in a material balance area; such a change shall involve 
one of the following:

(a) increases:

(i) import;
(ii) domestic receipt: receipts from other material balance areas, 

receipts from a non-safeguarded activity or receipts at the starting 
point of safeguards;

(iii) nuclear production: production of special fissionable mate
rial in a reactor; and

(iv) de-exemption: re-application of safeguards on nuclear ma
terial previously exempted therefrom on account of its use or 
quantity.

(b) decreases:

(i) export;
(ii) domestic shipment: shipments to other material balance 

areas or shipments for a non-safeguarded activity;
(iii) nuclear loss: loss of nuclear material due to its transforma

tion into other element(s) or isotope(s) as a result of nuclear reac
tions;

(iv) measured discard: nuclear material which has been meas
ured, or estimated on the basis of measurements, and disposed of 
in such a way that it is not suitable for further nuclear use;
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(v) retained waste: nuclear material generated from processing 
or from an operational accident, which is deemed to be unrecov
erable for the time being but which is stored;

(vi) exemption: exemption of nuclear material from safeguards 
on accoimt of its use or quantity; and

(vii) other loss: for example, accidental loss (that is, irretrievable 
and inadvertent loss of nuclear material as the result of an oper
ational accident) or theft.

K. key measurement point means a location where nuclear material appears 
in such a form that it may be measured to determine material flow or 
inventory. Key measurement points thus include, but are not limited 
to, the inputs and outputs (including measiured discards) and storages 
in material balance areas.
L. man-year of inspection means, for the piuposes of Article 78, 300 man- 
days of inspection, a man-day being a day during which a single 
inspector has access to a facility at any time for a total of not more 
than eight hours.
M. material balance area means an area in or outside of a facility such 
that:

(a) The quantity of nuclear material in each transfer into or out of 
each material balance area can be determined; and

(b) The physical inventory of nuclear material in each material bal
ance area can be determined when necessary, in accordance with spec
ified procedures,

in order that the material balance for Agency safeguards purposes can 
be established.

N. material unaccounted for means the difference between book inventory 
and physical inventory.
O. nuclear material means any source or any special fissionable material 
as defined in Article XX of the Statute. The term source material shall 
not be interpreted as applying to ore or ore residue. Any determina
tion by the Board under Article XX of the Statute after the entry into 
force of this Agreement which adds to the materials considered to be 
source material or special fissionable material shall have effect under 
this Agreement only upon acceptance by the Soviet Union.
P. physical inventory means the sum of all the measured or derived 
estimates of batch quantities of nuclear material on hand at a given 
time within a material balance area, obtained in accordance with 
specified procediu-es.
Q. shipper/receiver difference means the difference between the quantity of 
nuclear material in a batch as stated by the shipping material balance 
area and as measured at the receiving material balance area.
R. source data means those data, recorded during measurement of cali
bration or used to derive empirical relationships, which identify nucle
ar material and provide batch data. Source data may include, for 
example, weight of compounds, conversion factors to determine 
weight of element, specific gravity, element concentration, isotopic
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ratios, relationship between volume and manometer readings and rela
tionship between plutonium produced and power generated.
S. strategic point means a location selected during examination of design 
information where, imder normal conditions and when combined with 
the information from all strategic points taken together, the informa
tion necessary and sufficient for the implementation of safeguards 
measures is obtained and verified; a strategic point may include any 
location where key measiu*ements related to material balance accoimt- 
ancy are made and where containment and surveillance measures are 
executed.

D o n e  in Vienna on 21 February 1985 in duplicate in the Russian 
language.

F o r  th e  U n io n  o f S o v ie t  S o c ia l ist  F o r  th e  In t er n a tio n a l  A to m ic

R epu b u c s  E n ergy  A gency

(signed) Petrosyants (signed) Hans Blix

27. N ew s Conference S ta tem en t by  th e  Chairman of the  
Soviet S ta te  Com m ittee for th e  Utilization of Atomic 
Energy (P e tro sy an ts) : A greem en t B etw een th e  Soviet 
Union and  th e  In ternational Atomic Energy A gency 
for th e  Application of S afeguards  to  Civilian Nuclear 
Facilities in th e  Soviet Union, February 21, 1985 ^

The Soviet Union consistently favours an all-roimd consolidation of 
the international nuclear non-proliferation regime. It is believed in the 
USSR that preventing the spread of nuclear weapons on earth is one 
of the chief directions in the effort to avert the threat of nuclear war, 
restrict the race of nuclear armaments and achieve nuclear disarma
ment.

General Secretary of the CPSU Central Committee, President of the 
Presidium of the USSR Supreme Soviet Konstantin Chernenko pointed 
out in his speech on March 2nd 1984 that our coimtry strives to 
achieve that '̂proliferation of nuclear weapons in any form be pre
vented, that these weapons or control over them be not handed over 
to anyone.'' ^

We regard the safeguards system of the International Atomic Energy 
Agency as a major integral part of the non-proliferation regime and 
favour further growth of the effectiveness of the IAEA's activity 
connected with assuring non-proliferation.

Guided by this principled approach of ours, the Soviet Union ex
pressed readiness to place imder agency safeguards some of its civilian

‘ Moscow TASS in English, February 21, 1985; FBIS Daily Report, February 22, 1985, 
vol. Ill, pp. CC3-CC4.

 ̂See Documents on Disarmament, 1984, p. 135 (variant translation).
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nuclear facilities as an act of good will. Precisely such a statement was 
made by First Deputy Chairman of the Council of Ministers and 
Foreign Affairs Minister of the USSR Andrey Gromyko at the second 
special session of the U.N. General Assembly on Disarmament on Jime 
16th [12th] 1982.  ̂ Negotiations between the USSR and the IAEA 
started in Moscow in May 1983. They were continued in Vienna. The 
USSR's sincere aspiration to conclude an agreement as soon as possible 
and the IAEA's full understanding facilitated the early attainment of 
the objective.

The agreement largely corresponds to the structure and the content 
of safeguards agreements concluded by non-nuclear states parties to 
the Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty.^ At the same time, it takes into 
account, naturally, the voluntary step of the Soviet Union and its 
status as a state possessing nuclear weapons.

The agreement stipulates that the agency will be guided in its work 
by the task of further developing and perfecting methods and proce- 
dtu'es of inspection. At that, safeguards will be applied through the 
same common procedures used by the agency in safeguards work at 
similar facilities in non-nuclear weapons states.

In implementing the agreement, we will facilitate in all ways the 
creation of all necessary conditions for the agency' effective control in 
the USSR.

Ovir country decided to sign the agreement, meeting halfway the 
aspirations of many coimtries parties to the Nuclear Nonproliferation 
Treaty and seeking to impart to IAEA control a more universal charac
ter and enable agency inspectors to gain experience of work at new 
types of facilities, specifically of the types the Soviet Union exports or 
plans to export to other countries.

The Soviet side and the agency are working together so that the 
IAEA could start applying safeguards as early as possible.

The Soviet Union's decision vividly confirms that the USSR posi
tively regards international control, implying that control of this kind 
should effectively serve the aims of limiting armaments and achieving 
disarmament.

As Andrey Gromyko stressed during a talk with political news 
analysts on January 13th 1985, "no state other than the Soviet Union 
has advanced a more radical and further-reaching proposal on control 
issues." ® Following the emergency of nuclear weapons when the 
question of control arose, the Soviet Union suggested introducing from 
the very beginning wide-ranging, comprehensive and universal con
trol. Our foreign minister said that "today as well, we are prepared to 
consider such a broad proposal, the proposal envisaging general and 
complete disarmament tmder general and complete international con
trol."

3 Ibid., 1982, p. 361.
^The text of the Treaty may be found ibid., 1968, pp. 461-465. The safeguards 

agreement is printed supra.
® Document 5.

Document 27



ISSRAELYAN STATEMENT, FEBRUARY 21 119

Such is our principled approach to control, and the just concluded 
agreement is another convincing example of our practical attitude to 
control.

In conclusion, I would like to stress the importance attached by the 
Soviet Union to the steady consolidation of international nuclear non
proliferation. We express the confidence that the third conference of 
the states parties to the nuclear non-proliferation treaty, due in 
Geneva in September 1985, that is to consider its progress will become 
a new important landmark in safeguarding nuclear non-proliferation in 
the interests of all of mankind.

28. S tatem ent by  th e  Soviet R epresen ta tive  (Issrae iyan ) 
to  th e  C onference on Disarmam ent: Com prehensive 
Test Ban, February  21, 1985 ^

Mr. President, today the Soviet delegation would like to dwell on 
one of the most important items on the agenda of the Conference on 
Disarmament, namely the question of a nuclear-weapon-test ban.

The problem is not new. It came into being with the appearance of 
nuclear weapons on Earth. Moreover, it has been placed on the agenda 
of international diplomacy and been considered a matter of priority 
for some time. More than 30 years have elapsed since April 1954, 
when that eminent statesman of our time, Jawaharlal Nehru, the first 
Prime Minister of independent India, raised this question as a matter 
of priority, and proposed the conclusion of an agreement for the 
cessation of nuclear tests. ̂  It is indicative that from the very outset his 
initiative met with a positive response from the Soviet State, which as 
early as 1955 put forward a proposal for States possessing atomic and 
hydrogen weapons to assimie an obligation to '̂cease testing such 
weapons''.^

Not only is the question of a nuclear-test ban not new; it is also one 
of the most fully debated of all disarmament problems. This is not 
surprising. For decades, it has been considered at sessions of the 
United Nations General Assembly and discussed within the frame
work of the Committee on Disarmament. Secondly, trilateral negotia
tions relating to it have been conducted for many years by the USSR, 
the United States and the United Kingdom. No one can deny the fact 
that active consideration of the issue of a nuclear-weapon-test ban has 
produced positive results. In 1963, the Moscow agreement on a partial 
nuclear-weapon-test ban was signed.'* In the 1970s, on a bilateral 
Soviet-American basis, two agreements goverrung undergroimd test

1 CD/PV.293, pp. 11-18.
2 See Documents on Disarmament, 1945-1959, vol. I, pp. 408-411. 
 ̂Cf, ibid.. Documents 112, 119, 141.

4 Ibid., 1963, pp. 291-293.
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explosions were elaborated and signed.® Thirdly, a significant contri
bution towards the successful elaboration of a comprehensive agree
ment was also made by the trilateral negotiations.

In this connection, attempts to bury in oblivion all the positive 
results achieved in this area, to portray matters as if the question of a 
nuclear-test-ban had only arisen yesterday are merely bewildering, to 
say the least.

We fully agree with the distinguished representative of Argentina, 
Ambassador Carasales, who said in the meeting on 19 February that:

The prohibition of nuclear-weapon tests is undoubtedly a most 
lu-gent measure in the field of disarmament, which has been dis
cussed and considered in negotiations more than other issues, 
which involves fewer difficulties and unknown aspects, which is 
easier and simpler from the standpoint of the elaboration of an 
agreement and which would have at the same time the broadest 
and most positive consequences for both the present and in the 
longer term.®

To state the opposite is opeiUy to sin against the truth.
The main conclusion of this is that the problem of the prohibition 

of nuclear tests must be resolved, and must be resolved today. It must 
be resolved on the basis of the prohibition of tests by all and every
where, since only such a solution will constitute a serious barrier to 
the creation, development and perfecting of all new types and systems 
of nuclear weapons and at the same time curb and finally end the 
nuclear-arms race. That is the demand made by the peoples of the 
world, that is the international commimity's understanding of the 
problem, that is the position of the USSR.

Another important conclusion to which many representatives have 
come in their statements—and we also agree with this conclusion— îs 
that the foimdation, the basis for working out an agreement already 
exists. It is the draft basic provisions of an agreement on a nuclear- 
weapon-test ban submitted by the Soviet Union as long ago as 1982, 
which take account of the degree of agreement reached during the 
trilateral negotiations held in the second half of the 1970s.It is the 
draft nuclear-weapon-test-ban treaty submitted by Sweden which, in 
our opinion, also makes a concrete contribution to the efforts being 
made to resolve this problem.® It is, lastly, the—quite numerous— 
comments and proposals which have been made by many States with 
regard to the specific content of an agreement on a nuclear-weapon- 
test ban, including the question of verification.

The third conclusion contained in the statements by a majority of 
delegates is that the explanation for the absence of an agreement is 
not that there is no basis for its elaboration but that there is a lack of

® I.e., the Threshold Test Ban and the Peaceful Nuclear Explosions Treaties; ibid., 1974, 
pp. 225-227 and ibid., 1976, pp. 328-332.

® CD/PV. 292, p. 19 (variant translation).
Documents on [^armament, 1982, pp. 717-721.
 ̂Ibid., 1983, pp. 468-478.
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political will on the part of certain nuclear Powers to resolve the test 
ban problem in principle. We fully agree with this conclusion as well.

Here, Mr. President, I should like to make a small digression. It 
would perhaps have been uimecessary, if an attempt had not been 
made in one of the statements at the previous meeting of the Confer
ence to interpret the fact that tests by the Soviet Union have contin
ued as evidence of a lack of sincerity in its statements concerning its 
interest in the prohibition of such tests. This shows that all our 
explanations on this point have either not been listened to carefully or 
have simply been ignored. It is precisely because of this that we are 
obliged to repeat them once again.

Yes, the Soviet Union is indeed concerned about its security. The 
Soviet people have had to pay too dearly for foreign intervention, for 
the so-called campaigns by the Entente against young Soviet Russia at 
the dawn of our State's existence, and for the perfidious attack on the 
Soviet Union by the forces of fascism during the Second World War, 
to ignore the interests of its security. It is precisely in the interest of 
seouity that we are also obliged to conduct nuclear tests. Can we 
refuse to carry out such tests when other nuclear Powers are perfect
ing their nuclear arsenals which, by their own admission, are aimed at 
us? No, I repeat, no. At the same time, we firmly disagree with the 
statement that the Soviet Union bears equal responsibility with other 
nuclear Powers for the continuance of nuclear tests and for the lack of 
progress with regard to their prohibition. The Soviet Union, obliged to 
conduct nuclear tests in order to preserve its security and the security 
of its allies, has consistently supported and continues to support the 
speedy conclusion of an agreement to ban them. Oiu* position in this 
question is honourable and we are concealing nothing.

It is entirely clear that it would be the height of absurdity, and I 
belifeve, I hope, that all will agree with me, to speak about prohibiting 
nuclear tests by only one State. However, as Ambassador Carasales 
rightly pointed out, at present only one of the five nuclear Powers is 
prepared to hold negotiations with a view to elaborating an agreement 
on a comprehensive test ban. Yes, we are really prepared to hold 
negotiations. We are prepared to resume trilateral negotiations. We are 
prepared to bring into force, i.e. to ratify, the bilateral agreements of 
1974 and 1976. We have made our contribution to the work on this 
problem in a multilateral fonrni as well, having submitted a draft for a 
relevant agreement in 1982. Lastly, pending the conclusion of an 
agreement, we are also prepared at present to cease nuclear tests on a 
reciprocal basis.

Tlie steps which we have taken on questions relating to the scope of 
a ban, a moratorium on nuclear explosions for peaceful purposes, and 
the application of certain international verification procedures, includ
ing on-site inspection, all show that we do not lack goodwill. This list 
of compromise measures, confirming our genuine desire to resolve the 
test ban issue, can be extended further. For example, as is known, we 
have given evidence of our willingness for an agreement on the gener
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al and complete prohibition of nuclear weapon tests to enter into force 
for a given period only for three nuclear-weapon States, if the other 
two are not prepared to accede to it at the very beginning. At last 
year's session of the Conference, we stated that we would be prepared 
vinder certain conditions to consider the possibility of organizing, as 
proposed by Sweden, an exchange of data on radioactivity of air 
masses including the establishment of appropriate international data 
centres on the same basis as that provided for in regard to the ex
change of seismic data.®

However, despite the flexibility we have displayed, the issue of a 
test ban unfortimately continues to remain at a standstill. Simply 
walking away from the trilateral negotiations, which were in the 
concluding phase, our former partners are blocking the initiation of 
negotiations on this problem at the Conference on Disarmament as 
well. They also refuse the moratorium we proposed on nuclear 
weapon tests pending the conclusion of an agreement. In addition, the 
United States does not wish to ratify bilateral agreements which have 
been signed already, limiting undergroimd nuclear explosions. Instead 
of the entry into force of these agreements, they now propose to us an 
exchange of observers, who would simply record nuclear explosions. 
As A.A. Gromyko, Minister of Foreign Affairs of the USSR, said in 
this cormection:

The conclusion is automatically drawn that they do not wish to 
prohibit but jointly to legalize, more precisely, to legitimize, the 
conduct of nuclear weapon tests.

It is clear that the Soviet Union will not agree to this.
The political reality imderlying the United States position is clear: it 

is aimed at creating conditions for the implementation of the so-called 
comprehensive strategic programme for the 1980s, which is on an 
imprecedented scale and provides for the rapid development of new 
systems of strategic offensive forces.

What is the situation now? At present, only one nuclear State is 
prepared to ban nuclear-weapon tests. Another nuclear-weapon State 
has set such a prohibition as a kind of long-term objective, postponing 
it virtually until the thhd millennium. This position is essentially also 
that of one of its nuclear-Power allies. With regard to the other two 
nuclear States, which up to the present have generally circumvented 
this question, we have recently heard one of them state its readiness 
to reconsider its position on participation in the Conference's ad hoc 
committee on a test ban, if it is established.

Of course, we have taken note of the statement which the Chinese 
representative made on this point at the meeting on 19 February. 
However, I must say frankly that the basic position of China on the 
problem of a nuclear-weapon-test ban is not entirely clear to us after

 ̂Ibid., J984, p. 310.
Ibid., p. 785 (variant translation).
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that statement. At the thirty-ninth session of the United Nations 
General Assembly, China, as is known, abstained in the voting on all 
three resolutions on this question. In this connection, I should like to 
put the following question to the representative of China: Is China 
prepared, in the light of its recent statement, actively to work for an 
agreement on the complete and general prohibition of nuclear testing 
and to cease testing its own nuclear weapons, on a basis of reciproci
ty?

In these circimistances, what are we to do in the Conference on 
Disarmament? It has now been suggested, for example, by the distin
guished representative of Australia, that we should abandon even the 
thought of holding negotiations with a view to concluding an agree
ment since this is supposedly now xmrealistic. Instead, it has been 
proposed to set up an ad hoc committee of the Conference in which 
there would be only an exchange of views on this problem, mainly on 
aspects concerning control. In this connection. Ambassador Butler has 
almost accused the socialist and non-aligned coxmtries of blocking the 
achievement of any progress in this field because they are insisting on 
a negotiating mandate for the ad hoc committee.

We, of course, understand, we well understand that the Australian 
people, like peoples of other countries, wish to see agreement quickly 
reached on a nuclear test ban. We also understand the desire of the 
Australian Government to respond to this demand of its people. How
ever, I should like to ask whether the method proposed to solve the 
problem will help to achieve the objective? I think that the answer 
here is simple. No, I repeat, no.

Before explaining why that is the way matters stand, I should like 
to say a few words concerning the construction put on our approach 
to an ad hoc committee of the Conference, which was heard in the 
statement by the Australian delegation. The representative of Australia 
said that we, supposedly without foundation, and indiscriminately, 
insist on a negotiating mandate for all subsidiary bodies, thereby 
blocking progress on many disarmament issues, primarily matters re
lating to a nuclear test ban. No, that is not so. That is definitely not 
so. I should like to recall that the first mandate given to the subsidiary 
body on the prohibition of chemical weapons, and the mandate for the 
ad hoc Committee on a test ban in 1982 and 1983 did not involve 
negotiations and all members of the Conference did not object to it, 
including, of course, the Soviet Union.

However, the question of what basis we are to take for the mandate 
of an ad hoc committee on a test ban this year is a different matter. It is 
precisely this that will determine whether the problem of a test ban 
will once again be put off or whether we shall finally be able to 
proceed to tackling it without delay. This is precisely the watershed 
between those who are in fact in favour of a nuclear test ban and 
those who, invoking various procedural aspects, are trying to block it.

 ̂̂  For China's response, see CD/PV.293, p. 23.
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The basic agrument put forward by Ambassador Butler for adopting 
the Western draft mandate contained in docxmient CD/521 was 
that the mandates proposed by the non-aligned and socialist countries 
are imacceptable to the West. However, if this logic is followed, 
would it not be fair to expect the Western Powers to reject a mandate 
which is not supported by the majority and to adopt as a basis the 
drafts contained in docvunents CD/522 or CD/521, which do indeed 
enjoy majority support.

Ambassador Butler said that the position of those States which are, 
so to speak, calling for a '^negotiating'' mandate for the ad hoc commit
tee, is preventing an exchange of views on the problem of a test ban. 
However, that does not correspond to the facts. Diplomats of more 
than one generation have been holding discussions relating to the 
consideration of this problem. We ourselves have continued to be 
concerned with it for many years, as can be seen in particular by the 
statments of the delegations of Argentina, Australia, Mexico, Sweden, 
the German Democratic Republic, Egypt, the Soviet Union and other 
coimtries at this session of the Conference. It is not, therefore, a 
question of holding a discussion, which we can do in any form, 

ôrum?], even in the plenary meetings of the Conference; it is a ques
tion of proceeding without delay to achieve a solution to the problem 
itself.

What is the main shortcoming of the draft mandate, contained in 
document CD/521? It is that the draft in fact negates the priority 
character of the question of a nuclear-test ban; it is transferred to the 
rank of long-term tasks. If it is agreed that this problem is not ripe for 
negotiations and requires continued "substantive examination of spe
cific issues"—and this is precisely what the authors of the above- 
mentioned draft mandate are trying to indicate—then the logical con
clusion is that the question of a nuclear-weapon-test ban has been 
insufficiently studied, and this means that there can be no question of 
an urgent need to conclude such a ban as a matter of priority. Thus, 
this draft mandate conceals an attempt to revise or to cast doubt on 
paragraph 51 of the Final Document of the first special session of the 
United Nations devoted to disarmament and on many decisions of the 
General Assembly of the United Nations in which it is pointed out 
clearly that an agreement on prohibition "is a matter of primary 
importance", "is a matter of great importance", "urgent need", and so 
forth. 13

An attempt is now being made to convince us that continuing the 
work of the Conference on the question of a test ban on the basis of a

The document was submitted to the CD by Australia, Belgium, Canada, FRG, Italy, 
Japan, Netherlands, U.K., and U.S. It called for the resumption by an Ad Hoc Committee 
on a Nuclear Test Ban of the ''substantive examination of specific issues relating to a 
comprehensive test ban, including the issue of scope as well as those of verification and 
compliance'' and for an examination of "the institutional and administrative arrange
ments necessary for establishing, testing, and operating an international seismic moni
toring network. . . . "

Documents on Disarmament, 1978, p. 421.
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'^non-negotiating" mandate can supposedly help to devise means to 
verify compliance with a test ban. In this context also, I should like to 
make some comments.

Firstly, we fully share the view of most States which was so well 
expressed in the statement by the representative of Sweden on 5 
February, who said that there are no insurmountable technical obsta
cles to ensuring verification of compliance with an agreement on a 
comprehensive nuclear-weapon-test ban.̂ '* States caimot use the so- 
called inadequacy of verification measures as a pretext for refusing to 
hold serious negotiations on such an agreement. Clearly, it is surpris
ing that the same standpoint was reflected in the message from the 
Secretary-General of the United Nations to the Conference on Disar
mament which was read out by his Special Representative, Ambassa
dor Komatina, at the first meeting of the current session.

By the way, I should like to draw attention to the fact that several 
delegations, including Western delegations, have referred to a large 
number of nuclear tests, basing their statements on Swedish sources. 
Those delegations clearly assumed the reliability of such data. Thus, 
they willingly or imwillingly support the view of Sweden concerning 
the adequacy of existing technical means for monitoring a test ban.

Secondly, an argument frequently advanced for considering the 
technical possibilities for control is that they are continually being 
improved. It is, of course, true that the technical means are being 
improved. However, a question arises: if a test ban is to relate to some 
remote future, is there any sense seriously to develop at present 
verification means which can be applied only during the next centxuy? 
We are convinced that this is an unnecessary waste of time. Why? 
Because at present technological advances are proceeding at such a 
pace that these means will inevitably be obsolete in about 15 to 20 
years.

Thirdly, the work of the Ad Hoc Committee or Ad Hoc Group in 1982- 
1983 provided an opportimity for detailed consideration of the ques
tions of verification and control. In our considered opinion, the draft 
mandate proposed in document CD/521 is nothing other than an 
attempt to go over the same ground again. Therefore, a similar draft 
mandate was rejected last year, and the negative attitude of many 
States towards it was confirmed once again in the vote on paragraph 4 
of resolution 39/53 at the last session of the General Assembly, in 
which this mandate was actually reproduced.

An attempt is also being made to persuade us that the consideration 
of control issues, however abstract they might be, will be a means for 
exerting presstire on those States which refuse to enter into negotia
tions on the agreement itself. We firmly disagree with this as well. On 
the contrary, there is great danger that the appearance or illusion will 
be given that practical work is being done on this question thereby 
reducing the pressure of public opinion on those countries which are

CD/PV.288, p. 31.
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in fact blocking the negotiations. Thus, the initiation of the work of 
the ad hoc committee on the basis proposed to us by the West will not 
only be useless but, it seems to us, even counterproductive, since it 
will mislead world public opinion. Such actions by the Conference can 
only cause further harm to the Conference's reputation and not help 
to improve it, as suggested in one of the statements at the last meeting 
of the Conference.

Those are some considerations which occurred to the Soviet delega
tion during the examination of the question of a nuclear test ban at 
recent meetings.

Our criticism of the mandate proposed by the Western countries 
does not mean that we do not have a constructive programme which, 
in our opinion, should be acceptable to all those who sincerely, not in 
words but in deeds, are interested in the speedy resolution of the 
priority task before us. Specifically, we propose that work should be 
begun on the drafting of an agreement, taking as a basis the docu
ments available on the Conference table. Of course, we would prefer 
in this respect to have the above-mentioned Soviet draft; however, we 
adopt a very flexible position on this issue. Let us place on the 
negotiating table all available and future documents and proposals 
and, basing ourselves on the positive and mutually acceptable points 
contained in them, begin to elaborate article by article, provision by 
provision, the text of an agreement which the peoples of the world 
have been expecting from us for so long. Of course, productive work 
will be possible only if all nuclear States confirm their position as set 
forth in the Final Document of the first special session of the United 
Nations General Assembly devoted to disarmament on the question of 
nuclear tests.

In conclusion, I wish to quote the words of K.U. Chernenko in his 
reply to the message from the leaders of the Argentine movement 
'^Appeal of one himdred for the sake of life'', which will be circulated 
at the request of the Soviet delegation as a Conference document:

In the present troubled times—the Soviet leader noted—a con
firmed historical truth is growing increasingly obvious: the fate of 
the world depends to a very great extent on the will and active 
solidarity of peoples. Today they can, and are urged to do so, say 
a firm 'No' to nuclear death, and halt the senseless arms race.̂ ®

We are convinced that the attainment of agreement on a complete 
and general nuclear-test ban will be an exceptionally important step 
on the road towards curbing the arms race.

CD/569. 
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29. S ta tem ent by  th e  R ep resen ta tive  of the  Federal Re
public of G erm any (W egener) to  th e  Conference on 
Disarmam ent: C om prehensive Test Ban, February  21, 
1985 ^

I would like to take the floor spontaneously to express the extent to 
which my delegation has been impressed with the elaborate statement 
that we have just heard from the distinguished representative of the 
Soviet Union. 2 My delegation was gratified to hear the firm commit
ment of the Soviet delegation to the necessity to conclude, early on, a 
comprehensive test-ban treaty. This certainly coincides with the view 
of my own coxmtry, which I expressed in a statement on 7 February in 
this room.^

1 intend to return to the testing issues in extenso during the current 
spring session of our Conference but may 1 be allowed to contribute at 
this moment four comments on the statement by the distinguished 
Soviet Ambassador.

Firstly, Ambassador Issraelyan has convincingly pointed out that as 
long as testing is not prohibited, his coimtry legitimately and in the 
search for its own security continues testing itself. However, this 
argument does not explain why the Soviet Union consistently over the 
last few years has chosen not only to test more than any other nuclear 
Power, but more than all other nuclear Powers together.

Secondly, my delegation has listened with great interest to the 
chronology of earlier attempts to reach a comprehensive test ban. 
However, as in earlier statements by the Soviet delegation, one histori
cal fact is conspicuously missing from the enumeration of past events: 
the fact that in 1958 the Uiuted States stopped nuclear testing and 
that for three years by tacit agreement of the two Great Powers, no 
tests were conducted. However, in 1961, it was the Soviet Union 
which chose to depart from this tacit agreement. This historical fact is 
still a matter of great regret to my delegation.

Thirdly, one major portion of Ambassador Issraelyan's statement 
was devoted to the necessity to have a subsidiary body of our Confer
ence on nuclear testing, equipped with a firm and complete negotiat
ing mandate. I do not want to take issue with the desirability of such 
a mandate but I would like to remind all delegates that we have a 
situation in which such a negotiating mandate is not possible because 
our Conference is nm by consensus. I state the situation, I do not 
comment, or give my own value judgement on it. But this being so, 
the call for a full negotiating mandate and the simultaneous refusal to 
embark on any kind of work in the field of nuclear testing in its 
absence are futile. Those who ask for too much achieve nothing, and 
they prevent us from tackling some of the essential issues that we will

1 CD/PV.293, pp. 19-20.
Supra.

3 CD/PV.289, p. 10.
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have to deal with, with or without a negotiating mandate, if we are 
serious about a stop to nuclear testing. If there is no subsidiary body 
equipped with a general or specific mandate of whatever kind on this 
matter, where can we discuss the issues of verifiability? Of scope? Of 
the modalities of a seismic observation network? Of the institutional 
needs the future test ban regime would have? Those who ask for too 
much achieve nothing, and when we again in this Conference achieve 
nothing on this matter during the current year, the question of re
sponsibility arises and we will have to think very precisely to find out 
where the responsibility will lie at that time.

Fourthly, Ambassador Issraelyan has, as often before, referred to 
present factual observations about testing in an intention to prove that 
all the verification problems are solved. I am afraid that there is a 
logical fallacy involved here. Today, testing is permitted, although not 
morally condoned by the international commimity. When testing is 
permitted, nobody has to conceal. We can take the statistical figures 
which institutes observe as a fair indication of the tests that are 
actually held; but when a CTBT is in force, then the issue is complete
ly different because whoever wishes to test has to make arrangements 
to conceal. Then the question is put anew. Are our scientific capacities 
enough to detect concealed testing?

1 have given my four comments, and as I have said before I would 
wish to revert to the matter in due course.

30. A ddress by  Soviet P resident Chernenico to  the  Elec
to ra te  of th e  K uibyshev District of Moscow: Forthcom
ing Nuclear and  Space Arms Talks [Extract], February 
22, 1985 1

The cornerstone of our foreign policy today is, of course, the strug
gle to end the arms race imposed by imperialism and avert the threat 
of a world nuclear war.

We are on the threshold of new negotiations with the United States. 
Both sides have stated that they are entering upon them to forestall an 
arms race in space and end it on earth. And they have agreed to 
consider and resolve questions of space-based and nuclear weapons as 
a package, in their mutual relationships, as is absolutely indispensable 
for the success of the undertaking. This is the basic rationale of the 
Geneva accord. I should like once again to state with absolute clarity 
what our intentions are in connection with the forthcoming talks.

First: We do not seek to obtain any unilateral advantages over the United 
States or over the NATO countries with a view to achieving military

1 CD/574, pp. 3-4. 
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superiority. We do not need it, as we have no intention of threatening 
them or imposing our will on them, but want to live in peace and 
maintain normal, good relations with them.

Second: We want termination, not continuation of the arms race. That is 
precisely why the USSR raises the question of such initial steps as a 
freeze of the nuclear arsenals of the parties, an end to further deploy
ment of missiles, etc. Utilization of the talks for contrary purposes— 
for justifying and camouflaging further build-up and deployment of 
means of mass annihilation—would in our view be immoral and dis
honourable, a deception practised upon peoples and a crime against 
them.

And third: We want a real reduction of arms stockpiles, destruction for a start of 
a substantial portion of them, not the creation of ever newer weapons systems, 
whether in space or on earth and whether the arms be offensive or 
purportedly defensive. Our ultimate objective here is the complete 
elimination of nuclear weapons everywhere on this planet, the com
plete removal of the threat of nuclear war.

The divergence between the parties' views on the questions that are 
to be discussed is at present wide. That is obvious to all. There is no 
shortage of gloomy forecasts dooming the negotiations to failure in 
advance. But we do not share this attitude.

Agreement is absolutely necessary and quite possible. It is necessary 
because otherwise the world will slide ever faster down the slope of 
the arms race and the threat of war will increase. Agreement is fully 
possible, because all that is needed for it is to respect the rights and 
legitimate security interests of both parties and not seek to upset the 
existing equilibrium of forces.

We call upon the leaders of the United States of America to ap
proach the forthcoming negotiations seriously and in good faith. We 
call upon them to put aside vain thoughts of achieving military supe
riority over the Soviet Union and negotiating with us ''from a position 
of strength." We appeal to them to refrain from attempts to impose on 
us an agreement that would unilaterally tie the hands of the Soviet 
Union in strengthening its defences but throw the doors wide open to 
implementation of the record-breaking military programmes planned 
by Washington.

Such attempts have no prospect whatsoever of success, but they can 
undermine the possibility of agreement, to which our coimtry's peo
ples are looking forward, as are all peoples who desire a lasting peace 
and a serene, happy life.
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31. S ta tem en t by  th e  Chief N ego tia to r of th e  Threshold 
Test Ban an d  Peaceful Nuclear Explosions Treaties 
(S toessel) Before th e  House Committee on Foreign 
A ffairs: P roposals To Ban Nuclear Testing, February
26, 1985 1

In the interest of time, I will try and summarize parts of my 
prepared testimony which, certainly the initial part, is really historical 
as to how it came about that there was a negotiation for a Threshold 
Test Ban Treaty and how I was designated chairman of the delegation 
as Ambassador in Moscow. ̂

That treaty prohibiting tests which wovdd have a yield over 150 
kilotons seems to represent quite a step forward in the provisions and 
the protocol for the exchange of data about the geology of the test 
areas of each coimtry. This was the first time that such an agreement 
had been reached. As I say, it seemed to be a step forward.

That treaty provided for the negotiation of a subsequent Treaty on 
Peaceful Nuclear Negotiations [Explosions] ® to cover that aspect of 
the nuclear testing picture since it is impossible to differentiate be
tween a test for peaceful purposes and a weapons test. So it was felt 
that that had to be covered as well.

The negotiations for the peaceful nuclear explosion agreement began 
in the fall of 1974. They went on for some 18 months, and were very 
detailed and, certainly in my recollection, very arduous. Attention was 
focused on the details of the verification procedure, and it was provid
ed that, for group explosions of nuclear devices intended for peaceful 
purposes, there would be provision for onsite inspection. There would 
be arrangements made for observers to come to the test site with 
equipment including cameras, their own commimication equipment 
and so on to observe and verify the test, the yield of the test and so 
on.

This too, seemed to be a real breakthrough in our efforts to improve 
the verification procedure. It was really not expected that there would 
be very many group explosions of the type mentioned in the treaty. 
The United States did not have its own active peaceful nuclear explo
sion program, and the Soviets seemed to be limiting theirs to single 
explosions. In any case, the provisions for this onsite inspection which 
were very detailed, seemed to be a step forward.

We did feel at the time that the agreements which had been negoti
ated and the procedures for verification, exchange of information and 
so on were adequate to permit verification of the limits called for in

 ̂Proposals to Ban Nuclear Testing: Hearings and Markup Before the Committee on Foreign Affairs 
and its Subcommittee on Arms Control, International Security and Science . . on House Joint Resolution 
3, 99th Cong., 1st sess., pp. 55-57.

2 The text of the Treaty may be found in Documents on Disarmament, 1974, pp. 225-227.
3 Ibid., 1976, pp. 328-332.
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the agreements. As a negotiator, I felt that they were pretty good 
treaties at the time.

However, since those treaties were negotiated, and it is over 10 
years now since the Threshold Test Ban Treaty was negotiated, there 
have been developments which I think place these conclusions about 
the adequacy of the provisions for verification in doubt. There is 
continuing controversy regarding our ability to verify with sufficient 
accuracy the yields of nuclear explosions in the Soviet Union.

M r . B e r m a n . Could you repeat that, please?
Mr. S t o e s s e l . I said there is continuing controversy regarding our 

ability to verify with sufficient adequacy explosions taking place in 
the Soviet Union. I think the discussions we have had this afternoon 
indicated that. As Senator Kennedy said, one of the laboratories, 
Livermore, feels that we do have sufficient ability to verify; Los 
Alamos feels we do not. Some of the articles quoted by Congress
woman Boxer were to the effect that we can verify down to 1 kiloton, 
and there are many other scientists who would say, no, that is not 
true.

It seems that even though techniques and technology have pro
gressed, such progress has perhaps added to the complexity of this 
problem. There is this continuing controversy. Also there is a record of 
Soviet violations of the Threshold Test Ban Treaty and of other arms 
control agreements. The President said in his latest report to the 
Congress in February that Soviet activities for a number of nuclear 
tests constitute a likely violation of obligations under the test ban 
treaty.'*

So given the persistent controversy over verification technologies 
and the record of Soviet noncompliance, including noncompliance 
with provisions of the Threshold Test Ban Treaty, my own conclusion 
is that it would be desirable to provide for enhanced verification 
procedures in the Threshold Test Ban Treaty and the Peaceful Nuclear 
Explosions Treaty before they are ratified by the U.S. Senate.

Now the President suggested in his speech to the U.N. General 
Assembly last September that such enhancement could be in the form 
of onsite observation of nuclear explosions.® It is already provided for 
in the PNE Treaty in the case of group explosions, and the procedures 
which were worked out for those circumstances could be utilized for 
individual peaceful nuclear explosions as well as for nuclear weapon 
testing imder the Threshold Test Ban Treaty.

The observers operating under these procedures would have very 
specifically formulated tasks to perform. They would not, as General 
Secretary Chernenko asserted last October, merely dispassionately as
certain the fact of the explosion.® They would be able to determine 
yield and other characteristics of the explosions.

 ̂Document 12.
® Documents on Disarmament 1984, p. 692.
® Ibid., p. 733.
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Now, I understand that the U.S. administration has made proposals 
to the Soviet Union in this sense; the Soviets have not yet responded 
officially; I believe the administration should continue its efforts in 
this regard, since I do feel that ratification of the two treaties, and 
particularly the Threshold Test Ban Treaty, would be a positive and 
practical step forward in our endeavor to limit nuclear testing.

If ratification could be accomplished, the experience gained in the 
implementation of the agreed verification procedures under the TTBT 
and the PNE treaties could be useful in moving forward a comprehen
sive test ban. I do feel for the present, however, that the imcertainties 
about the verification technology and the Soviet record of violations 
make it unwise for us to proceed to bilateral or resiune trilateral 
negotiations for a comprehensive test ban treaty with the Soviet 
Union.

I thirJc we should focus in the near term on ways to improve 
verification. Also, work in this regard could be done in the Committee 
on Disarmament, which operates in Geneva. There is a working group 
on verification procedures which has not been active for the last year. 
It would be desirable for that group, in a multilateral forum, to 
continue its work on verification.

I feel that a comprehensive test ban should remain a goal, but that 
in the period before that can be achieved, weapons testing should 
continue within the limits set in the TTBT.

I do feel that testing will be necessary to ensure the credibility of 
our nuclear deterrent, to assure the viability of the weapons which are 
already in the stockpile as well as conducting tests for a new and 
smaller warhead to be associated with the single warhead, mobile, 
intercontinental ballistic missile called the Midgetman. The latter 
weapon is intended as a contribution to the stability of the strategic 
equation and it is possible that other weapons testing directed at the 
same objective may be required.

We can hope that negotiations with the Soviets can result in a 
radical reduction of offensive nuclear weapons, and if current research 
in both the United States and the Soviet Union can in time make 
effective nonnuclear defensive forces practical, then one can envisage 
an environment in which a complete cessation of nuclear testing 
would be entirely rational. Such a step would fit in with the ultimate 
objective of the elimination of both offensive and defensive nuclear 
arsenals.

Developments of this kind take time to mature. In the interim, and 
assuming a functioning threshold test ban regime, it might be possible 
to envisage a further limitation of nuclear testing through establishing 
quotas for the number of tests to be conducted by both sides. Such a 
system would operate to preserve the credibility of the deterrent and 
would at the same time be another move in the direction of a cessa
tion of testing.
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32. N ew s in terv iew  of N ew  Z ealand  Prime Minister 
Lange: Nuclear Policy [Extract], February  26, 1985 ^

Lane. Mr. Lange, according to the Australian press, you are a reluc
tant advocate of a nuclear-free New Zealand and that that policy has 
been forced on you by the party. Is that true?

Lange. No.
Lane. Well, now, could you tell me what your personal views are?
Lange. I am a person who has, as I have said . . . when you have 

been (?moving in) politics for about 8 years, you tend to lose some of 
the fringe issues that might have motivated your entrance into the 
theater of politics. But there are some convictions that bum, and one 
of them is that I am opposed to nuclear weaponry. The references to 
being unwilling or reluctant come from the argument which went on 
and on about nuclear propulsion. Because, you see, I do not conceive 
that there is some inevitability that all nuclear technology has to be 
evil. Some of it, I think, can be good. But I can draw a distinction 
between nuclear development which is good and constructive and 
nuclear development which is designed to explode with the awesome 
effects. Weapons per se, I think, are wrong. Nuclear weapons are 
wrong. So that you end up looking at the argimient again. That is the 
case that we went through, and the simple fact is that nuclear-pow- 
ered vessels are also nuclear-capable and the argument became aca
demic.

Lane. Are you surprised at the level of public support that you 
have, particularly for a controversial policy like the ban on nuclear
armed ships? I ask that because in Australia it would be highly 
improbable that any prime minister who took the position that you 
have would get the support of the majority of the people. What I am 
trying to get at is why New Zealanders are different from Australians 
on this issue.

Lange. Well, we are absolutely opposite to you. The people here 
tend by a majority of about three to one to support this particular 
policy. And it is the policy which has a heavy level of support in the 
reverse in Australia. New Zealanders do not see having nuclear weap
ons in or around our country as enhancing our security. They see that 
as a potential threat to our security. It says something about us as a 
country that we have, maybe an imreal, but I think, a proper sense of 
remoteness from specific threat, and we do not pretend or sense 
ourselves as being, if you like, a major power in any physical sense, 
whereas, Australia, which has a different track, different history of 
defense development, is of course a coimtry which is large. It is 
enormous. It has a sense of a mediimi-size power and, I believe, that 
its people equate the level of armament as somehow reflecting their

 ̂Melbourne Overseas Service in English, February 26, 1985; FBIS Daily Report, Febru
ary 27, 1985, pp. M5-M6. This is from '"Australian Insight" program moderated by 
Margaret JoUow. Mr. Lange was talking via satellite to Terry Lane.
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perception of their scale. And I can imderstand why the Australians 
embrace that. If you take the argument fiu*ther abroad, you know, if 
New Zealand was placed a bus trip away from a bristling Soviet 
missile site and it was targeted on them, then the New Zealanders 
might have a different feel about security and insecurity. But there is 
no doubt whatever that our policy has received, not only in the 
endorsement of the general election, but constant public support ever 
since. . . .

33. S ta tem en t by  th e  Soviet Union: A llegations of Non- 
com pliance With Arms Control A greem en ts , February
27, 1985 1

A few days ago the USSR Embassy in Washington made a represen
tation to the U.S. Department of State in connection with a slanderous 
campaign set off in the United States by another '̂ report'' of the 
administration to U.S. Congress, which alleged ^Violations'' by the 
Soviet Union of its international obligations.^ The unsubstantiated and 
groimdless charges contained in the White House ''report" have been 
categorically rejected.

The American side has neither moral, nor formal right whatsoever 
to pose as a guardian of agreements, since its record of disregard for 
them in recent years has been a component of the U.S. policies and 
practices.

1. It is not for the first time that Washington, using all kinds of 
inventions, is attempting to cast aspersions on the consistent peace- 
loving policy of the USSR, to ascribe to the Soviet side nonexistent 
"violations" and "omissions" regarding compliance with arms limita
tion agreements. Such unseemly actions by the United States have 
already been properly characterized, in particular, in the Soviet aide- 
memoire published on January 30 ® and in the TASS statement of 
October 21, 1984.“̂ This new propaganda move by Washington dem
onstrates yet again that the U.S. Administration has been inventing 
"accusations" against Soviet policy to distract the attention of public 
opinion from imprecedented military programmes it is pxu-suing, from 
its policy of disrupting the system of arms limitations and measures to 
strengthen international security, the building of which took so many 
years.

 ̂Moscow TASS in English, February 27, 1985; FBIS Daily Report, February 27, 1985, 
vol. in, pp. AA2-AA5.

2 Document 12.
® Documents on Disarmament, 1984, pp. 48-53.
 ̂The Current Digest of the Soviet Press, vol. XXXVI, No. 42, pp. 4, 31; Pravda and Izvestiya, 

October 21, 1984, p. 4
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2. The Washington talk of alleged Soviet ^Violations" is intended to 
camouflage the fact that the United States long ago set about to 
undermine the 1972 treaty on the limitation of Anti-Ballistic Missile 
Systems—a most important instrument of unlimited duration which 
made it possible to conclude the 1972 Interim Agreement on certain 
measures with respect to the limitation of strategic offensive arms ® as 
well as the SALT-2 Treaty.® This intention was, in fact, officially 
disclosed in connection with the announcement of '̂ star wars'' pro
gramme calling for the establishment of a large-scale ABM system 
with space-based elements, which is prohibited by the 1972 Treaty.

Things have gone beyond mere statements. In direct contravention 
to the clear provisions of the 1972 Treaty, the United States has 
proceeded full speed to developing mobile ABM radars, testing of the 
Minuteman type missiles for giving them ABM capabilities, develop
ing multiple type warheads for ABM missiles, and deploying the 
'Tave Paws'' radars to provide radar support for anti-ballistic missile 
defense of a greater part of the U.S. territory, and so forth.

Major industrial corporations and research centres in the United 
States are being involved in the plans for militarizing outer space. 
Enormous resources—26 billion dollars— ĥave been earmarked for 
these purposes. This is only a begiiming. Total outlays for implement
ing the plans of an arms race in space strike weapons are to exceed 
one trillion dollars.

Washington can hardly fail to understand that carrying out the 
programme of a large-scale ABM system with space-based elements 
would inevitably result in an imcontrolled arms race in every direc
tion, make limitations, let alone reductions, of strategic offensive arms 
impossible, and would dramatically heighten the risk of nuclear war. 
In spite of this they stubbornly refuse to iabandon the scheduled 
programmes, seeking to make them irreversible in order to deny the 
U.S. leaders freedom of choice for the decades to come. They would 
also like to impose the current diplomacy of force and the policy of 
militarism and arms race on the futxire generations.

What is more, attempts are also being made to involve the West 
European allies of the USA in the space adventiu-e. Coimting primarily 
on the support of Bonn, a front of proponents of transforming outer 
space into a springboard for aggression is being knocked together. This 
is how the NATO's imity and solidarity are seen in Washington. This 
is a far cry from vital interests of the peoples, including those of the 
countries which are allies of the United States.

3. The sole purpose of declarations by American representatives to 
the effect that strike weapons are defensive arms is to deceive people, 
conceal the desire to achieve military superiority, to obtain a possibili
ty for delivering a nuclear strike with impunity. The futility of such

® The ABM Treaty and Interim Agreement may be found in Documenk on Disarmament,
1972, pp. 197 ff.

1979, pp. 189 ff.
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plans in no way makes them less dangerous. And this should be 
clearly seen in order to preclude the irreparable.

It is not an accident that attempts are being made on the American 
side to shake loose in some way or other and then to wreck the ABM 
treaty which is of unlimited duration. No doubt, it is an obstacle to 
militarizing outer space, it stands in the way of those who are set on 
this inhuman and immoral task. By its attacks on the treaty Washing
ton is seeking to torpedo the process of nuclear arms limitation and 
reduction altogether.

It is a firm stand of the Soviet Union that the ABM Treaty should 
remain fully valid. This is the premise from which it proceeds in its 
practical actions. It is a fact that no amount of slander can disprove.

4. As to the SALT-2 Treaty, Washington has refused to ratify that 
document altogether and has actually wrecked it, which in itself is a 
gross violation of imiversally recognized international norms. This 
action of the present administration is an affront to the entire world 
public opinion which highly appraised the SALT-2 Treaty and rightly 
hoped that its entry into force would pave the way towards new 
effective agreements aimed at halting the arms race and reducing the 
threat of war.

Washington would not reckon with the interests of the peoples. 
And what is more, it has become clear now that its statements of 
intention to ^̂ refrain from actions" undermining the SALT-2 Treaty 
were made but for the sake of form. The actual plan was different—to 
circumvent the limitations established by the Treaty, attempt to upset 
the parity recorded in it and obtain military advantage.

This has found its crudest and outrageous expression in the decision 
to start the deployment of new U.S. nuclear missiles in some NATO 
countries. The Pershing-2 and groimd-laimched cruise missiles which 
are being deployed in Western Europe are strategic weapons. More 
than that, they are first strike systems. This is how Washington treats 
the obligations it assumed to limit offensive nuclear arms.

And it is by far not the only example of the U.S. side trying to 
dromivent or, in other words, violate the agreed provisions. It is also 
done through direct participation by the United States in building up 
and improving nuclear missile systems of some NATO coimtries both 
through the transfer of such systems or their components and through 
providing technological information.

During the SALT-2 negotiations the U.S. side, like the Soviet side, 
acknowledged the need for limitations on long-range cruise missiles. 
Later, however, the U.S. started massive deployment of this dangerous 
new kind of strategic offensive arms and refused to impose any limita
tions on such cruise missiles.

5. Washington's true attitude to the obligations resulting from the 
SALT-2 Treaty is also revealed in the fact that the draft defense 
budget for the fiscal year 1986 just submitted to Congress by the 
administration lays down plans for deploying strategic offensive 
weapons which, if implemented, would mean a radical U.S. break-out

Document 33



SOVIET STATEMENT, FEBRUARY 27 137

of the treaty limitations on ballistic missiles with multiple independ
ently targetable reentry vehicles. They are trying to lecture others on 
the need to comply with international obligations while themselves 
actually preparing for yet another flagrant violation.

6. Another example is the 1974 Treaty on the Limitation of Under- 
groimd Nuclear Weapon Tests. The same line is evident here. The 
U.S. did sign the Treaty but has been refusing to ratify it for eleven 
years now. The reason is simple: Washington obviously does not wish 
to put into effect the clear-cut and effective system of verification of 
the yields of tests which is provided for in the Treaty. Indeed, such 
verification would become an obstacle for the Pentagon in carrying 
out tests of ever new nuclear devices which more often than not are 
accompanied by breaches of the agreed threshold of explosive yields 
and, in some cases, by ejections of radioactive substances into the 
atmosphere. In short, the United States refuses— îmder all sorts of 
contrived pretexts—to ratify the 1974 Treaty, in order to avoid abiding 
by the constraints placed on underground nuclear explosions. In doing 
so, it also blocks the resumption of negotiations on a complete and 
general nuclear weapon test ban which are clearly and unambiguously 
mandated by the Treaty.

7. An enormous threat to maiJdnd is posed by such barbarous 
weapons of mass destruction as chemical weapons. The international 
community has outlawed chemical warfare in the 1925 Geneva Proto
col ® which has been strictly complied with in its entirety by the 
Soviet Union—one of the first to accede to that instrument. It took the 
United States fifty years just to ratify the Geneva Protocol. In the 
meantime, U.S.-made chemical agents have killed and maimed thou
sands upon thousands of people in Indochina and have caused irrep
arable damage to the environment of that region. Many U.S. service
men have also suffered from the chemical warfare conducted by the 
Pentagon in South East Asia at the orders of the administration.

Now again, while portraying itself a proponent of a ban on chemical 
weapons the United States is obstructing an international agreement in 
that regard. In the meantime chemical weapons are supplied to bands 
invading Afghanistan, and America is poised for chemical rearmament. 
Here again there is a clear contradiction between words and deeds, 
between U.S. obligations and Washington's practical actions aimed at 
grossly violating and circumventing those obligations.

8. The USA has affixed its signature to the Helsinki Final Act.® 
Along with other states it has solenmly committed itself to promoting 
the cause of European peace and security, of bringing the European 
states closer together and enhancing their cooperation, as well as of

 ̂I.e., the Threshold Test Ban Treaty. For the text, see Documents on Disarmament, 1974, 
225~22>7.

® The text of the Protocol may be found ibid., 1969, pp. 764-765.
® The arms control portion of the Final Act may be found ibid., 1975, pp. 304-308. For 

the complete text, see Department of State Bulletin, September 1, 1975, pp. 323-350.
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deepening, developing and consolidating the process of detente on the 
continent.

What, however, has been the actual U.S. policy with regard to 
European affairs? Whipping up military tensions in Europe, deploying 
new first strike nuclear weapons in the region, trying to question the 
existing European realities, to disrupt and impede the normal course of 
trade, economic, scientific and cultural cooperation in the region—such 
is the U.S. ^'contribution" to the development of the Helsinki process. 
Here again, the USA professes one thing but does something entirely 
different in flagrant violation of its commitments.

9. The above facts, the list of which could be continued, cannot but 
raise the question, and a major and principled one at that, as to 
Washington's good faith as regards the international obligations as
sumed.

The Soviet side has repeatedly drawn the attention of the U.S. 
Administration to the above-mentioned facts as well as to relating 
specific issues.

So far the U.S. side has provided no articulate answer to the ques
tions raised. The publication of voliuninous ''reports'' containing falsi
fications of the other side's policy caimot justify avoiding these issues.

The issues regarding compliance with the existing agreements on the 
limitation of strategic arms, if approached seriously, as the Soviet 
Union does, should be discussed not for the sake of dubious propa
ganda effects, but exclusively with a view of ensuring the normal 
fimctioning of these agreements and accords. The Soviet-American 
Standing Consultative Commission was established, as is known, to 
provide a mechanism for this purpose. The Soviet side in the Commis
sion proceeds from the above-mentioned purpose, while the U.S. side 
takes a different approach, one devoid of elementary decency.

The Soviet Union strictly complies with its international obligations 
and the entire world knows it. No one will succeed in impairing the 
high prestige of the Soviet Union's policy.

10. One cannot but be put on guard by the fact that the U.S. side is 
resorting to such unseemly tactics just as the negotiations on nuclear 
and space weapons are about to start in Geneva, with the clear intent 
to poison from the outset the atmosphere surroimding those talks, to 
hamper businesslike and constructive consideration of the issues to be 
resolved.

If some in Washington believe that propaganda ploys can help shirk 
responsibility for the poor state of Soviet-American relations, for the 
lack of progress in limiting arms and reducing the threat of war, such 
beliefs are groundless. The United States will be well advised to give 
up the practice of violating the obligations assumed, and to turn its 
efforts to curbing the arms race.

This is required by the Soviet-American agreement on holding the 
negotiations in Geneva, and this agreement should be strictly imple
mented in all its components. The U.S. side should be no less interest
ed in a positive outcome of the negotiations than the Soviet side.
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The Soviet Union is ready to seek at the negotiations radical solu
tions which would prevent the arms race from spreading into outer 
space and would lead to its cessation on earth. A potential for resolv
ing these tasks exists. It will take political will, readiness for reasona
ble compromises and a genuine desire to see stability and peace 
strengthened.

34. S ta tem ent by  the  S trategic D efense Initiative O rgan i
zation  Director (A braham son) Before th e  House De
fense  Policy Panel: Arms Control and  the  Research 
and  Technology Program  [Extract], February 27, 
1985 1

• • • • • • •

The U.S. ciurently faces an imbalance in strategic offensive force 
capability and a much greater imbalance in deployed defensive capa
bility.

The Soviets have spent roughly as much on defense as they have on 
significantly expanding their offensive force capability. In addition, 
they have a substantial defensive research program exploring many of 
the same technologies covered by SDL In an attempt to avoid such 
conditions, we have entered into treaties and agreements that limit 
both deployed forces and development and demonstration activities 
that provide a posture for either side to break out of the agreement 
and quickly gain a significant advantage.

How to limit development and demonstration has been one of the 
thorruest problems. Clearly, these limits are largely driven by our 
ability to verify compliance. To be verifiable, research must (1) emerge 
from the laboratory; (2) be clearly associated with the applications that 
are subject to control, not only to avoid ambiguity, but also to avoid 
imwarranted constraint on technology base developments that are ap
plicable to a broad range of DoD problems; and (3) be observable in 
testing by sources that would enhance the confidence of the nation 
seeking verification. These limits were carefully crafted in the ABM 
Treaty  ̂ for the class of weapons being limited. In addition, a require
ment was included to discuss weapons based on new physical princi
ples when they reached certain levels of development. A forum for 
such discussions was established. Any negotiations of additional limits 
on development and demonstration of new weapon forms could only 
take place after their development was mature enough that the negoti
ated controls would be verifiable.

 ̂ The M X Missile and the Stratenc Defense InitiaHve— Their Implications on Arms Control Negotia- 
tions: Hearings Before the Defense Polio/ Panel of the Committee on Armed Services. . . .  pp. 8-9.

2 For the text of the Treaty, see Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 197-201.
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These conditions gave new emphasis in arriving at definitions of the 
various activities in research and development that were acceptable to 
both sides. The definition of such words and phrases as ^'develop
ment" and ^'testing in the ABM mode/' were difficult points of nego
tiation. The fact that we were not totally successful is reflected in the 
points of contention on compliance that are raised from time to time. 
Nevertheless, we have a commitment that we have worked with and 
complied with for over a decade, and we understand its strengths and 
weaknesses.

I have made this statement earlier but it is worth repeating for 
emphasis:

We are conducting the research and technology program of the SDI 
in compliance with the ABM Treaty.

Further, as a research program, the SDI is not a weapons develop
ment program, nor is it a program with preconceived notions of what 
a potential defensive system against ballistic missiles should entail. 
Emphasis in the program is being given to nonnuclear weapons for 
defense. The defense that might evolve from the SDI will not be 
intended to defend only our strategic weapons systems, nor should it 
lead to an arms competition in space. In general terms, we are consid
ering ways to defend both ourselves and oiu* Allies against the ballistic 
missile threat. As the work moves ahead, we will continue to hold 
extensive discussions with our Allies. It is a research program designed 
to answer a nimiber of scientific and engineering questions that must 
be addressed before the promise of new technologies can be fully 
assessed. An appreciation of these tenets is essential to an understand
ing of the SDI.

Finally, I want to observe that since the Government is currently 
preparing for the upcoming round of negotiations, it would be im
proper for me to speculate about the U.S. position. I do feel confident 
that the U.S. position is sound and has always had elements of 
flexibility. This does not represent a change. It does represent an 
opportimity for some progress if the Soviets will join us in this 
activity with the same measure of flexibility. Given the complexity of 
the arms negotiations, we are prepared to move forward in the areas 
identified. We will give due consideration to any proposal the Soviets 
wish to make. But, for our part, the U.S. stands committed to pursue 
the SDI research program for the reasons we have already discussed in 
detail.
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35. R esponses by  th e  S trategic D efense Initiative O rgan i
zation  Director (A braham son) to  Q uestions Submitted 
by  th e  House D efense Policy Panel: Relationship of 
th e  S trategic D efense Initiative to  an  A ntisatellite  
T reaty  an d  th e  Antiballistic Missile T reaty  [Extract], 
F ebruary  27J  985 ^

SDI-ASAT

Question: Does the survivability of an SDI system depend on an 
AS AT Treaty?

Answer: The survivability of an SDI system cannot rest on an 
AS AT Treaty, especially when a comprehensive ban on ASATs would 
be impossible to verify.

While it might be possible to agree to selected limits on specific 
types of space systems or activities in space, we must concern our
selves in SDI research with the threat posed by current and projected 
Soviet ASAT capabilities and provide defensive options that can 
counter such capabilities, independent of potential ASAT restrictions.

Question: Would an ASAT Treaty now be a desirable hedge against 
future Soviet threats to an SDI system, even if we later decided to 
equip our satellites and SDI assets with maneuver or defensive capa
bilities?

Answer: No, an ASAT Treaty now would not be a useful hedge 
against future Soviet threats to an SDI system. Much more work 
needs to be done in the U.S. ASAT program and in the SDI research 
and technology program before the impact of an ASAT Treaty could 
be fully understood, but it would appear that potential ASAT restric
tions would be too limited to have major application to an SDI 
system.

Question: If we reject an ASAT settlement now, does that imply a 
less than candid attitude on oiu* part toward the development of a 
survivable Soviet space-based strategic defense?

Answer: No, not at all. We are prepared to work in cooperation 
with the Soviet Union toward the establishment on both sides of a 
survivable strategic defense.

SDI-ABM T r e a t y

Question: The ABM Treaty of 1972 prohibits development, testing 
and deployment of sea-based, air-based, space-based and mobile land- 
based systems. It allows development and testing of fixed land-based 
systems and for their limited deployment.^

 ̂ The M X Missile and the Strategic Defense Initiative— Their Implication on Arms Control Negotia
tions—Hearings Before the Defense Policy Panel of the Committee on Armed Services. . . pp. 3^39.

2 The text of the Treaty may be found in Documenb on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 197-201.
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Under SDI, interest seems to be focused primarily on space-based 
and fixed land-based alternatives. Although imrestricted deployment 
would not be permitted in either case, testing of fixed land-based 
systems might take place within agreed test ranges. Space-based sys
tems may not be developed or tested in either case. Research, however, 
would be permitted in both cases.

What definition does the Administration employ to demarcate be
tween '̂research'' (which would be permitted imder the ABM Treaty) 
and '"development" or "testing" (which wotdd not be permitted)?

Answer: The Administration definition of these terms is provided 
by the negotiating record of the ABM Treaty which was simimarized 
in testimony before the Senate Armed Services Committee in 1972 by 
Gerard Smith, the U.S. negotiator of that treaty, as follows: "The 
prohibitions on development contained in the ABM Treaty would 
start at that part of the development process where field testing is 
initiated on either a prototype or breadboard model. It was understood 
by both sides that the prohibition on 'development' applies to activi
ties involved after a component moves from the laboratory develop
ment and testing stage to the field testing stage, wherever per
formed." ®

Question: At what specific stages in the SDI program will the 
United States be faced with withdrawing from the ABM Treaty or 
successfully negotiating a change to the treaty with the Soviets?

Answer: Because SDI is a program of research that is not prohibited 
by the ABM Treaty, we do not envisage any need in the immediate 
future to address this issue. By the early 1990s, we would hope to be 
in a position to make an informed decision on whether to proceed 
with system development. The SDI research program will be consist
ent with all U.S. treaty obligations, including the ABM Treaty.

Question: Assimiing the Soviets refuse to negotiate the requisite 
changes, what impact will the restrictions in the treaty have on the 
SDI program as currently envisioned?

Answer: Once again, we envisage no near-term implications for the 
SDI program since it is one confined exclusively to research activities 
sanctioned under the provisions of the ABM Treaty.

Question: Which aspects of the SDI program could be completed 
without a change to the ABM Treaty?

Answer: There are no impediments in bringing the entire SDI pro
gram to a conclusion within the terms of the ABM Treaty.

VIOLATION OF THE ABM TREATY OCCURRENCE

Question: With regard to the current SDI program plans, when 
would the first violation of the ABM Treaty occur? Please indicate the 
date of the first definite violation and the date of the first possible

® Military Implications of the Treaty on the Limitation of Anti-Ballistic Missile Systems and the 
Interim Agreement on Limitation of Strategic Offensive Arms: Hearing Before the Committee on Armed 
Services, United States Senate, Ninety-second Session, p. 377. (July 18, 1972)
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violation. Also indicate the nature of the test and of the likely possible 
violation.

Answer: The current SDl is a research and technology program. All 
planned tests and experiments are compliant with the ABM Treaty.

36. Report by  Secretary  o f D efense W einberger to  th e  
Congress: The Potential Effects o f Nuclear W ar on th e  
Climate [Extract], March 1985 ^

e •  e •  e •  •

2. Summary Observations on the Current Appreciation of the Technical Issues

The Department of Defense recognizes the importance of improving 
our understanding of the technical imderpinnings of the hypothesis 
which asserts, in its most rudimentary form, that if sufficient material, 
smoke, and dust are created by nuclear explosions, lofted to sufficient 
altitude, and were to remain at that altitude for protracted periods, 
deleterious effects would occur with regard to the earth's climate.

We have very little confidence in the near-term ability to predict 
this phenomenon quantitatively, either in terms of the amount of 
simlight obscured and the related temperature changes, the period of 
time such consequences may persist, or of the levels of nuclear attacks 
which might iiutiate such consequences. We do not know whether the 
long-term consequences of a nuclear war—of whatever magnitude— 
would be the often postulated months of subfreezing temperatures, or 
a considerably less severely perturbed atmosphere. Even with widely 
ranging and impredictable weather, the destructiveness for himian 
survival of the less severe climatic effects might be of a scale similar to 
the other horrors associated with nuclear war. As the Defense Science 
Board Task Force on Atmospheric Obscuration foimd in their interim 
report:

The uncertainties here range, in our view, all the way between 
the two extremes, with the possibility that there are no long-term 
climatic effects no more excluded by what we know now than are 
the scenarios that predict months of sub-freezing temperatures.

These observations are consistent with the findings in the NAS 
report, summarized earlier in this report. We believe the NAS report 
has been especially useful in highlighting the assumptions and the 
considerable uncertainty that dominate the calculations of atmospheric 
response to nuclear war. While other authors have mentioned these 
uncertainties, the NAS report has gone to considerable length to place 
them in a context which improves imderstanding of their impact.

1 ACDA files.
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We agree that considerable additional research needs to be done to 
understand better the effects of nuclear war on the atmosphere, and 
we support the IRP as a means of advancing that objective. However, 
we do not expect that reliable results will be rapidly forthcoming. As a 
consequence, we are faced with a high degree of uncertainty, which 
will persist for some time.

Finally, in view of the present and prospective uncertainties in these 
climatic predictions, we do not believe that it is possible at this time 
to draw competent conclusions on their biological consequences, 
beyond a general observation similar to that in the NAS report: if the 
climatic effect is severe, the impact on the surviving population and 
on the biosphere could be correspondingly severe.

37. Report by  President R eagan  on Continuing th e  Acqui
sition of the  P eacek eep er (MX) Missile: Executive 
Summ ary Conclusions, March 4, 1985 ^

Conclusions

The President's report documents his review of the Peacekeeper 
program requested in the 1985 Department of Defense Authorization 
Act-  ̂ The President has concluded that further acquisition of oper
ational Peacekeeper missiles is in the national security interests of the 
United States and is consistent with United States arms control policy. 
The President has reviewed the effect of the acquisition and deploy
ment of Peacekeeper missiles on the vulnerability of the U.S. land- 
based intercontinental ballistic missile force and foimd that the recom
mendations of the Scowcroft Commission remain valid.

The President's review also concludes that the continued efforts of 
the Soviets to expand their strategic forces has heightened the military 
need for the Peacekeeper missile. The Report also notes that Peace
keeper production and deployment is closely related to our chances of 
achieving significant reductions in nuclear arsenals in Geneva. It notes 
that should the Congress decide to terminate the Peacekeeper produc
tion and deployment program during the negotiations, the Soviets' 
long-term efforts to reduce U.S. strength without meaningful negotiat
ing and without having to make equitable concessions of their own 
would be realized in considerable measure. Finally, the Report con
cludes that Peacekeeper deployment in existing silos is essential to 
enhance deterrence and to maintaining crucial options for restoring the

 ̂ The President's Report on Continuing the Acquisition of the Peacekeeper (MX) Missile: Executive 
Summary, March 1985.

2 P.L. 98-525, Sec. 110(a), (b), and (e).
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survivability of land-based ICBMs in a cost-effective manner in the 
years ahead.

In re-endorsing the Scowcroft recommendations the President 
strongly recommends that production and deployment of the Peace
keeper missile continue as planned in parallel with development of a 
new small ICBM.

38. Letter From P resident R eagan  to  the  Congress: Nucle
a r  C ooperation  With th e  European Atomic Energy 
Community, March 4, 1985 ^

The United States has been engaged in nuclear cooperation with the 
European Commimity for many years. This cooperation was initiated 
imder agreements concluded over two decades ago between the United 
States and the European Atomic Energy Commimity (EURATOM) 
which extend imtil December 31, 1995.  ̂ Since the inception of this 
cooperation, the Commimity 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 the 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, if EURATOM agreed to negotiations concerning our cooperation 
agreement, which it did.

The law provides that nuclear cooperation with EURATOM can be 
extended on an annual basis after March 10, 1980, upon determination 
by the President that failure to cooperate would seriously prejudice 
the achievement of United States non-proliferation objectives or oth
erwise jeopardize the common defense and security and after notifica
tion to the Congress, President Carter made such a determination five 
years ago and signed Executive Order 12193, permitting continued 
nuclear cooperation with EURATOM until March 10, 1981.'* I made 
such determinations in 1981,  ̂ 1982,® 1983 and 1984 and signed 
Executive Orders 12295, 12351, 12409 and 12463, permitting continued 
nuclear cooperation through March 10, 1985.

 ̂ Weekly Compilation of PresidenHal Documents, March 11, 1985, pp. 255-256. The letter was 
addressed to the Speaker of the House (O'Neill) and the President of the Senate (Bush).

2 9 UST 1116, 10 UST 75, 11 UST 2589; TIAS 4091, 4173, 4650.
® See Documents on Disarmament, 1978, pp. 118-184.

1980, p. 39.
® Cf. ibid., 1981, pp. 69-70.
» Cf. ibid., 1982, pp. 105-107.
’ Cf. ibid., 1983, pp. 159-160.
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In addition to numerous informal contacts, the United States has 
engaged in six rounds of talks with EURATOM regarding the renego
tiation of the U.S.-EURATOM agreements for cooperation. These 
were conducted in November 1978, September 1979, April 1980, Janu
ary 1982, November 1983 and March 1984. The European Community 
is now considering U.S. proposals relating to our cooperation agree
ments, and further progress in the talks is anticipated this year.

I believe that it is essential that cooperation between the United 
States and the Community continue and, likewise, that we work 
closely with our Allies to counter the threat of nuclear explosives 
proliferation. 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 
relationships. Accordingly, I have determined that failure to continue 
peaceful nuclear cooperation with EURATOM would be seriously 
prejudicial to the achievement of United States non-proliferation ob
jectives 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, 1985.S

39. S ta tem en t by  N ew  Z ea land  Prime M inister Lange to  
th e  C onference on D isarm am ent: Nuclear W eapons, 
Nuclear Free Zones, an d  C om prehensive Test Ban, 
March 5, 1985 ^

I am honoured to have the opportimity to speak to the Conference 
on Disarmament. New Zealand follows the work of the Conference 
closely. We recognize the heavy responsibility which the Conference 
bears as the single multilateral forum for negotiating arms control 
agreements. The Conference and those who participate in it have been 
given a imique mandate to resolve the most vital issue of our time.

I am here today because it is my unfaltering conviction that coun
tries which are not nuclear Powers have a right and a responsibility to 
make every effort to bring the nuclear-arms race to a peaceful end. 
New Zealand is a small country and remote but if there should be 
nuclear war the mutual destruction that the nuclear-weapon States 
wreak upon themselves will surely destroy New Zealand and the rest 
of the world as well. Ours is an island coimtry. But it would not be a 
sanctuary.

® The President signed Executive Order 12506 on the same day.
1 CD/PV.296, pp. 10-16.
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I believe that in our common humanity there is sufficient commimi- 
ty of interest for the nuclear Powers and all other States to negotiate 
real and lasting arms control and arms reduction agreements.

I want to emphasize New Zealand^s thoroughgoing commitment to 
real measures of disarmament and arms control. It is otir deepest hope 
that the parties to the comprehensive arms negotiations which begin 
in this city next week will reach genuine agreements on reductions in 
nuclear weapons, leading in the end to the complete elimination of 
nuclear weapons.

The Government of New Zealand rejects the false logic of escalation 
which has brought the nuclear Powers to arm themselves with weap
ons more than enough to destroy them and all the rest of us. We 
acknowledge and accept the principle that there can be no significant 
measures of arms control imless the security of all parties is main
tained. New Zealand is not an advocate of any measure of arms 
control which concedes the advantage to one side or the other. Any 
serious arms control measure must enhance security, not diminish it.

It is in this context that New Zealand, not itself a nuclear Power, 
has applied a limited measure of arms control—the exclusion of nucle
ar weapons from New Zealand. That action has been misimderstood, 
and I should like today to correct any misunderstandings. What we 
are doing has sometimes been misinterpreted. I intend here to place 
our action in its true context. The measure of arms control which New 
Zealand has been able to implement is in complete accordance with 
the principles which must govern all arms control negotiations if they 
are to succeed.

New Zealand is a fortimate coimtry. It faces no external threat to its 
security. The possibility of intrusion by outside interests into the 
South Pacific is best met at this time by economic and social develop
ment and by friendly association within the region. New Zealand has 
pursued those objectives in the South Pacific. We shall, if we are able, 
continue to pursue those objectives.

The security of the South Pacific is neither directly threatened by 
nuclear confrontation nor is it guaranteed by nuclear weapons. New 
Zealand would betray its own best interests and the interests of the 
region if it played any part in allowing a nuclear confrontation to 
develop. That would be to acquiesce in the process of escalation which 
has already brought us all to the brink of the precipice.

New Zealand has chosen to resist that process of escalation. Two 
factors have guided its course of action. The first is the longstanding 
public concern in New Zealand about nuclear weapons. The testing of 
nuclear weapons by France at Mururoa Atoll has been strongly resent
ed in the South Pacific region for many years. Concern about nuclear 
weapons has long been a public issue in New Zealand and was dem
onstrated again in last year's General Election. That concern compels 
action by the New Zealand Government.

The second factor which enables New Zealand to exclude all nuclear 
weapons from its territory is the fact that New Zealand is not, and has
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never been, part of a global or regional nuclear strategy. No nuclear 
weapons have ever been based or stored in New Zealand. New Zea
land has not assisted and does not assist in any system of strategic 
nuclear defence. The ANZUS alliance, of which New Zealand forms 
part, has no formal command structure and imposes no specific mili
tary obligations on its members. It is a regional alliance which depends 
on self-reliance and respects the integrity of each member in the 
formulation of its foreign policy. New Zealand ŝ exclusion of nuclear 
weapons from its soil and from its harbours means in practice the 
exclusion of the tactical nuclear weapons which were occasionally 
brought to New Zealand in the vessels of our friends and allies. Our 
perception is that this action of ours has not altered in any way the 
global nuclear balance which will be weighed in this city next week.

Let me make it plain to this Conference that New Zealand is not 
half-hearted in its coiirse. When we exclude nuclear weapons from 
New Zealand, we exclude the possibility of a nuclear defence of New 
Zealand. We do not ask to be defended by the nuclear weapons we 
exclude and we do not ask any nuclear Power to deter any enemy of 
New Zealand by the threatened use of nuclear weapons against that 
enemy. Any such proposition is not relevant to the strategic circvim- 
stances of the South Pacific and to introduce it would be to submit to 
the compulsive competitiveness which has characterized and sustained 
the arms race.

New Zealand is a member of the ANZUS alliance because we see its 
usefulness as a conventional alliance to us and to our region. It is a 
useful means of interaction among the conventional forces of three 
countries of broadly similar outlook and interest in the region. If that 
were not the case, if AN2XJS were ptirely a nuclear alliance, then there 
would be no point in New Zealand staying in it. It is clearly valuable 
as a conventional alliance. New Zealand remains willing and able to 
contribute to conventional defence relationships. That contribution has 
been substantial in the past and will not willingly be diminished in 
the future.

New Zealand is committed to those values of democracy, freedom, 
justice and the pursuit of individual liberty, which characterize the 
membership of ANZUS and the wider Western community of nations. 
We are not, by our actions, moving towards a position of non-align- 
ment or neutrality. Nor, I repeat, has there been any change in our 
position that disarmament and arms control measures must not be a 
submission of one side to the other but must enhance the seciuity of 
all parties equally.

New Zealand ŝ strategic circimistances are such that it can imple
ment a measure of nuclear arms control which positively diminishes 
the possibility of nuclear conflict in or near New Zealand while in no 
way disturbing the global nuclear balance. New Zealand is fortunate 
in that. The action we have taken may not be taken so easily else
where. We in New Zealand understand that. It would be unfortimate 
if others failed to place New Zealand ŝ action in its true context as a
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serious and responsible measure of arms control and one that will 
enhance our security and that of our region.

In this coimection. New Zealand has given its full support to the 
proposal adopted by the South Pacific Forum, on the initiative of 
Australia, for the establishment of a South Pacific Nuclear Free Zone.

At their meeting in Tuvalu in August last year, the Heads of Gov
ernment of Fonun countries spelt out the principles which will be 
applied in constructing such a Zone:

—There should be no use, testing or stationing of nuclear devices 
in the South Pacific.

— N̂o South Pacific country would develop, manufacture, receive, 
acquire or test any nuclear explosive device.

—Nuclear activities in the South Pacific would be conducted in 
accordance with applicable international principles and treaties, 
notably the Non-Proliferation Treaty.

—The Zone would respect the principles of navigational freedom 
and over-flight.

—South Pacific countries would retain their unqualified sovereign 
right to decide for themselves, consistent with their support for 
the objectives of the Zone, their security arrangements and such 
questions as the access to their ports and airfields by vessels or 
aircraft of another coimtry.

The principles agreed at Tuvalu for the construction of the South 
Pacific Nuclear Free Zone are close to the arrangements that were 
arrived at in the Treaty of Tlatelolco.^ I am honoured today to be 
addressing in this gathering Ambassador Garcia Robles of Mexico, one 
of the people most closely associated with the development of that 
Treaty, which is the only formal instrument concluded so far that 
establishes a nuclear-free zone in a populated area. It is my hope that 
a treaty implementing a South Pacific Nuclear Free Zone will be 
completed in the near future. I am able to tell you that excellent 
progress has been made at meetings of the working group comprising 
members of the Forum in the drafting of that Treaty, and I am 
confident that a text will be ready for consideration at the next 
meeting of the Forum to be held in early August. Once that has been 
settled within the region, we shall look to the nuclear-weapon States 
to co-operate with us, as they have with the States of Latin America, 
to make the South Pacific [Nuclear Free] Zone a reality.^

Nuclear-free zones such as those negotiated in the Latin American 
region and in Antarctica,^ and that being drafted in the South Pacific, 
will play a useful role if they are fully supported by the States of the 
region and are respected by the nuclear Powers. They will help to

2 I.e., the Treaty for the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin America, the text of 
which may be found in Documents on Disarmament, 1967, pp. 69-83.

®The Heads of Government of the Forum endorsed the Treaty on August 6. See 
Document 137.

The text of the Antarctic Treaty may be found in Documents on Disarmament, 1945- 
1959, Vol. II, pp. 1550-1556.
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reduce the areas of nuclear competition and are a powerful expression 
of the determination of the States concerned to play their part in 
controlling the spread of nuclear weapons.

We recognize, however, that if the international commimity is to 
reverse the current nuclear-arms race this will be done only through 
global measures and that the nuclear-weapon States will play the 
major role in their negotiations. The primary responsibility in this area 
must fall on the United States and the Soviet Union who between 
them control 80 per cent of the weapons in the nuclear arsenal.

Last year was a bleak year for disarmament negotiations at the 
global level and particularly in the bilateral negotiations between the 
two major Powers. As a result of the Soviet Union's regrettable deci
sion to walk out of the two sets of negotiations being conducted in 
this city and then its failure to meet in September last year to discuss 
space weaponry, a whole year passed without the two sides even 
sitting down together at the bargaining table. New Zealand was not 
alone in speaking out against the unacceptability of that situation. 
There can be no justifiable reason for refusing to talk on these vital 
issues.

We learned with great satisfaction of the agreement reached in 
January this year for the resimiption of comprehensive arms negotia
tions between the two major Powers.® We are pleased that the pre
vention of an arms race in outer space has been included in the 
agenda.

No one should under-estimate the extraordinary difficulty in reach
ing agreements that will promote a mutual, balanced and verifiable 
reduction in the level of nuclear weapons. We all know that it will not 
be easy to manage a safe transition to a more secure world where, as a 
stage in the road to their elimination, the nimiber of nuclear weapons 
is drastically reduced and iimovations in weaponry are not of a kind 
that cause instability, but we also know that the difficulties of the 
attempt are nothing compared to the terrible prospects which face us 
if we do not make the attempt.

We, and many other countries expect that the resumption of the 
bilateral negotiations will give a new impetus to the work of this 
Conference. It functioned poorly last year. We were particularly con
cerned at the lack of any progress on a Comprehensive Test Ban 
Treaty. New Zealand, in conjimction with Australia, has since 1972 
taken the lead in sponsoring a resolution in the General Assembly 
calling for the urgent conclusion of a Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty. 
We are a patient people but the absence of any progress last year in 
this Conference towards the negotiation of a Treaty was both frustrat
ing and disappointing. 1 am aware of the difficulties members of the 
Conference have experienced in trying to establish an Ad Hoc Commit
tee to consider this issue but I am not convinced that the differences 
of opinion are unbridgeable.

® Document 3.
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If members of the Conference on Disarmament are serious in their 
commitment to a nuclear-test ban and if they want to resolve the 
most important problems facing all of us they caimot let intransigence 
frustrate the reaching of consensus.

The hard truth is that consensus usually means that no one party is 
completely satisfied by the agreement reached but is prepared to give 
a little in order to gain much. In this case the benefits of establishing 
an Ad Hoc Committee to work with vigour and devotion to the devel
opment of a Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty are so great that the 
Conference must reach an early consensus on this matter.

The attainment of a verifiable Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty is a 
primary goal of my Government. It follows from our deep concern 
about nuclear weapons that we should pursue this most practical and 
immediate way of halting the development of these weapons. We 
have, and will continue to promote, a General Assembly resolution on 
a Comprehensive Test Ban. Given that the joint New Zealand/Austra
lian resolution achieved the overwhelming support of the international 
commimity in 1984,® we surely have a right to expect that this body 
will take seriously its responsibilities to the wider membership of the 
United Nations.

I acknowledge that there were differences of opinion over the para
graph in our General Assembly resolution that suggested ideas for the 
future work of this Conference on a nuclear test ban. But I wish to re
emphasize my concern that the stakes are far too important for the 
Conference to miss another opportimity to initiate action on a Com
prehensive Test Ban. I sense however, from the discussion that has 
already taken place in this spring session, that the chances of the 
Conference carrying out work on this agenda item are somewhat 
better than they were last year. I would draw attention to the state
ment made last week by the representative of Pakistan when he told 
this body that ''a discussion, even under a less than satisfactory 
mandate, is better than no discussion at all".

New Zealand and other South Pacific countries take particular ex
ception to the fact that nuclear testing continues in our region. But our 
advocacy of a Comprehensive Test Ban is not motivated solely or even 
primarily by our opposition to French nuclear testing. It stems from a 
conviction that States possessing nuclear weapons must demonstrate 
their commitment to the reduction of existing levels of nuclear arma
ments.

But we recognize that there are serious issues to be resolved if a test 
ban is to be achieved. Foremost among these issues is that of verifica
tion. No arms control or disarmament agreement would be worth the 
paper it was written on if there were no means of checking whether 
its terms were being complied with. All countries are entitled to assure

®G.A. Resolution 39/53 of December 12, 1984, which was adopted by 124 votes to 0, 
with 24 abstentions.
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themselves that nuclear explosions in contravention of a test ban 
treaty will be detected.

New Zealand has made a concerted effort to contribute to work in 
this field through its participation in the work of the Ad Hoc Group of 
Scientific Experts. We have contributed information gathered from the 
network of seismological stations established by New Zealand. We 
hope that the recently concluded test on the elements of a network to 
detect seismic events and the evaluation of that test by the Group of 
Scientific Experts can provide a basis for the establishment of a full- 
scale international network to monitor nuclear explosions. The data 
available from that test should also help determine the capacity of 
such a network to monitor compliance with a nuclear test ban treaty. 
There is much work that can still be done by the Ad Hoc Group of 
Scientific Experts and it is therefore very disappointing to hear some 
voices suggesting that the future of the Group is in doubt. We hope 
that is not to be the case. Our commitment to the Group will contin
ue.

There are other important questions that will have to be resolved in 
the course of negotiating a test ban. Foremost amongst those is that of 
the scope of the proposed ban. A test ban must be comprehensive— ît 
must prohibit all explosions in all environments for all time. We have 
difficulty with the suggestion some have made that a test ban treaty 
could be limited to the testing of nuclear weapons. It is an inescapable 
fact that any nuclear device that causes an explosion can be used for 
hostile purposes. It would, to our mind, be imforgiveable if a test ban 
treaty were to be held up over difficulties in drawing a distinction 
between nuclear explosions for military purposes and so-called peace
ful nuclear explosions. All tests should be banned.

The test ban issue is of particular significance this year as we 
prepare for the Third Review Conference of the Non-Proliferation 
Treaty. A Comprehensive Test Ban is not only a fundamental step for 
controlling the further development of nuclear weapons by the nucle- 
ar-weapon States: it is also a vital part of intemationd efforts to 
prevent the further spread of these weapons to other coimtries. We 
see the Non-Proliferation Treaty as essential to world security.'  ̂ With
out it, the world would be a more dangerous place than it is today. 
My Government will work hard both to preserve the benefits of non
proliferation and to strengthen the Treaty at the forthcoming Review 
Conference.

New Zealand is grateful to the Conference on Disarmament for the 
opportunity to contribute to its work. We appreciate that the negotia
tion of disarmament agreements is a difficult, arduous process. We 
have followed with particular interest the work on a Chemical Weap
ons agreement and hope that the parties involved in the negotiations 
will keep up the momentum developed last year on this issue. The 
international community needs a comprehensive and verifiable ban on

For the text of the Treaty, see Documenk on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 461-465. 
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these weapons as soon as possible. The events in the Middle East 
show the urgency with which the negotiations on a draft convention 
must be brought to a successful conclusion. The New Zealand delega
tion will participate in these negotiations and on other items of the 
Conference's agenda to the extent our resources allow. I look forward 
to the time when New Zealand will be able to be more directly 
involved in this most important Conference.

We have no illusions about the difficulty ahead, the magnitude of 
the task facing the Conference on Disarmament, for other multilateral 
and bilateral forums, for individual coimtries, and for countless people 
and organizations all over the world, in bringing the nuclear-arms race 
to an end. My cotmtry has no nuclear weapons. It has no intention of 
ever acquiring any. It asks others not to bring nuclear weapons to 
New Zealand. It does not ask to be defended by them. But the 
reduction and eventual elimination of nuclear arsends cannot be car
ried out except by the countries which control them.

My Government will, indeed it must, respond to the concern of 
New Zealanders about the continuing escalation of the nuclear-arms 
race. We shall reflect, in our policies, their hopes and their determina
tion that the nuclear-weapon States will heed the calls which the 
international community has for so long made on them, and which in 
recent years have fallen on stony grotmd.

The people and Government of New Zealand have rejected partici
pation in the nuclear-arms race. We do not say to any country in the 
world, ''Do as New Zealand does"; all we say is that when the 
opportxmity is given to any country to pursue a serious and balanced 
measure of arms control, then that country has a duty to all of us to 
undertake that measure.

New Zealand asks all the members of this Conference to listen to 
what we, the people of the world, are saying about the nuclear-arms 
race. We ask you to use all your energy, wisdom and skill to confront 
that dreadful issue.

40. S ta tem en t by  th e  U.S. R epresen ta tive  (Lowitz) to  the  
C onference on Disarm am ent: C om prehensive Test 
Ban, March 5, 1985 ^

Today, I want to address the very important subject of agenda item
1, Nuclear Test Ban. As I begin, I want to recall the foundation of our 
work in the Conference on Disarmament, this multilateral forum 
which seeks to strengthen international security through arms control 
and disarmament. That foundation is a need to accept our differences 
in views, and to seek areas of accommodation through which we can 
make progress toward a safer world, a world ultimately free of threats

1 CD/PV.296, pp. 17-20.
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and counterthreats. In order to do this, we must respect each other's 
positions.

My delegation is, of course, very much aware of the strong interest 
in negotiating a nuclear test ban, an interest that continues to be 
expressed in this and in other fonmis, an interest often described as an 

'̂urgent need'^ No one can ignore the years of effort that have been 
devoted to this issue—effort that continues today. Accordingly, I want 
to state again the views of the United States on this important matter.

A comprehensive ban on nuclear explosions remains a long-term 
goal of my Government, in the context of broad, deep and verifiable 
nuclear arms reductions, expanded confidence-building measures and 
improved verification capabilities. At this time, however, it is an 
important objective, but not the most important objective. The United 
States believes it is a mistake to imply that a comprehensive test ban 
is as lu’gent a matter as are efforts to reduce arsenals of weapons 
already in existence. This view is the same as was stated at the United 
Nations General Assembly in October 1982, by the then Director of 
the United States Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, Mr. 
Rostow: ''The Uiuted States does not believe that, under present 
circimistance, a comprehensive nuclear test ban would reduce the 
threat of nuclear war because such a ban would not reduce the threat 
implicit in the existing stockpile".^

In addition to serious verification problems there continue to be 
significant concerns about other national security implications of a 
comprehensive test ban. Given the continuing dependence of the 
United States and its allies on nuclear weapons, any consideration of a 
total test ban must be related to the West's ability to maintain a 
credible nuclear deterrent.

My delegation has listened with great interest to the many state
ments on the nuclear test ban issue made by delegations here during 
the past two weeks. In particular, I would recall the remarks of the 
distinguished representative of the Soviet Union, Ambassador Issrae- 
lyan, on 28 February.® There are a nimiber of matters in this statement 
with which I can agree, such as the importance of not seeking military 
superiority and the importance of the reduction of weapons. And my 
delegation takes due note of the new agreement between the Soviet 
Union and the International Atomic Energy Agency placing certain 
Soviet nuclear facilities under IAEA safeguards for the first time.^

However, with regard to the situation on a nuclear test ban, I must 
dissent from the claim that existing technical means of verification are 
sufficient for ensuring compliance with a comprehensive, global ban 
on nuclear explosions. I believe that our experience, in the brief 
examination of this issue that was possible in the subsidiary body on 
a nuclear test ban in 1982 and 1983, indicates the contrary. There was

 ̂A/C.1/37/PV.13, pp. 29-30. See also Documents on Disarmament, 1982, p. 45, and ibid.,
1981, p. 489.

3 CD/PV. 295, pp. 20-24.
 ̂Document 26.
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then, and I believe there continues to be, a great variety of views on 
this crucial question. It would be most useful if the Conference would, 
without delay, resume its efforts to resolve these differences.

In his plenary statement of 21 February,® Ambassador Issraelyan 
referred to the proposal made by President Reagan in his address to 
the United Nations General Assembly last September, that the United 
States and the Soviet Union send observers to each other's test sites to 
measure the yields of tests of nuclear weapons. Ambassador Issraelyan 
suggested that the United States sought by this proposal to legitimize 
nuclear testing. That is not correct. The Uruted States has no such 
intention. The purpose for our proposal was made clear by President 
Reagan in his address. It was ''to enable the two coimtries to establish 
the basis for effective limits on underground nuclear testing".®

We have also been reminded recently of proposals for a temporary 
moratorium on nuclear testing, to be entered into while negotiations 
on a test ban treaty are going on. We do not believe such a moratori
um would lead to a reduction in world tensions. A moratorium now, 
in the absence of reductions in nuclear arsenals and in the absence of 
sufficiently effective means of verification, could promote the opposite 
conditions: instability and increased international insecurity. Such a 
moratorium would not move us closer to resolving the verification and 
compliance issues which have proven so difficult. Nor would it affect 
the need to accomplish broad, deep and verifiable nuclear arms reduc
tions. A moratorium based on presently available verification capabili
ties would, in our view, not be effectively verifiable.

It is worth recalling that the mutual suspension of nuclear explo
sions of the United States and the Soviet Union from 1958 to 1961 
was not embodied in a binding agreement and did not make provision 
for effective verification. Rather, it was the result of unilateral declara
tions by the Soviet Union and the United States that said, in essence, 
"we will refrain from further nuclear tests if you will". But the 
ensuing breakdown of this test suspension in August of 1961, when 
the Soviet Uruon resumed testing, demonstrated the need for carefully 
negotiated obligations and precise limitations, lest arms control ar
rangements generate mistrust and suspicion rather than any long-term 
solution or genuine relaxation of tensions. Then, as now, trust and 
good will alone were not enough.

In his September 1984 address to the United Nations General As
sembly, President Reagan reaffirmed that the Uruted States recognizes 
"that there is no sane alternative to negotiations on arms control and 
other issues" between the United States and the Soviet Union, both of 
whom have the capacity to destroy civilization as we know it. He 
continued, "(the) task must be to find ways to reduce the vast stock
piles of armaments in the world. I am committed to redoubling our 
negotiating efforts to achieve real results: in Geneva, a complete ban

® Document 28.
® Documents on Disarmament, 1984, p. 692.
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on chemical weapons; in Vienna, real reductions—to lower and equal 
levels—in Soviet and American, Warsaw Pact and NATO, convention
al forces; in Stockholm, concrete practical measures to enhance mutual 
confidence, to reduce the risk of war, and to reaffirm commitments 
concerning non-use of force. In the field of nuclear testing, improve
ments in verification essential to ensure compliance with the threshold 
test ban and peaceful nuclear explosions agreements; and in the field 
of non-proliferation, close co-operation 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/'

My delegation believes that the two nuclear-weapon States possess
ing the largest arsenals must redouble their efforts to agree on radical 
reductions of nuclear weapons. We must work steadily towards the 
goal of a world in which the threat of nuclear war no longer exists.

Next week, the United States and the Soviet Union begin new 
bilateral negotiations on nuclear and space arms here in Geneva. My 
delegation was pleased to introduce the Joint United States-Soviet 
Statement of 8 January 1985 concerning these negotiations as a Con
ference Document, CD/571, at the same time that the Soviet Union 
introduced this statement as docimient CD/570. As the Statement 
describes it, ^̂ The objective of the negotiations will be to work out 
effective agreements aimed at preventing an arms race in space and 
terminating it on earth, at limiting and reducing nuclear arms . . ®
We all can share in this common objective. The United States has 
been diligently pursuing it, and will continue to do so. As we continue 
our efforts, we make no claim that, although there has been no 
nuclear war in nearly 40 years, the world in which nuclear weapons 
play a large role in security considerations is a good world. We claim 
only that we have not yet been able to replace the role of nuclear 
deterrence in preventing major conflict with security arrangements in 
which nuclear weapons are not an integral part.

In this context, certain questions can be raised: would a comprehen
sive test ban now in fact contribute to the essential objective of 
maintaiiung and strengthening world stability through deep reductions 
in the numbers of nuclear weapons? Would implementation of a 
comprehensive test ban now have the opposite effect, and delay such 
reductions, or possibly even cause an increase in the total numbers of 
weapons? Would not placing all our efforts on negotiating such an 
agreement now—as the litmus test of nuclear arms control—be to get 
the arms control cart before the arms control horse? In light of ques
tions such as these, I do not share the view that a comprehensive test 
ban is the place to start the process of eliminating nuclear arms.

7 Ibid., p. 690.
® See Document 3.
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In his statement of 12 February, the Director of the United States 
Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, Kenneth Adehnan, pointed 
to the United States objective of a radical reduction in the number and 
power of nuclear arms.® He noted that we should look toward a 
period of transition to effective non-nuclear defences. This period 
should lead to the eventual elimination of nuclear weapons. In the 
context of such events my delegation does not see a comprehensive 
nuclear test ban as an agreement that would establish the initial 
condition for achieving the elimination of nuclear weapons.

The United States supports the prompt establishment of an ad hoc 
committee on agenda item 1, nuclear test ban. This would be a useful 
and highly desirable step. There are issues and questions that ought to 
be addressed now. We believe the mandate for such a committee, 
which Australia and eight other Western States, including the United 
States, proposed last year, as contained in CD/521, would allow all of 
us to make substantive progress on the basic issues of a nuclear test 
ban, including scope, verification and compliance. My delegation 
pledges its very best efforts in contributing to the practical work of 
such a committee.

Later this month the Ad Hoc Group of Scientific Experts will meet to 
begin preparing their report analysing the results of their technical test 
last fall. The preliminary information available to my delegation 
strongly suggests how valuable the experience of exchanging and 
processing the data produced by a global network of seismic stations is 
in assessing the capabilities of such a network. We expect that this 
report will shed useful light on future work for the Ad Hoc Group, and 
perhaps point as well to other possibilities for improvements in imder- 
groimd seismic monitoring. My delegation continues strongly to sup
port the work of this important body.

The United States takes its work in this forum very seriously, and 
will continue its efforts with all the energy it can bring to bear. My 
delegation will continue to seek consensus and to work for progress 
where progress is possible. However, if some insist that their goals 
must be fulfilled all at once, or that otherwise there can be no subsidi
ary body formed, and no work accomplished, then this Conference 
will continue to make little substantive progress on the issues of a 
nuclear test ban.

There are essential questions to be addressed in an ad hoc committee 
on a nuclear test ban, and the United States is ready to begin working 
on them now.

® Document 21.
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41. British W orking P aper Subm itted to  th e  C onference on 
D isarm am ent on V erification of N onproduction of 
Chemical W eapons: P roposals for Inspection Proce
dures and  D ata Exchange, March 6, 1985 ^

Introduction

1. In an earlier paper (CD/353 of 8 March 1983) the United King
dom Delegation made proposals for verification of the non-production 
of chemical weapons, including monitoring by routine random inspec
tion of certain sectors of the civil chemical industry, in order to ensure 
that the industry was not used as a source of agents for chemical 
warfare.  ̂ Attention was focussed on a list of key precursors and high- 
risk chemical substances which have a potential for use as chemical 
weapons. Other delegations were invited to furnish data on the pro
duction of these substances by the chemical industries of their own 
countries. In the light of the replies received (CD/CW/WP.57 of 17 
August 1983 and CD/CW/WP.86 of 10 August 1984), a further paper 
(CD/514 of 10 July 1984) took the United Kingdom proposals a stage 
fiu'ther by classifying the relevant substances according to the risk 
they posed to the Convention. The relation between the different 
types of verification and the requirements for an inspectorate to per
form them were analysed in the pioneering paper by the Netherlands 
Delegation (CD/445 of 7 March 1984).

2. It is not one of the objectives of the proposed Chemical Weapons 
Convention to encroach upon the legitimate freedom of States Parties 
to develop their respective chemical industries. Nor is it the purpose of 
the Convention to impose upon the chemical industry procedures 
which would disrupt the day-to-day working of that industry. What, 
however, the Convention must do is to provide all States Parties with 
the assurance that these products, manufactured for wholly innocent 
purposes, are not subsequently used for illicit military purposes.

3. As chemical warfare agents may be manufactured from relatively 
accessible materials, the proposed Chemical Weapons Convention 
must endeavour, through adequate measures of verification, to ensure 
that no substances are diverted for covert manufacture of such weap
ons. Therefore, a careful balance needs to be struck between the need 
for an acceptable inspection regime to assure compliance and suffi
ciently flexible procedures to permit the chemical industry to proceed 
unimpeded with its operations. This paper puts forward United King
dom proposals on how the routine monitoring arrangements envisaged 
in CD/353 and developed in CD/514 might be applied in practice and 
embrace the important requirement for commercial confidentiality.

4. As stated in CD/514, confidence in the Convention should rest 
primarily upon routine methods of verification such as those proposed

 ̂CD/575. The annexes are not printed here.
2 Documenk on Disarmament 1983, pp. 164-168.
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in this paper. It is essential, however, that any party to the Conven
tion should have the right to challenge any other party suspected of 
non-compliance with any aspects of the Convention, including the 
provisions on non-production. Proposals for challenge inspection have 
been addressed in the United Kingdom paper CD/431 and elsewhere.®

International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA)

5. The Safeguards System of the International Atomic Energy 
Agency has been in existence for many years and provides a wealth of 
practical experience of verification by on-site inspection and other 
methods to ensure that materials are not diverted from peaceful to 
military purposes.** It is the most comprehensive system of the kind in 
existence and it enjoys wide confidence in the international commimi- 
ty. It would therefore seem desirable to draw as far as is relevant on 
the experience of IAEA Safeguards in devising a system of inspection 
for the Chemical Weapons Convention.

6. The statute of the IAEA embraces two fundamental and comple
mentary principles. On the one hand the Agency has the objective of 
promoting the application of nuclear energy for peaceful purposes, on 
the other it must endeavour to ensure that assistance provided by it or 
imder its supervision or control is not used in such a way as to further 
any military purposes.® Similarly one of the primary aims of the 
verification system under a Chemical Weapons Convention would be 
to provide assurances that substances produced for purposes permitted 
imder the Convention were not diverted or transformed to make 
chemical weapons.

7. The IAEA Safeguards System is based on strict control of the two 
chemical elements uranitim and plutonium by means of materials 
accounting, containment and surveillance. The problem of verifying 
that materials used for peaceful purposes are not diverted to military 
uses prohibited in a Chemical Weapons Convention is much more 
complex than it is in the nuclear field. Because of the variety and 
natiu*e of the chemical substances whose diversion would pose a po
tential threat to the Convention it would not be practicable to monitor 
specific chemical elements as is done by the IAEA for uranium and 
plutonium. The proposals contained in the United Kingdom paper 
CD/353 for verification of non-production of chemical weapons were 
therefore based on the principle of routine inspection on a random 
basis of declared sites where key precursors of chemical warfare agents 
are produced.

8. The basic purpose of routine inspections under a Chemical Weap
ons Convention would be to perform impartial observations which 
would then be compared by the relevant orgaruzation with the data 
submitted to it by the State as required by the Convention. The right

8 Ibid., 1984, pp. 70-74.
 ̂Ibid., I96I, pp. 21-34; ibid., 1965, pp. 446-460; ibid., 1971, pp. 218-244.

® The IAEA statute is printed in American Foreign Policy: Current Document, 1956, pp. 915- 
933 (8 UST 1093).
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to conduct inspections would accordingly be crucial. Inspections would 
be conducted by the international organization established by the 
Convention to be responsible for the prohibition of chemical weapons 
(hereafter referred to as the Organization). As indicated in the Nether
lands paper CD/445 this Organization would comprise a Consultative 
Committee, and Executive Council and a Technical Secretariat consist
ing mainly of inspectors and supporting staff. Inspections would be 
carried out on the basis of detailed principles agreed in advance and 
incorporated into the Chemical Weapons Convention.

9. Inspectors would be chosen for their competence and personal 
integrity, appointments also taking into account the principle of equi
table geographical representation. A State should have the right imder 
the Convention to refuse to accept an inspector suggested by the 
Organization which would then designate or substitute another in
spector. Only two such refusals would be allowed. The careful process 
of appointing a team of inspectors for a coimtry might take a brief 
period. However, experience in the IAEA has shown that the niunber 
of problems arising either from the names put forward by the Agency 
or from the activities of inspectors is very low.

10. During an inspection visit imder the Chemical Weapons Con
vention an inspector might be authorized to carry out the following 
functions:

—to examine relevant records held on the site;
—to make independent measurements of all substances subject to 

control under the Convention;
—to check measurements and control equipment;
— t̂o observe facility measurement, sampling and calibration pro

cedures;
—to take duplicate or additional samples and measurements and 

arrange for the transfer of such samples to the Organization for 
analysis.

11. Rights of access of inspectors, as well as their privileges and 
immunities, would need to be carefully laid down in the Convention 
(or the annexes thereto) and agreed between the Organization and the 
State concerned. It would be necessary for the rights of inspectors, 
particularly in relation to access to relevant parts of the plant, to be 
defined in advance in relation to each declared plant by agreement 
between the Organization and the authorities of the State concerned. 
This would be done within the framework of general principles con
tained in the Convention designed to ensure uniformity of require
ments for all parties to the Convention. These aiTangements would be 
designed not to hamper the safe or normal operation of the chemical 
plant being inspected. Limitations on the movement of inspectors 
would reflect the need for such operation. Inspectors might need to be 
accompanied by a representative of the authorities of the State whose 
plant was being inspected. The movement of inspectors in plants or 
installations under inspection would be governed by the provisions of 
a detailed agreement between the Organization and the State con-
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cemed. They would not, for example, be permitted to operate or direct 
the operation of any equipment belonging to the operator of the plant. 
These limitations would at the same time need to be designed to 
ensure the effectiveness of the inspection itself.

12. These arrangements should contain effective provisions protect
ing the information (including commercially sensitive information) 
gained by the Inspectorate through inspections and the reports it was 
entitled to receive from the State. The International Inspectorate 
would not be permitted to commimicate any information to any other 
State organizations or persons. Only those staff members of the Orga
nization who needed to know would have access to restricted informa
tion. In the event that inspection results gave no cause for concern, the 
Organization would report only this fact. It would provide the State in 
whose territory the inspection had taken place with an assessment of 
the results of inspections and of the conclusions to be drawn from its 
verification activities. Only in the event of problems arising from an 
inspection of wider relevance to the Convention than the private 
interests of the inspected State would the information and assessment 
in question be given to the Executive Coimcil.

13. Allocation of the costs of inspections would need to be dealt 
with in the Convention. The United Kingdom Delegation suggests that 
the IAEA principle should be followed, and that the State and the 
Inspectorate should each bear their own expenses.

Declarations and Routine Monitoring Procedures for Declared Facilities

14. Aimex I to this paper contains the detailed proposals of the 
United Kingdom for suggested inspection procedures for declared pro
duction facilities for high risk chemicals and precursors. It covers the 
content of the declaration to be made to the Organization in respect of 
each facility, the procedures for the inspection of a plant, the produc
tion details to be made known to the inspection team and the areas of 
the plant to be visited. In many, perhaps most, cases the high risk 
substances will be used on stream or on the same site for further 
transformations into materials that will not pose a high risk to the 
Convention. To the extent that this is not the case and that such 
substances are transported to other sites for processing and storage, 
these sites will also need to be subject to random routine inspection as 
appropriate. The special case of transfers of designated compoimds 
from one country to another has been considered in document CD/ 
439 tabled by the Federal Republic of Germany.®

15. Aimex II to this paper contains the United Kingdom's proposals 
for a system of reporting to the Organization of data relating to 
compounds in both the high and medium risk categories as defined in 
CD/514 by Parties to the Convention in relation to their own territo
ries. The facilities at which high risk chemicals and precursors are 
produced, stored or processed would, under these proposals, be liable

® Documents on Disarmament 1984, pp. 100-103.
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to routine inspection on a random basis in accordance with Annex I of 
this paper. In contrast, there would be no liability to routine inspec
tion for facilities producing, storing or processing compoxmds in the 
medium risk category some of which are produced in large quantities 
for civil uses. As indicated in paragraph 5 of CD/353, it is proposed 
that the Convention should contain a requirement for declaration of 
information to the Organization. Many of the compounds in this 
category are highly toxic and are subject in many coimtries to national 
reporting requirements for purposes of health and safety. For example 
European Commimity legislation requires companies with plants that 
produce or process certain chemicals to notify their national safety 
executives of the existence of these chemicals on site: the levels at 
which notification is required varies from one substance to another. 
The experience gained in the European Commimity in this reporting 
system, which was originally introduced to reduce major industrial 
hazards, could with advantage be applied in the development of a 
system of reporting for compounds posing a risk to the Chemical 
Weapons Convention. In the view of the United Kingdom Delegation 
the general availability in this information would reduce suspicion and 
enhance confidence in the Convention. It would of course be possible 
for any suspicion in this regard to be allayed by means of the system 
of inspection by challenge which would be applicable to all systems of 
the Convention.

Settlement of Dispute Procedures

16. It will be necessary to institute methods of settling disputes or 
other problems arising out of the conduct of routine monitoring. Two 
categories of problems are likely to arise:

(i) procedural or administrative difficulties;
(ii) substantive problems, as a result of an inability on the part of 

the Inspectorate to verify adequately that there is no ambiguous situa
tion at the facility being inspected.

If the Inspectorate and the State Party concerned are unable, in 
consultation, to resolve differences between them of the first kind, 
then the State Party should have the question submitted to the Execu
tive Council for consideration. If the State Party is not a member of 
the Coimcil, it should have the right to attend and participate in the 
relevant discussion. In addition, provision should be made in the 
Chemical Weapons Convention for arbitration of difficulties which 
caimot be settled within the Executive Coimcil.

17. As for substantive problems arising from concerns about illicit 
diversion emerging in the course of an inspection, if these are not 
satisfactorily allayed by the State Party concerned, the Organization 
will be obliged to bring the matter before the Executive Council for 
prompt action in accordance with the relevant provisions of the Con
vention.
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Conclusions

18. The proposals contained in this paper and its annexes are com
prehensive and detailed. They are intended simultaneously to provide 
the necessary confidence that the Chemical Weapons Convention is 
being observed and to avoid hampering the activities of legitimate 
chemical industries. The United Kingdom believes that they are suffi
ciently flexible to achieve these aims and hopes that they may form a 
soimd basis for further discussion in the CD of this crucial topic.

19. The United Kingdom Delegation would emphasize again that the 
proposals contained in this and earlier papers are designed not to place 
any unnecessary restrictions or burdens on the operation and further 
development of the chemical industry. The purpose of the measures is 
to provide the international community with the essential assurance 
that products manufactured for innocent purposes are not being mis
used. The United Kingdom Delegation believes that these proposals 
would achieve this result.

20. The United Kingdom Delegation hopes that those Delegations 
who have not already furnished data on their civil chemical industries 
similar to that contained in CD/CW/WP.86 will be encoiu*aged to do 
so. We consider that agreement on a Convention with adequate meas
ures of verification of non-production will create a positive climate of 
greater international co-operation and exchange between States Par
ties, and will remove a source of international suspicion and facilitate 
the expansion and development of the civil chemical industry.

42. S ta tem ent by  th e  Soviet R ep resen ta tive  (Issrae lyan ) 
to  th e  C onference on Disarm am ent: O uter Space [Ex
tract], March 7, 1985 ^

• • • • • • •

Regrettably, space is associated not only with the names of Gagarin 
and Armstrong, or with joint international research projects and televi
sion linkups between peoples of various continents. Space can also be 
the source of mortal danger for the whole of mankind, if turned into 
an arena of eiunity and confrontation.

To be sure, the international community has not just arrived at this 
conclusion. It was precisely in recognition of the potential dangers of 
space militarization that a number of treaties now in force were draft
ed to include provisions foreclosing certain possible avenues for an 
arms race in space. Those agreements have established some prerequi
sites for continuing the efforts to ensure a peaceful regime of outer 
space. However, the subsequent course of events has proved them far 
from sufficient. But why is it precisely now that it becomes more

1 CD/PV.297, pp. 25-30.
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urgent than ever to take radical steps to ensure that mankind could 
live without fearing that the outer space it has yearned to reach for 
milleimia will be the source of its destruction? Why do the resolutions 
adopted by the General Assembly of the United Nations, in particular 
at its latest session, call for iirunediate action towards that end? What 
has happened? The answer to this question is close at hand. It was the 
adoption by the United States of its vast space militarization pro
grammes that made the entire world realize that all the horrors which 
hitherto belonged to the realm of theoretical speculation or pessimistic 
science fiction now clearly threaten to become a present-day reality.

The ^̂ Star Wars" programme announced by the President of the 
United States in his March 1983 address envisages the development of 
a large-scale ABM system with spacebased elements, as well as the 
creation of antisatellite weapons.^ It is on these two goals, along with 
the plaimed military use of the Shuttle spacecraft, that the United 
States Administration's efforts to spread the arms race into outer space 
are concentrated.

The programme envisages the deployment of a multilayered ABM 
defense system composed of several tiers and designed to ^̂ shield" 
United States territory. It is plarmed to develop a system capable of 
destroying the other side's missiles in the boost phase, at the very 
beginning of their laimch into space towards their targets, or later as 
they fly through space, as well as during the final stage of their 
trajectory at re-entry into the atmosphere. According to the system's 
advocates, it will allow the Uiuted States effectively to defend itself 
against a massive nuclear strike and thus render nuclear weapons 
themselves "impotent and obsolete". They even go as far as to portray 
the deployment of combat systems in outer space as something of a 
panacea, as virtually the only way to achieve nuclear disarmament and 
to ensure imiversal peace, stability and prosperity. Let us now, howev
er, look and see if this is indeed the case and if the global prospects 
offered by those programmes are indeed so bright.

The first question to be raised is that of stability and international 
security. The Soviet Union has consistently favoured the limitation 
and reduction of nuclear arms and eventual nuclear disarmament, but 
it remains a fact of life today that stability in the presence of nuclear 
weapons is assured by the over-all military and strategic balance. To 
maintain strategic stability is, in particular, the purpose of the 1972 
ABM Treaty concluded between the Soviet Union and the United 
States, which is, as is well known, of unlimited duration.® The de
ployment by either side of a new large-scale ABM system with space- 
based elements would actually mean seeking to create a "shield" for 
protection against the retaliatory strike after a first strike has been 
delivered. Expert analysis demonstrates that any such calculations are 
totally groundless and that a nuclear aggression can achieve nothing

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1983, pp. 199-201.
® The text of the Treaty may be found ibid., 1972, pp. 197-201.
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but a global nuclear conflagration which will incinerate everyone in
cluding the aggressor. Yet for all the delusiveness of such hopes, the 
very temptation of committing an aggression with impimity would be 
a psychological poison which would erode stability.

The Soviet Union is resolutely opposed to competition in the build
up of any armaments, including space weapons. It is all too obvious, 
however, that in the face of a threat from space it will be forced to 
take actions reliably to guarantee its seouity. The choice is not ours, 
but we shall have to act to redress the strategic balance. The equilibri
um will be redressed, but at a higher level of armaments. Will the 
security of all nations, including the United States itself, be enhanced 
once it rests on still greater piles of weaponry? We believe that this 
question too has an obvious answer.

In this connection we caimot disagree with the opinion expressed by 
such authoritative United States statesmen as McGeorge Bimdy, 
George Kennan, Robert McNamara and Gerard Smith. In their view, 
one definitely carmot avoid the conclusion that '̂ Star Wars'' would not 
mean increased security but rather an indisputable and considerable 
buildup of offensive and defensive systems on both sides. They are 
convinced that this is not a recipe for eliminating or limiting the threat 
posed by nuclear weapons, but one for an infinitely expensive, long 
and dangerous competition.'*

This assessment is shared by the world-famous American scholars 
Hans Bethe, Richard Garwin, Kurt Gottfried and Henry Kendall, who 
have concluded, upon analysing the ''Star Wars" programme, that "it 
is difficult to imagine a system more likely to induce catastrophe than 
one that requires critical decisions by the second, is itself untested and 
fragile and yet is threatening to the other side's retaliatory capability".

Later on we intend to make some further comment on the sincerity 
of statements describing the "Star Wars" programme as being aimed at 
nuclear disarmament, but for the present we wish to stress another 
point of considerable importance. It is perfectly clear that an arms race 
in space, along with increasing the risk of a global nuclear catastrophe, 
would also pose other additional threats to the security of all nations. 
For once systems designed for antisatellite and antimissile operations 
are deployed in space, their use for other purposes cannot be ruled 
out. With the advent of new generations of attack space systems they 
would be transformed into dangerous offensive arms hovering perma
nently over the planet and capable of instant action against any region 
or State, any aircraft or vessel.

Let us now address the question of how the "Star Wars" programme 
would affect the process of disarmament. For our part at least, it is 
becoming our strong conviction that the stationing of attack systems 
in space would have the most damaging consequences for that process. 
One of those would be in the sphere of verification which, incidental-

 ̂See their article, 'T he President's Choice: Star Wars or Arms Control/' in Foreign 
Affairs, vol. 63, No. 2 (Winter 1984/85), pp. 264-278.
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ly, is so often invoked by the United States itself. It is quite obvious 
that compliance with a ban on a certain category of weapons can be 
much more easily verified before they are developed and tested.

Another consequence of the spread of the arms race to outer space 
would be the undermining, through an inevitable and imprecedented 
buildup of other types of weapons, primarily strategic offensive arms, 
of the over-all prospects of arms limitation and reduction.

And finally, one cannot fail to mention the international legal impli
cations of the militarization of outer space. A comprehensive ABM 
system with space-based elements can be made operational only at the 
cost of abrogating the ABM Treaty. A broad-scale research and devel
opment effort, or the testing of the system's individual components, 
will objectively imdercut this vitally important Soviet-American agree
ment. This was actually recognized by General Abrahamson, head of 
the United States ABM programme, who stated on 17 December 1984, 
that as soon as the comprehensive ABM system was at least partly 
developed and ready for operation, the United States would have to 
reach agreement with the USSR on the modification, in other words, 
changing of the ABM Treaty, since some of its provisions would enter 
into conflict with the tasks of the system.

For the sake of acquiring a comprehensive ABM system the United 
States is prepared to tear down a nimiber of other international arms 
control and disarmament agreements as well. For instance, the deploy
ment of X-ray lasers may jeopardize the 1963 Partial Test Ban Treaty 
which prohibits the testing of nuclear weapons in space, in the atmos
phere and under water.® X-ray lasers can be produced using nuclear 
explosions and would, of course, not be deployed without consider
able testing.

The deployment of X-ray lasers would violate the 1967 Outer Space 
Treaty which prohibits the placing in orbit of nuclear weapons and 
other weapons of mass destruction.® In any case that Treaty would be 
violated in spirit since it provides that space must be used for peaceful 
purposes only. Orbiting an ABM system cannot be regarded as a 
peaceful activity since it can also be used for offensive purposes, that 
is, as an antisatellite weapon.

In analysing the pernicious implications of the United States course 
at militarizing outer space one certainly caimot overlook the fact that 
it involves enormous waste of financial, material and himian resources. 
From 1986 to 1989, the United States ''Star Wars" research programme 
alone will absorb 26 billion dollars. As for the creation of a multilay
ered ABM system with space-based elements, its estimated cost 
amoimts to 1.5-2 trillion dollars. Naturally, this cannot but consider
ably aggravate and multiply the world economic problems of today. 
Considering the economic difficulties encoimtered by many coimtries, 
and the developing countries in the first place, in solving acute global

® The text of the Treaty may be found in Documents on Disarmament 1963, pp. 291-293.
6 Ibid., 1967, pp. 38-43.
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problems such as combating famine and disease, one can hardly regard 
the above-mentioned expenditxires as justified or motivated by hu
manitarian concerns.

These are some of our considerations regarding the dangerous impli
cations of the implementation of the '̂ Star Wars'' programme. A legiti
mate question arises, and I think we are not the only ones to ask it: do 
we all wish or need to pay that price for being saved from the nuclear 
threat? Especially since it turns out that the threat will not diminish as 
a result, but may instead be much increased.

Apparently, the matter is that the ''Star Wars" programmes pursue 
quite different aims. There can be no doubt that the space militariza
tion plans the United States is working on are of a clearly aggressive 
nature. This was imderscored by A.A. Gromyko, First Deputy Chair
man of the USSR Coimcil of Ministers and Minister for Foreign 
Affairs of the USSR, in a statement to his constituents on 19 February 
1985: "Today our country is giving warning as loudly as it can about a 
new threat to humanity. This threat stems from a plan for militarizing 
outer space which has been put forward by Washington. . . .  It dra
matically heightens the threat of nuclear war. That is why we raise 
with such urgency the question of preventing the militarization of 
outer space. Any efforts to camouflage the substance of that plan, by 
labelling it as 'defensive', must not mislead anyone."

The calculation behind the fine-sounding term "Strategic Defence 
Initiative" is to put up a shield for protection against a retaliatory 
strike after having delivered a first strike. If this is not the case, one 
might reasonably wonder about the purpose of the imprecedented 
buildup of the United States strategic nuclear arsenal parallel to the 
development of space-based systems. MX ICBMs are being produced, 
Pershing-II missiles deployed in Europe, B-1 bombers built, and ap
proval has been obtained to develop and produce the new "Stealth" 
bombers, cruise missiles and Trident-2 SLBMs. And the United States 
Defense Secretary Caspar Weinberger does not even think it necessary 
to conceal the fact that all of those strategic armament programmes are 
designed to dramatically increase the United States nuclear first-strike 
capability.

The following legitimate question may also be asked: if the plan is 
to rely on defense, why then deploy first-strike nuclear systems at the 
borders of the Soviet Union and of its allies?

Proponents of the new ABM system dream of using various new 
types of weapons such as infrared, ultraviolet and X-ray lasers, high- 
energy particle accelerators, generators of ultra-high-frequency radi
ation and the like. Judging from the information made public in the 
West, those "space-age" weapons are already at various stages of 
development.

’ See Current Digest of the Soviet Press, vol. XXXVII, No. 8 (March 20, 1985), p. 13 (variant 
translation), Pravaa and kvestiya, February 20, 1985, p. 2.
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True, they are now trying to persuade us that the '̂Strategic Defence 
Initiative'' is limited to research and development which, it is being 
claimed, do not yet present any serious danger of resulting in the 
deployment of a comprehensive ABM system.

Such assertions are hard to believe since it is obviously not for the 
love of pure science or technological progress that billions of dollars 
are spent on research and development programmes. The testing of 
large-scale ABM defence components already conducted or envisaged 
by the Pentagon is directly aimed at reaching a stage where the only 
thing missing would be a decision to go ahead with the practic^ 
deployment of the systems in question. The Soviet Union would thus 
be faced with a certain United States capability to deploy on short 
notice a comprehensive ABM defense system. No references to ''re
search'' can change the substance of the matter.

It would be naive to expect that the programme, once started, would 
be confined to the research stage. Progress in the field of military 
technology unfortunately has an inherent momentum that triggers the 
deployment of weapon systems as soon as it becomes technically 
feasible. What, for example, would be the point in the November 1984 
decision to establish a unified space command of the United States 
Armed Forces, if the acquisition of actual space weapons was not 
envisaged? Meanwhile, a military space operations centre is being set 
up and a special military Space Shuttle laimch complex is imder 
construction, the Shuttle programme having been actually placed 
under Pentagon supervision.

Another testimony to the fact that the research in question is by no 
means abstract or preliminary, or conducted "just in case", but rather 
a well-organized effort subject to, and even in advance of, a definite 
schedule, was provided by the United States Assistant Secretary of 
Defence F. Ikle, who recently stated before the Senate sub-committee 
on strategic and intermediate-range nuclear forces that the strategic 
defence initiative is not just a backstage option in United States 
defence activities, but has a central role.®

An equal threat to international stability is posed by the United 
States drive to acquire antisatellite weapons, including an ASAT 
system. Those weapons are particularly dangerous since they can be 
eventually used as dual-purpose systems, that is, not against satellites 
only, but also to intercept and destroy nuclear-missile warheads.

Confidence between States is far from strengthened by statements 
like those made by Mr. Ikle whom I have just mentioned. He has also 
said quite openly that the use of antisatellite systems as a component 
of a first strike to destroy all or many of the enemy's "key" satellites 
should considerably impede a retaliatory strike. One could not be 
more explicit and straightforward.

The Soviet Union most emphatically points to the need for urgent 
measures to prevent the militarization of outer space.

®The New York Times, February 22, 1985.
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However, we do not stop at warning of the threat which looms over 
the world; we are putting forward concrete proposals for a radical 
solution of the problem of preventing an arms race in space. The 
Soviet Union submitted relevant draft treaties for consideration by the 
world community in 1981 ® and 1983/° and followed up on them in 
1984 with a new initiative entitled ''Use of outer space exclusively for 
peaceful purposes, for the benefit of mankind".

In particular, the Soviet Union proposes that no attack weapons of 
any kind—conventional, nuclear, laser, particle beam or any other— 
should be placed and deployed in outer space, whether on maimed or 
unmaimed systems. Space weapons, however based, should not be 
developed, tested or deployed either for anti-ballistic-missile defence 
or as antisatellite 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 the Earth, as 
well as from Earth against objects in space, should be prohibited for 
all time. 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 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 the elimination of the 
few that have already been developed.

These are briefly some of the Soviet Union's ideas regarding the 
possible ways of preventing arms race in space. As to where this 
problem should be addressed, we are in favour of negotiating appro
priate adequately verifiable accords as early as possible and therefore 
prepared to deal with it on both a bilateral and a multilateral basis.

We hope that the Soviet-United States negotiations beginiung next 
week will produce effective agreements aimed at preventing an arms 
race in space and halting it on Earth, at limiting and reducing nuclear 
arms and strengthening strategic stability. What is most important, 
however, is that both sides in the negotiations should display goodwill 
in working towards an agreed aim and prove willing to accept reason
able compromise while strictly observing the principle of equality and 
equal security. K.U. Chernenko, General Secretary of the CPSU Cen
tral Committee and President of the Presidium of the USSR Supreme 
Soviet, stated in this connection that "we intend to conduct (the 
negotiations) in a businesslike and constructive manner. Let us hope

® Documenk on Disarmament, 1981, pp. 334-336.
1983, pp. 684-686.

“  1984, pp. 730-731.
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that the United States too will assume an honest and responsible 
attitude".

The Soviet delegation intends to take the same kind of constructive 
position at the negotiations in the ad hoc committee of our Conference 
which, as we hope, will be established according to the mandate 
recommended by the General Assembly of the United Nations.

43. S ta tem en t by  th e  Swedish R epresen ta tive  (Ekeus) to  
th e  C onference on Disarmam ent: C om prehensive Test 
Ban, March 7, 1985 ^

A nuclear test ban is not only the priority item on the agenda of the 
Conference on Disarmament but also the priority item on the interna
tional disarmament agenda. The Heads of State or Government of 
Argentina, Greece, India, Mexico, Tanzania and Sweden stated on 
22 May 1984 that halting all testing, production and deployment of 
nuclear weapons and their delivery systems should be a first step to 
be followed by a continuing programme of arms reduction leading to 
general and complete disarmament.^ In the Delhi Declaration of 
28 January 1985, the six Heads of State or Government urged the nucle
ar-weapon States to immediately halt the testing of all kinds of nucle
ar weapons, and to conclude, at an early date, a treaty on a nuclear- 
weapon test ban.® It is the belief of the Swedish delegation that the 
urgency of a test ban is a widely shared view among the delegations 
of this Conference.

Why is it, then, that we have so far not even been able to agree to 
sit down and elaborate a treaty? True, the differences aroimd mandates 
reflect political realities. Our debates on mandates are elements in an 
exchange of views from sometimes widely divergent political posi
tions. The consultations carried out on these questions are therefore 
part of a political dialogue on the substance of the matter. Neverthe
less, my delegation has come to the conclusion that the wording of the 
mandate for an ad hoc committee on a nuclear test ban has been given 
an importance out of all proportion.

The efforts of delegations to elaborate in great detail different man
dates have had the intentional or imintentional effect of creating a 
stalemate in the Conference, with delegations restating their own posi
tions and rejecting others', while having no recourse to any effective 
means to analyse in detail the differences with a view to finding, 
hopefully, common approaches.

My delegation recognizes to the fullest extent the difficulties and 
the wide-open differences between the delegations on the issue of a 
nuclear test ban. However, bearing in mind the key importance of the

1 CD/PV.297, pp. 36-41.
2 See Documents on Disarmament, 1984, pp. 420-421. 
® Document 10.
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nuclear test ban not only as a disarmament measure in itself but also 
as an element in the realization of the goals behind item 2 on the 
agenda—''Cessation of the nuclear arms race''—and item 3—"Preven
tion of nuclear war"—it should be in the interest of all delegations to 
do their utmost to promote progress towards a nuclear test ban.

No substantive progress on item 1 on our agenda can be achieved 
within the Conference without establishing a subsidiary body to deal 
with the issue of a nuclear test ban. Some delegations have however 
objected to giving such a subsidiary body a negotiating mandate since 
that could imply an obligation to immediately conclude a test-ban 
treaty. Others have stated that they do not want a subsidiary body to 
work without a full negotiating mandate because such worjc, they 
assert, would only create a smokescreen and give the outside world a 
wrong sense of hope. Better to give no hope at all than to risk giving 
rise to groundless expectations, they argue.

We are told that the carrying out of nuclear tests is, in terms of 
credible deterrence, a necessary security precaution, at least as long as 
the other side is pursuing such tests. Another argument put forward 
for not wanting full and complete negotiation of a comprehensive 
nuclear test ban is that it would not be possible to fully verify such a 
treaty considering the state of the art of monitoring capabilities. When 
scrutinizing these arguments, we believe it is necessary to evaluate 
them separately as well as in their interrelationship.

Considering the first of the two arguments advanced against a halt 
on nuclear testing—that such testing should be necessary for security 
reasons— ît appears that the Soviet Union would be prepared to enter 
into a commitment not to test, provided the other side, the United 
States, would do likewise. On the other hand it seems clear that for 
the United States a declared halt or freeze of Soviet testing would not 
be sufficient reason for halting United States testing. Less clear to my 
delegation would be the position of the United States if a fully 
verifiable treaty would be ready for signing and ratification. The 
question is: Would the United States consider that its security con
cerns could be taken care of if it thus could get full and verifiable 
assurances that the Soviet Union would completely halt all testing?

In his statement on 5 March 1985 the distinguished representative 
of the United States, Ambassador Lowitz, declared that for his Gov
ernment a comprehensive ban on nuclear explosions remains a long
term goal and he added, "in the context of broad, deep and verifiable 
nuclear arms reductions, expanded confidence-building measures and 
improved verification measures". He recognized that a nuclear test ban 
is an important objective but underlined that reductions of weapon 
arsenals are more urgent than such a ban. He questioned further 
whether a nuclear test ban now would not delay reductions in nuclear 
arsenals or even cause an increase in the total numbers of we^ons.^

* Document 40.
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Needless to say my delegation does not share the views expressed 
by Ambassador Lowitz. We consider, and on this point we may agree 
with the United States delegation, that the modernization of nuclear 
weapons is not only stimulated by nuclear testing, but that it has such 
testing as a necessary prerequisite. We do not, however, draw the 
same conclusion from this postulate. My delegation most certainly 
differs with the United States delegation when we state that the 
modernization of nuclear weapons accelerates the nuclear-arms race 
and tends to destabilize the relations between nuclear-weapon Powers.

Recent history gives us ample evidence as to the effects of the 
modernization of the nuclear-weapon systems. The MlRVed systems, 
developed by the United States, were rapidly followed and expanded 
upon by the Soviet Union. The intermediate-range weapons, the SS-
20, developed and deployed by the Soviet Union, were rapidly com
pensated by the development and deployment of a similar system, the 
Pershing II missiles by the United States. The same pattern is now 
repeated with regard to cruise missiles. All of us know of scores of 
similar examples, illustrating the point that modernization of weapons 
systems stimulates and accelerates the arms race through the mecha
nisms of imitation or counter-measure. I know of no evidence to the 
contrary. My delegation doubts that a new roimd of modernization of 
nuclear-weapon systems will turn out to be the first exception from 
the too-well-known pattern just described.

I do not need to illustrate the destabilizing consequences hitherto of 
the nuclear arms race. The United States itself has many times over 
pointed to what it considers the destabilizing expansion of the land 
based MIRVed ICBMs of the Soviet Union. Similarly the Soviet Union 
has stressed the destabilizing effects of the expansion of the subma- 
rine-laimched intercontinental ballistic missile systems of the United 
States. New developments in the field of nuclear weapons do fre
quently tend to create insecurity and tension.

Returning to that part of the statement of the delegation of the 
United States which implies that a nuclear test ban now would have 
the opposite effect to strengthening stability through deep reductions 
in the numbers of nuclear weapons, we ask ourselves, how has the 
United States arrived at a conclusion that runs squarely contrary to 
what would appear to most of us as a perfectly reasonable and sotmd 
proposition, namely, that a nuclear test ban would support efforts to 
achieve a cessation of the nuclear arms race? Our understanding of the 
philosophy behind the United States position is that the reduction of 
nuclear arsenals should be achieved through the reduction of the 
number of nuclear war heads rather than of the number of missiles. 
The nimiber of MIRVed missiles, i.e. missiles carrying several war 
heads on each missile, and older and less accurate systems, would 
probably be reduced. If these systems were to be replaced by fewer 
and smaller but more precise new systems, a modernization pro
gramme has to be put into effect. A need to trim, streamline and 
modernize the nuclear arsenals within the framework of the bilateral
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arms reduction talks could not be compatible with a policy to give up 
access to nuclear testing. Thus, if the bilateral arms reduction talks are 
to become a vehicle for modernization, a refusal to go along with a 
nuclear test ban can make perfect sense. 1 cannot help asking myself if 
we are not witnessing a process where Strategic Arms Limitation Talks 
are being replaced with Strategic Arms Modernization Talks.

A comprehensive nuclear test ban would render more difficult the 
realization of a modernization programme for nuclear weapons. As 
such a programme would mean an acceleration of a destabilizing arms 
race, my delegation considers a test ban as the most important step for 
halting the arms race and preventing a nuclear war.

We also see a nuclear test ban as a step towards achieving substan
tial reductions in nuclear arms. In conformity with what was stated by 
the Group of 21 on 21 February, bilateral and multilateral negotiations 
on disarmament should in fact facilitate and complement each other. 
My delegation would accept the notion that a nuclear test ban might 
be more easily accomplished if negotiated within the general frame
work of ongoing arms reduction talks. We should, therefore, take the 
bilateral nuclear arms limitation talks into consideration when working 
on a test ban. An evaluation of security concerns of both sides could 
thus be better understood in the total context of arms reduction and 
disarmament talks. Reasonably rapid progress in the bilateral talks 
resulting in substantive reductions of nuclear arsenals would most 
probably enhance the prospects for an agreement on a nuclear test ban 
treaty, and vice versa. A nuclear test ban treaty would most probably 
enhance the prospects for agreements on reductions.

In the opinion of my delegation this Conference should therefore 
not passively wait for the outcome of these bilateral talks but immedi
ately address itself to substantive negotiations on the provisions of a 
test ban treaty. Only so can the Conference address remaining differ
ences on substance and elaborate in detail all necessary provisions. 
And only so can the Conference come to grips with the second of the 
two reasons for refusing a test ban—that is the alleged lack of suffi
cient verification capabilities.

In the opinion of my delegation there are no insurmoimtable techni
cal obstacles to concluding a verifiable comprehensive test ban treaty. 
This does not mean, on the other hand, that all practical and technical 
details with regard to verification have been worked out. We imder- 
stand that some other delegations may have a different attitude, hold
ing the view that it is not possible to establish an effective verification 
system with the currently available technical knowledge. Of course we 
respect this position, even if we do not share it.

To reach an agreement on the verification provisions of a treaty 
would be the single most important step towards a treaty. If we could 
manage to elaborate together a viable verification system the major 
obstacle to concluding a treaty would have been removed.

The Swedish delegation would therefore— ŵithin the framework of 
an ad hoc committee— b̂e eager to enter into a dialogue with those
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delegations holding similar or different views on the issue of verifica
tion. Such a dialogue could take the form of joint elaboration of the 
provisions necessary for the verification of a treaty. It could be sup
ported by the continuous work of the Ad Hoc Group of Scientific 
Experts. Areas of disagreement could be identified in this process and 
the work should of course be concentrated on bridging these differ
ences. The recently concluded technical test of the international data 
exchange system was encouraging in this respect. The Ad Hoc Group of 
Scientific Experts is examining technical problems and will soon be 
able to provide us with such result of their work which may support 
our effort to elaborate the verification provisions of a treaty.

The delegation of Sweden holds the view that the elaboration of the 
verification provisions of a treaty could effectively raze to the ground 
any technical obstacles put in the way of a Comprehensive Test Ban 
Treaty. This being done, nobody could use the absence of a verifica
tion system as a pretext or as a viable argiunent against such a treaty.

The reason why I, in this intervention, am speaking at some length 
on the verification question is that those opposing the concluding of a 
treaty now use the verification problem as the reason for their opposi
tion. That does not exclude that there are other important problems 
remaining to be solved. In this context I will only mention the scope 
of a treaty and especially the problem of how peaceful nuclear explo
sions would be taken care of. On this problem there exist among 
delegations different positions which can only be taken care of in the 
form of the negotiations of provisions of a treaty.

We should by now have leamt that it is a futile exercise to try by 
means of far-reaching mandates to force an imwilling government to 
commit itself in advance to concluding a treaty before it knows the 
full contents of that treaty. For example, this multilateral negotiating 
forum has for many years (15 years) registered progress in the very 
complicated task of reaching a Chemical Weapons Convention with
out a negotiating mandate. It was not until last year that the subsidi
ary body was entrusted with a full negotiating mandate. If our prede
cessors in this body had applied the same policy of requiring full 
negotiating mandates as we ourselves try to do now with regard to a 
nuclear test ban, the Conference would not be even close to negotia
tions on chemical weapons. Happily enough they took a more prag
matic approach, with the effect that we are now drafting a Convention 
on the subject.

The reason for not simply resigning in the face of the political 
realities created by the opposition to a nuclear test ban treaty is that 
in themselves negotiations on provisions of a treaty can change these 
political realities.

The Swedish delegation is pleading with all delegations to concen
trate now on getting some tangible results by solving remaining prob
lems of substance. We carmot and should not try to solve the very 
entire complex of a nuclear test ban through a mandate formula. It 
will simply not work.
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A moratorium on all nuclear tests would imdoubtedly be the interim 
measure which could most effectively promote negotiations on a test 
ban treaty. However, it may be said that a moratoriimi appears at 
present not to be a proposition with favourable prospects, since only 
one of the major nuclear-weapon Powers has expressed itself in favour 
of it, the other strongly objecting. The delegation of the United States 
has even gone so far as to state that a moratorium could promote 
instability and increased international insecurity.®

Another possible interim measure, a so-called threshold treaty, has 
been advanced by Japan. According to this proposal a threshold for 
test explosions should be put at the level of existing monitoring 
possibilities and then gradually be pushed downwards following fur
ther developments of detection capabilities.^ In this way a process to 
gradually improve the verification techniques would be put in motion 
so as to meet the requirements of those who are not content with 
existing capabilities. The delegation of Sweden has in some detail 
expressed its views on this proposal in its statement on 9 August 
1984.'̂  Ambassador Theorin in her statement on 5 February this year 
reiterated our concerns.® On the same occasion she repeated that a 
threshold approach could be acceptable to Sweden if it would be 
directly linked to a comprehensive test ban treaty effective from an 
agreed date, and if the phase-out period be kept short.

We have now for some time analysed the problems of a threshold 
arrangement to try to find out what kind of a proposal may be a 
viable one while at the same time considering to the largest degree 
possible the views of other delegations in the Conference.

Since one problem, admittedly a minor one but still a problem, for 
the major nuclear-weapon Powers is to adjust their nuclear testing 
systems to a situation with no testing at all, a phase-out programme or 
rather a transitional arrangement might make it easier for them to go 
along with a comprehensive test ban. The necessary link to the treaty 
would be that such a transitional arrangement should constitute an 
integral element of the comprehensive test ban treaty. The transitional 
arrangement would thus be operative within the framework of a 
treaty being in force.

The period of transition should be as short as possible without 
being insignificant. A period no longer than three years could, in our 
view, be considered.

Tests would, during this period and according to the transitional 
arrangement, only be allowed to be carried out at one test site in each 
nuclear State adhering to the treaty. Test explosions should not reach 
above a certain yield level. A threshold should be set at yields of a 
size that could confidently be detected and identified at, as Ambassa
dor Imai of Japan put it in his statement on 26 July 1984, ^̂ the existing

® Document 40.
® Documents on Disarmament, 1984, pp. 543-544.

CD/PV. 280, pp. 14-15.
« CD/PV. 288, pp. 27-33.
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technical level of multilateral verification capability''.® It is clear from 
statements of independent as well as of government experts in some 
nuclear-weapon States that on this basis a threshold in the range of 5 
kilotons could be set at the present time.

Since an arrangement of this kind requires a capacity to estimate 
exact yields, special preparations should be made to provide confident 
yield determination at the test sites. These preparations could be 
undertaken according to the verification agreements in the bilateral 
treaties on the Threshold Test Ban of 1974 and on Peaceful Nuclear 
Explosions of 1976.^°

They should include exchange of detailed geological and geophysical 
information concerning the test sites. They should also include the 
establishment of a limited number of local seismological stations close 
to the test sites. These stations could be similar to those national 
seismic stations agreed upon during the trilateral negotiations. Since 
accurate yield estimations depend on measurements of calibration ex
plosions at the actual sites with well determined yields, a certain 
calibration procedure should be foreseen in the transitional arrange
ment.

To monitor the treaty the verification arrangements outlined in 
article IV and Protocols I through III of the draft treaty on a nuclear- 
weapon-test ban (CD/381) presented by Sweden on 14 June 1983, 
could be employed. These arrangements comprise the use of nation
al technical means, the establishment of international co-operative 
measures including exchanges of seismological data and data on at
mospheric radioactivity and additional, international measures to fa
cilitate the monitoring of the treaty. It further includes procedures for 
consultations, on-site inspections, and the establishment of a Consult
ative Committee supported by a Technical Expert Group and a Secre
tariat.

The verification system should then be fiu-ther developed during the 
phase-out period so that, at the end of the three years, the system 
would provide global monitoring capabilities acceptable to all. We are 
confident that this will be possible.

PNEs could, during the phase-out period, be handled in accordance 
with the procedures outlined in the PNE Treaty of 1976. However, the 
yields of these explosions should be limited to the same threshold as 
that for nuclear weapon explosions. The extensive verification ar
rangements agreed upon in the PNE Treaty should be modified to 
apply to this lower threshold. This would not create any particular 
technical difficulties.

In this final part of my statement, I have in very general terms given 
an example of how a transitional arrangement could be outHned. One 
striking feature of this outline is its quite far reaching control arrange-

» CD/PV. 276, p. 25.
See Documents on Disarmament, 1974, pp. 225-227 and ibid., 1976, pp. 328-332. 

1983, pp. 468-478.
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ments for the sole purpose of monitoring yields up to a certain thresh
old. On the other hand such monitoring arrangements could of course 
be useful in giving added confidence to the verification and compli
ance machinery of the end product, the comprehensive test ban treaty. 
As my delegation sees it, there are reasons to question the necessity of 
introducing a transitional arrangement at all. However, if the idea of a 
transitional arrangement could edge the nuclear Powers towards the 
goal of a comprehensive test ban treaty, the outline we have presented 
here might be of some help.

In this era of an imabated nuclear arms race, all the delegations of 
the Conference have a duty to do everything possible to promote a 
comprehensive nuclear test ban, an indispensable step towards the 
cessation of the nuclear arms race and the prevention of a nuclear war.

44. S ta tem en t by  th e  A ssistan t to  th e  President for N a
tional Security A ffairs (M cFarlane): Nuclear and  
Space Arms Talks, March 8, 1985 ^

The President met this morning with the three negotiators leading 
the groups on strategic offensive arms, intermediate-range arms, and 
defense and space systems as they prepared to depart for Geneva this 
afternoon. In that meeting, the President expressed the hope that he 
places on these negotiations, premised foremostly upon the declared 
objective of the Soviet Union and the Uiuted States to agree upon 
reductions in offensive systems, leading ultimately to their total elimi
nation.

At the same time, the President stressed his concern over trends in 
the strategic balance which are worrisome and must be arrested, and 
he focused in particular upon the fact that the balance is out of kilter 
in offensive systems, particularly in those which have a prompt, hard- 
target, kill capability.

He referred, as well, to new systems which are in the wings which 
promise to contribute a further destabilizing element, and he men
tioned in particular the possibility of MIRVed [multiple independently 
targetable reentry vehicle], mobile, land-based systems. He also re
ferred to the poor record of Soviet compliance with past arms control 
agreements and the importance that we deal forthrightly with it if we 
are to achieve agreements in which both sides can have some confi
dence in the future.

He believed that in some, these several activities—the trends and 
the balance, the character of new systems, the history of noncompli
ance— ĥas called into question the fundamental framework on which 
deterrence has rested for the past 10 years or so. At the same time, he 
said that there are promising elements in the mix, and, in particular.

 ̂Department of State Bulletin, May 1985, pp. 56-57.
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he said he believes that if we and the Soviets can come to terms, there 
is on the horizon the possibility that we can move away from offen
sive nuclear systems and toward defensive systems and that we should 
open promptly a dialogue with the Soviet Union in this regard.

Turning to the specific agenda of these negotiations, the President 
stressed that his objective remains significant reductions in offensive 
forces; in addition, under terms that would be verifiable, that would 
lead to equality, and which would improve stability. Secondly, he 
stressed that we must try to arrest the erosion of the ABM Treaty,  ̂
which was treated in last month's compliance report sent to the Con
gress.^

Further, however, the President said that in our approach to how we 
get reductions in offensive forces, the United States need not try to 
dictate the character of the Soviet force structure and that we should 
approach that issue flexibly. The ultimate goal remains to achieve 
significant reductions in START but we are willing to meet the Soviet 
Union halfway in the approach we take to this.

The Soviet Union has approached these talks in the past, focusing 
upon launchers as a unit of accoimt; the United States, on the other 
hand, focusing upon ballistic missile warheads and throwweight.

The President has provided guidance that makes possible the bridg
ing of these differences for this round. We have no desire to dictate 
the structure of U.S. and Soviet missile forces. We simply want to set 
overall limits on them.

In addition, because bombers and their weapons pose less of a threat 
to stability, they are fundamentally retaliatory systems that are poorly 
suited for use in a surprise attack. We believe that they ought to be 
limited separately from ballistic missiles and their warheads. Never
theless, we are also proposing limits on heavy bombers and on the 
number of ALCMs [air-launched cruise missiles] that they carry below 
the limits that were set in SALT II.'̂

We're, therefore, ready to explore trade-offs between areas of U.S. 
and Soviet advantage and interest to consider provisions that would 
allow a Soviet advantage in ballistic missile capability in return for a 
U.S. advantage in bomber capability. We are prepared to recognize in 
our outcome and in our negotiating strategy that there are, obviously, 
significant differences between U.S. and Soviet force structures and 
asymmetries in them.

An important part of our proposal is ballistic missiles and heavy 
bombers could be limited under a common ceiling and, similarly, that 
ballistic missile warheads and ALCMs could also be limited under a 
common ceiling.

With regard to INF [intermediate-range nuclear forces], the U.S. 
position in the past provides, we think, a satisfactory framework in

2 For the text of the Treaty, see Documenfs on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 197-201.
® Document 12.

See Documents on Disarmament, 1979, pp. 189 ff.

Document 44



MCFARLANE STATEMENT, MARCH 8 179

which a good agreement can be reached. You recall our objective has 
been a zero-zero outcome.

But weVe made clear that as an interim measure, we could accept a 
balance at equal levels of warheads in a global context and, further, in 
1983 as the Soviets left, we made clear that we were in a position to 
not necessarily—deploy our full entitlement in Europe, that the 
nimiber of Pershing IIs would be decreased accordingly in any reduc
tion from our intended deployment and that we were, as well, pre
pared to talk about aircraft limitations.

The United States is prepared at this time as well to consider 
various approaches that will give us at the end of the day a zero 
global ceiling. And the flexibility is at hand in this roxmd for exploring 
any nimiber of different approaches.

The third basket of negotiations deals with defense and space arms. 
The President has stressed in his instructions of more than a dozen 
pages that we should begin in this session to establish the U.S. view 
on the relationship between offense and defense, to present the U.S. 
concerns on the erosion of the ABM Treaty, to provide the Soviet 
Union with a comprehensive rationale for the U.S. strategic defense 
program, and to take up some dozen different issues with the Soviet 
Union— încluding our view of the current strategic situation imbal
ance; our strategic concept which was laid out at Geneva as to how we 
view the evolution in strategic forces in the next 10 years and the 
transition over time away from offense and toward defensive forces; a 
treatment of why we're concerned about the erosion of the ABM 
Treaty; a treatment, in the extension, of our concerns over compliance 
with it; a discussion in depth of our concern about air defenses and 
the potential for upgrade and their use as antiballistic missile systems; 
a discussion of emerging technologies, and how and why we believe 
that they can lead to a more stable framework for deterrence.

As a ^ a l  personal comment, I have to say that I know many of you 
have heard that there was a family of options presented to the Presi
dent, particularly for the strategic aspect of these talks, and that is 
true, which features a half dozen different options.

The President reviewed all of these and, at the end of the day, 
believed that our tradition of moving incrementally by the adoption of 
a single option, sending a team to negotiate it, getting a reaction, then 
coming back—all for the purpose of changing one number or two or 
three—^prevents dynamism and inhibits the pace of negotiation. And, 
consequently, the President established the outcomes which he be
lieved would serve U.S. interests and serve as a more stable framework 
of deterrence; outcomes built aroimd warheads, destructive capacity, 
and delivery vehicles but stressed that there are many, many ways 
that you can get there. And in a sense, the President chose all six and 
provided the flexibility for our negotiators to proceed to explore a 
number of different avenues that could lead to this outcome.

I have to say I have never seen instructions that have provided any 
negotiators with greater latitude for serious give-and-take.
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45. In terview  of th e  C om m ander in Chief of the  Soviet 
S trategic Rocket Forces (Tolubko): U.S. S trategic De
fen se  Initiative, March 8, 1985 ^

Tolubko. The idea about the so-called two-tier system of antimis
sile defense was set forth quite frankly for the first time, in an article 
entitled: ^^Defense in Outer Space— T̂his Is by No Means Ŝtar Wars'", 
which was published at the end of January 1985 in The New York Times 
Magazine. The authors of this article were not just anyone, but quite 
special people, namely Zbigniew Brzezinski, President Carter's former 
national security adviser, as well as Max Kampelman, the leader of the 
U.S. delegation to the Geneva negotiations, and Robert Jastrow, a 
physics professor. From the technical point of view, the idea of a 
space-based antimissile defense represents a two-tier system. The first 
basic system will be deployed over the territory of the USSR. It will 
include four artificial earth satellites in stationary orbits over the 
USSR at a height of 35,000-36,000 km. Their task will be to quickly 
register latmches of Soviet missiles and to automatically signal the 
laimches to the antimissile command headquarters situated on the 
territory of the United States. In addition to this, the installation is 
envisaged of 10 artificial satellites on solar-synchronized orbits at 
heights of 20,000, 10,000, and 6,000 km, through which 100 other 
artificial satellites carrying antimissile weapons will be guided and 
commanded. Each of these 100 satellites will have 150 antimissile 
missiles on board with heat-operated self-propelling missile heads that 
will weigh 200 to 400 kg. They are supposed to strike Soviet missiles 
during their flight at a height of 100 to 800 km over the territory of 
the USSR. By the year 2000, these artificial satellites are to be replaced 
with stations for laser, ray, or electromagnetic strikes.

Atanasov. How effective is the first tier expected to be?
Tolubko. The first tier is expected to strike at 70 percent of the 

Soviet missiles prior to the separation of the laimch platforms from 
the warheads. The remaining 30 percent are within the range of the 
second tier, deployed on U.S. territory and within the air and outer 
space territory of the United States. It will consist of 10 reconnaissance 
and guidance aircraft that will maintain contact with the four satellites 
in stationary orbit over USSR territory. On the territory of the United 
States a total of 5,000 antimissile missiles, each weighing 2 tons, will 
be deployed. They are envisaged to strike at 70 percent of the plat
forms carrying warheads that have passed the first tier. Thus, it is 
envisaged that the total effectiveness of the overall system will reach 
90 to 92 percent.

Atanasov. What about the cost of constructing this system?

 ̂Sofia Rabohtichesko Delo in Bulgarian, March 8, 1985, p. 6; FBIS Daily Report, March 12, 
1985, vol. Ill, pp. AA3-AA4. The interview was conducted in Moscow by Atanas 
Atanasov, Rabohtichesko Delo correspondent. An introductory paragraph by the paper is 
not printed here.
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Tolubko. According to initial U.S. evaluations, expenditures for the 
first tier are supposed to exceed $45 billion, the construction of the 
second tier will cost over $15 billion, and total expenditures will 
exceed $60 billion. According to recent specifications, the total cost of 
this system is already estimated to amoimt to approximately $100 
billion. The U.S. Administration considers this quite an acceptable 
amount, and is plaiming to complete the deployment of the two-tier 
system for antimissile defense after 1990.

Atanasov. At first glance everything seems in order, there is talk 
only about defense. . . .

Tolubko. This is only how the U.S. Admirustration describes things. 
First of all, the first tier of the system, as to its very essence, is no 
longer a defense measure, but represents an offensive operation be
cause it is aimed at destroying Soviet missiles on Soviet territory. In 
addition to this, where is the guarantee that the 100 artificial satellites 
are carrying antimissile weapons on board charged with ordinary 
weapons, and not with nuclear warheads? This is precisely why we 
can say that this is by no means a defensive system, but a strildng- 
offensive plan to strike the first, disarming blow.

As Comrade Konstantin Chernenko correctly remarked in his recent 
interview with a reporter from the U.S. CNN television 
company, . . . ''The goal is pursued to make an attempt to disarm the 
other side, to deprive it of the possibility of a reciprocal strike in case 
of nuclear agression against it. To put it more simply, the task is 
assigned to achieve the one-sided possibility of a nuclear strike relying 
on impimity imder the cover of an antimissile defense.'' ^

Atanasov. In other words, the development of a strategic antimissile 
defense plays a destabilizing role as a means to liquidate the ability of 
the other side to inflict a reciprocal strike, which increases the tempta
tion to unleash a so-called "instant" war.

Tolubko. This is precisely so. No one can deny that for as long as 
40 years no global conflict has erupted, not because imperalism has 
become less aggressive, but because the Soviet Union and the Soviet 
Armed Forces, together with the armies of the other Warsaw Fact 
member-countries are capable of reciprocating any aggressive step. 
Nothing but the prospect of inevitable retaliation has cooled down 
and is still cooling down the passion of many warmongers.

Atanasov. This is sometimes called a state of "balancing on the 
brink of fear."

Tolubko. Names are not important in this respect. It is the essence 
of the situation that matters. Under the circimistances of a situation in 
which we cannot talk about mutual confidence among states with 
different social systems, it is precisely the fear of retaliation by the 
Soviet Union that has prevented certain circles from implementing 
their plans for total nuclear war against the socialist commimity. It is 
precisely the manner of thinking in categories such as a "balance on

 ̂ The Current Digest of the Soviet Press, vol. XXXVII, No. 5 (February 27) p. 12.
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the brink of fear'' that was laid down as the basis of the SALT I and 
SALT II Treaties,® and to a great extent this was also the essence of 
the entire practical concept of detente in the seventies. This concept 
envisaged an increase of seomty through a reduction of armaments, 
and not through development of antimissile systems. The U.S. Admin
istration today is gradually withdrawing from these concepts. Even if 
we should presiune that the aforementioned 100 earth satellites will 
carry only antimissile missiles, there are still the U.S. strategic missiles 
based on the groimd, in the air, and imder water, which are constantly 
being modernized and increased.

Atanasov. Actually, these missiles would remain ''imcoimtered" [tie- 
pokriH\ thanks to the existence of a 90 percent effective antimissile 
defense.

Tolubko. This is precisely so, because if the United States should 
introduce the aforementioned antimissile defense, the balance of forces 
will automatically be upset to its advantage. This fact will automati
cally and enormously increase the possibility of inflicting a nuclear 
strike against the USSR without risking the danger of reciprocal 
action. I once more repeat: All this applies to the situation imder 
which the 100 satellites are not charged with nuclear warheads. What 
kind of defense is this? The aforementioned system is purely aggres
sive. It is a new demonstration of policy based on a position of 
strength.

The argiunent that space weapons will bring more security is an 
outrageous lie. They can only produce a further escalation of tension 
in the world and result in a new roimd of the escalation of the arms 
race, and on a much higher and much more dangerous level. The 
Soviet Union will never agree to the existing balance of forces being 
upset and if necessary, as many times before, the USSR will adopt aU 
measures for the preservation of this balance of forces. However, we 
all hope that things will not go that far, and that common sense will 
prevail at the forthcoming Geneva talks.

46. A ddress by  Soviet G eneral Secretary  G orbachev  on 
th e  D eath of P resident Chernenico [Extract], March 
n ,  1985 1

• • • • • • •

® For the texts of the Treaties, see Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 197 ff. and ibid., 
1979, pp. 189 ff.

 ̂Moscow Pravda in Russian, March 12, 1985, First Edition, p. 3; FBIS Daily Report, 
March 12, 1985, vol. HI, p. R2. [Unattributed report: ''Speech by Comrade Gorbachev, 
General Secretary of the CPSU Central Committee, at the CPSU Central Committee 
Plenum on 11 March."]
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As regards relations with the capitalist states, I want to say the 
following: We will firmly follow the Leninist course of peace and 
peaceful coexistence. The Soviet Union will always respond to good
will with goodwill, and to trust with trust, but everyone must know 
that we will never waive the interests of the motherland and its allies.

We value the successes of detente achieved in the seventies and are 
prepared to participate in a continuation of the process of establishing 
peaceful, mutually beneficial cooperation between states, on principles 
of equality, mutual respect, and noninterference in internal affairs. 
New steps in this direction could fittingly mark the 40th anniversary 
of the great victory over Hitlerite fascism and Japanese militarism.

Never before has such a frightful threat loomed over mankind as in 
our day. The only sensible way out of the present situation is an 
accord between the forces opposed to each other on the immediate 
cessation of the arms race, primarily the nuclear race, and the non
allowance of it in space; an accord on an honest and equal basis, 
without attempts to outplay the other side and dictate its conditions 
to it; an accord that will help us all to move forward toward the 
desired goal: the full destruction and banning forever of nuclear weap
ons, and the full elimination of the threat of nuclear war. We are 
firmly convinced of this.

The negotiations between the Soviet Union and the United States 
will begin tomorrow in Geneva. The approach of the Soviet Union to 
these negotiations is well known. I can only confirm yet again: We are 
not striving to achieve imilateral advantages over the United States or 
over the NATO countries, or for military superiority over them. We 
want a termination to the arms race and not a continuation of it, and 
thus we are proposing to freeze nuclear arsenals, to cease the further 
deployment of missiles. We want a real and major cutback in the 
armaments that have been stockpiled, and not the creation of more 
and more weapons systems, in space or on earth. One would like our 
partners in the Geneva negotiations to understand the position of the 
Soviet Union and to reciprocate. Then an agreement would be possi
ble, and the peoples of the world would breathe a sigh of relief.

47. S ta tem en t by  the  A ssistan t Secretary  o f D efense for 
In ternational Security Policy (P erle) Before Subcom
m ittees of th e  House Comm ittees on Science and  
Technology, and  Interior and  Insular A ffairs: Nuclear 
W inter, March 14, 1985 ^

Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman, for the invitation to partici
pate in this hearing.

 ̂Nuclear Winter: Joint Hearing. . . . 99th Cong., 1st sess., pp. 37-42.
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I must say Tm a little disappointed at what I've heard thus far. I 
came to this hearing never having met Dr. Sagan before, but aware of 
his reputation as a scientist, expecting that he might enlighten this 
committee and those of us from the Defense Department who came to 
hear him about the phenomenon of nuclear winter, about efforts to 
narrow the uncertainties that he knows well exist about the param
eters associated with that phenomenon, in short, about the science on 
which he's expert.

I didn't hear a word of science this morning. I heard a shallow, 
demagogic, rambling policy pronoimcement. Not only would I give it 
an F if it were a policy paper in the bureaucracy, 1 wouldn't keep a 
GS-13 whose recommendations in the face of what he believes to be 
and what we share in our belief is a serious problem, [sic] The recom
mendations are so shallow and, in some cases, absurd as to leave one 
aghast at what words transpired since the discovery of this phenome
non by Dr. Sagan.

The idea that the solution to this problem lies in putting Russians 
and Americans in a room where they will receive nuclear components, 
the idea that this is to be taken seriously as a solution to the problems 
posed by the phenomenon of nuclear winter leaves me practically 
speechless.

Mr. Chairman, I think one of the reasons for the confusion this 
morning is that there has been behind practically all of the remarks 
this morning from both the witness and a number of members of the 
committee the presumption that it is inevitable that, because of the 
nuclear winter phenomenon, there must follow changes in American 
strategic doctrine and policy. The presvimption, I say because there 
hasn't been a shred of evidence introduced to the effect that our 
current doctrine and oiu* current policies are not better suited to 
deterring the war that we are all trying to prevent, or mitigating its 
consequences if it should occur, than any other policy that's been put 
in its place.

And while Dr. Sagan, when pressed in a question put to him, 
refused clearly to say that we are to make imilateral reductions, I 
thirJc it was entirely clear from the thrust of his remarks that the only 
logical consequence that can flow from his view of the world is that 
we ought to make unilateral reductions because, if we ever use the 
weapons that he thinks we might use, we would bring about nuclear 
winter and international suicide and, for that reason, it would make 
perfect good sense unilaterally to reduce those weapons. 1 only wish 
he had had the courage to see his logical structure through to a logical 
conclusion.

Now this administration accepts the proposition that there are levels 
of nuclear weapons exchange at which the phenomena described in 
the nuclear winter studies would occur with devastating consequences. 
But we recognize, and would hope that others would recognize, that 
there is a significant range of uncertainty as to precisely how many 
weapons imder precisely what circumstances would produce precisely
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what climatic changes. We think it's important to continue to do work 
in order to refine those estimates and those judgments, but the range 
of imcertainty is very sizable indeed. And it does not, in my judgment, 
advance our scientific imderstanding when loose statements are made 
that attribute a degree of certainty we do not have the privilege of 
now possessing, to the levels at which different climatic effects would 
occur. When Dr. Sagan says, as he has in the past, that 100 weapons 
on 100 cities would be enough to produce nuclear winter, that sug
gests a degree of certitude that he carmot possess, because we, the 
scientific community, do not possess it.

We have a Research Program aimed at refining the judgments that 
go into imderstanding the phenomena involved. It's a sensible Re
search Program. I think there was regret expressed this morning that 
we had put $2.5 million rather than the $5 million recommended into 
it. I think there's a misunderstanding there. The total Goverrunent 
fimding is on the order of $5 million. The Defense Department contri
bution is roughly half of that to a broader admiiustration effort.

Now what are the implications, granting that there is some level of 
nuclear exchange at which the phenomena described as nuclear winter 
would occur, for American policy, for oiu* security, for world peace, 
for our survival, and not least of all for our freedom and independ
ence?

The first implication that we would draw is that we had better 
assure the effectiveness of oiu* deterrent force because, whether we 
like it or not, the best hope we have of preventing nuclear winter, and 
the other consequences short of nuclear winter that would neverthe
less be devastating beyond belief, is to deter that war from ever taking 
place. And the policy of this administration and previous admirustra- 
tions is aimed at doing precisely that. And the programs of this 
administration are not different in significant respects from the pro
grams of previous administrations. Virtually the whole of the Reagan 
Strategic Modernization Program, for example, has its roots in the 
plans and programs of previous administrations. So, first, we need to 
assure the effectiveness of our deterrent forces.

Second, I believe we need to reduce the number of nuclear weapons 
in the world and, in this, I agree with Dr. Sagan. I think, as he put it, 
there are too many nuclear warheads in the world. But let's recognize, 
first of all, that the United States has, in fact, been reducing the 
number of nuclear warheads in the world. We have 8,000 fewer 
nuclear weapons today than we had in 1967. You didn't hear that 
from Dr. Sagan, nor did you hear him reflect on the fact that the 
Soviets have added more weapons than we have reduced in this same 
time period. So while there are indeed too many nuclear weapons in 
the world today, one important reason for that is that the Soviet 
increases have outpaced the American reductions. And not only do we 
have 8,000 fewer nuclear weapons today than we had in 1967, we 
have reduced the megatonnage of those weapons to a bare 25 percent 
of what it was in the 1960's. That, I believe, is the right direction for
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US to move in, in the hope that we will eventually get to levels where 
the nuclear winter phenomenon will not be a concern. I think we all 
agree on that.

And there is no point starting a discussion on this issue with 
demagogic attacks on the sincerity of the administration when it 
comes to arms control, because the reductions I have just referred to, 
Mr. Chairman, came about not as a result of arms control agreements 
that permitted massive increases.

And the answer to Dr. Sagan about what treaties the President 
supports is that none of the treaties he refers to have had the conse
quences he thiiiks they might have of reducing weapons. The reduc
tions I referred to were unilateral reductions imdertaken on the part of 
the United States in the best interests of developing, procuring, and 
deploying a sensible deterrent as we see it.

And the arms control process to which I have heard again and again 
this morning, the most sublime homage paid, has failed to achieve the 
kinds of reductions that we have introduced vmilaterally. And there is 
no sense kidding ourselves. This is a serious problem, it deserves a 
serious solution, and we ought to examine the history of arms control 
to see how effective it has been in bringing about reductions in the 
number of nuclear weapons in the world.

I participated for a couple of years in chairing a committee of the 
North Atlantic Alliance that, a little over a year ago, recommended the 
United States reduce by an additional 1,400 the number of its nuclear 
weapons deployed in Europe, and we are now imdertaking that reduc
tion. And the committee deliberately decided that we would not ap
proach the Soviet Union with a view to an arms control negotiation 
over reductions in those weapons because we know that the moment 
we introduced that issue into arms control negotiations, it would be 
years, if ever, before the reductions actually took place.

So I must say I am a little bit tired of hearing, as a last retreat in the 
absence of any concrete advice commensurate with the concern ex
pressed, that the administration has sent to Geneva people who are 
not serious about arms control. The people who were serious about 
arms control, whose seriousness is never questioned—Mr. Wamke, for 
example, from the previous administration, or Gerard Smith from an 
administration before that— b̂rought us treaties that have today pro
duced thousands and thousands of additional weapons beyond the 
weapons that were in the possession of the Soviet Union on the day 
those agreements were signed.

Now in order to achieve the kind of significant reductions beyond 
those that we are able to imdertake safely and unilaterally, we need, 
in my view, a significant arms control regime. But how do we get it? 
We don't get it by putting a couple of people in a room, a proposal 
that assumes that the agreement has already been reached that we are 
going to bring about reductions.

This administration—and Dr. Sagan knows it, and if he doesn't 
know it, it's because he hasn't bothered to look—has proposed deep
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reductions in strategic offensive nuclear forces, the very forces that he 
believes could create a nuclear winter. This administration has pro
posed the total elimination of intermediate nuclear forces. And weVe 
made both of these proposals and sustained them over the last 2V2 or 
3 years in Geneva. WeVe kept these proposals alive, even in the face 
of the Soviet walkout from Geneva. And I frankly think it is outra
geous that, given the unwillingness of the Soviet Union to respond 
positively to our proposals for reductions, we should stand accused of 
not sending people to Geneva who are serious about negotiating arms 
control.

Now in addition to continuing the effort, and we will continue that 
effort— b̂y every means we know how, we will try to persuade the 
Soviet Union that reductions are in their interest as well as ours— ŵe 
need also to pay close attention to the strategic doctrine that we 
employ and the way we target our weapons. And the fact is that our 
strategic integrated operational plan calls for the ability of the Presi
dent to withhold weapons from the cities of the Soviet Union, not 
because of the nuclear winter phenomenon, but because we have no 
desire to inflict millions of casu^ties on innocent men, women and 
children.

And let me say that absent in the whole of this hearing until now 
has been any recognition that the Department of Defense, which has 
been chastised for not discovering nuclear winter and for not embrac
ing it with the same grandiose rhetoric as the administration's critics, 
the Department of Defense has understood for a very long time what 
an immense tragedy a nuclear war would be with or without nuclear 
winter. The idea that our policy should be fimdamentally different 
because, instead of the destruction of himdreds of millions of people 
through prompt and immediate effects of a nuclear war, that our 
policy should be fundamentally different because we now realize that 
the consequences are even worse than was realized before, misses the 
fimdamental point. We are serious about avoiding a nuclear war be
cause the consequences that we have known about before the discov
ery of nuclear winter are persuasive enough reasons for avoiding a 
nuclear war by any means that men of good will can devise to do that.

Now the issue has been raised about the Soviet interest in nuclear 
winter. And I was sorry that Dr. Sagan didn't comment, because I 
think he's probably in a position to do so, about how our scientific 
community has been struck by the difference between scientific views 
expressed by the Soviets in private and those that they express in 
public which are—it will come as no surprise—the party line, what
ever the party line happens to be. It poses a real problem for serious 
scientific cooperation with the Soviet Union when we know that their 
scientists say to us that they hold views that they are unable to 
express, because the only view they are able to express is the ap
proved political view. And I sat here and listened to a Member of the 
U.S. Congress say to us that the Department of Defense is playing 
politics with a scientific issue.
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Now what Mr. Markey didn't know was that the memorandum he 
had seen, was referring to, was a conversation between a State Depart
ment official and a deputy of the Soviet Academy of Sciences, in 
which the proposal to which he referred was made and it was subse
quently withdrawn. And I have grave doubts about whether it was 
ever made with sincerity in the first instance.

Now let me say a little bit about the strategic defense initiative on 
which Dr. Sagan is also an expert. What this administration has 
proposed to do is conduct a 5-year program of experimentation to see, 
to find out, whether the development of technologies largely in the 
civilian sector that could bear on the development of a strategic de
fense have put the United States in a position where we might be 
able—where we might be able— t̂o develop a reliable system of strate
gic defenses. We don't know whether it's going to prove possible or 
not. We know the Soviet Union is working hard on the development 
of such a system, has been doing so for years with increasing vigor 
following the ABM Treaty of 1972,  ̂ and I think we ought to be smart 
enough to know that if we abandon our program in a marmer that 
couldn't possibly be verified by arms control, the Soviets will carry on 
with their program just as they have carried on with a nxunber of 
programs in violation of the existing treaties between us.

Is Dr. Sagan suggesting that we abandon our research program? Is 
he so sure of the unworkability of a strategic defense that he can now 
declare before the research is done that it's not possible? I think the 
only sensible reaction to the situation in which we find ourselves, 
with massively growing Soviet offensive nuclear forces, with no cer
tainty that we will achieve an arms control agreement that provides 
for significant reductions, and with a significant Soviet SDI research 
program on the way, is to conduct an SDI research program of our 
own. And if we should prove to be successful, would Dr. Sagan not 
prefer that that strategic defense intercept the warheads that would 
produce the nuclear winter if they detonated on the surface of the 
earth?

Dr. Sagan has urged when pressed for recommendations that his 
first recommendation is that the Congress should be given a report 
prepared by the Air Force. Now either Dr. Sagan has seen that report 
and is prepared to speak for its wisdom and validity, or it seems to me 
he squandered his opportunity to give this committee advice by pro
posing as his first order of priority that you be given a report that he 
hasn't seen. I rather suspect that he's seen it. And I am advised by my 
coUeagues that it is a political science paper, does not bear on the 
science of nuclear winter—^which is what I think this committee was 
interested in, and properly so—and, like a lot of papers, we think it 
isn't a very high quality piece of work. Dr. Sagan is free to disagree 
with that, but I wish he'd introduce the arguments from that paper 
that he finds appealing and not attempt to turn this issue into a false

* For the text of the Treaty, see Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 197-201.
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issue of the administration somehow concealing some brilliant piece of 
work which, if only it came to light, would produce immediate 
changes in administration policy.

Mr. Chairman, I thirik I've talked long enough. I hope that there 
will be some questions from the committee. I hope in particular that 
we can focus our time on why it should be assumed that the phe
nomenon of nuclear winter automatically requires that the administra
tion change the strategic doctrine and policy of the United States, 
because I say to you that our policy and doctrine is aimed at prevent
ing a nuclear war, and the potential of a nuclear winter is an even 
more powerful reason for preventing a nuclear war. And it is by no 
means obvious to me, as it evidently was to Dr. Sagan, that the 
discovery of nuclear winter obviously entails changes in our strategic 
policy.

48. A ddress by  British Foreign S ecretary  Howe: Strategic 
D efense Initiative [Extract], March 15, 1985 ^

• • • • • • •

Much has been said and written about President Reagan's strategic 
defence initiative. The first point to make is that, as U.S. spokesmen 
have made clear, this is a research programme, conducted in full 
conformity with the limits of the ABM Treaty.^ As a research pro
gramme, it is also full of questions. The answers may be clear or 
obscure. They may not even emerge at all. As the U.S. Administration 
themselves recognise, the programme is geared to a concept, which 
may in the end prove elusive.

The second point is that treaty obligations specifically allow for 
research to continue into defensive systems. Evidently, it is pointless 
to try to impose constraints which cannot be verified. Most activities 
in laboratories or research institutes come into that category. The 
ABM Treaty recognised this when it drew a distinction between re
search on the one hand and development, testing and deployment on 
the other.

The third, equally important point is that a balance must always be 
maintained between U.S. and Soviet capabilities, in research as in 
other aspects. Given what we know of Soviet activities in the research 
field over a niunber of years, there is a clear need for the United 
States to match the present stage in Soviet programmes. It is for this 
reason that the Prime Minister has repeatedly expressed our firm 
conviction that U.S. research should go ahead.

 ̂Press release issued by the British Embassy Information Department, Washington, 
D.C. The address was given before the Royal United Services Institute in London. 

2 For the text of the Treaty, see Documenk on Disarmament 1972, pp. 197-201.
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But what should happen if and when decisions are required on 
moving from the research to the development stage?

In evaluating the results of research, and in taking any such deci
sions, we shall need to ask ourselves some very basic questions about 
the future nature of Western strategy. In partiailar, we shall have to 
consider how best to enhance deterrence, how best to curb rather than 
stimulate a new arms race. At that stage, the judgements to be made 
will only partly depend upon technical assessments about the feasibili
ty of defences. Even if the research shows promise, the case for 
proceeding will have to be weighed in the light of the wider strategic 
implications of moving down the defensive road.

But can we afford even now simply to wait for the scientists and 
military experts to deliver their results at some later stage? Have we a 
breathing space of five, ten, fifteen years before we need to address 
strategic concerns? I do not believe so. The history of weapons devel
opment and the strategic balance shows only too clearly that research 
into new weapons and study of their strategic implications must go 
hand in hand. Otherwise, research may acquire an imstoppable mo- 
mentimi of its own, even though the case for stopping may strengthen 
with the passage of years. Prevention may be better than later at
tempts at a cure. We must take care that political decisions are not 
pre-empted by the march of technology, still less by premature at
tempts to predict the route of that march.

The questions to be faced are complex and difficult. I want to 
emphasise that they are questions and not prior judgements. The 
answers will only emerge in time.

There would inevitably be risks in a radical alteration of the present 
basis for Western security. How far would these risks be offset by the 
attractions of adopting a more defensive posture: that is to say, of 
developing what might prove to be only a limited defence against 
weapons of devastating destructive force. Could the process of moving 
towards a greater emphasis on active defences be managed without 
generating dangerous uncertainty?

Let us assiune that limited defences began to prove possible, and 
key installations began to be protected by active defences. In his 1983 
address President Reagan himself acknowledged that a mix of offen
sive and defensive systems could be viewed as fostering an aggressive 
policy.® Uncertainty apart, would the establishment of limited de
fences increase the threat to civilian populations by stimulating a 
return to the targeting policies of the 1950s?

Most fundamental of all, would the supposed technology actually 
work? And would it, as Mr. Paul Nitze has noted, provide defences 
that not only worked but were survivable and cost-effective?  ̂ These 
are the key questions to be answered by the research that is being 
imdertaken on both sides.

® Ibid., 1983, p. 200. 
 ̂Document 25.
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It would be wrong to underestimate the enormous technological 
expertise and potential of the United States. But, as we all recognise, 
there would be no advantage in creating a new Maginot Line of the 
twenty-first century, liable to be outflanked by relatively simpler and 
demonstrably cheaper counter-measxu*es. If the technology does work, 
what will be its psychological impact on the other side? President 
Reagan has repeatedly made it clear that he does not seek superiority. 
But we would have to ensure that the perceptions of others were not 
different.

What are the chances that there would be no outright wiimer in the 
everlasting marathon of the arms race? And if the ballistic missile 
indeed showed signs of becoming, in President Reagan^s words, impo
tent and obsolete, how would protection be extended against the non- 
ballistic nuclear threat, the threat posed by aircraft or cruise missiles, 
battlefield nuclear weapons or, in the last resort, by covert action? 
What other defences in addition to space-based systems, would need 
to be developed, and at what cost, to meet these continuing threats?

If it initially proved feasible to construct only limited defences, 
these would be boimd to be more vulnerable than comprehensive 
systems to coimter-measures. Would these holes in the dyke produce 
and even encourage a nuclear flood? Leaving aside the threat to civil
ian populations, would active defences provide the only feasible way 
of protecting key military installations? Might we be better advised to 
employ other methods of protection, such as more mobile and imder- 
sea forces?

Finally on the technology side, could we be certain that the new 
systems would permit adequate political control over both nuclear 
weapons and defensive systems, or might we find ourselves in a 
situation where the peace of the world rested solely upon computers 
and automatic decision-making?

Then there is the question of cost. The financial burden of develop
ing and deploying defences goes far beyond the additional cost of 
providing defences against the nonballistic missile threat. No-one at 
present can provide even a guestimate of the total sums involved. But 
it is fair to assimie that these will run into many himdreds of billions 
of dollars.

We know only too well that our defences must be cut to the cloth 
of our financial resources. We shall have to ask ourselves not only 
whether the West can afford active defences against nuclear missiles. 
We must also ask whether the enormous fimd to be devoted to such 
systems might be better employed.

Are there more cost-effective and affordable ways of erJiancing 
deterrence? Might it be better to use the available funds to improve 
our capability to oppose a potential aggressor at a time of crisis with a 
credible, sustainable and controllable mix of conventional and nuclear 
forces? In short, how far will we be able to impose new burdens on 
defence budgets already imder strain? And what would be the effect
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on all the other elements of our defences, on which Western security 
will continue in large part to depend?

The implications for arms control must also be carefully considered. 
Would the prospect of new defences being deployed inexorably crank 
up the levels of offensive nuclear systems designed to overwhelm 
them? History and the present state of technology suggest that this 
risk cannot be ignored. Or could the same prospect— t̂he vision of 
effective defences over the horizon—^provide new incentives to both 
sides to start at once on reducing their present levels? This explains 
the importance of the second point agreed at Camp David last Decem
ber.

In his statement to Congress last month President Reagan spoke of 
the need to reverse the erosion of the ABM Treaty. It represents a 
political and military keystone in the still shaky arch of security we 
have constructed with the East over the past decade and a half. But to 
go beyond research into defensive systems wotdd be inconsistent with 
the terms of the ABM Treaty as it stands. It was agreed at Camp 
David last December that any deployment beyond those limits would 
have to be a matter for negotiation. We would have to be confident 
that that formidable task could actually be managed on a mutually 
acceptable basis.

We have heard recently from Moscow a lot of dogmatic statements 
and pre-conditions for the success of the new talks. I discount much 
of these. But I do attach importance to convincing the Soviet leader
ship that we in the West are indeed serious in our aim of maintaining 
strategic stability at significantly lower levels of nuclear weapons. We 
do not want to give them the impression that we have something else 
in mind. We are serious about arms control. And we must be seen and 
heard to be so.

Finally, as members of the Atlantic Alliance, we must consider the 
potential consequences for this uruque relationship. We must be sure 
that the U.S. nuclear guarantee to Europe would indeed be enhanced 
as a result of defensive deployments. Not only enhanced at the end of 
the process, but from its very inception.

Many years of deployments may be involved. Many years of inse
curity and instability cannot be our objective. All the allies must 
continue at every stage to share the same sense that the security of 
NATO territory is indivisible. Otherwise the twin pillars of the alli
ance might begin to fall apart.

Other things being equal, we welcome any cost-effective enhance
ment of deterrence to meet palpable weakness on the Western side. 
But we also have to consider what might be the offsetting develop
ments on the Soviet side, if imconstrained competition in ballistic 
missile defences beyond the ABM Treaty limits were to be provoked, 
hi terms of NATO's policy of forward defence and flexible response, 
would we lose on the swings whatever might be gained on the roimd- 
abouts?
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I have posed a lengthy list of questions, to which the answers 
cannot be simple. Some do not admit of answers now. But that does 
not acquit us of the duty to pose them. They are questions so vital to 
our future that we cannot afford to shrug them off. It is right to 
ponder and debate them as research continues. In this way we stand 
the best chance of reaching the right policies. The attractions of 
moving towards a more defensive strategy for the prevention of war 
are as apparent as are the risks. It would be wrong to rule out the 
possibility on the grounds that the questions it raises are too difficult.

But the fact there are no easy answers, that the risks may outweigh 
the benefits, that science may not be able to provide a safer solution 
to the nuclear dilemma of the past forty years than we have found 
already—all these points imderline the importance of proceeding with 
the utmost deliberation. Recent testimony to the U.S. Congress by 
Secretary Shultz and Mr. Nitze, and the continual process of alliance 
consultation, confirm the Prime Minister's statement last December 
that the U.S. Administration see matters in very much the same light.

Deterrence has worked, and it will continue to work. It may be 
enhanced by active defences, or their development may set us on a 
road that diminishes security. We do not know the answer to that 
question. Meanwhile, four clear points emerge.

First, as the Prime Minister reminded the United States Congress 
last month, in the words of Sir Winston Churchill: ^̂ Be careful above 
all things not to let go of the atomic weapon imtil you are sure, and 
more than sure, that other means of preserving peace are in your 
hands." 5

Secondly, impressions can be created by words as well as deeds. 
Policies, aims, visions—all these can and must be clearly stated. With
out the approval of an informed public, the govenunents of the West 
are wasting their breath. But we must be especially on our guard 
against raising hopes that it may be impossible to fulfil. We would all 
like to think of nuclear deterrence as a distasteful but temporary 
expedient. Unfortimately we have to face the harsh realities of a world 
in which nuclear weapons exist and caimot be disinvented. Words and 
dreams cannot by themselves justify what the Prime Minister de
scribed to the Uiuted Nations as the perilous pretence that a better 
system than nuclear deterrence is within reach at the present time.

Thirdly, any deployments of space-based or other defences must be 
a matter for negotiation. The Prime Minister agreed this with Presi
dent Reagan at Camp David, and they reaffirmed it in Washington. In 
the words of the White House statement of 3 January, deployments of 
defensive systems would most usefully be done in the context of a 
cooperative, equitable and verifiable arms control environment.® A

® "Address to the United States C onfess/' January 17, 1952, in Winston Churchill His 
Complete Speeches, 1897-1963. (New York and London: Chelsea House Publications in 
association with R.R. Bowker Company, 1974), vol. VIII, p. 8328.

® Document 2.
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unilateral Soviet deployment of such defences . . . would destroy the 
foundation on which deterrence has rested for twenty years. I warmly 
welcome the clear statement of the U.S. Administration's view that 
deployments would need to be a cooperative endeavour, to be em
barked upon in an arms control context.

There is a fourth factor: the linkage between offensive and defen
sive systems. The White House statement of 3 January recognised the 
merit in controlling both the offensive and defensive developments 
and deployments on both sides. If defensive systems are to be de
ployed, they will be directed against the then levels of offensive 
forces. If the latter can be lowered dramatically, then the case for 
active defences may be correspondingly strengthened. Conversely, rad
ical cuts in offensive missiles might make the need for active defences 
superfluous. Equally, the effectiveness of defences will be directly 
governed by the nimibers of missiles and warheads which they are 
intended to destroy. If the levels rise dramatically, then the effective
ness of defences may not be adequate.

It is therefore clear that there is and will continue to be an integral 
relationship between measures to control offensive forces and any 
decisions to move to the development of active defences. The U.S. 
Administration have always recognised such a linkage. Belatedly, the 
Russians now seem to have reached the same conclusion. As the new 
negotiations, finally launched this week, get underway, a key question 
for all our futures will be the extent to which reductions in offensive 
forces prove possible and the impact this will have upon the incentive 
to develop defences.

49. A ddress by  Belgian Prime M inister M artens Before 
th e  Belgian Parliam ent: In te rm ediate-R ange Nuclear 
Forces D eploym ent in Belgium [Extracts], March 15, 
1985 1

The Goverrmient has reached the conclusion that, in accordance 
with the Government's statement of 18 December 1983, it must today 
confirm the decision it took on 12 December 1979  ̂ and 19 September 
1980 jointly with its allies and has therefore given its consent to the 
deployment of the first 16 missiles.

The Goverrunent nevertheless stresses that this decision is in no 
way aggressive or hostile. The deployment in Western Europe of a 
limited niunber of intermediate-range missiles—^much smaller than the 
number already deployed by the USSR—is solely intended to restore

 ̂ C D /580. All extracts that are printed in document C D /580 are printed here.
 ̂See Documents on Disarmament, 1979, pp. 814-816.
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some balance of forces and the deterrence without which the coimtry's 
security would be seriously impaired. The Government would have 
preferred that security to be ensured by a balanced agreement between 
East and West, and it will continue to work to that end, but it is 
aware that failure to respect the agreed time-tables would not influ
ence the negotiations in the desired direction of a substantial reduction 
of the threat weighing upon Western Europe.

In its continuing search for a negotiated settlement, the Government 
strongly reaffirms that the stationing of any missiles in Belgian terri
tory is reversible: it can be halted, or the missiles may even be totally 
dismantled, if that is provided for under the agreements reached 
through negotiations.

The Government will abide by the international undertakings bind
ing upon Belgium. In this spirit, the Government announces that the 
actual use of the missiles stationed on our territory can oiJy take place 
within the strictest respect for the consultation and decision-making 
procedures provided for in NATO, as well as for the international 
treaties and undertakings to which Belgium is a party.

In this context, it must be stressed that the Atlantic Alliance is 
purely defensive, and that the Treaty setting it up refers explicitly to 
the right of self-defence provided for in the Charter of the United 
Nations. NATO has soleirmly declared (Washington Declaration of 
May 1984) that none of its weapons will ever be used except in 
response to aggression.® It goes without saying, therefore, that the 
conventional or nuclear weapons stationed on Belgian territory will 
never be used by NATO for aggressive purposes.

Besides the international undertakings already ratified, the Govern
ment will ask Parliament to approve the protocols additional to the 
four 1949 Geneva Conventions which Belgiimi signed on 10 Jime 
1977.4

With regard to the 32 cruise missiles which remain to be deployed 
in 1987, the Government has taken the following decision:

If, before the end of 1987, the negotiations have led to an agreement 
under which the zero option can be implemented, any need for such 
deployment by Belgium will disappear;

If, before the end of 1987, the negotiations have led to an agreement 
providing for limited deployment by the Alliance, Belgiimi will take 
its due share;

If, before the end of 1987, the negotiations have ended in failure or 
have been broken off, Belgium has decided to take its agreed share of 
the deployments planned by the Alliance;

If, on the contrary, the negotiations are still going on at that time, 
the stationing of the 32 missiles will be deferred for a period of six 
months, at the end of which, in the absence of any agreement, the sta
tioning will automatically take place without any further decision 
being required.

 ̂Ibid., 1984, p. 429.
 ̂Intematioml Legal Materials, November 16, 1977, issue No. 6, pp. 1391 ff., 1442 ff.
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This position allows maximum opportunities for the success of the 
negotiations.

50. S ta tem en t by  th e  A ssistan t Secretary  of S ta te  for 
East A sian and  Pacific A ffairs (W olfow itz) Before a  
Subcom m ittee o f th e  House Com m ittee on Foreign 
A ffairs: The ANZUS Alliance [Extract], March 18, 
1985 1

The current New Zealand Government has banned nuclear-armed 
and -propelled ship visits in order to get away from, and protest, 
^̂ things nuclear/' According to the New Zealand Goverrunent, the 
coimtry's location—far removed from potential adversaries— r̂enders 
any '^nuclear defense'^ imnecessary and unwanted.

The U.S. view is that the safest course in a dangerous world is to 
make clear our commitment to defend freedom. We believe the best 
way to prevent a large war is to keep small wars from starting. The 
commitments of the Western allies to each other over four decades 
have helped to prevent nuclear war.

Our efforts to keep New Zealand within the framework of Western 
defense have been persistent. After election of the Labor Goverrunent 
in July 1984, Secretary Shultz— în New Zealand for the ANZUS Coim- 
cil— m̂et immediately with Prime Minister-elect Lange. Secretary 
Shultz reaffirmed publicly that, in our view, an alliance by definition 
requires an interaction of forces—an ability to operate together and 
benefit from mutual cooperation. In the words of the 1984 ANZUS 
Council commimique: '^Access by allied aircraft and ships to the air
fields and ports of the ANZUS members was reaffirmed as essential to 
the continuing effectiveness of the alliance." ^

In the interests of finding a harmonious solution, however, we 
proceeded with restraint, deferring any ship visit request for 6 months. 
During this period, we engaged in intensive discussions with the New 
Zealand authorities to try to find a way to permit visits of U.S. 
warships without disclosure of information important to potential ad
versaries. We had hoped that the Government of New Zealand could 
accept our ^'neither confirm nor deny" policy regarding the presence or 
absence of nuclear weapons aboard ships and would remove barriers 
to nuclear-powered warship visits based on their impeccable safety 
record. As a first step, in January 1985, we nominated the U.SS 
Buchanan, a conventionally powered destroyer, the only ship submitted

 ̂Department of State, Current Policy No. 674. The statement was made before the 
Subcommittee on Asian and Pacific Affairs.

 ̂Documenb on Disarmament, 1984, p. 526.
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since the port ban went into effect. We were disappointed when the 
New Zealand Government refused the visit, which was to take place 
after an ANZUS exercise with Australian and New Zealand forces. 
That refusal was based on the Labor Government's insistence on a 
virtually explicit guarantee that the ship was not nuclear armed.

During the period of negotiations and since, we have made a 
number of facts very clear.

First, the Uruted States is not pro-nuclear; it is proalliance. U.S. 
policy in the event of conflict is to employ the lowest level of defense 
necessary to turn back an aggression, to preserve the territorial integri
ty of the United States and its allies, and to restore peace on an 
acceptable basis. Indeed, the foremost purpose of our alliances is to 
prevent war from ever occurring. By weakening one of those alliances. 
New Zealand, in a small way, is detracting from that purpose.

Second, we are fully aware of the non-nuclear policy of the Labor 
Government. We applaud New Zealand's adherence to the Non-Prolif- 
eration Treaty ® and resulting commitment neither to receive nor ac
quire nuclear weapons or explosive devices. While we have welcomed 
New Zealand's opinion on desirable defense strategy and tactics, we 
have not asked that New Zealand become involved in planning or 
other consultative arrangements involving potential use of our nuclear 
forces, as is the case among our NATO allies.

Third, it is obvious that there is little nuclear threat now in the 
South Pacific area. It is in the common interest to keep it that way. 
The presence of strong defense capabilities, necessarily naval in this 
maritime region, is the best guarantee against eruption of conventional 
conflict. And, if conventional conflict can be deterred, the threat of 
nuclear conflict is significantly diminished.

Fourth, we have only one navy— n̂ot one conventionally capable 
navy and one nuclear-capable navy; not one navy to accommodate 
one country's policy and another navy for the rest of the world.

Fifth, for ships, it would be irresponsible and would weaken the 
deterrent value of our forces to advertise to potential adversaries when 
they are or are not carrying nuclear weapons.

Sixth, in our view. New Zealand's "example" does not stimulate 
mutual control of arms. It only encourages potential adversaries to 
wait out other signs of imilateralism and antinuclear sentiments in the 
West, thereby avoiding the need for any reciprocal concessions to 
contain or reduce Western strength.

In sum, we believe that New Zealand's policy, whatever its inten
tions, is not good for the alliance or for the cause of peace. While we 
do not exaggerate the effect of that policy, we cannot ignore it.

The U.S. public has a strong commitment to maintaining forces for 
peace in the Pacific, as elsewhere. But the American public will not 
long support commitments and alliances that protect others if those 
others will not uphold their own responsibilities. New Zealand's refus

® The text of the Treaty may be found ibid., 1968, pp. 461-465.
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al to allow access to its ports for our ships confronts us with such a 
situation today.

With words New Zealand assures us that it remains committed to 
ANZUS; but by its deeds New Zealand has effectively curtailed its 
operational role in ANZUS. A military alliance has little mearung 
without military cooperation—^without some equity in sharing both 
the burdens and the rewards. New Zealand can't have it both ways.

In light of New Zealand's diminution of cooperation with us, we 
have reduced our own military and security cooperation with New 
Zealand. We have made these reductions with regret given New Zea
land's history as an ally—one that has fought with us in fovir wars in 
this century. But imless our alliance partners bear a commensurate 
share of military cooperation essential to the alliance, our partnership 
cannot be sustained practically or politically.

We recognize that New Zealand's decision has been a product of the 
democratic process. New Zealand is imder no compulsion to cooperate 
with us militarily if it feels that this does not serve its interest. But the 
United States is also a democratic nation with broad responsibilities. 
We must husband our defense resources for use in areas where our 
help is wanted and appreciated. Our people would tolerate nothing 
less.

We still, however, regard New Zealand as a friend and have sought 
to avoid petulant reactions. We have not resorted to pimitive meas
ures, such as economic sanctions, and have carefully limited our re
sponse to avoid totally cutting off cooperation even in the military 
and security areas. We have merely responded in a prudent and 
measured way to the changed situation in which we foimd ourselves 
as a result of the New Zealand decision. We have not acted precipi
tately but have given the New Zealand Government abimdant oppor- 
timity—over 7 months— t̂o sort out its position. Once its decision was 
clear, we have tried to avoid bullying and have maintained coopera
tion with the New Zealand Goverrunent as we would with any friend
ly, democratic Western state.

We have emphasized that the adjustments we have made in military 
and security cooperation are all reversible when our ships are permit
ted in under acceptable conditions. As President Reagan said on Feb
ruary 7:

We deeply regret the decision by the New Zealand Government 
to deny port access to our ships. . . . It's our deepest hope that 
New Zealand will restore the traditional cooperation that has ex
isted between our two countries.^

While the New Zealand Government has not yet given any signs of 
moving back from its present stance, the door remains open to restore 
cooperation within ANZUS to normal levels.

 ̂Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, February 11, 1985, p. 148. 
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Some in Congress are understandably impatient with New Zealand^s 
actions against American ships in light of the great exertions we have 
made on behalf of it and other allies. Some ask whether we should 
not back away from our commitments to New Zealand under the 
ANZUS Treaty® or reshape the Treaty into a strictly bilateral U.S.- 
Australian instrument. While we fully agree that our cooperation with 
Australia must be protected—and we are proceeding to do so through 
bilateral military and political cooperation which will substitute for 
former trilateral activities— ŵe are reluctant at this time to dismantle 
the treaty or fall back from our commitment to it.

We hope that the Government and people of New Zealand consider 
carefully their security interests. We strongly desire that reason will 
prevail and New Zealand will return to full defense collaboration with 
us and the other Western democracies.

51. Chinese W orking P aper Subm itted to  the  Conference 
on D isarmam ent: Arms Race in O uter Space, March 
19, 1985 1

1. With the intensification of the development of anti-satellite and 
anti-ballistic missile weapons, the question of preventing an arms race 
in outer space is becoming ever more urgent. Resolution A/39/59 
adopted at the thirty-ninth session of the United Nations General 
Assembly by an overwhelming majority with only one abstention 
fully reflects the grave concern and anxiety of the international com
munity about an arms race in outer space.

2. Consistent with its stand against any arms race, China is opposed 
to an arms race in outer space. It holds that the exploration and use of 
outer space should in the interest of mankind serve to promote the 
economic, scientific and cultural development of all countries. China 
fully subscribes to the objective of "'the non-militarization of outer 
spacê  ̂ and '"the exclusive use of outer space for peaceful purposes."

3. In principle, "the non-militarization of outer space" requires both 
space weapons with actual lethal or destructive power and military 
satellites of all types be limited and prohibited.

4. In view of their complexities, the limitation and prohibition of 
military satellites may be left to be considered and resolved at an 
appropriate time in future.

5. At the present stage, the primary objective in the efforts to 
prevent an arms race in outer space should be "the de-weaponization 
of outer space", i.e. baiming the development, testing, production, 
deployment and use of any space weapons and the thorough destruc
tion of all space weapons.

« 3 UST 3420; TIAS 2493; 131 UNTS 83. 
‘ CD/579.
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6. The aforesaid space weapons should include all devices or instal
lations either space-, land-, sea-, or atmosphere-based, which are de
signed to attack or damage spacecraft in outer space, or disrupt their 
normal functioning, or change their orbits; and all devices or installa
tions based in space (including those based on the moon and other 
celestial bodies) which are designed to attack or damage objects in the 
atmosphere, or on land, or at sea, or disrupt their normal fimctioning.

7. While certain restrictions on the military activities in outer space 
have been provided by the existing international legal instruments 
regarding outer space, especially the 1967 Treaty on Principles Gov
erning the Activities of States in the Exploration and Use of Outer 
Space, Including the Moon and Other Celestial Bodies, ̂  these docu
ments, however, because of their limited scope, are far from being 
adequate for the total prevention of an arms race in outer space. It is, 
therefore, necessary to imdertake an analysis and examination of the 
major existing instruments, and to formulate new provisions and con
clude new agreements.

8. The two Powers which possess the greatest space capabilities and 
are right now intensifying their efforts in the development and testing 
of space weapons bear special responsibilities for the prevention of an 
arms race in outer space. They should demonstrate genuine political 
will, conduct their bilateral negotiations in good faith and keep the 
Conference on Disarmament appropriately informed of the progress of 
the negotiations.

9. The prevention of an arms race in outer space is a priority agenda 
item of the Conference on Disarmament. As the single miiltilateral 
negotiating forum on disarmament, the Conference on Disarmament 
should establish a subsidiary body and undertake negotiations on this 
subject. The mandate of the subsidiary body should have a clear 
ultimate objective, i.e. the conclusion of an agreement or agreements; 
and at the same time, may include an exploratory stage to identify 
issues.

10. In order to create conditions and an atmosphere favourable for 
negotiations, all countries with space capabilities should refrain from 
developing, testing and deploying space weapons.

52. S ta tem en t by  th e  U.S. R epresen ta tive  (Lowitz) to  the  
C onference on Disarm am ent: O uter Space, March 19, 
1985 1

In my remarks today, I want to address an item added to our agenda 
relatively recently, but which is of considerable importance to my 
delegation, as it is to all of the States represented here. The Confer

2 For the text of the Treaty, see Documenfs on Disarmament, 1967, pp. 38-43.
1 CD/PV.300, pp. 22-28.
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ence on Disarmament has had under consideration the issue of the 
prevention of an arms race in outer space for only four years. Work 
on this issue in this and other forums has attracted the attention of 
the world community because of the role that the boimdless environ
ment of outer space increasingly plays in our daily affairs.

One cannot overestimate the benefits to the world that have result
ed from the peaceful uses of outer space, which began some thirty 
years ago, and have multiplied to the point that instantaneous, globd 
telecommunications made possible by artificial earth satellites are 
almost taken for granted. We also tend to forget how recently we have 
developed the ability to monitor the world's weather system in near- 
real time, to track the progress of major storm systems, to provide 
early warning to citizens, and to aircraft and to ships on the high seas. 
Most of us have probably seen the striking photographs which remote 
sensing satellites send back to Earth. These assist in locating natural 
resoiu'ces, and in averting natviral catastrophe from erosion or land 
misuse.

At the same time, we must very frankly acknowledge the fact that, 
in parallel with the great benefits from the peaceful uses of outer 
space that I have mentioned, and the myriad of other such uses far too 
numerous to describe here, outer space has long occupied an important 
role in the military activities of States and alliances of States. This role 
has included commimications, navigation and monitoring the activities 
of military forces on the Earth's surface. Early warning against the 
possibility of large-scale attack by nuclear forces is another military 
activity of fxmdamental importance.

I think it is fair to say that all of the States represented in this 
chamber have a stake not only in the peaceful uses of outer space, but 
in the military uses as well. All of us, I believe, can agree that the 
monitoring by satellite of a number of international agreements in the 
arms control area, such as the bilateral agreements between the United 
States and the Soviet Union, is an important application of space 
technology that directly serves international security and stability. Co
operative measures, such as the ''Hot-Line" Agreement between the 
United States and the Soviet Union, also rely on the use of space— în 
this case to provide the communications links. ̂

All of us can recognize as well that outer space has been the 
location of military activities related to the testing of weapons, and, in 
at least one instance, the Soviet ASAT weapon system, the operational 
environment of an existing system for the destruction of satellites. 
Moreover, every time an intercontinental ballistic missile is tested, 
from the first such test by the Soviet Union in 1957, the trajectory of 
the missile's flight passes through outer space. The fact of operational 
ballistic missile forces possessed by a nimiber of States is, of course, 
directly relevant to the security of every nation.

 ̂For the "Hot Line" Agreements, see Documenk on Disarmament, 1963, pp. 236-238, ibid.,
1971, pp. 635-639, and iUd., 1984, pp. 520-523.
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It is evident that the question of the prevention of an arms race in 
outer space is not a simple matter. It has many aspects, and all of 
them need to be considered. One such aspect of considerable impor
tance is a development that many delegations here have already wel
comed. That is the convening of bilateral negotiations between my 
country and the Soviet Union on 12 March here in Geneva, having the 
objective of working out effective agreements aimed at preventing an 
arms race in space and terminating it on Earth. A number of interven
tions in the Conference have stressed the special responsibilities of the 
two major Powers, due to the extent of their involvement in outer 
space, and have urged them to give special attention to the arms 
control issues that involvement implies. Indeed, this is exactly what 
we hope will take place in these bilateral negotiations. One of the 
three negotiating groups in which the bilateral negotiations will take 
place will address defence and space weapons.

However, to say that two Powers presently have the greatest in
volvement in outer space does not mean that other States do not also 
have a presence and a role in that environment. Everyone recognizes 
that States and consortia including China, France, Japan, India, and the 
European Space Agency, have launched their own satellites into outer 
space. Many other States have made use of laimching facilities of 
those States or consortia which offer them and similarly now have 
satellites operating in orbit. Thus, there is unquestionably a multilater
al dimension to the question of preventing an arms race in outer space, 
and the Conference on Disarmament needs to address this question in 
depth.

My delegation has joined with other Western delegations in propos
ing, as a compromise, that the Conference decide to establish an ad hoc 
committee, to identify, in the first instance, through a thorough and 
substantive examination, issues relevant to our agenda item. The 
Committee would take into account all existing agreements, and also 
take into account existing proposals and future initiatives.

In his statement of 12 February, the Director of the United States 
Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, Kenneth Adelman, addressed 
the question of an ad hoc committee. He suggested that the Committee 
undertake the task, complementary to work in the bilateral negotia
tions, of a comprehensive examination of existing multilateral agree
ments.^

We recognize, Mr. President, the useful consultations which, under 
your guidance, have been continuing on the question of establishing a 
subsidiary body, and we hope that these consultations will soon bear 
fruit so that the Conference can get down to work within the frame
work of an ad hoc committee.

As long ago as 1982 my delegation spoke in a plenary meeting of 
the Conference on the important role played by present commitments 
in arms control agreements in ensuring international peace and stabili-

® Document 21.
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ty. These agreements include the 1963 Treaty Banning Nuclear Weap
ons Tests in the Atmosphere, in Outer Space and Under Water;  ̂ the 
1967 Outer Space Treaty; ® and the 1972 bilateral Anti-Ballistic Mis
sile Treaty.® My delegation will have considerably more to say on 
agreements such as these, within the context of the work of the ad hoc 
committee. At this point, let me simply note that the present network 
of international agreements respecting the outer space environment 
already provides exceptionally important, legally binding limitations 
on miUtary activities in that arena, and my Goverrunent considers 
compliance with those obligations to be of the greatest importance.

Let me turn now to a related issue which has been very much in the 
forefront of public attention over the past several months, a subject 
which was raised by the President of the United States, Ronald 
Reagan, in March of 1983,'̂  and which is known as the Strategic 
Defense Initiative. I think it important to address this issue here today 
because so much has been said that is either misleading or plainly 
wrong. We need to consider the Strategic Defense Initiative on the 
basis of fact, not fantasy.

The essential idea in the Strategic Defense Initiative is this: suppose 
that research could demonstrate the feasibility of constructing a defen
sive system that could render far less potent, or even harmless, the 
threat posed by nuclear-armed ballistic missiles? Would it not be 
better, in this event, to agree to restructure the basis of strategic 
stability, from one relying ultimately on the threat of retaliation with 
nuclear weapons to one relying on a defensive system that posed no 
such threat? Would this not be a more stable system of international 
security, of deterrence of war, than the present one? And would it not 
contribute toward the objective—an objective that we all fully share— 
of the total elimination of nuclear weapons everywhere?

We should ask ourselves: why not open the floodgates of creativity 
for ideas to increase the chances that nuclear weapons will never be 
used, to ensure that a nuclear war—which can never be won—will 
never be fought? These are objectives to which all members of this 
Conference have committed themselves for many years: the search for 
international security, the attempt to bring ideas and diplomacy to 
bear on the most crucial problem of our age. I hope, then, that States 
represented here will not leap to criticize, but rather will consider 
carefully what my Government has in fact proposed. After all, if 
members of this body have attacked the theories of mutual terror or 
mutual assured destruction as inadequate or even immoral, is it re
sponsible now for them to insist that defensive systems caimot and 
should not be devised that would lead to an escape from these theo
ries and toward nuclear disarmament? Is it not defeatist a priori to deny

* Documents on Disarmament 1963, pp. 291-293. 
 ̂Ibid., 1967, pp. 38-43.
 ̂Ibid., 1972, pp. 197-201.

’ Ibid., 1983, pp. 199-201.

Document 52



204 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1985

that technology can serve stabilizing and not only first-strike scenar
ios?

In his statement on 12 March, the distinguished Minister of State 
for Foreign and Commonwealth Affairs of the United Kingdom, Mr. 
Richard Luce, succinctly described the basis of the programme of 
research on which my Goverrunent has embarked. He cited four points 
as agreed between the Prime Minister of the United Kingdom, Marga
ret Thatcher, and President Reagan. I believe these points bear being 
described again:

First, the objective of the Strategic Defense Initiative is not to create 
a situation in which the United States or the West would somehow 
achieve superiority. Rather, the objective is to seek a situation of bal
ance, taking into account developments by the Soviet Union.

Second, any deployment of weapons related to the Strategic Defense 
Initiative would, in view of our obligations imder existing treaties, in 
particular the 1972 Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty, have to be a matter 
for negotiations.

Third, the objective of the Strategic Defense Initiative is to enhance 
the deterrence of war, not to increase the prospects of conflict.

Foiu-th, we seek, in our negotiations, to strengthen international se
curity and to bring about reductions in the levels of offensive nuclear 
weapons on both sides.®

With regard to these four points, I want to stress that the United 
States has taken, and continues to take seriously, its obligations under 
existing arms-control agreements. Consistent with this position, the 
United States has not conducted and has no intention of conducting 
any of the research under the Strategic Defense Initiative in a maimer 
inconsistent with its treaty obligations, particularly its obligations 
vmder the ABM Treaty. In fact, as numerous statements by officials of 
the United States Government have made clear, one of the objectives 
of our bilateral negotiations with the Soviet Union is precisely to stop 
and reverse the erosion of the ABM Treaty.

I think it is salient to note, in this connection, that the obligations 
assumed by the parties to the ABM Treaty do not include limitations 
on research. Research is not prohibited by this agreement, and, in fact, 
the United States has engaged in a limited research programme on 
technologies related to defense against ballistic missiles for many 
years, extending back to the entry into force of the Treaty and before.

This, of course, is also the case with the other party to the Treaty. 
However, our assessment is that the activities of the Soviet Union in 
the area of defensive technologies have been considerably greater than 
our own. Indeed, we estimate that over the last two decades their 
commitment of resources to strategic defense has been roughly compa
rable—I repeat roughly comparable—to the very high levels of their 
expenditures on offensive forces and has been many times higher than 
United States expenditures on defensive systems. Moreover, the Soviet

« CD/PV.298, p. 13.
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Union continues to deploy a system of anti-ballistic missile defenses, 
while the United States has not done so for nearly a decade. The 
Soviet Union has also engaged in a programme to upgrade the capa
bilities of their ABM system. The investment of the Soviet Union in 
advanced technologies related to missile defense has also been consid
erable, for example, in the area of directed energy systems such as 
high-energy lasers.

Naturally, in the Soviet Union such progranmies are not the subject 
of parliamentary or public debate. Who in the USSR raised doubts 
about the Soviet space initiative? We have no way of knowing. We 
here all know well that Soviet weapons become the subject of 
debate—outside the Soviet Union—after they have been deployed. In 
the West, we discuss weapons long before we decide to produce them.

As explained in document CD/561, introduced by my delegation on 
12 February, my Government has concluded that the large phased- 
array radar under construction by the Soviet Union in Siberia at 
Krasnoyarsk constitutes a violation of its obligations under the ABM 
Treaty.  ̂ Moreover, other Soviet development activity and deploy
ments of "̂ air defense" surface-to-air interceptors with potential capa
bilities against strategic ballistic missiles raise more questions regarding 
Soviet compliance with the ABM Treaty. In short, those who would 
complain about the actions of my Goverrunent with regard to research 
on defensive technologies would do well to direct their attention, their 
analysis, their questions, and their complaints elsewhere.

As a simple matter of prudence, my Government's investigations 
into strategic defensive technologies are needed to ensure that it is in a 
position to balance the developments by the Soviet Union to which I 
have referred. Such research constitutes an essential "hedge'' against a 
developing potential by the Soviet Union to "break out" suddeiJy 
from the constraints imposed by the Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty. It 
serves, as well, as a response to the erosion of the strategic balance 
caused by the continuing build-up by the Soviet Union of offensive 
arms. The United States cannot afford to allow a imilateral advantage 
to the Soviet Union that might open the door to a potential first 
strike. The activities of the Soviet Union must and will be taken into 
account so as to correct and stabilize the military balance. The United 
States will, of course, raise this issue in the bilateral negotiations and 
in other diplomatic channels.

On 5 [7] March, the distinguished representative of the Soviet 
Union, Ambassador Issraelyan, made a statement to this body on the 
same agenda item to which I am speaking today. I welcome his 
reference to important co-operative efforts in the peaceful uses of 
outer space, not the least of which is the SARSAT-COSPAS rescue 
system, which my country has joined with the Soviet Union, Canada 
and France in developing and operating. The United Kingdom, Den

® Identical with Documents 11 and 12.
Document 42.
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mark, Norway, Sweden and Bulgaria have now also joined this 
system. These efforts are heartening evidence of how States can work 
together to advance the international framework of co-operation. The 
scientific missions to explore Venus and Hailey's Comet on its close 
approach to the sim next year are other fascinating and profitable 
ventures in international co-operation.

Therefore, it was with some concern that I listened to other parts of 
Ambassador Issraelyan's statement, in particular his characterization of 
threats to international security supposedly arising from 'Vast space 
militarization programmes" recently adopted by the United States, 
including the Strategic Defence Initiative and the United States devel
opment programme for an anti-satellite weapon system. This charac
terization of the present situation can only be described as bizarre.

It was not the United States that first tested intercontinental ballistic 
missiles transiting through outer space. It was not the United States 
that developed a fractional orbital bombardment system using nuclear 
warheads—a system with no Western coimterpart. It is not the United 
States that for over a decade has deployed and continued to test an 
operational anti-satellite weapon system. It is not the United States 
that maintains and is improving an operational anti-ballistic missile 
system. It is not the United States that has constructed a radar in 
violation of the obligations of the ABM Treaty. In sum, it is not the 
United States whose military development, testing and procurement 
have given a basis for fears that sudden abandonment of the ABM 
Treaty may be envisioned and plans for a first strike might be in 
preparation.

As stressed in docimient CD/561, non-compliance with arms control 
agreements now in force is a matter of crucial importance to my 
Government. But non-compliance is equally important to the world 
community. For whatever insistent calls may be issued here and there 
for sweeping new disarmament measures, often without regard to their 
verifiability, each of us here knows full well that arms control without 
confidence in strict compliance by all parties is a contradiction in 
terms. Such arms control does not add to world stability and security. 
It directly undermines these goals. Accordingly, the Conference on 
Disarmament surely has a vital stake in upholding the integrity of 
arms control agreements currently in force.

Let me generalize now on the actions of the Soviet Union that I 
have cited in the field of strategic offense and defense. As a whole, 
they have created a definite ciurent imbalance and they threaten 
future strategic stability. But the Soviet Government did not raise the 
alarm over the "militarization" of space when it undertook its vast 
strategic buildup. Only now, when there is concern that this arsenal 
could be rendered less potent, or even harmless, is the militarization of 
space decried by some. This is understandable—transparent, but un
derstandable.

We welcome the expression of resolute opposition by the Soviet 
Union to competition in nuclear or any other arms. This is entirely
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consistent with our own position. The United States has made clear 
that if our research into defensive systems indicates their feasibility, 
survivability and cost-effectiveness, the deployment of such systems 
will be the subject of discussion, consistent with our obligations imder 
the ABM Treaty, and consistent with the Treaty's provisions for 
amendment. As President Reagan recently described it, our long-term 
commitment is to ^'internationalize'' missile defenses if they can be 
made effective. It is, thus, without foundation to suppose that the 
United States, by its efforts, seeks to increase and not reduce prospects 
of a nuclear confrontation.

I have already pointed out that the United States intends to imder- 
take its research activities in full compliance with its Treaty obliga
tions. Ambassador Issraelyan has argued that it would be "too naive" 
to assimie that a programme of research would not inevitably lead to 
deployment because of "inherent momentum" in military technology. 
I can only speak for my Government on this accoimt: we see no such 
inherent momentum in any piece of equipment or technology, and we 
trust that there is no such mechanistic or "inherent" momentum in the 
military technologies for defensive weapons imder research in the 
Soviet Union. We trust that Ambassador Issraelyan does not mean his 
remarks to be an announcement of future deployment of defensive 
systems in contravention of the Soviet Union's obligations under the 
ABM Treaty, the Limited Test Ban Treaty, and the Outer Space 
Treaty, because of some inherent momentimi in military technology.

I also take issue with Ambassador Issraelyan's claim that the United 
States programme to develop an anti-satellite weapon system is a 
particularly dangerous threat to international stability because of a 
potential dual-purpose role, as both an anti-satellite and an anti- 
nuclear missile warhead system. Rather, the United States programme 
is a measured response to deter Soviet use of their operational ASAT 
system and to provide a capability to counter Soviet satellites that, 
while not weapons themselves, can help target terrestrial forces of the 
United States and other nations. And the specious claim that Western 
deployments of intermediate-range weapons in Europe are deploy
ments of "first-strike" nuclear systems merits no rebuttal except to 
say that the deployment by the Soviet Union of its SS-20 missiles 
with over 1,200 warheads is being met with a meastu'ed and much 
smaller response.

I share Ambassador Issraelyan's hopes for a completely successful 
outcome to the bilateral negotiations between the United States and 
the Soviet Union that began last week. I also echo the intention he 
voiced to be constructive in ensuring successful work in the Confer
ence on Disarmament. That intention will be best served by avoidance 
of polemics.

In conclusion, I want to emphasize that my delegation is heartened 
by the receptiveness being indicated by so many delegations to the 
compromise mandate proposed for the establishment of an hoc 
committee to undertake serious, practical work to consider arms con
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trol and disarmament measxires applicable to outer space. The time to 
establish a Committee is surely now.

53. S ta tem en t by  ACDA Director A delm an Before the  
House Comm ittee on Foreign Affairs: ACDA A uthori
za tion  for Fiscal Y ears 1986-1987 [Extract], March 20, 
1985 ^

Mr. Chairman, at this time 1 would like to submit to the Subcom
mittee ACDA's request for the Agency's authorization level for FY86 
and FY87 and ACDA's request for an increase in the Agency's author
ization level for FY85. I am including with my prepared statement a 
copy of the proposed language for an amended authorization bill for 
FY85 and for the Agency's authorization bill to cover FY86 and FY87.

I hope you will appreciate that this year has been an extremely 
unusual one from the standpoint of being able to estimate our re
sources requirements. As you know. Secretary Shultz's meeting with 
Foreign Minister Gromyko took place in early January of this year, 
and the agreement to resume arms control talks with the Soviets has 
changed our support requirements significantly. Since that meeting we 
have been working closely with the State Department, OMB, and 
other agencies to establish the level of support for the new arms 
control delegations in Geneva. We have now determined the amoimt 
of additional resources and personnel that will be needed for the work 
of the delegations in Geneva and also for our backstopping activities 
here in Washington. For FY85 we are requesting an increase in the 
authorization level from $21,932,000 to $23,789,000. This will permit 
an addition to ACDA's appropriation for this fiscal year of $4,321,000. 
For FY86 we are requesting an authorization level of $25,614,000. This 
will permit an appropriation of up to $6,146,000 over the amount 
requested in the President's budget submission to the Congress.

I know that the committee has traditionally sought a specific au
thorization figure for each fiscal year. However, because of the uncer
tainty that relates to our financial requirements for FY87 we plan to 
request an authorization level which is set as "such sums as may be 
necessary." Until we have more experience with the resource needs of 
the delegations, we cannot accurately forecast the authorization we 
will need for FY87, and I strongly believe that year's authorization 
amount can be most appropriately handled in this manner.

The above authorization levels have been arrived at by reviewing 
additional personnel requirements for the delegations and backstop-

 ̂Arms Control and Disarmament Agenof Authorization for Fiscal Years 1986-1987: Hearings and 
Markup . . . , 99th Cong., 1st sess., pp. 9-16.
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ping work, enhanced security items, improved office automation, more 
modem communications facilities, translator requirements, housing for 
the increased number of Ambassadors and their staff, and other items 
which will be essential for the smooth operation of the delegations. 
Included in these totals is fimding for 207 full-time equivalent posi
tions for 1985 which is an increase of 9 positions over the present 
budgeted staff complement. For FY86 we have made provision for 208 
full-time positions. In addition to these provisions, there are the Am
bassadors in Geneva and their immediate staffs. Therefore, we also 
have the salary expenses for these 20 individuals who have been 
assigned to ACDA on a reimbursable basis. We have already provided 
to the committee staff some supporting documentation to illustrate the 
major budget category changes that make up the totals of the request
ed authorization levels. I will be very happy to provide additional 
details of this request in response to any questions you may have 
today or submit this information for the record.

When fimds are authorized, they will be devoted primarily to the 
conduct of, and support for, the new negotiations on strategic and 
intermediate-range nuclear arms, and on defense and space arms con
trol; on Mutual and Balanced Force Reductions; negotiations at the 
Conference on Confidence and Security Building Measures on Disar
mament in Europe; at the 40-nation Conference on Disarmament, 
where we are working to develop effective limitations on nuclear 
testing and on chemical weapons; and at the United Nations in New 
York.

In addition, these fimds will support implementation of our policy 
to prevent the spread of nuclear explosives to other countries; to 
support our obligations under the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of 
Nuclear Weapons  ̂ and this year's NPT Review Conference; and to 
enable us to fulfill other statutory arms control responsibilities.

Section 2 of the proposed bill would upgrade several key executive 
positions in the Agency to put them on the same level as their 
counterparts in other U.S. Government agencies. No change is sought 
in the Director's present Executive Level II, which is purposely on the 
same level as the Deputy Secretaries of the State and Defense Depart
ments. But the bill would upgrade the position of the Deputy Director 
of the Agency from Executive Level IV to Level III. This would make 
him equal in rank to the Under Secretaries of State and Defense. The 
bill wovdd also upgrade the positions of the Agency's four Assistant 
Directors from Executive Level V to Level IV, the same rank as 
Assistant Secretaries of State and Defense and Assistant Administra
tors of AID.

As pointed out in the Library of Congress Congressional Research 
Service report 84-519, "the Deputy Director, and the Assistant Direc
tors [are] at Executive Pay Levels one step below those of parallel 
positions in the Departments of State and Defense. . . . Regardless of

 ̂For the text of the Treaty, see Documents on Disarmament 1968, pp. 461-465.
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what the law stipulates regarding the functions of the agency and its 
officers, these differences in pay level can have meaning in reference 
to power and precedence in interagency negotiations and politics".® 
Therefore, I earnestly seek your support for legislation, first sought by 
the President in the last Congress, to remedy this inequity. The 
present situation is particularly detrimental to our effort now in view 
of our increased arms control responsibility.

Mr. Chairman, two years ago when I appeared before this Commit
tee on the FY 84-85 ACDA authorization request, I pledged ''to 
invigorate ACDA to the fullest of my abilities."  ̂Today I would like 
to report to you on my efforts.

When I became ACDA Director, there were many vacancies within 
the Agency which hindered its ability to fulfill its responsibilities. 
These vacancies included critically important positions such as Deputy 
Director, and three of the four Assistant Director slots. We are now 
fully staffed. Former Congressman David Emery who has served on 
the House Armed Services Committee joined ACDA as my Deputy. 
As for the Bureaus, Thomas Etzold serves as Assistant Director for 
Multilateral Affairs, Henry Cooper as Assistant Director for Strategic 
Programs, Lewis Dunn as Assistant Director for Nuclear and Weapons 
Control and Manfred Eimer as Assistant Director for the Verification 
and Intelligence Bureau.

In addition, we have created a new office—the Office of Congres
sional Affairs—separating this function from the General Counsel's 
Office where it previously existed. We have taken this step out of 
recognition of the strong interest and role of Congress in U.S. arms 
control policy. Both our legal and Congressional responsibilities have 
increased. Thomas Graham, Director of the General Counsel's Office 
will also serve as the Legal Advisor to the Geneva arms control 
delegation. It was our desire at ACDA to be fully responsive to 
Congressional needs to further the Executive-Legislative Branch proc
ess of consultation on arms control. As you are aware, I selected the 
new Director of the Congressional Affairs Office, Alison Fortier, from 
the Staff of the Committee. Alison also has working with her a deputy 
and two other Congressional Relations Officers who all have extensive 
Hill experience.

To review the integral role which ACDA plays in the U.S. arms 
control policy process, I would like to summarize briefly some of our 
recent activities.

First, ACDA has been deeply involved in the preparations for the 
U.S.-Soviet arms control talks in Geneva. We have fully participated 
in drawing up the U.S. negotiating positions for the INF, START, and 
Space groups. The Deputy Negotiator for the Defense and Space 
Group is Henry Cooper who, as I previously mentioned, is ACDA's

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1983, p. 392.
 ̂Congressional Research Service, "'The U.S. Arms Control and Disarmament Agency: 

Data on Management, Personnel, Budget, Status and Related Matters, 1981-83," by 
Charles R. Gellner and Lynn F. Rusten, February 1, 1984, 84-519S, p. 15.
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Assistant Director for Strategic Programs. Dr. Cooper co-chaired the 
Interagency Group tasked with preparing the U.S. positions on De
fense and Space. In addition, ACDA, as an agency, is represented on 
each of the three negotiating teams and ACDA is back-stopping in 
Washington all three of the teams. We are providing for the record an 
outline of the U.S. delegation for the Geneva talks.

Moreover, consistent with ACDA's statutory authority, under the 
direction of the President and the Secretary of State, for management 
of United States participation in arms control negotiations, the Agency 
will manage the operation of these negotiations.

In another important area of arms control. Dr. Manfred Eimer, 
ACDA's Assistant Director for the Verification and Intelligence 
Bureau co-chaired the Arms Control Verification Committee Analysis 
Group which prepared the recent reports to Congress on Soviet com
pliance with existing arms control agreements.

ACDA heads the U.S. delegation to the 40-nation Conference on 
Disarmament (CD) in Geneva. ACDA also heads the U.S. delegation 
to the U.N. Disarmament Commission, the U.S. delegation to the 
UNGA First Committee which treats arms control issues, and ACDA 
heads the U.S. delegation to the NATO Disarmament Experts which 
meets twice a year in Brussels. The U.S. Deputy Representative to the 
Conference on Confidence and Security Building Measures and Disar
mament in Europe (CDE) is an ACDA official.

ACDA is also the lead agency in the Executive Branch for the 
Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty Review Conference. Dr. Lewis 
Dimn, my Assistant Director for Nuclear Weapons and Control, has 
the lead in U.S. preparation for the September 1985 NPT Review 
Conference. These activities and many others are described in greater 
detail in our Congressional Presentation Document.

Mr. Chairman, distinguished Members of the Committee, I conclude 
by asking your support for the Fiscal Year 1986-1987 ACDA authori
zation request and for the supplemental authorization for FY85. We 
look forward to working with this committee and with the Congres
sional Arms Control Observer Group and to do everything possible to 
facilitate the rightful role of Congress in the arms control process.

54. Communique of th e  NATO Nuclear Planning Group, 
March 27, 1985 ^

The NATO Nuclear Planning Group (NPG) met in Ministerial Ses
sion in Luxembourg on 26th and 27th March 1985. Spain attended as 
an observer.

2. On the basis of a comprehensive briefing by the United States 
Secretary of Defence we reviewed the status of nuclear forces includ-

1 NATO Review, vol. 33, No. 2 (April 1985), p. 33.
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ing all aspects of the negotiations which recently began in Geneva and 
the United States strategic modernization programme. NATO's strate
gic forces are the ultimate deterrent to preserve security, peace and 
freedom. Therefore we support the United States and United Kingdom 
efforts to maintain the credibility of their strategic nuclear deterrent 
capabilities.

3. We welcome the opportimity offered by the negotiations which 
started in Geneva on 12th March, encompassing defence and space 
systems, strategic nuclear forces and intermediate-range nuclear forces. 
We discussed the prospects for progress in each of these areas stress- 
ing that continued close consultation among the Alliance partners was 
essential. We noted that these negotiations would be difficult, long 
and complex. We strongly support the United States approach to these 
negotiations and call on the Soviet Union to participate constructively 
in them.

4. We have continued the comprehensive consultations on the polit
ical and strategic implications of the United States' Strategic Defence 
Initiative (SDI). This is designed to establish whether recent advances 
in technologies could offer the prospect of significantly more effective 
defence against ballistic missiles. We support the United States re
search programme into these technologies, the aim of which is to 
enhance stability and deterrence at reduced levels of offensive nuclear 
forces. This research, conducted within the terms of the ABM Treaty,  ̂
is in NATO's security interest and should continue. In this context, we 
welcome the United States invitation for Allies to consider participa
tion in the research programme.

5. We noted with concern the extensive and longstanding efforts in 
the strategic defence field by the Soviet Union which already deploys 
the world's only ABM and anti-satellite systems. The United States 
strategic defence research programme is prudent in the light of these 
Soviet activities and is also clearly influenced by the treaty violations 
reported by the President of the United States.

6. We are concerned about the continuing build-up of Soviet nucle
ar forces. We note that they are completing development and testing 
of a wide range of new strategic systems, including two Inter-Conti
nental Ballistic Missiles (ICBMs), a new Submarine-Laimched Ballistic 
Missile (SLBM), and a new bomber. A new generation of groimd-, air- 
and sea-launched cruise missiles is begirming to enter operational 
service. The current SS-20 force is composed of 414 SS-20 laimchers 
with 1,242 warheads. The Soviet Union continues to update and im
prove its shorter-range nuclear forces.

7. In contrast to the growth of Soviet nuclear forces at all levels, it is 
NATO's policy to maintain only the minimum number of nuclear 
weapons necessary for deterrence. At Montebello in 1983, we decided 
to withdraw 1,400 warheads over the next five or six years. ̂  SACEUR

 ̂For the text, see Documents on Disarmament 1972, pp. 197-201.
3 See ibid., 1983, pp. 917-918.
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presented his plan to achieve this by the end of 1988. SACEUR's plan 
embraces reductions in a variety of warheads. Taken together with the 
withdrawal of the 1,000 warheads following the 1979 dual>track deci
sion/ the total number of warheads removed from Europe since 1979 
will be 2,400, resulting in the lowest NATO stockpile level in 20 
years. In addition, since one further warhead is being removed from 
the stockpile for each Pershing II or Ground-Launched Cruise Missile 
(GLCM) deployed, the NATO stockpile level will not be affected by 
deployment of Longer-Range INF (LRINF).

8. In the context of the reductions agreed at Montebello, we also 
agreed to undertake the necessary actions to improve our forces across 
the spectrum of capabilities to ensure a continuing credible deterrent. 
Accordingly, SACEUR was tasked to develop recommendations. As 
part of this process, we received a report from SACEUR on the 
improvement aspects of the Montebello Decision for the maintenance 
of a survivable, responsive and effective nuclear force structure in 
support of flexible response. We agreed to consider SACEUR's recom
mendations in detail and to continue close consultations on the imple
mentation of his improvement proposals. At the same time we reiter
ated our determination to continue the process of improving NATO's 
conventional defence capabilities.

9. We noted the progress made on LRINF deployments by NATO 
nations and the fact that negotiations on INF systems are imderway 
again. We reviewed, in particular, prospects for these negotiations and 
expressed support for the United States negotiating position developed 
in close consultation with its Allies. We emphasized NATO's determi
nation to continue the deployment of LRINF missiles as scheduled in 
the absence of a concrete negotiated result with the Soviet Union 
obviating the need for such deployment. At the same time, we reiter
ated our willingness to reverse, halt or modify the LRINF deployment 
including the removal and dismantling of missiles already deployed— 
upon achievement of a balanced, equitable and verifiable agreement 
calling for such action.

10. Greece expressed its views in a statement included in the min
utes. Denmark reserved its position on the INF part.

55. S ta tem ent by  th e  Federal Republic of G erm any on the  
U.S. S trategic D efense Initiative, March 27, 1985 ^

1. The American-Soviet negotiations, which began on March 12th 
1985 and with which the two great powers have lirJced the desire for 
a general improvement of their relations, open up new possibilities for 
East-West relations as a whole. A stable relationship between the

4 Ibid., 1979, pp. 814-816.
 ̂Hamburg DPA in German, March 27, 1985; FBIS Daily Report, March 27, 1985, vol. 

VII, pp. J1-J3.
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United States and the Soviet Union is decisive for flourishing develop
ments in Europe. There is now an opportunity, based on the existing 
agreements and the CSCE process, to arrive at more stable and more 
durable East-West relations which include positive developments in 
the political, economic, culttiral, and humanitarian spheres. We Ger
mans have a special interest in improvements for the people in our 
divided coimtry.

This development confirms the Harmel concept of the Western 
alliance, strongly supported by the Federal Government, which calls 
for constructive dialogue and extensive cooperation on the basis of 
guaranteed defense capability.

As a result of the meeting between Secretary of State Shultz and 
Foreign Minister Gromyko the following, among other things, was 
agreed on January 8th, 1985:

Both sides agreed that the subject of the negotiations will be a 
complex of questions that will concern space and nuclear weapons, 
both strategic and medium-range weapons, and indeed with all the 
questions that must be brought into consideration and solved with 
respect to their reciprocal relationship. The aim of the negotiations 
will be to work out effective agreements directed at preventing an 
arms race in space, at ending it on earth and at limiting and reducing 
nuclear weapons and strengthening strategic stability. ̂

The Federal Government supports the negotiating goals set out in 
this statement.

2. In the opinion of the Federal Government the following is neces
sary in accordance with the negotiating goals formulated in Geneva:

— T̂o prevent an arms race in space, end it on earth and to consoli
date strategic stability,

— T̂o drastically reduce and limit nuclear strategic and medixmi- 
range weapons, which also is in accordance with the preamble to the 
ABM Treaty ® and Article VI of the Non-Proliferation Treaty,'*

— T̂o allow research by both sides on the SDI and its problems to 
lead to cooperative solutions,

— T̂o reaffirm [bekraefHgen\ the ABM Treaty as long as no other 
mutual agreements have been concluded.

In this connection, the Federal Government points to the statement 
in the declaration of 8 January 1985 that the issues on the agenda for 
negotiation are to be weighed and solved in their ' înterrelationship." 
In this, particular significance will be attached to the relationship 
between offensive and defensive weapons for the strengthening of 
stability.

3. The secxuity policy of the Federal Government and of the alliance 
is and remains the policy of preventing war of any type. All our

2 Document 3.
® For the text of the ABM Treaty, see Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 197-201.
* Ibid., 1968, pp. 461-465.
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efforts in the sphere of deterrence, defense, disarmament, and arms 
control are directed toward this goal.

The Federal Goveniment considers it of decisive importance that the 
whole spectrum of the military balance of forces between West and 
East should be incorporated into the arms control dialogue: no type of 
weapon should be exempt from negotiations. We want concrete 
progress in:

— T̂he Vienna negotiations on bilateral and balanced troop reduc
tions in Central Europe

—The Stockholm Conference on Confidence-Building Measures and 
Security and Disarmament in Europe.

— T̂he negotiations on the complete worldwide ban on chemical 
weapons at the Geneva disarmament conference.

4. President Reagan has repeatedly made clear that the SDI is a 
long-term research program directed exclusively at defense, whose 
goal is to examine possibilities for the development of new non
nuclear antiballistic missile defense systems. It is to be established 
whether it may be technologically possible to reduce the threat from 
ballistic missiles by new defensive systems which would also protect 
the United States' allies.

5. The Federal Government welcomes the U.S. Goverrunent's state
ment that

—No superiority is being sought by means of the SDI
—The results of the research phase must be awaited before decision 

which go beyond research can be made
—It is ready for continuous and intensive consultations with its 

allies.

6. The treaty on the limitation of ABM systems of 1972 permits 
research work. All the signs speak for the view that the Soviet Union 
has been exploring for a long time new technology which could be 
used for antimissile purposes; in addition, the Soviet Union possesses 
the only ABM system capable of fimctioning and is modernizing it. 
Research for the U.S. President's SDI is therefore justified.

7. We are also in agreement with our alliance partners that

— T̂he strategy of flexible response must remain effective, without 
change, for the alliance as long as there is no more effective alternative 
for the goal of preventing war,

— T̂he political and strategic unity of the alliance must remain pro
tected,

—The security of Europe must not be detached from the security of 
the United States,

—The conventional imbalance in Europe must be reduced.

8. The Federal Government welcomes the fact that intensive consul
tations by the U.S. Government with the alliance partners are taking 
place on all subjects in the Geneva negotiations and on issues concern
ing the SDI. They are indispensable for us and emphasize what impor
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tance the United States attaches to agreement with its alliance part
ners.

9. The Federal Government will use these consultations in the alli
ance for strengthening the Western negotiating position and in the 
interests of the imity of the alliance.

10. The Federal Government will continuously pursue and assess the 
economic and technological aspects of the SDl research program.

It will also, with regard to the SDI, continue to endeavor to ensure 
that the Europeans will bring a united attitude to the consultations.

56. S ta tem ent by  th e  U.S. R epresen ta tive  (Lowitz) to  the  
C onference on Disarm am ent: Chemical W eapons, 
March 28, 1985 ^

Mr. President, negotiations to ban chemical weapons have been 
under way for over 10 weeks thus far this year. During our plenary 
sessions devoted to these important negotiations, it is appropriate to 
take stock—to determine what has been accomplished and what re
mains to be done. That is what 1 propose to do today.

1985 marks the sixth year of the existence—in one form or an
other—of the Ad Hoc Committee on Chemical Weapons. Under the 
leadership of a series of dedicated chairmen, significant progress has 
been made towards a complete and verifiable ban on chemical weap
ons. Many delegations have contributed to the development of guid
ing concepts and to the elaboration of specific provisions.

Last year my own delegation presented a draft convention (docu
ment CD/500) which built upon the work already accomplished in the 
Conference and incorporated a number of new ideas of our ow n.^  The 
convention would provide a complete and effective prohibition of 
chemical weapons without undue interference in the use of chemicals 
for permitted piuposes. To ensure confidence in compliance—confi
dence which is essential for an effective ban—the convention would 
provide for a system of routine declarations and inspections of key 
facilities, supplemented by a flexible system for resolving concerns 
that may arise. It is our view that the types of verification measures 
contained in the United States draft convention would serve the inter
ests of all coimtries.

This year, Finland and the United Kingdom  ̂ have presented care
fully elaborated and very constructive Working Papers. We welcome 
their dedicated work.

But despite our efforts, an impartial assessment of our present situa
tion must be that the really difficult problems remain. Moreover, time

1 CD/PV.303, pp. 7-13.
2 For the text or the U.S. draft convention, see, Documenk on Disarmament, 1984, pp. 269- 

299.
® CD/CW/WP.92 and Document 41.
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does not favour those that seek a chemical weapons ban. Let me 
address the latter point first.

Information available to us—and the dramatic evidence that chemi
cal weapons have been used in several recent conflicts—^make clear 
that chemical weapons capabilities are spreading. In fact, more than a 
dozen States possess chemical weapons. The spread of chemical weap
ons poses a threat to all coimtries, particularly developing coimtries.

As more countries acquire chemical weapons, the likelihood in
creases that chemical weapons will be used, causing horrible suffering 
and a weakening of the 1925 Geneva Protocol.** Both fashion and fear 
may prompt additional countries to obtain chemical weapons and this 
dangerous process of the spread of chemical weapons could begin to 
feed on itself. At some point an effective chemical weapons ban could 
become almost impossible to negotiate because of the nvimber of 
coimtries with security requirements to be satisfied, not the least of 
which would be the extensiveness of the verification system.

The United States has expressed concern over the use of chemical 
weapons by several coimtries in various regions of the world—in the 
Middle East, in Afghaiustan and in South-East Asia. We have strongly 
supported international investigation of reports of the use of chem ici 
weapons. We believe that the legal and moral authority of the Geneva 
Protocol of 1925 must be upheld and that urgent attention by the 
world community is called for whenever use of chemical weapons is 
reported.

A year ago, on 13 March 1984, the United States representative to 
this Conference conveyed our conclusion that Iraq had used lethal 
chemical weapons in its conflict with Iran and that this constituted a 
serious breach of the Protocol and of related rules of customary inter
national law.® Today it is my sad task to report our conclusion that 
Iraq has again used chemical weapons, in the recent fighting with Iran. 
My Government condemns the use of chemical weapons in violation 
of international law and conventions whenever and wherever it occurs, 
including this latest instance.

There is little doubt that recent violations of the Geneva Protocol 
are a threat to the integrity of the most venerable of arms control 
agreements and, in fact, a threat to the foundations of the arms 
control process itself: the belief that States may find genuine security 
based on international agreements and law instead of their own arma
ments. This should be a sobering thought for a conference seeking to 
negotiate new arms control agreements.

All States need confidence that the treaties they enter into are being 
complied with. When that confidence is eroded so is the hope we 
place in an international structure based on law.

Many nations prefer to treat compliance concerns as a matter only 
for the accuser and the accused. Yet in matters of international securi

* Documents on Disarmament 1969, pp. 764-765.
® CD/PV.249, pp. 24-25. See also Documents on Disarmament, 1984, pp. 135-136.
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ty, especially in the nuclear age, there can be no spectators. A State's 
responsibility for an arms control agreement must not end when it is 
signed. States cannot remain indifferent when such basic interests as 
the integrity of present and future treaties are involved: they must 
take an active role. However, the United States is not asking other 
nations to choose sides, but only to realize that the allegations are 
sufficiently troubling—especially but not exclusively in the area of 
chemical weapons—to warrant an active interest in the matter, includ
ing a search for resolution of the disputes.

Some States have justified silence by citing their high standards of 
proof. Indeed, we would agree that the evidence is complex and that 
the world rarely yields incontrovertible proof. But does this mean that 
States should do nothing at all? Would they have those responsible 
for law enforcement in their own countries refuse even to investigate a 
case imtil the courts could guarantee a conviction? Such an approach 
would yield neither justice nor confidence within a country, and it 
cannot by expected to provide a stable system of international agree
ments.

States must realize that there is a direct relationship between the 
maimer in which compliance concerns have been dealt with in the past 
and the kinds of verification measures in new arms control initiatives. 
The verification proposals in the United States draft convention are, iit 
part, a direct result of our experience with the international response 
to our concerns about non-compliance. This experience forms a key 
part of the background to understanding our proposals.

Time is working against us in another way—through the develop
ment of science and technology.

Unfortimately, chemical weapons are not difficult to make in com
parison with nuclear weapons. As more countries develop their chemi
cal industries the potential for manufacturing chemical weapons will 
inevitably expand as well.

Moreover, the chemical warfare agents known today are relatively 
primitive. They were discovered largely by trial and error. But our 
knowledge of biochemistry is rapidly growing, and such information 
about the chemical processes in the human body provides in turn the 
ability to manipulate those processes. Thus, the invention of new and 
even more deadly types of chemical warfare agents become technically 
feasible.

As another example, there are chemicals which are present naturally 
in the body in small quantities, but which in larger amounts could be 
injurious. Advances in biotechnology make it possible to produce large 
quantities of such chemicals.

Finally, we are concerned about development of chemicals which 
could make existing protective equipment useless.

All of these disquieting developments have prompted my Govern
ment to try to accelerate the negotiations. Since 1983, we have taken a 
nimiber of initiatives, including the introduction of a complete draft 
convention. On behalf of President Reagan, Vice-President George
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Bush has twice visited the Conference to stress the urgency of negoti
ating an effective ban of chemical weapons. We have explained our 
positions in detail and expressed our readiness to negotiate. And what 
has been the result? So far, not much. There is no sense of urgency. 
There is no spirit of problem-solving.

As I have argued today, the effective prohibition of chemical weap
ons is an urgent matter which should concern us all. Such weapons are 
not limited to the super-Powers or a handful of industrialized coim- 
tries. In fact, the majority of chemical-weapon States are developing 
coimtries in the Middle East and Asia. It is in the developing world 
where chemical weapons have been used in recent years and where 
the risk of use in the futtu'e is greatest. And it is precisely developing 
coimtries which are the most vulnerable and which can least afford to 
divert scarce resources to chemical defence. We cannot agree with 
those who argue that a ban on chemical weapons should somehow be 
dependent on progress in other matters before the conference or that it 
is a matter of interest to only a few coimtries.

I believe that an effective chemical weapons convention can be 
achieved. The disturbing trends mentioned earlier do not have to get 
out of hand. But it will require a new sense of urgency and dedication 
from all of us. The Conference cannot continue on a ^'business as 
usual" basis and expect to succeed.

What then is to be done? Let me offer some specific suggestions.
First, our work must be put on a more rational schedule. Under the 

present arrangements no serious negotiations take place between mid- 
August and late February. Almost half of each year is being wasted. 
No other international negotiation operates in such a fashion. Our 
experiments with a three-week session in January have not succeed
ed— f̂or a variety of reasons. A better way needs to be found. For this 
reason my delegation strongly supports the proposal for a six-week 
negotiating session in the autumn.

Understandably, a number of delegations have pointed to the diffi
culties such a schedule would pose for existing staffing patterns. 
Concern has been expressed that the benefits might not outweigh the 
costs. I believe that a more rational schedule would lead quickly to 
better results. Of course, there is no way to know in advance. But 
there is a way to ensure that negotiations do not move forward in the 
six months between August and February. If there is no negotiating 
session there will be no progress. Instead of following a course that 
will clearly not help to accelerate the negotiations, let us take an 
initiative to provide the framework for swifter progress.

The second suggestion for accelerating the negotiations is for the 
Conference to identify and focus qn the truly pivotal issues. At times 
it seems that the negotiations have become entangled in a thicket of 
secondary issues. Each of these issues is important to at least one 
delegation. But solving these numerous complex issues one-by-one 
will not move the negotiations ahead very quickly. The Conference 
should concentrate its efforts on those issues which are the keys to
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progress. In every negotiation there are a few such issues. If progress 
can be made on these pivotal issues, momentum will build up and 
secondary issues will be resolved much more rapidly.

At the ciurent stage of the negotiations, three issues seem to my 
delegation to be the keys to progress. One is the declaration of loca
tions of chemical weapons stocks and chemical weapons production 
facilities. A second is how to ensure that chemical weapons are not 
produced imder the guise of commercial chemical production. The 
third is what approach to take to challenge inspection. Today I will 
briefly recall the approach to each issue proposed in the United States 
draft convention (CD/500) and elaborated in the statement by my 
delegation on 23 August 1984.®

Regarding the first issue, the United States has proposed that the 
locations of chemical weapons stocks and of chemical weapons pro
duction facilities be declared within 30 days after a State becomes a 
party to the convention. In our view this is essential for assessment of 
whether all stocks and facilities have been declared and thus for 
ensuring confidence in compliance. It is the key not only to assessing 
the initial declarations, but also to monitoring the declared stocks and 
facilities until they are destroyed.

On the second issue, the importance of ensuring that the chemical 
industry is not misused for chemical weapons purposes has been 
emphasized by Western, Socialist and Group of 21 delegations alike. 
The United States strongly supports the approach developed by the 
United Kingdom. Under this approach the level of verification would 
depend on the level of risk, and uimecessary interference in civil use 
of chemicals would be avoided.

As for the third issue, an effective compliance mechanism, including 
challenge inspection, is an essential safety net. It would supplement 
the system of routine verification, which should be the principal 
means for ensuring confidence in compliance. My Government, begin
ning with an assessment of the verification difficulties unique to 
chemical weapons and the dangers posed by undeclared stocks and 
sites, has taken the imprecedented step of proposing to open our 
coimtry to mandatory inspection anywhere, any time. We are proud of 
this commitment: it was not an easy one to make. Yet it represents in 
our view the best and most effective way that we know of to deter 
possible violations— b̂y ensuring that suspect activities are promptly 
dealt with.

These, then, are my delegation's views on where the real problems 
lie. We would welcome the views of other delegations, so that the 
negotiations can be focused on the major obstacles to a convention.

The third suggestion for accelerating work on a chemical weapons 
ban is related to delegations' readiness to negotiate. This means estab
lishing clear positions, responding constructively and promptly to pro
posals from others, and working co-operatively to develop new, mutu-

« CD/PV.284, pp. 12-16.
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ally-acceptable solutions. This factor is something of a truism, but I 
feel compelled to imderscore its fundamental importance, because this 
is perhaps the area of greatest disappointment for my delegation. The 
United States has established detailed positions. It has responded to 
nimierous questions. And it has made clear that the United States 
proposals have not been presented on a '^take-it-or-leave-it'' basis.

Unfortunately, the actions of the delegation of the Soviet Union 
give us the impression that the Soviet Union is not yet prepared to 
negotiate with the United States or others in this Conference. There is 
no point in speculating here about the reasons that may lie behind this 
imresponsiveness. The regrettable fact is that detailed substantive re
sponses to proposals from us and others have not been made.

The Soviet delegation has not responded to major Western initia
tives that have been before this Conference for a year or more. What 
is the Soviet response to the proposals made by the Uiuted Kingdom 
for ensuring non-production of chemical weapons? We do not know, 
although the basic approach was first presented two years ago. What 
is the Soviet response to the United States draft convention presented 
a year ago? It is whispered in the corridors that the Soviet delegation 
intends to ignore the United States draft. So it seems, but this can 
hardly be called negotiation.

The Soviet delegation has responded to the United States proposal 
for ''open invitation'' challenge inspection.® But not constructively. 
Those who choose to criticize have a responsibility to present an 
equally effective alternative. But the Soviet delegation has not done 
so. Furthermore, it has rejected or ignored United States efforts to 
meet Soviet concerns and continues to misrepresent the United States 
proposal for propaganda purposes.

What my delegation is looking for is a problem-solving approach by 
oiu* Soviet negotiating partners—for evidence of a commitment to try 
to work out mutually-acceptable solutions that accommodate our con
cerns. The delegation of the Soviet Union would find that such a 
commitment to co-operation would be fully reciprocated.

This is no empty promise. My delegation is prepared to match 
words with deeds. Let me give some specific examples.

The United States delegation has explained in detail the reasons 
why the locations of chemical weapons stockpiles and production 
facilities must be declared promptly for the convention to be effective. 
In an effort to meet the concerns expressed by the Soviet Union, the 
United States is willing to consider the possibility that a party could 
move its chemical weapons stocks before declaration from their origi
nal storage sites in combat units to regional depots.

Since only the regional depots—and not the combat units—would 
contain chemical weapons, only the locations of these depots would 
have to be declared. Thus, the locations of combat imits would not be

 ̂For the British working paper, see Documents on Disarmament, 1983, pp. 164-168.
® The U.S. proposal may be found ibid., 1984, pp. 300-304.
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revealed. The locations of depots would be declared within 30 days 
after the convention enters into force for the State.

As a second example, with respect to destruction of chemical weap
ons, the Soviet delegation has insisted that a party be allowed to 
divert some chemicals to industrial uses. My delegation has not been 
in favour of this concept. The Soviet delegation has not made clear 
what would be diverted nor how the peaceful use of the chemical 
would be verified. However, in an effort to meet the concerns ex
pressed by the Soviet Union, the United States is willing to explore in 
detail whether a mutually-acceptable solution can be developed which 
would permit diversion under effective verification.

As a third example, the issue of how to identify so-called ^̂ key 
precursors" has consiuned considerable amoimts of time and energy. 
The Soviet position has been that "'objective criteria'' must be agreed 
to before lists can be developed. My delegation and others have 
questioned whether criteria could be established that were not subject 
to varying interpretation. The United States view has been that efforts 
should focus on the lists themselves, rather than on abstract and 
imprecise criteria. However, in an effort to meet the concerns ex
pressed by the Soviet Union, the Uruted States is willing to work in 
parallel on guidelines for the lists and on the lists themselves. In this 
way the interests of both sides could be accommodated.

The final example of our co-operative attitude is in the area of 
challenge inspection. My delegation believes strongly that mandatory, 
short-notice challenge inspection is essential for an effective chemical 
weapons ban. It is essential because of the difficulty in distinguishing 
between permitted and illicit production of chemicals and in establish
ing confidence that all declared stocks and sites are in fact all the 
stocks and sites there are.

However, as we have made clear on numerous occasions, we are 
willing to consider any counterproposal that is designed to meet our 
concerns. We have never insisted on retaining every jot and tittle of 
our convention: we have sought only to satisfy our security concerns. 
The collective efforts of this body may develop a better, more effec
tive way of meeting these concerns, and we would welcome such a 
development. Furthermore, in an effort to meet concerns expressed by 
the Soviet delegation, let me state again that my delegation is prepared 
to explore means to ensure that all relevant facilities are subject to 
challenge inspection, regardless of whether they are privately or State- 
owned.

I began this statement with a fairly pessimistic assessment of the 
present state of affairs. I pointed out the increasing risk that the 
negotiations to ban chemical weapons completely will be overtaken by 
the spread of chemical weapons capabilities and by the emergence of 
completely new types of chemical weapons. For my Government these 
developments are compelling reasons to accelerate the work of the 
Conference on a complete and verifiable ban on chemical weapons.
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How can we accelerate the negotiations? By adopting a problem
solving attitude. The four specific topics I mentioned a moment ago 
would be good places to start. My delegation is ready to work on 
them, as well as on all other aspects of the future agreement. Our 
hope is that all delegations are prepared to join us.

57. News C onference S ta tem ent by th e  N etherlands Rep
resen ta tiv e  (v an  de  M ortel) to  the  M utual an d  Bal
anced  Force Reductions Talks, March 28, 1985 ^

During this roimd, the East has tabled its draft basic provisions and 
has elaborated on them. The West has asked questions on the new 
Eastern proposal and has received explanations and elaborations from 
its Eastern colleagues in response. The West also used the plenary and 
informal sessions to raise a series of issues which need to be dealt 
with by the sides if they are to negotiate an effective agreement on 
reductions and limitations.

We have listened closely to what the East has had to say about its 
basic provisions, and the West is giving the new Eastern proposal its 
attention. We hope that we can rely in equal measure on the East to 
give close attention to the points raised this roimd by the West. The 
West will continue to make every effort to enable the sides to achieve 
a mutually satisfactory and sound outcome.

In today's Plenary session, the Acting United States Representative, 
Mr. Vladimir Lehovich, speaking for the West, offered some consider
ations on elements of effective arms control, particularly as they relate 
to the Vienna negotiations. He noted that reflection on such consider
ations in the weeks ahead would enable participants to prepare con
structively for the next roimd of negotiations. I would like to reiterate 
a few of his principal remarks.

The first element that must be taken into accoimt concerns the 
realities of the situation. For example:

—Geography imposes considerable disadvantages upon the West, 
and there are also important areas of Eastern numerical superi
ority in conventional forces in Central Europe.

— T̂he implications of an agreement are distinctly different for in
digenous as contrasted with non-indigenous forces.

— T̂he subject of the negotiations is the relationship of forces be
tween East and West in the agreed reductions area and not 
within each alliance. The Western alliance is a collective one, in 
which decisions are taken on a basis of consensus. In the West
ern view. Eastern and Western forces should be treated collec
tively with the sole exception of United States and Soviet forces 
for which exception important reasons exist.

1 ACDA fUes.
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—Given the problems inherent in reductions of and limitations on 
armaments, focusing initially on manpower is more likely to 
achieve timely results.

A second element essential for effective arms control is agreement 
on common goals. Our common objective, as defined in the Final 
Communique of 1973, ̂  is to contribute to a more stable relationship 
and to strengthening of peace and security in Europe. Our agreed 
principle for reaching this objective is the principle of undiminished 
security. The security of the West would be put at hazard if it were in 
effect denied the ability regularly to exercise its reinforcement capa
bilities or carry out other normal peacetime activities. Also, it is im
portant to ensiu-e that the security of participants with special status is 
not diminished.

A third element of effective arms control is the establishment of 
standards which relate an agreement to its goals. Inter alia, the sides 
need to know, for each stage in the process, the reduction amounts for 
each side and the resulting interim, as well as final, limitations. These 
need to be expressed numerically. Undiminished security can be main
tained only if reductions and limitations are clear, calculable, predict
able and verifiable.

Indeed, an integral element of effective arms control is adequate 
verification. The importance of verification as an integral part of arms 
control agreements has increasingly been recognized, reflecting the fact 
that agreement on reductions and limitations cannot by itself enh^ce  
stability. Reliance on political goodwill and national technical means 
are not sufficient; verification measures need to take into account the 
nature of the reductions and limitations obligations imdertaken and 
the objectives and goals of the negotiations. Verification, moreover, 
must be part of the arms control process from the beginning. As with 
a voyage, in arms control the end is too late to determine that one is 
on course.

The West, in its July 1982 draft treaty and April 1984 initiative, has 
offered an approach which takes the aforementioned considerations 
into accoimt and contains the elements of an effective agreement.® 
During the recess, we shall be reflecting on these negotiations, giving 
of course due attention to the East's February 14 proposal. As we do 
so, we will have in mind such considerations as the ones mentioned. 
We invite the East also to use the weeks ahead to reflect upon the 
requirements for effective arms control.

In this way, both sides will return to our work in May better 
prepared for the next roimd of negotiations.

2 Documenk on Disarmament, 1973, pp. 363-364.
 ̂For an account of the draft treaty as given by the Western participants, see Documents

on Disarmament, 1982, pp. 420-421.
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58. N ew s C onference S ta tem ent by  th e  Polish Spokesm an 
(M atuszew ski) a t  th e  Mutual an d  Balanced Force Re
ductions Talks, March 28, 1985 ^

In his plenary statement today, the Head of the Delegation of the 
Polish People's Republic, Ambassador Stanislaw Przygodzki, stimmed 
up the results of the 35th roimd of the Vienna negotiations.

He emphasized that by putting forward on February 14, 1985 the 
draft of ''The Basic Provisions of an Agreement on the initial reduc
tion by the Soviet Union and the United States of ground forces and 
armaments in Central Europe and on a follow-on non-increase of the 
levels of armed forces and armaments of the sides in this area" the 
Socialist coimtries have opened new possibilities of achieving a break
through at the Vienna negotiations.

Ambassador Przygodzki stressed, in particular, the following advan
tages of the new proposal:

1. It enables a prompt elaboration of an agreement on initial U.S. 
and Soviet reductions in Central Europe as well as on a following non
increase of forces and armaments of all direct participants in the area, 
with no need to resolve at this stage the questions in which the 
positions of the sides fall particularly far apart from each other. Thus, 
it would make possible to start expeditiously the process of reducing 
the level of military confrontation in the center of Europe without 
having to wait until all divergences between the sides are resolved.

2. It is fully consistent with the basic principle of undiminished 
security for each participant and with the mandate of the talks. The 
proposed scopes of the initial U.S. and Soviet reductions are more than 
fair, taking into consideration the unilateral withdrawal of 20 thou
sand Soviet troops from the GDR on the one hand, and a considerable 
increase in American forces in Western Eiu’ope on the other. Equally 
just and equitable is a no-increase commitment on a collective and 
national basis.

3. Due to its compromise nature, the proposal of the Socialist coun
tries further enhances a scope of mutual agreement. It takes into 
account the Western position on a nimiber of important aspects such 
as the contractual form of the commitments both with regard to 
reductions and a follow-on "freeze", the form of initial reductions, 
and other elements.

4. The Draft of February 14 provides for necessary measures of 
control fully adequate to the needs of effective verification of the 
observance of the proposed agreement.

5. Although the irutiative of the Socialist countries aims at concen
trating efforts on achievement, without further delay, of the first 
tangible results in Vienna, it does not change our long standing aspira
tion for reaching a comprehensive agreement. On the contrary, we

 ̂ACDA fUes.
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believe that the attainment of the partial agreement covering initial 
U.S. and Soviet reductions and no-increase commitment would create 
conditions conducive to further talks on subsequent, more substantial 
reductions of forces and armaments of all direct participants. The 
Draft spells out a clear obligation to continue negotiations with a view 
to achieve equal collective levels of 900 thousand men including 700 
thousand in groimd forces on each side. The Socialist coimtries' com
prehensive Draft Agreement of 23 June 1983 remains in force. ̂

6. A prompt realization of the steps proposed by the Socialist coim- 
tries would have, first and foremost, a considerable political and psy
chological effect. It would help to improve international atmosphere 
and enhance mutual confidence. One should not however underesti
mate the military significance of such steps. It is evident that the 
withdrawal from Central Europe of 33 thousand soldiers together with 
their armaments and combat equipment as well as a subsequent 
''freeze'' of the levels of forces and armaments in the heart of the 
European continent would not be of a symbolic value only.

The delegations of the Socialist states have answered all the ques
tions raised by the West with regard to the February 14 initiative and 
expressed readiness to discuss and to take into account any sugges
tions of the Western side provided they are constructive and do not 
undercut the very sense of the proposal.

The Head of the Polish Delegation pointed out that the situation in 
the Vienna negotiations in their 12th year is such that necessity for 
prompt, concrete actions has become imperative. The Warsaw Treaty 
countries have made their contribution to this end. What is needed 
now is a serious, constructive and timely response of the West.

59. Adm inistration Report to  th e  Congress on the  S tra te 
gic D efense Initiative: Compliance of the  Strategic 
D efense Initiative With the  ABM Treaty [Extract], 
April 1985 ^

B .l.l INTRODUCTION AND SCOPE

The following addresses " . . .  the status, from the present year to 
completion, of each Program, Project and Task under the Strategic 
Defense Initiative and related programs with respect to compliance 
with the ABM Treaty." The likely need for modification to the ABM 
Treaty to proceed beyond the SDI research program is discussed. The 
existing process for ensuring compliance with Strategic Arms Limita
tion (SAL) Agreements, including organizational responsibilities and

 ̂Cf. the Soviet Representative's brief account of the draft agreement may be found in 
Documents on Disarmament, 1983, pp. 572-574.

 ̂U.S. Department of Defense, Strategic Defense Initiative, Report to the Congress on the 
Strategic Defense Initiative, 1985, Appendix B, pp. B1-B6.
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reporting processes and their application to SDI and the ABM Treaty, 
is also described.

The President's Sfrategic Defense InitiaHve, January 1985, makes clear that 
SDI is a research program. It states:

• The President announced his Strategic Defense Initiative in his 
March 23, 1983, address to the nation. Its purpose is to identify 
ways to exploit recent advances in ballistic missile defense tech
nologies that have potential for strengthening deterrence and 
thereby increasing our security and that of our Allies. The pro
gram is designed to answer a number of fimdamental scientific 
and engineering questions that must be addressed before the 
promise of these new technologies can be fully assessed. The SDI 
research program will provide to a future President and a future 
Congress the technical knowledge necessary to support a decision 
in the early 1990s on whether to develop and deploy such ad
vanced defensive systems.

• As a broad research program, the SDI is not based on any single 
or preconceived notion of what an effective defense system would 
look like. A nimiber of different concepts, involving a wide range 
of technologies, are being examined. No single concept or technol
ogy has been identified as the best or the most appropriate. A 
nimiber of nonnuclear technologies hold promise for dealing ef
fectively with ballistic missiles. ̂

B.1.2 POLICY

There are three major points to be made regarding United States 
Policy on compliance with the ABM Treaty.®

First, the SDI research program is being conducted in a manner fully 
consistent with all U.S. Treaty obligations. The President has directed 
that the program be formulated in a fully compliant manner and the 
DoD has planned and reviewed the program (and will continue to do 
so) to ensure that it remains compliant. Specifically, our review has 
found that the research necessary to support a decision on the poten
tial utility of the SDI technology can be conducted in accordance with 
U.S. Treaty obligations.

Second, because there are gray areas that are not fully defined in the 
ABM Treaty, it is necessary in some cases to set additional standards 
to make certain that the U.S. is in compliance.'^ This review has been 
conducted using reasonable standards of U.S. compliance. Four of the 
more important working principles of this review are that:

• Compliance must be based on objective assessments of capabilities 
which support a single standard for both sides and not on subjec-

2 The Presidents Strategic Defense Initiative, p. 1.
® For the text of the Treaty, see Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 197-204.
“̂ An example is the issue of components versus subcomponents. ABM components 

are defined in the Treaty as currently consisting of ABM missiles, launchers, and radars. 
Subcomponents, which are not limited by the Treaty are not defined by the Treaty. 
[Footnote in source text.]
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tive judgments as to intent which could lead to a double standard 
of compliance.

• The ABM Treaty prohibits the development, testing, and deploy
ment of ABM systems and components that are space-based, air- 
based, sea-based, or mobile land-based. However, that agreement 
does permit research short of field testing of a prototype ABM 
system or component. This is the type of research that will be 
conducted imder the SDI program.

• New technologies and devices should not be subjected to stricter 
standards than have evolved for existing systems.

• The ABM Treaty, of course, restricts defenses against strategic 
ballistic missiles; it does not apply to defenses against non-strate- 
gic ballistic missiles or cruise missiles.

Third, this report does not consider Soviet violations of the ABM 
Treaty. We do reserve the right to respond to those violations in 
appropriate ways, some of which may eventually bear on the Treaty 
constraints as they apply to the United States. The United States 
Government must guard against permitting a double standard of com
pliance, imder which the Soviet Government would expect to get 
away with various violations of arms agreements while the U.S. con
tinues to abide with all provisions.

B.1.3 OVERALL COMPLIANCE ASSESSMENT

The entire SDI research program as submitted in the FY 1986 au
thorization request is being conducted in compliance with the ABM 
Treaty. The SDI program consists of near-term technology research 
projects and longer-term technology experiments. The technology re
search projects directly support the experiments by providing the 
necessary technologies. These near-term technology research projects 
and tasks are well defined and clearly compliant. The major technolo
gy experiments to be conducted in later years are being planned to be 
fully compliant. These experiments are designed to demonstrate tech
nic^ feasibility, that can be established without involving ABM sys
tems or components or devices with their capabilities. Thus, compliant 
space-based as well as fixed land-based experiments are possible.

The SDI research program can be conducted in a fully compliant 
manner to reach a decision point in the early 1990s on whether to 
proceed to development and deployment of an SDI-related system. 
The compliance evaluation process is an on-going one, as current 
programs become better defined, new programs are added, and some 
programs are eliminated or modified. Development and deployment, 
given a decision to proceed, would almost certainly require modifica
tions to the ABM Treaty. The ABM Treaty provides for possible 
amendments at any time and five year review sessions during which 
possible changes can also be discussed. Also, Article XV (2) provides a 
right to withdraw from the Treaty. In this connection, during the 
negotiations Gerard Smith stressed the importance the U.S. Govern
ment attaches to achieving agreement on more complete limitations on
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strategic offensive arms following agreement on an ABM Treaty and 
the interim SALT Agreement. He stated:

If an agreement providing for more complete strategic offensive 
arms limitations were not achieved in five years, U.S. supreme in
terests could be jeopardized. Should that occur, it would consti
tute the basis for withdrawal from the ABM Treaty.®

B.1.4 EXISTING COMPLIANCE PROCESS FOR SDI

DoD has in place an effective compliance process (established in 
1972 after the signing of the SALT I agreements), imder which key 
offices in DoD are responsible for overseeing and will continue to 
oversee SDI compliance with all existing strategic arms control agree
ments. Under this process the SDIO, the relevant Agencies and Serv
ices ensure that the implementing program offices adhere to DoD 
Compliance Directives and guidelines.

Specific responsibilities are assigned by DoD Directive 5100.70, 9 
January 1973, Implementation of SAL Agreements. The Under Secretary of 
Defense for Research and Engineering (USDRE) ensures that all DoD 
programs are in compliance with existing SAL agreements. The Service 
Secretaries, Chairman JCS and Agency Directors ensure the internal 
compliance of their organizations. The DoD General Counsel provides 
advice and assistance with respect to the implementation of the com
pliance process and interpretation of SAL agreements.

DoD Instruction S-5100.72 establishes general instructions, guide
lines, and procedures for ensuring the continued compliance of all 
DoD programs with the existing agreements. Under these procedures 
questions of interpretation of specific agreements are to be referred to 
the USDRE to be resolved on a case-by-case basis. No project or 
program which reasonably raises an issue as to compliance can enter 
into the testing, prototype construction, or deployment phases without 
prior clearance from the USDRE. If such a compliance issue is in 
doubt, USDRE approval shall be sought. In conjunction with the DoD 
General Coimsel, the USDRE applies the provisions of the agreements, 
as appropriate. Military departments and DoD Agencies are to certify 
internal compliance quarterly and establish internal procedures and 
offices to monitor and ensure internal compliance.

As a new agency, SDIO was instructed to submit quarterly reports 
certifying its compliance and to monitor its projects, as required of 
other DoD Agencies. The Services are to ensure that SDI projects 
\mder their auspices are monitored and implemented in a Treaty com-

® The complete and exact statement reads: "A formal statement was made putting the 
U.S.S.R. on notice that if an agreement providing for more complete arms limitations 
were not achieved within five years, U.S. supreme interests could be jeopardized and 
should that occiu-, it would constitute a basis for withdrawal from tne Treaty." See 
Military ImplicaHons of the Treaty on the Limitations of Anti-Ballistic Missile Systems and the Interim 
Agreement on Limitation of Strategic Arms: Hearing Before the Committee on Armed Services, United 
States Senate, Ninety-second Congress, Second Session, p. 288. Also printed in Documents on Disarma
ment, 1972, p. 425.
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patible manner. They are to include SDI compliance in the quarterly 
reports they submit under DODI S-5100.72.

B.1.5 CATEGORIES OF TREATY COMPLIANT ACTTVITIES

There are three basic types of activity that are permitted in compli
ance with the ABM Treaty. The SDI major experiments described in a 
later section have been classified according to these categories.

Category 1—Conceptual Design or Laboratory Testing. This activity precedes 
''field testing'' and was considered during the ABM Treaty negotia
tions to be research that was not verifiable by National Technical 
Means (NTM) and that was not subject to Treaty limits. In testimony 
provided to the Senate Armed Services Committee in 1972, Gerard 
Smith presented the following statement:

The SALT negotiating history clearly supports the following in
terpretation. The obligation not to develop such systems, devices, 
or warheads would be applicable only to that stage of develop
ment which follows laboratory development and testing. The pro
hibitions on development contained in the ABM Treaty would 
start at that part of the development process where field testing is 
initiated on either a prototype or breadboard model. It was under
stood by both sides that the prohibition on 'development' applies 
to activities involved after a component moves from the laborato
ry development and testing stage to the field testing stage, wher
ever performed. The fact that early stages of the development 
process, such as laboratory testing, would pose problems for veri
fication by National Technical Means is an important consider
ation in reaching this definition. Exchanges with the Soviet Dele
gation made clear that this definition is 3iso the Soviet interpreta
tion of the term 'development'.®

Category 2— "Reid Testing" of Devices that Are Not ABM Components or 
Prototypes of ABM Components. As noted earlier. Article V prohibits the 
development, testing, and deployment of ABM systems or components 
that are space-based, sea-based, air-based, or mobile land-based.

The Smith statement shows it was clear in 1972 that "development" 
begins when "field testing" is initiated on either a "breadboard 
model" or "prototype" of an ABM component. This definition of 
"development" was used as a basis of ratification by the Senate and 
has been used as a U.S. Government standard for the last thirteen 
years. The definition of "development" coupled with Article V led to 
the prohibition on "field testing" of "ABM systems" and "compo
nents", or their "prototypes" and "breadboard models", which are 
other than fixed land-based. SDI "field tests"of space- or other 
mobile-based devices cannot involve ABM "components" or "proto
types" or "breadboard models" thereof. All SDI Category 2 experi
ments must meet this criteria.

® Military Implications of the Treaty on the Limitations of Anti-Ballistic Missile Systems and the 
Interim Agreement on Limitation of Strategic Arms: Hearing Before the Committee on Armed Services, 
United States Senate, Ninety-second Congress, Second Session; p. 377.
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''ABM systems and components" are defined in Article II as follows:

For the purpose of this treaty an ABM system is a system to 
coimter strategic ballistic missiles or their elements in flight trajec
tory, currently consisting of: (a) ABM interceptor missiles, which 
are interceptor missiles constructed and deployed for an ABM 
role, or of a type tested in an ABM mode; (b) ABM launchers, 
which are launchers constructed and deployed for laimching ABM 
interceptor missiles; and (c) ABM radars, which are radars con
structed and deployed for an ABM role, or of a type tested in an 
ABM mode.

No space-based, air-based, sea-based or mobile land-based laimch- 
ers, interceptors, and radars may be ''tested in an ABM mode". 
Toward this end, an interceptor missile is considered to be "tested in 
an ABM mode" if it has attempted to intercept (successfully or not) a 
strategic ballistic missile or its elements in flight. Likewise a radar is 
considered to be "tested in an ABM mode", if it performs certain 
functions such as tracking and guiding an ABM interceptor missile or 
tracking strategic ballistic missiles or their elements in flight in con
junction with an ABM radar which is tracking and guiding an ABM 
interceptor missile. "Strategic ballistic missiles or their elements in 
flight" include ballistic target-missiles with the flight characteristics of 
strategic ballistic missiles or their elements over the portions of the 
flight involved in testing.

Category 2 experiments must also meet the obligation of Article VI 
not to give non-ABM launchers, missiles, or radars the capability to 
coimter strategic ballistic missiles or their elements in flight trajectory. 
Allowed Category 2 activities include tests of experimental devices to 
demonstrate technical feasibility and gather data prior to reaching the 
stage of prototype or breadboard model of an actual ABM component 
or weapon system. Tests of ABM sub-components and non-ABM 
systems performing functions consistent with Treaty obligations (such 
as air defense and early warning) are also legitimate Category 2 activi
ties.

Category 3— "Field Testing" of Fixed Land-Based ABM Components. "Field 
Testing" of fixed land-based ABM components or systems is permit
ted as long as other Treaty provisions are met. Under Article IV all 
tests must take place at agreed ABM test ranges (for the U.S., White 
Sands Missile Range and Kwajalein Missile Range) and the total test 
laimcher count must not exceed 15. Paragraph 2 of Article V addresses 
limits on laimcher capabilities as follows:

Each party undertakes not to develop, test, or deploy ABM 
launchers for launching more than one ABM interceptor missile at 
a time from each launcher, nor to modify deployed launchers to 
provide them with such a capability, nor to develop, test, or 
deploy automatic or semi-automatic or other similar systems for 
rapid reload of ABM launchers.
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An Agreed Statement adds the prohibition on '^delivery by each 
ABM interceptor missile of more than one independently guided war
head" to Article V.

Summary. The SDI projects and experiments have been reviewed to 
ensure that they will be implemented in accordance with one of the 
three categories of treaty compliant activities. The Services and the 
SDIO are obligated to plan and implement them in a compliant 
marmer. In this assessment many of the SDI devices do not use 
traditional technology, but are '̂ based on other physical principles'' 
(such as lasers). In these cases they were reviewed by considering their 
capability to substitute for traditional ABM components, whether they 
will be ''tested in an ABM mode" by analogy to the requirement for 
interceptors, laimchers, and radars, and the intended use of the device 
in the experiment.

60. E ighteenth Sem iannual Report by  th e  President to  the  
Commission on Security an d  C ooperation  in Europe: 
Confidence-Building M easures [Extract], April 1, 
1985 1

The signatories to the Helsinki Final Act are required by the Act's 
Docimient on Confidence-Building Measures and Certain Aspects of 
Security and Disarmament to give prior notification of "major military 
maneuvers exceeeding a total of 25,000 troops, independently or com
bined with possible air or naval components." Notification is required 
for maneuvers that take place on the territory, in Europe, of any 
participating state and must be made 21 days or more in advance of 
the start of the maneuver. The notification "will contain information 
on the designation, if any, the general purpose of and the States 
involved in the maneuver, the type or types and numerical strength of 
the forces engaged, and the area and estimated time-frame of its 
conduct. Participating States will also, if possible, provide additional 
relevant information, particularly that related to the components of 
the forces engaged and the period of involvement of these forces."  ̂

In addition, signatories are encouraged to engage in other confi
dence-building measures (CBMs) on a volimtary basis. These volun
tary CBMs include the invitation of observers to maneuvers and prior

 ̂Department of State, Special R ^ort No. 130, ''Eighteenth Semiannual Report, Im
plementation of Helsinki Final Act, October 1, 1984-April 1, 1985," p. 16.

 ̂Documents on Disarmament 1975, pp. 305-306.
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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 these CBMs. The United States and the 
Federal Republic of Germany (F.R.G.) notified the major maneuver 
"'Central Guardian/' which took place on January 21-31, 1985, on 
F.R.G. territory with the participation of approximately 72,000 troops 
from the United States, the F.R.G., Luxembourg, and France. Observ
ers were invited to attend by the Federal Republic. A volimtary notifi
cation was also made by Norway of the maneuver, ''Cold Winter 85," 
which took place on March 15-21 on Norwegian territory with the 
participation of about 10,000 troops from Norway, the Netherlands, 
the United States, and the United Kingdom.
^ Among the neutral and nonaligned (NNA) coimtries, Sweden made 
a volimtary notification of the maneuver "Vastgrans," which took 
place from February 18 to March 5, 1985, involving 22,000 Swedish 
troops. Observers were also invited to attend.

The Soviet Union and its Warsaw Pact allies did not provide formal 
notification of any military maneuvers in the present reporting period, 
and there is no indication that maneuvers involving more than 25,000 
troops occurred. The G.D.R. media reported on February 9-10 that a 
combined military exercise involving Soviet, East German, and Polish 
troops would take place on G.D.R. territory but did not indicate the 
duration of the exercise or the size of the forces involved. Such reports 
carmot be considered a notification under the Final Act.

The Eastern record of compliance with the spirit, and in some cases 
the letter, of the confidence-building provisions in the Final Act has 
generally been poor. When notifications are made, they usually pro
vide the bare mirumum of information required. Czech notification of 
"Shield 84" last August failed to specify the dates and location of the 
exercise as well as the coimtries taking part. Similar omissions oc
curred in the notification of "Shield 82" by Bulgaria. In September 
1981, at a time when great pressure was being put on Poland, the 
U.S.S.R. failed to live up to its Helsinki obligations by not specifying 
the number of troops participating in the major maneuver "Zapad 81," 
which led to a form^ protest by the United States. The voluntary 
notification of maneuvers involving fewer than 25,000 troops and the 
invitation of observers from NNA or NATO countries have also been 
the exception rather than the rule. The only discretionary notification 
by the U.S.S.R. occurred in 1983 for the maneuver "Dnestr" to which, 
in a rare move, observers were invited to attend from Turkey, Greece, 
Italy, and a few NNA states.
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It remains to be seen whether the Eastern performance noted above 
will improve when the Warsaw Pact next holds maneuvers of a size 
which will require notification.

• • • • • • •

61. Decision A dop ted  by  th e  C onference on Disarmam ent: 
Establishm ent of an  A d  H oc Committee on th e  Pre
vention  of an  Arms Race in O uter Space, April 1, 
1985 3

In the exercise of its responsibilities as the multilateral disarmament 
negotiating forum in accordance with paragraph 120 of the Final 
Docimient of the First Special Session of the General Assembly devot
ed to Disarmament,'  ̂ the Conference on Disarmament decides to es
tablish an Ad Hoc Committee under item 5 of its agenda entitled 

'̂Prevention of an arms race in outer space''.
The Conference requests the Ad Hoc Committee, in discharging that 

responsibility, to examine, as a first step at this stage, through sub
stantive and general consideration, issues relevant to the prevention of 
an arms race in outer space.

The Ad Hoc Committee will take into accotmt all existing agree
ments, existing proposals and future initiatives and report on the 
progress of its work to the Conference on Disarmament before the end 
of its 1985 session.

62. S ta tem ent by th e  Soviet R epresen ta tive  (Issrae lyan ) 
to the  C onference on D isarmam ent: Chemical W eap 
ons, April 4, 1985 ^

Today, we wish to consider in detail the question of the prohibition 
of chemical weapons, which has a special place in the work of the 
Conference on Disarmament. World-wide public opinion expects the 
Conference to resolve this issue as early as possible. The activities of 
the Conference on Disarmament are ever more closely associated in 
the minds of many with the chemical weapons negotiations. No one 
would deny that much has been done in this area over the past years. 
The beginning of intensive negotiations this year on banning chemical 
weapons under the guidance of the Committee Chairman Ambassador 
Stanislav Turbanski is also a source of satisfaction.

3 CD/584.
 ̂For the Final Document, see Documenb on Disarmament, 1978, pp. 411 ff.

‘ CD/PV.306, pp. 12-16.
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Nevertheless, we remain concerned at the slow pace of the negotia
tions. The talks continue year after year and there are still no tangible 
results, no radical breakthrough. Some of the parties, as if frightened 
by the possibility of the negotiations being successfully completed and 
the convention signed, come out from time to time with deliberately 
xmacceptable and, I would say, extremist proposals.

In spite of all these serious complications resulting from the position 
of certain parties, the Soviet Union still believes in the possibility of 
solving this urgent problem and continues to make efforts towards 
concluding a convention on the prohibition of chemical weapons on 
terms acceptable to all the negotiating parties.

For more than half a century, ever since the signing of the 1925 
Geneva Protocol, ̂  and up to the present day, the Soviet Union has 
been following a consistent, unswerving course aimed at drawing up 
and signing a convention which would ban chemical weapons com
pletely and for all time while posing no risks to the security, economic 
or any other interests of any State taking part in the negotiations.

It may be of some interest to the members of this Conference that 
as early as 1928 the Soviet delegation to the Preparatory Commission 
for the General Conference on Disarmament introduced a proposal to 
supplement the 1925 Geneva Protocol with a new one containing, in 
particular, the following provisions: all the means and devices serving 
the purposes of chemical warfare, namely all asphyxiating gases used 
for military purposes as well as all devices for the diffusion of such 
gases, in particular gas-throwers, spray devices, balloons, flame-throw- 
ers and other devices in service with troops, as well as stored in depots 
or in the process of production, were to be destroyed. Furthermore, it 
was proposed that industrial facilities producing chemical weapons 
should immediately stop their production.^

Had those proposals of the Soviet Union been accepted by the other 
parties to the negotiations, chemical weapons would have long since 
been eliminated and there would be no need for the difficult and 
protracted discussions we are presently engaged in on this issue.

What is today the main obstacle, the main hindrance to the progress 
of chemical-weapon negotiations? Apparently, the continuing efforts 
by some of the parties to impose their own approaches and their own 
selfish perceptions on others. This attitude is utterly unsound. We are 
convinced that in the search for mutually acceptable solutions, in 
particular to key problems, one should bear in mind the specific 
political, economic and defense interests of each party, as well as 
remember the historical experience of every nation and people. I wish 
particularly to stress this. Some, and namely the Soviet Union, which 
has lost dozens of millions of lives as a result of foreign intervention 
and aggression, have been taught by the hard experience of their 
history to be especially cautious about various proposals calling for

2 The text of the Protocol may be found in Documents on Disarmament, pp. 764-765.
® Documents of the Preparatory Commission for the Disarmament Conference, series VIII, p. 64.
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''openness'', "publicity", unlimited verification and other dubious 
ideas. Meanwhile others, who have not had to go through the same 
ordeals as our people has, are proceeding mainly from the "experi
ence" of petty suspicions, tnmiped up and blown out of all proportion 
by their own propaganda.

We were recently told in this chamber that, and I quote, "anyone 
with nothing to hide can agree to specific verification measures". This 
is probably true, provided that the one applying such measures acts in 
good faith and without ulterior motives. But given our historical 
experience, can we rest assured that such will always be the case?

The distinctive feature of Soviet proposals is precisely that we are 
not trying to force on others provisions which might impair their 
national security or inhibit their economy. Let us look, for instance, at 
the Soviet Union's approach to the question of chemicals used for 
permitted purposes.

This approach would spare the civilian, commercial chemical indus
try the considerable burden of intrusive outside verification procedures 
which would otherwise have extended virtually to each individual 
enterprise. At the same time, for the purposes of the convention, we 
feel obliged to propose several specific restrictions on the operations of 
chemical industries. We are suggesting that the production of super
toxic lethal chemicals should be restricted, as well as that of one 
particular class of substances which poses the greatest threat while 
having almost no peaceful uses— n̂amely the methyl-phosphorus com
pounds. Such restrictions could not do any significant damage to any 
party to the future convention. We would like to recall in this coimec- 
tion that limitations on the production of certain chemicals are not 
completely unusual. It is common knowledge that pesticides are not 
nearly as dangerous to humans as are supertoxic lethal chemicals. Yet 
the production of some pesticides is actually subject to definite restric
tions.

Indeed, do the peaceful branches of chemical industry in fact 
depend on supertoxic lethal chemicals as greatly as is sometimes por
trayed by certain delegations? Would it not be wiser to consider 
including in the convention a provision allowing for such amendments 
with regard to supertoxic lethal chenucals and methyl-phosphorus 
compoimds as may be required in view of scientific and technological 
developments and industrial needs in the future?

The other approach, which is not ours, is that of extending verifica
tion to all chemical industries, which would, in our view, be unpracti- 
cable and could most adversely affect the economic activities of States.

This has been only further proved to us by the Working Papers of 
the United Kingdom (CD/514 and CD/575)  ̂which reveal under close 
scrutiny that their authors would like to make hundreds and even 
thousands of different chemicals subject to all kinds of rigorous moni
toring, which would be all-embracing rather than focused on the most

* Document 41.
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dangerous technological stages of production. Now is this actually 
feasible?

One might properly ask what would be less biurdening for the 
chemical industry—a certain number of reasonable restrictions or an 
expensive across-the-board monitoring whose implications for the 
economic and other interests of States might prove to be far from 
beiugn?

Another question which demands a very cautious, balanced and 
responsible approach is that of the elimination, dismantling or conver
sion of chemical-weapon production facilities. Everyone will probably 
agree that toxic chemicals, including ones intended for chemical- 
weapon purposes, are obtained in the chemical industry as a result of 
several production stages, each having a different technological set up. 
One of these is the final technological stage in the production of 
supertoxic lethal chemicals or key components of binary systems. 
What, then, should be the object of practical interest from the view
point of drawing up the convention? Should the entire facility be 
eliminated, or would it be more appropriate to eliminate only the part 
responsible for the final technological stage? The answer to this seems 
obvious.

The reluctance of certain negotiating parties to accommodate the 
positions of others and the desire to impose one's own imilateral 
approach explain why the question of destroying chemical-weapon 
stockpiles has not yet been resolved at the negotiations. The main 
thing that remains to be done here is, in our view, to agree on a 
procedure for destroying the stockpiles of chemical weapons that 
would not offer unilateral military advantages to anyone at any stage 
of the destruction. We are prepared to examine all kinds of proposals 
submitted during the negotiations, including the working proposal by 
one of the delegations to alternate the destruction of the more danger
ous weapon stockpiles with that of less dangerous weapons, thereby 
taking account of such factors as the increase in mutual trust between 
States as stocks are destroyed, the capacity maintained during that 
time for adequate reaction to possible convention violations by parties 
or non-parties, and so forth.

Throughout the long history of international negotiations, the part
ners in any talks have first established agreed baselines and criteria 
and only then proceeded to formulating specific definitions on their 
basis. This has also been the case with the talks on banning chemical 
weapons. Toxicity criteria have been defined with utmost precision on 
the basis of objective factors, a tentative definition of key precursors 
has been provided, work has been done on certain other provisions of 
the future convention. And now after several years of strenuous nego
tiating efforts, it is suggested that we should give up objective criteria 
and replace them with such purely subjective categories as, for exam
ple, the notion of "̂risk" presented by various chemicals. I repeat, this 
is a subjective concept. It will mean one thing to one State and 
something else to another State. And it will certainly be very hard to
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reach agreement on this basis. This kind of approach actually turns 
the question of key precursors upside down. It is our firm conviction 
that the first thing to do is to define the criteria and have them agreed 
upon, and only then, based on those criteria, should a list of key 
precvirsors be drawn up. We believe that a technical solution to this 
problem has already evolved and that it should now be set out as a 
draft clause for the future convention.

This would open the way to drawing up the list of key precursors 
as such. Arguments to the effect that certain individual precursors 
may fail to meet all the established criteria do not stand up to criti
cism. We presume that exceptions to the general rule, where they are 
truly necessary, could be dealt with imder the convention. Recently 
we were offered a '̂ neŵ ' approach, presented as an important ''con
cession", according to which criteria would be formulated parallel to 
the drawing up of lists. But this takes us nowhere. The question of 
criteria will arise whenever another key precursor is added to the list. 
Therefore criteria should be defined and agreed upon in advance.

The question of the key precursors that can be used to produce 
binary chemical weapons is of course a separate one. The Soviet 
delegation suggests that for the purposes of the convention such key 
precursors be referred to as key components of binary chemical sys
tems, since not all key precursors are suitable for that role in view of 
the particular thermodynamic requirements of a binary system.

During the negotiations some delegations suggest totally different 
regimes to be adopted for the very same chemicals. While for protec
tive purposes supertoxic lethal chemicals could be produced only at a 
small-scale specialized facility in quantities up to one tonne per year 
and subject to the most stringent international control, their produc
tion for other permitted purposes would be allowed anywhere and in 
imlimited quantities. A convention based on such proposals, while 
eliminating the present industrial base for chemical-weapons produc
tion, could end up establishing all the prerequisites for the creation of 
a new, more advanced and sophisticated one. We cannot accept such a 
double standard for ensuring the non-production of chemical weap
ons. This must not be allowed. The Soviet delegation believes that a 
study of FiiUand's proposal on possible versions of the small-scale 
facility could be of some use in dealing with this issue.

Proposals from other delegations aimed at finding mutually accepta
ble solutions receive our careful consideration. This applies in particu
lar to the proposals of France concerning the production of supertoxic 
lethal chemicals, classification of facilities and determination of their 
respective regimes, and solution of the binary weapons problem, as 
well as proposals by the delegation of China and by other delegations.

The elaboration of principles and arrangements for challenge inspec
tion to clarify ambiguous situations has been and remains one of our 
most formidable tasks. No one is suggesting, as the United States 
delegation is trying to make it appear, that challenge inspection should 
not be conducted unless there is a proved violation of the convention.
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At least this is not our position. What we do believe is that challenge 
inspection requires a particular sense of responsibility and political 
realism on the part of States. It must be understood that compliance 
with the convention will be based primarily on the goodwill of the 
States parties to it, on their wish for a peaceful world less burdened 
by arms race, and on their desire to eliminate the very means of 
waging chemical war. It will also be based on the fact that States, 
which usually set a high value on their political prestige, will not 
allow it to be damaged through their own fault.

This is the only approach that can help us place challenge inspection 
in a proper perspective within the convention and correctly formulate 
the relevant provisions without eroding the very purpose of such 
inspection or undermining the sovereign rights of States. It should be 
well understood in Washington that efforts to make challenge inspec
tion mandatory and automatic will ordy waste our time in working 
out the convention. Our response to such proposals is imambiguously 
negative.

In this connection I would like to make the following point of 
principle which does not concern only the negotiations on the prohibi
tion of chemical weapons. As is well known, the Final Docimient of 
the first special session of the United Nations General Assembly de
voted to disarmament indicates that the form and the terms of verifi
cation provided for in any particular agreement depend on the pur
poses, the scope and the nature of that agreement.® Applied to the 
convention on the prol^bition of chemical weapons which is now 
being drawn up, this obviously means that the form and the terms of 
verification must be such as to reliably ascertain whether the conven
tion is being complied with, on the one hand, and not to go beyond 
its scope, on the other. Hence we cannot but object to forms of 
verification that could be used for purposes beyond those of the 
convention.

Prohibition of chemical weapons by no means requires such things 
as providing access to facilities which produce the types of weapons 
not affected by the agreement in question. It is therefore only natural 
that if we are to approach the task of banning chemical weapons 
seriously, verification procedures have to be drawn up that could not 
be abused to interfere in the activities of States not covered by the 
convention which bans one specific type of weapon of mass destruc
tion.

We have repeatedly emphasized that general and complete verifica
tion can be discussed only at the stage of general and complete 
disarmament, whereas attempts to impose general and complete verifi
cation as part of a limited agreement banning one specific, although 
important, type of weapon of mass destruction— n̂amely chemical 
weapons—is to raise artificial obstacles in the way of working out 
such an agreement.

® For the Final Document, see Documents on Disarmament, 1978, pp. 411 f£.
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In conclusion I would like to reiterate that the Soviet delegation 
stands ready to continue serious and constructive negotiations with a 
view to the earliest conclusion of a convention harming chemical 
weapons. As is well known, we were among those who advanced the 
proposal to make a more rational use of our time for negotiations and 
we remain firmly committed to the Conference decision or recommen
dation at its previous session to hold an extended session of the Ad 
Hoc Committee on Chemical Weapons in the autumn of 1985.

For the USSR, the prohibition of chemical weapons has been and 
remains a priority task set out in the most important docimients of the 
Commimist Party of the Soviet Union and of the Soviet Government. 
The Soviet delegation will do everything in its power to solve this task 
as rapidly as possible.

63. N ote From the  United S ta tes  to  th e  Cuban Interests 
Section of the  Em bassy o f Czechoslovakia: 1981 
D engue Fever Epidemic in Cuba, April 5, 1985 ^

The Department of State refers the Cuban Interests Section of the 
Embassy of the Czechoslovak Socialist Republic to Note 1778 of the 
Ministry of External Relations of the Republic of Cuba which was 
presented to the United States Interests Section of the Embassy of 
Switzerland in Havana on December 4, 1984. The Department of State 
does not consider the Ministry's note an adequate response to its note 
of November 20.

The Department of State reiterates its vigorous protest of the 
charges made by officials of the Goverrunent of Cuba, on various 
occasions, that germs causing dengue fever were introduced into Cuba, 
by an agency of the United States Government. It is the view of the 
United States Goverrunent that the 1981 outbreak of dengue in Cuba 
was directly attributable to inadequate efforts to control the disease by 
the public health services in Cuba itself, and may have been related to 
Cuba's extensive involvement in the internal affairs of other countries, 
given the possibility that dengue germs were introduced into Cuba by 
persons returning from Africa or Southeast Asia. The U.S. Govern
ment categorically rejects claims made by Cuban officials that the 
United States was involved in any way in the episode.

The Cuban government's allegations are particularly repugnant 
given the fact that the United States Government, because of humani
tarian considerations, made a major exception in 1981 to its trade 
policy to authorize, in an expeditious manner, an emergency shipment 
of pesticides to assist the Cuban Government in its belated efforts to 
control dengue fever. Moreover, it is well known that the U.S. Gov
ernment provided valuable assistance to efforts to combat previous

 ̂Department of State, Special Report No. 133, pp. 4-5.
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dengue epidemics in Cuba, including the 1977 epidemic. Dr. Pedro 
Mas, Assistant Director of Research in the National Institute of Epide
miology of Cuba's Ministry of Public Health, during a presentation to 
a 1978 seminar sponsored by the Pan American Health Organization 
in Jamaica, described the important role of the U.S. Centers for Dis
ease Control and the Walter Reed Army Institute of Research in 
identifying the dengue-I virus.

The Department of State is forced to conclude that these repeated 
charges, made in the full knowledge of their falsehood, are hostile 
propaganda against the United States. A former Cuban health official 
publicly has stated that the Cuban government chose this explanation 
to divert attention from what it believed to be the likely carrier of 
dengue fever: Cuban personnel returning from abroad.

In reference to the arguments contained in the December 4 Note, 
the quotation from the testimony of the convicted terrorist Eduardo 
Arocena in no way supports the misinterpretation made by Cuban 
authorities. First, it is absolutely baseless to assert that the group 
described by Arocena as '̂ ahead of" him— îf it even existed and 
whatever it may have been— ĥad any association with the United 
States Government. Similarly, the implication that Arocena himself 
had any association with the United States Government is baseless.

Furthermore, the Department notes the misleading mistranslation 
made in the Ministry's Note when it quotes from Arocena's testimony. 
According to the official transcript, Arocena referred to ''the group 
that was ahead of me," which translates to "que estaba adelante de 
mi." The Foreign Ministry's Note, however, distorted Arocena's words 
by translating this phrase as "encabezado por mi," which means 
"headed by me." Arocena plainly was not in this instance testifying 
about his personal activities, but was referring to alleged activities of 
imnamed individuals about which he claimed to have some knowl
edge.

Finally, Arocena claimed that the group ahead of him was "to take 
certain germs and to introduce them into Cuba." He does not identify 
those germs as the dengue virus. Also, no information is available 
regarding the techniques purportedly used to "introduce them into 
Cuba." Since dengue viruses can only be transmitted by the bite of an 
infected mosquito, there are only two ways for the virus to be intro
duced into a previously dengue-free region: in an infected mosquito or 
in an infected human. The fact that Arocena states his belief that a 
group took into Cuba "certain germs" without referring to taking 
either mosquitos or infected humans makes it extremely doubtful that 
he was referring to an attempt to introduce dengue into Cuba.

The Department of State is surprised that vague and uncorroborated 
claims of indirect knowledge of imdefined actions, coming from a 
disreputable source, would be used as the basis for such malicious 
charges by high Cuban government officials. The Department again 
notes that the United States Government prosecuted the Arocena case 
to conviction.
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The article appearing in Trabajadores drew from articles appearing in 
Prensa Latina, an agency of the Government of Cuba. Prensa Latina has 
continued this disinformation campaign by reiterating these false and 
wholly imsupported allegations on several occasions.

In his comments at the Conference on Pediatrics on November 11, 
1984, the President of Cuba stated that ''Ai the time when this 
epidemic broke out in our country—as we found after thorough inves
tigation—there were no sites of this serotype anywhere in the world." 
This is not true. In 1981, dengue-2 was isolated in health laboratories 
in essentially every appropriately equipped public health laboratory in 
Southeast Asia, including laboratories in Malaysia, Indonesia, and 
Thailand. The only reason that dengue-2 was not isolated in every 
country in that region is that several countries lacked the required 
diagnostic capability. It would be inconceivable that dengue would 
respect national borders in Southeast Asia, given the enormous flows 
of refugees throughout the region. The Department of State notes that 
numerous Cuban officials, potential carriers of the dengue virus, were 
present in that region at the time.

In the accompanying enclosure to its note of December 4, entitled 
"Data on the use of biological warfare and other forms of illegal 
action against Cuba," the Ministry of Foreign Relations claimed that 
"at the time the dengue epidemic occurred in Cuba, no African or 
Southeast Asian coimtry with which we have relations had experi
enced any epidemic of the type-2 virus." This statement is contradict
ed by the facts. As noted above, dengue-2 viruses were circulating 
throughout Southeast Asia. Some countries in the region, such as 
Kampuchea, were experiencing epidemics of dengue hemorrhagic fever 
in 1981, but lacked diagnostic facilities to test for viruses. Although 
epidemics of dengue hemorrhagic fever were not observed in Africa, 
dengue-2 strains were regularly isolated in 1981 from mosquitos in 
Senegal, the Ivory Coast, and Upper Volta, and it is highly likely that 
dengue-2 was also present in other countries of Africa, but was not 
detected simply because appropriate studies were not done. The De
partment of State notes that prior to and since 1981 a substantial 
number of Cuban military and other personnel— p̂otential carriers of 
the dengue virus—have traveled or been assigned to coimtries in 
Africa which may have dengue-2 viruses.

The President of Cuba also stated that the epidemic "occurred in a 
way that was really very unusual, very strange." The President fails to 
explain this statement. If, however, he is referring to the fact that the 
epidemic was first noted in several districts simultaneously, as was 
related by Dr. Kouri in his Calgary presentation, there is nothing at all 
strange about this. Most dengue infections, especially those among 
children, are not easily recognized as dengue. The symptoms and signs 
of dengue fever are non-specific, and early cases can be misdiagnosed. 
By the time severe cases are recognized, an epidemic of febrile disease 
may have already been imderway for some time, with ample opportu
nity for wide geographic spread. In addition, soldiers and others re
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turning from Africa and Asia presumably returned to various parts of 
the island.

While the President of Cuba did not explicitly accuse a specific 
coxmtry in his November 11 speech, prior accusations such as those 
made by Dr. Gustavo Kouri in Calgary, Canada, in September 1984, 
and subsequent accusations repeated in Prensa Latina strongly suggest 
that this innuendo was directed against the United States. If, in fact, 
he was accusing a different coimtry, the Department would appreciate 
further clarification.

The enclosure to the Ministry's December 4 Note includes the claim 
that '"it was also proven that no Cuban or foreign individual coming 
from those areas, or from other areas, had been a carrier of the 
disease." This claim is scientifically unsupportable. The incubation 
period of dengue, that is the period from the time that an individual is 
bitten by an infected mosquito to the time that he becomes ill and 
virus circulates in his blood, is three to seven days. With air travel, it 
is possible for an individual to be infected in one country, travel to 
another, and not become ill or infectious imtil a week later. Immigra
tion health checks are totally inadequate to detect infected persons 
during the asymptomatic incubation period. Imported cases of dengue 
are common occurrences throughout the world. A Cuban doctor in 
charge of health inspection in the port of Mariel during the mid- 
1970's publicly has stated that ships carrying Cuban troops returning 
from Africa were excluded from normal registration procedures, by 
order of Cuba's high command.

In the enclosure the claim is made that ''outbreaks of virus No. 2 
had not occurred in the Latin American and Caribbean Basin coimtries 
since 1979." Yet although the dengue-2 virus was not isolated from 
any country in the region during the year 1980, it had frequently been 
isolated from numerous countries in the region during the preceding 
decade and has been isolated from numerous countries in the region 
during the last three years.

In the enclosure the claim is made that "it is widely known that 
dengue No. 2 is one of those that has been receiving the greatest 
attention in the U.S. centers that are engaged in developing biological 
weapons." This claim is blatantly false. The U.S. Government has no 
such program. To the contrary, research efforts sponsored by the U.S. 
Government, as well as efforts sponsored by other countries and by 
the World Health Organization, focus on the eradication of dengue-2. 
This is because dengue-2 is the dengue serotype responsible for the 
greatest amount of human suffering; methods for prevention and 
treatment of dengue-2 infection are urgently required.

The evidence demonstrates that the Cuban government itself must 
accept responsibility for the 1981 outbreak of dengue in Cuba. The 
Cuban government failed to take the necessary measures for eradicat
ing the carrier of dengue, the aedes aegypH mosquito, prior to the out
break of 1981, despite specific warnings and recommendations made in
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1980 by consxiltants from the Pan American Health Organization, and 
in 1977 by Cuba's own Institute of Tropical Medicine.

A Cuban campaign against this mosquito was cancelled by the 
Cuban government in 1967, leaving favorable ecological conditions for 
reproduction. Moreover, most of the provinces in Cuba lacked insecti
cides, trained personnel or equipment effectively to combat dengue in 
1977 or 1981. For 18 months after the 1977 outbreak, dengue cases 
continued to be reported and the mosquito population was still high. 
Although another large scale epidemic began in early 1981, the Cuban 
government waited imtil mid-1981 to take action. Even after organized 
effort was initiated, Cuban persoimel were given inadequate training, 
lacked adequate insecticide and detection equipment, and failed to 
report all dengue cases. A former official of the Miiustry of Public 
Health has stated that President Castro himself admitted to a national 
seminar for leaders of the mosquito eradication program in July 1981 
that too little attention had been given to the disease and that the 
epidemic was entirely the responsibility of the Cuban Communist 
Party and the Cuban government.

Cuba's own scientists and political leaders are presimiably well 
aware of these facts and are knowingly attempting to blame the 
United States for events which were largely the result of policies of 
the Cuban government itself. Because Cuba's medical community ap
parently has been unable to analyze fully the dengue phenomena, a 
U.S. expert in dengue research has prepared a readily understandable 
scientific description of dengue fever and a rational analysis of the 
probable cause of the 1981 epidemic in Cuba. These papers are at
tached as annexes to this note.

The Department of State calls upon the Government of Cuba to 
retract its false accusations concerning a nonexistent U.S. role in the 
outbreak of dengue fever in Cuba and to desist from repeating such 
charges in the future.

64. in terv iew  of Soviet G eneral Secretary  G orbachev  by 
P ravda, April 7, 1985 ^

Question: Our newspaper is receiving many letters, both from 
Soviet people and from abroad, concerning international affairs. How 
would you, Mikhail Sergeyevich, characterize the present international 
situation?

Answer: 1 imderstand the increased interest that people have in 
international affairs. The broad popular masses in all continents strive 
actively to influence the destiny of the present world.

And this is not by chance. The world is full of complex problems— 
political, economic and social. There really do exist two opposing

1 CD/587.
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social systems—socialism and capitalism. Dozens of new States with 
their own history, traditions and their own interests are active in the 
international arena. And this, too, is a reality.

In order to develop international relations in the present-day world 
one must take this into account, one must not ignore the interests of 
other States and still less try to deny them their right to choose their 
own road of development for themselves. In the broad sense, this is 
precisely the policy of peaceful coexistence under which each of the 
systems will prove by force of example, and not by force of arms, 
which of them is the better.

Another conclusion, which is just as urgent, is the necessity to end 
the arms race. The development of the international situation has 
reached a borderline at which the question arises: where do we go 
next, is it not time for those who shape the policy of States to stop, 
think and prevent the adoption of decisions that would push the 
world to nuclear catastrophe?

There is an acute need of international co-operation in developing 
dialogue, in searching for realistic solutions that would ease tension in 
the world and help close off the road of the arms race.

All States, big and small, should take part in this. Quite understand
ably, the nuclear Powers, and above all the Soviet Union and the 
United States of America, have a special role.

Our country has pursued and will pursue a vigorous and construc
tive foreign policy in the name of strengthening peace. This was 
confirmed at the recent plenary meeting of the CPSU Central Com
mittee at which the Soviet State's foreign policy principles were out
lined.

Question: A  great deal is linked in the world with the state of 
Soviet-American relations. Have there appeared, in yoxxr opinion, pos
sibilities of their changing for the better?

Answer: Relations between the USSR and the United States of 
America are an exceptionally important factor in international politics. 
But we are far from looking at the world only through the prism of 
these relations. We understand the weight of other countries in inter
national affairs and take this into consideration when evaluating the 
general situation in the world.

Are there now any changes for the better in Soviet-American rela
tions? There is no simple answer to this question. There is some 
ground for hope, but also some, and indeed much, groimd for alarm.

New Soviet-American talks on nuclear and space arms have begim 
in Geneva. This is a positive fact.

Jointly with the United States we defined the subject and aims of 
the talks and, to put it briefly, defined them as follows: not to start an 
arms race in space, to stop it on Earth and to start a radical reduction 
of nuclear arms, with their total elimination as the ultimate aim.

Now it is necessary to carry out this accord. The talks are important. 
I say this first of all because the direction of the further development 
of Soviet-American relations, and world trends as a whole, is now
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being decided. The choice is as follows: either an arms race in all 
directions, a growth of the danger of war, or else the strengthening of 
universal security, and a more durable peace for all.

There are some advances in other fields of Soviet-American rela
tions, but very small ones. On the whole, relations remain tense.

In Washington they are banking on strength, and they do not 
conceal it. And they have set their sights on a superior strength that 
would subordinate the rest of the world to America. Diplomacy and 
talks are there virtually subordinated to missiles and bombers. For it is 
a fact that new strategic arms programmes are being pushed through 
Congress by, among others, the same people who are conducting the 
talks in Geneva on behalf of the United States.

Everybody has heard a lot about the ''Star Wars" plans annoimced 
by the United States Administration. The terminology appears to be 
t^en  from science fiction, but the attempt is to use it as a screen to 
conceal the real and grave danger to our planet. I would describe as 
fantastic the argimients used to substantiate the militarization of outer 
space. They are talking about defence but preparing for attack; they 
are claiming a space shield, but forging a space sword; they are 
promising to eliminate nuclear arms, but in practice building up these 
arms and perfecting them. They are promising the world stability, but 
in reality striving to wreck the military balance.

Since people intuitively feel the danger of the ''Star Wars" plans, 
the authors of these plans want to make them believe that they 
supposedly amoimt to nothing more than harmless research, which, 
moreover, allegedly holds out the promise of technological benefits. 
By using this bait the authors of these plans want to turn their allies 
too into accomplices in this dangerous project.

They even maintain that by creating space weapons it will be 
possible to arrive at the elimination of nuclear arms. This is a fraud. 
Just as the appearance of nuclear arms did not eliminate conventional 
types of arms and only generated an accelerated race in the manufac
ture of both nuclear and conventional arms, the creation of space arms 
will have only one result—the arms race will become even more 
intensive and encompass new spheres.

1 have singled out the points which above all complicate Soviet- 
American relations, sometimes bringing them to the brink of acute 
tension. But it appears that there are people in the United States who 
regard such a state of affairs as normal and view confrontation as 
almost a natural state.

We do not think so. Confrontation is not an inherent defect in our 
relations. It is rather an anomaly. There is nothing inevitable about its 
continuation. We regard the improvement of Soviet-American rela
tions not only as extremely necessary but also as possible. But, of 
course, one cannot do without reciprocity here.

Question: There is much interest in the question of the possibility 
of your meeting with the President of the United States. What are the 
prospects here?
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Answer: The question of such a meeting was dealt with in my 
correspondence with President Reagan. I may say that a positive atti
tude to such a meeting being held was expressed on both sides. Its 
time and place will be the subject of subsequent arrangement.

In the broader context, our correspondence dealt with finding joint 
ways of improving relations between the USSR and the United States 
and of making them more stable and constructive. I am convinced that 
a significant new impetus should be given to Soviet-American rela
tions at a high political level. We propose to the Goverrunent of the 
United States to conduct matters in such a way that it would be clear 
to all, to our peoples and to other coimtries, that the political courses 
of the USSR and the United States are oriented not at hostility and 
confrontation but at the search for mutual understanding and peaceful 
development.

Question: From what you have said, Mikhail Sergeyevich, it follows 
that it is necessary to work on a broad front. But still, what do you 
regard as the main lever for achieving a breakthrough?

Answer: Intensive mutual efforts. And indeed efforts on a broad 
front. Mutual imderstanding of the need to facilitate the settlement of 
conflict situations in the world would have a beneficial influence on 
our own, as well as on international, relations. A great deal can be 
done in the development of bilateral ties between the USSR and the 
United States, to our mutual benefit.

Nevertheless, what you called the main lever lies in the sphere of 
security. What could a concrete beginning be here? If one has sat 
down to negotiate arms reductions, then one should at least refrain 
from increasing them further. That is why we propose that the USSR 
and the United States should introduce for the entire duration of the 
talks a moratorium on the development, including research, and on the 
testing and deployment of attack space weapons, and should freeze 
their strategic offensive arms.

At the same time, the deployment of American intermediate-range 
missiles in Europe and, correspondingly, the build-up of our coimter- 
measures should cease.

The American leaders state that they are in favour of radical arms 
reductions. If that is so, it would be logical first to put a brake on the 
arms race and then immediately to go on to arms reductions.

We are for an honest dialogue. We are prepared once again to 
demonstrate our goodwill. Starting today, and I want to emphasize 
this, the Soviet Union is introducing a moratoriimi on the deployment 
of its intermediate-range missiles and suspending the implementation 
of other counter-measures in Europe. The duration of the moratorium 
is until November of this year. The decision we make after that 
depends on whether the United States follows our example: whether 
or not it stops the deployment of its intermediate-range missiles in 
Europe.

To sum up, I will say the following. There are possibilities of 
improving Soviet-American relations, of improving the general inter-
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national situation. These possibilities should not be missed. They 
should be carried over into concrete policies and practical decisions.

65. British W orking P aper on a  Chemical W eapons Con
ven tion  Submitted to  th e  Conference on Disarmament: 
The O rgans and  Constitution o f th e  O rgan iza tion  of 
V erification, April 11, 1985 ^

This paper acknowledges and draws heavily upon the Canadian and 
Netherlands papers on the organization of verification (CD/313 and 
CD/445 respectively) and on the valuable proposals in the United 
States draft convention (CD/500).^

A. INTRODUCTION

1. The United Kingdom is committed to the achievement of an 
effective chemical weapons Convention which will provide satisfac
tory assurances of compliance. To achieve such assiu'ances, it will be 
essential for the Convention to establish organs which are able to take 
rapid decisions relating to the implementation and operation of the 
Convention. All States Parties to the Convention should play an active 
part in this work.

2. The principal organs should come into being upon the establish
ment, under the Convention, of an International Organization for the 
Prohibition of Chemical Weapons (hereafter referred to as ^̂ the Orga
nization''). This Organization, having legal personality under interna
tional law, would be the body vested with the responsibility for 
implementing all aspects of the Convention. It will need to enjoy, in 
the territory of each Member State, such legal capacity and such 
privileges and immimities as are necessary to enable it to carry out its 
fimctions. The Article establishing the Organization should also estab
lish its seat.

3. Within the Organization it would be appropriate for responsibil
ity to be shared between various organs. The Netherlands paper CD/ 
445 proposed that there should be three principal organs:

fa) the Consultative Committee;
m) the Executive Council; and
(c) the Secretariat responsible inter alia for the conduct of (i) routine 

inspection of declared chemical facilities (detailed proposals for which 
are contained in United Kingdom paper (ZD/575)  ̂ and (ii) immediate 
challenge inspections of declared and imdeclared facilities and loca
tions.

1 CD/589.
 ̂Documents on Disarmament 1984, pp. 269-299.

® Document 41.
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This proposal was subject to further valuable development in the 
United States draft convention (CD/500). Such a division of labour 
would not preclude the establishment of subsidiary bodies where 
appropriate to assist any of the three organs in the discharge of their 
responsibilities.

4. If the Organization is to be effective, it is essential that the 
responsibilities of the three principal organs should be clearly defined.

5. The Convention should therefore contain separate provisions on 
each of the organs, dealing with their composition, functions and main 
methods of working. There should also be a provision relating to the 
functions of the Director General of the Organization and his staff, 
their appointment, status and the main factors relating thereto, as well 
as a reference to the terms and conditions of their employment to be 
regulated by the Executive Coimcil.

6. The Consultative Committee (consisting of all States Parties) 
would be the principal organ of the Organization. It would be able to 
review any questions or matters within the scope of the Convention or 
relating to the powers and purposes of the Organization and its main 
organs. It would also be empowered to make recommendations to the 
membership of the Orgaiuzation and to take decisions upon any 
matter referred to it by the Executive Coimcil. The Committee would 
meet annually or on special occasions in between, if circumstances so 
required.

7. The Executive Coimcil, which would meet as often as may be 
necessary, would be endowed with day-to-day executive powers of 
decision.

8. In addition, to enable the Consultative Committee and the Execu
tive Council to carry out their work, they would require the assistance 
of a Technical Secretariat, headed by a Director General.

9. This paper proposes that the Convention should enter into force 
when 30 States have ratified. The Executive Council should have upon 
entry into force a membership of 15 States, rising to 30 States upon 
the sixtieth ratification. Membership of the Executive Council would 
comprise two categories to enable there to be well balanced represen
tation.

10. This paper also proposes that a Preparatory Commission shall be 
established immediately the Convention is opened for signature to 
make all necessary arrangements for the functioning of the Organiza
tion. The Commission would begin to work once the Convention is 
opened for signature and remain in existence until the Convention has 
entered into force and the Consultative Committee and Executive 
Council have met for the first time.

B. THE PRINCIPAL ORGANS: DETAILS

11. It is important that the division of tasks and responsibilities 
between the organs produces the most efficient and practical structure 
for carrying out the objectives of the Convention. There are a number 
of precedents and the United Kingdom has based its proposals on

Document 65



250 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1985

these where relevant, in particular, where applicable, those provided 
by the IAEA.

(a) The Consultative Committee

12. The Consultative Committee would be established upon entry 
into force of the Convention. It would be the principal organ of the 
Organization. Its chairman would be the chairman of the Executive 
Coimcil (see below).

13. Its membership would consist, as provided for in the United 
States draft treaty (CD/500), of representatives of all States Parties. It 
would meet in regular armual or bi-annual session, and in such special 
sessions as might be convened, for example by the Director General at 
the request of the Executive Council. The sessions would be held at 
the headquarters of the Organization imless otherwise agreed by the 
Consultative Corrunittee.

14. The Consultative Committee would be empowered to review 
any questions or matters relevant to the Convention or relating to the 
powers and functions of any organs established under the Convention. 
In addition, it would foster the international exchange of scientific and 
technical information on the chemical industry as provided for in the 
Convention.

15. The Consultative Committee would in addition have the follow
ing specific responsibilities:

(a) election of members of the Executive Council in accordance with 
the relevant provisions of the Convention (see below);

(b) formal approval of States for membership of the Organization;
(c) final action against a member and on its privileges and rights of 

membership in the light of a violation of the provisions of the Con
vention, in accordance with the provisions to be laid down in the 
Convention;

(d) consideration of the annual report of the Executive Council;
(e) approval of the Organization's budget as recommended by the 

Executive Council;
(f) approval/taking note of any reports to other international organi

zations such as recommended by the Executive Council and forwarded 
by the Director-General;

(g) approval of any modification to the Convention in accordance 
with the relevant provisions of the Convention;

(h) approval of the appointment of the Director-General of the Or
ganization by a two-thirds majority present and voting;

(i) review, of the operation of the Convention at five year or such 
other intervals agreed by a majority of the Parties.

The Consultative Committee would also have the authority to take 
decisions on any matter specifically referred to it by the Executive 
Council; and to propose matters for initial consideration by the Execu
tive Council; and to request from the Executive Cotmcil reports on any 
matter relating to the fimctions of the Organization.
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16. In the discharge of its functions, the Consultative Committee 
would proceed by consensus where possible. If consensus were not 
possible, the Committee would take its decision by voting as follows:

financial matters, modifications to
two-thirds majoritythe Convention and suspension 

of a Member from the rights and 
privileges of membership

All other matters would be decided by simple majority.

(b) The Executive Council

17. Because of the composition of the Consultative Committee, and 
because it would meet less frequently than the Executive Coimcil, 
day-to-day responsibility for the implementation of routine interna
tional inspection, and challenge inspection should devolve upon the 
latter, following reports from the Director-General. This would ensure 
there was no imdue delay in decisions relating to the implementation 
and operation of the Convention.

18. Under the Convention the Executive Council would have dele
gated authority from the Consultative Committee, which would 
remain the principal organ, to carry out the day-to-day functions of 
the Organization. The Coimcil should therefore be endowed with the 
necessary powers to enable the objectives of the Convention to be 
implemented in a timely and efficient manner. Its decisions would be 
implemented by the Secretariat of the Organization under the direc
tion of the Director-General. The Executive Coimcil would be estab
lished when the Convention entered into force upon the deposit of the 
thirtieth instrument of ratification.

19. Upon such deposit the Executive Council would comprise 15 
members. Upon deposit of the sixtieth ratification, as the workload of 
the Council developed, membership would rise to 30. Membership 
would be in two categories. In the first category members would be 
elected by the Consultative Committee annually with due regard to 
equitable (geographical) representation on the United Nations model 
according to the number of seats allocated. Members in this category 
in one term of office would not be eligible for re-election in the same 
category for the following term of office, save as necessary in the early 
years of the Convention in order to produce a quorum for the Execu
tive Council.

20. Similarly, in the second category, the membership of the Execu
tive Council would comprise, according to the number of seats allocat
ed, those members of the Organization with the largest industrial 
chemical base, on the basis of criteria (e.g. output, number of declared 
plants, investment) to be established by the Director-General of the 
Organization, on the advice of a representative group of States mem
bers of the Preparatory Commission. The list of these members would 
be reviewed annually.
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21. The election for the membership referred to in paragraph 19 
above would take place at the regular annual session of the Consulta
tive Committee for a term of two years, half of them being re-elected 
each year to maintain continuity. Membership of the Council imder 
paragraph 20 above would be by designation each year by the outgo
ing Executive Council.

22. Each member of the Executive Coimcil would have one vote; it 
would wherever possible proceed by consensus. In the event this were 
not possible the Coimcil would take its decision on all substantive 
matters by a two-thirds majority, and by a simple majority on all 
procedviral matters.

23. The Executive Coimcil would meet at such times as it might 
determine; the meetings would take place at the headquarters of the 
Organization unless otherwise determined by the Council. The Coun
cil would elect a Chairman and other officers from amongst its mem
bers and, subject to the provisions of the Convention, would adopt its 
own rules of procedure. The Council would make reports as necessary, 
and at least annually, to the Consultative Committee concerrung the 
affairs of the Orgaiuzation. The Council would also prepare for sub
mission to the Consultative Committee such reports as the Organiza
tion may be required to make to the United Nations, or to third 
countries.

24. The Executive Council's principal functions would be:
(a) supervision of the conduct of routine and challenge inspections, 

to be conducted by the Inspectorate Staff of the Organization;
(b) ensuring between sessions of the Consultative Committee the ef

fective implementation of, and compliance with, the Convention;
(c) receiving requests from States Parties, including requests for 

challenge inspection, and acting upon them in accordance with the 
provisions of the Convention within [ ] days;

(d) taking immediate and appropriate action, in accordance with the 
provisions of the Convention, in relation to the failure by a State 
Party to comply with its obligations under the Convention including 
possible action on a member's rights and privileges;

(e) requesting when necessary a special meeting of the Consultative 
Committee;

(f) referring unresolved compliance issues to the Consultative Com
mittee within [ ] days with a recommendation for further action;

(g) overseeing the activities of subsidiary organs established under 
the Convention;

(h) establishing such committees and Working Groups as it deems 
necessary;

(i) recommending to the Consultative Committee approval of any 
modification to the Convention in accordance with the relevant proce
dures of the Convention.

25. The Executive Committee would hold its first meeting within 15 
days following the entry into force of the Convention.
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(c) The Secretariat

26. The Secretariat, comprising the staff of the Organization would 
be headed by the Director-General. He would be appointed by the 
Executive Council, with the approval of the Consultative Committee 
for a term of [five] years, renewable for one further term of [five] 
years, but not thereafter.

27. The Director-General would be responsible for the appointment, 
organization and functioning of the Secretariat and would be imder 
the authority of and subject to the control of the Executive Council, 
and ultimately the Consultative Committee. The Staff of the Secretar
iat would comprise qualified and widely experienced personnel with 
the highest standards of efficiency, technical competence and integrity 
to fulfil the objectives and functions of the Organization. Without 
sacrificing the high standards of competence required, due regard 
should be paid in their appointment to the contributions of States 
Parties to the Organization and to the importance of recruiting the 
staff on as wide a geographical basis as possible from all States Parties. 
The terms and conditions on which the staff would be appointed, 
remimerated and dismissed would be in accordance with regulations 
made by the Executive Council.

28. In the performance of their duties, the Director-General and the 
Secretariat would be forbidden to seek or receive instructions from 
any source external to the Organization. They should refrain from any 
action which might reflect on their position as officials of the Organi
zation. The Convention should provide that members of the Secretar
iat would not disclose any industrial secret or other confidential infor
mation coming to their knowledge by reason of their official duties. 
Each State Party would xmdertake to respect the international charac
ter of the responsibilities of the Director-General and the Secretariat 
and not seek to influence them in the discharge of their duties.

29. The provisions of the Convention should be so drafted as to 
give adequate expression to the importance of the role of the Director- 
General and the Secretariat within the framework of the Convention. 
The Director-General would not only be entrusted, as head of the 
Secretariat, with the ordinary and everyday administration of the 
Organization. He would also be responsible, imder the Convention, for 
bringing immediately to the attention of the Executive Council any 
matter which calls into question the compliance with the Convention 
of a State Party. It would be the Director-General to whom a State 
Party would first report its evidence of suspected non-compliance and 
the request for further investigation, possibly including a challenge 
inspection. The Director-General would also be responsible for for
warding the request for clarification to a party whose compliance had 
been called into question and for transmitting the conclusion of the 
Inspectorate following clarification of the matter. He would also 
inform the Executive Coimcil of a failure by the State Party concerned 
to comply with the request for inspection. Lastly the Director-General
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would assist the Chairman of the Executive Council in ensuring that 
the correct and necessary steps are taken to resolve any apparent 
violation of the provisions of the Convention.

30. These responsibilities would be spelled out in detailed provisions 
along the above lines in an integral Annex to the Convention.

31. The United Kingdom proposes that the international Inspector
ate, responsible for carrying out random routine international on-site 
inspection of declared chemical facilities and for the conduct of chal
lenge inspections would be part of the Secretariat's staff.

32. The United Kingdom would also propose that a special challenge 
inspection panel be formed within the Inspectorate. Designated by the 
Director-General, the Panel would comprise a sufficiently large pool of 
the most senior and experienced members of the international inspec
torate, with due regard to equitable geographical distribution, with 
special and rotating standby responsibility for the conduct of sensitive 
and immediate inspections. Challenge inspections would be carried out 
by an appropriately composed ad hoc inspection team, and comprising 
at least seven inspectors and more, as necessary, according to the size 
of the challenged site. Inspectors from the challenging and challenged 
State would be excluded from participation in the inspection of a site 
in the latter coimtry.

33. It would therefore be necessary for the Director-General after 
his appointment to designate a team of inspectors to constitute the 
special challenge inspection team. The inspectors would be selected for 
their high qualifications, wide experience, international integrity, good 
moral character and complete independence. It may be appropriate, as 
suggested in CD/445, to maintain a standing list of qualified experts 
who would be immediately available on a contingency basis without 
being full-time members of the staff of the Organization.

34. Only this team of inspectors, answerable directly to the Direc- 
tor-General of the Organization and through him to the Executive 
Coimcil and ultimately the Consultative Committee would conduct 
challenge inspections. The team being part of the regular Inspectorate, 
should be organized in such a manner to enable them to carry out an 
inspection at very short notice. Membership of the challenge inspec
tion team would not preclude the participation by members of the 
Inspectorate in routine on-site inspections.

35. To fulfil its tasks, the Director-General, the Secretariat and (as 
necessary) members of the Executive Council should enjoy in the 
territory of each State Party such legal capacity and such privileges 
and immunities as necessary for the exercise of their functions. The 
legal capacity, privileges and immunities would be defined in an inte
gral Annex to the Convention.

C. PREPARATORY COMMISSION

36. If the Organization and its organs are to begin work immediately 
upon entry into force of the Convention so that the provisions of the 
Convention relating to such important matters as initial stockpile dec
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larations and verification of non-production can be effected by the 
agreed deadlines (to be specified in the Convention), much preliminary 
work would need to be done between signature and ratification. This 
suggests to the United Kingdom the establishment of a Preparatory 
Commission to carry out this work.

37. The Preparatory Commission would come into existence on the 
first day the Convention is opened for signature. It should be com
posed of those States Parties who have signed the Convention. The 
Commission would remain in existence imtil the Convention had 
entered into force and thereafter imtil the Consultative Committee had 
convened and the Executive Council had met for the first time, in 
accordance with the relevant provisions of the Convention.

38. The Preparatory Commission would need to elect its own offi
cers, adopt its own rules of procedures, meet as often as necessary, 
determine its own place of meeting and establish such committees as it 
deemed necessary. The Coirunission would be completely separate 
from the Conference on Disarmament (CD) since its tasks will be 
sufficiently specialist to fall outside the scope of the CD. Its proceed
ings would be by consensus.

39. The Preparatory Commission should appoint an Executive Secre
tary and staff as necessary, who would exercise such powers and 
perform such duties as the Commission might determine. Other func
tions of the Preparatory Commission could be similar to those in 
Annex I of the IAEA Statute.^

D. CONCLUSION

40. The proposals contained above (based upon the approach con
tained in previous working papers and taking into accoimt where 
appropriate the parallels in the IAEA Statute) represent, in the view of 
the United Kingdom, a practical way of establishing an effective and 
viable Organization with full responsibility for the implementation of 
the proposed Chemical Weapons Convention. The paper has attempt
ed to strike a balance between the relevant organs, by ensuring on the 
one hand through the Consultative Committee the responsibility of all 
States Parties for the implementation of the Convention and, on the 
other, devolution of certain powers to the Executive Council to enable 
it to discharge the day-to-day responsibility for implementation and 
operation of the Convention when the Consultative Committee is not 
in session. This sharing of responsibility would enable all States Par
ties to play a full part in the operation of the Convention and thus 
make a direct contribution to the maintenance of international peace 
and security in this important field of arms control.

4 TIAS 3873; 8 UST 1093; 276 UNTS 3.

Document 65



256 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1985

66. S ta tem en t by  th e  D eputy S ecretary  o f S ta te  (Dam) 
Before th e  S ena te  Comm ittee on Banking, Housing, 
an d  U rban A ffairs: M ilitary an d  Nuclear Sanctions 
A gainst South Africa [Extracts], April 16, 1985 ^

•  •  •  •  e •  e

It is important to recognize that our influence with South Africa 
does not derive from a client relationship. In fact, our military, politi
cal, and economic relations with South Africa are by design far less 
intimate than with many other states of similar political and economic 
importance. Indeed, si^iificant restrictions are already in place that 
circumscribe our trade and cooperation in the military and nuclear 
areas, and impose a political stance that results in our clearly dissociat
ing ourselves from apartheid.

For example, in an effort to eliminate apartheid, U.S. arms sales to 
South Africa have been embargoed since 1963, and in 1977 the United 
States joined the United Nations in imposing a further mandatory 
arms embargo on South Africa.  ̂ Our regulations are, in fact, more 
severe than the UN embargo and restrict U.S. exports to the South 
African military and police of items not covered in the UN embargo. 
In December of last year, the United States joined with other UN 
Security Council members in voting for an embargo on imports of 
arms and ammunition produced in South Africa.®

Finally, other bills before you would impose a blanket prohibition 
on the export of nuclear equipment and technology. Such a prohibi
tion would imdermine our ability and leverage to broaden the applica
tion of international safeguards in countries that do not presently 
accept fuU-scope safeguards. Such a blanket prohibition on the export 
of all dual-use goods and nuclear equipment or technology to South 
Africa, as well as all other nonfuU-scope safeguard states, would 
imdercut our nonproliferation efforts, and would reduce our influence 
in such countries' nuclear programs.

All applications for exports of nuclear-related equipment or assist
ance are already thoroughly reviewed as to their proliferation implica
tions and their effect on foreign policy. In the case of states that have 
not accepted fuU-scope safeguards, only limited nonsensitive assist
ance is permitted—and then only when it will advance our nonprolif
eration objectives. In the case of South Africa, our dialogue with that 
government on nonproliferation matters, coupled with a willingness to 
allow extremely limited, nonsensitive assistance to facilities in South

 ̂Department of State, Current Policy No. 686.
* For the UN embargo, see Documents on Disarmament, 1977, pp. 685-686, 863-865. 
® Security Council Resolution 558 (1984).
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Africa that are under IAEA [International Atomic Energy Agency] 
safeguards, contributed to three important decisions by the South 
African Government last year:

First to require IAEA safeguards on all its nuclear exports; ^
Second, to export only according to the Nuclear Suppliers Group 

guidelines; ® and
Third, to renew talks with the IAEA concerning placement of its 

semicommercial uranitun enrichment plant imder IAEA safeguards.

67. S ta tem ent by  th e  U.S. A lte rna te  R epresen ta tive  
(B arthelem y) to  th e  Conference on Disarmam ent: 
Chemical W eapons [Extract], April 18, 1985 ^

• • • • • • •

I would like to turn now to the important subject of the prohibition 
of chemical weapons. Indeed, its urgency was brought home to us 
again during our last plenary meeting. My delegation has already 
presented detailed views on this subject in a plenary statement on 28 
March  ̂ and listened with interest to the recent statements from other 
delegations, in particular the statement delivered by the distinguished 
representative of the Soviet Union on 4 April. ̂  We welcome the stated 
Soviet interest in reaching mutually acceptable solutions. But we were 
disappointed that once again we did not hear new ideas for finding 
mutually acceptable solutions. We continue to be prepared promptly 
to give serious consideration to any such ideas.

Today I would like to comment on one particular substantive issue 
dealt with in Ambassador Issraelyan^s statement and also to offer a 
procedural suggestion for making the negotiations more productive.

The substantive issue I want to raise is how best to ensure that toxic 
chemicals and precursors that pose a particular threat to the conven
tion are not produced in the chemical industry. In particular, how can 
we best ensure that organophosphorus nerve gases and their key 
precxu’sors are not manufactured under the guise of production for 
peaceful purposes?

Two approaches have been put forward—one by the Soviet Union; 
another by the United Kingdom, the United States and several other 
countries. Under the Soviet approach, production of super-toxic lethal 
chemicals or methylphosphorus compounds for all permitted purposes.

 ̂Documenk on Disarmament, 1971, pp. 218-244.
Ibid., 1978, pp. 7-25.

1 CD/PV.309, pp. 25-28.
* Document 56.
® Document 62.
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including civilian use, would be limited to one small facility and a 
maximum aggregate amoimt of one ton per year. Under the approach 
we support, production facilities would be declared and inspected, and 
detailed information on the amount and uses of the chemicals would 
be reported.

It is our impression that both approaches stem from similar basic 
concerns. Both have stated their desire to ensure that production of 
the most dangerous types of chemical weapons does not occur in the 
chemical industry. Both sides want to ensure that States do not pos
sess a production capability in excess of peaceful needs. In other 
words, both sides want to guard against development of a '^break-out'' 
capability: that is, one that would enable a State to withdraw from the 
convention and then rapidly begin producing enormous quantities of 
super-toxic lethal agents. Finally, both sides want to ensure that pro
duction facilities for super-toxic lethal chemicals for peaceful purposes 
are not used to produce currently imknown agents for chemical- 
weapons purposes.

Which approach is the most useful? To find out, we need to com
pare them to see which most effectively meets the three concerns I 
have just mentioned. We also need to take into accoimt the burden 
each approach would pose on the chemical industry and economic 
development.

First of all, how effectively would the two approaches prevent 
illegal production of nerve gas in the chemical industry? Here, we see 
the Soviet approach as having two serious inadequacies. Facilities for 
production of the banned chemicals that exist before the convention 
comes into force are ignored. They would be subject neither to decla
ration nor inspection. Facilities for production of ethylphosphorus 
compounds are also ignored, even though most of them could easily 
produce either ethylphosphorus or methylphosphorus compounds for 
chemical weapons. As explained in document CD/CW/WF.51 both 
types of phosphorus chemicals are equally dangerous. The approach 
we support, on the other hand, deals effectively with both types of 
facilities through declaration and inspection.

Second, how effectively would the two approaches prevent develop
ment of a '^break-out" capability? Here again, the Soviet approach has 
serious inadequacies in our view. Since pre-existing facilities and eth
ylphosphorus chemical facilities would be ignored, there would be no 
way to judge a State's break-out potential. The approach we support, 
however, deals more effectively with this problem through declaration 
and inspection of all relevant facilities. If a State declares more pro
duction capacity than others consider justified for peaceful purposes, 
the mechanism for dealing with compliance issues could be invoked to 
clarify the situation and to resolve any disputes that may arise.

Third, how effectively would the two approaches prevent produc
tion of unknown super-toxic lethal chemicals for chemical weapons 
piuposes? We believe that the Soviet approach could actually encovir- 
age development of new agents since it ignores ethylphosphorus com
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pounds, which could easily be substituted for the banned methylphos- 
phorus compoimds. The data in document CD/CW/WP.51 clearly 
demonstrate that ethylphosphorus-based nerve gases are virtually as 
deadly as the existing agents based on methylphosphorus compoimds. 
The British approach, which we support, has no such loophole. It 
covers all high-risk toxic chemicals and high-risk precursors.

Finally, how would the chemical industry be affected under the two 
approaches? In our judgement, the Soviet approach is seriously defi
cient. It would mean that production of a nimiber of useful chemicals 
for peaceful purposes would have to be stopped. The economic 
damage would be significant, both in terms of existing production and 
of lost opportunities for improving himian life. The monetary costs 
alone would probably be in the range of millions of dollars. We have 
heard it said here that methylphosphorus chemicals have ''almost no 
peaceful uses'' and that the United Kingdom's proposal would extend 
inspection to all chemical industries. But such a statement does not 
take into account the chemical industries in western coimtries, nor 
even the Ad Hoc Conunittee on Chemical Weapons' own documents. 
For example, docimient CD/CW/CRP.90 makes clear there are plans 
to produce a methylphosphorus herbicide in industrial quantities in 
the Federal Republic of Germany. (Here it is worth noting that in the 
Soviet Union the preference is to use ethylphosphorus compoimds 
instead. These would not be constrained by the Soviet proposal.) 
Document CD/CW/WP.86 substantiates our view that only a small 
number of chemical plants would be subject to inspection under the 
United Kingdom approach.

The production of super-toxic lethal chemicals, largely as drugs, is 
relatively small, but it is carried out by a nimiber of companies. The 
super-toxic lethal chemicals which are of commercial interest are 
hardly suitable for chemical weapons purposes and pose no risk to the 
objectives of the convention. The question of production of large 
quantities of nerve gas for supposedly peaceful piuposes does not 
arise. There is, in fact, a specific provision in our draft convention to 
prohibit it.**

In contrast to the Soviet approach, the approach we support would 
not stop existing peaceful chemical production activities and prevent 
economic development. Rather it would allow peaceful activities to 
continue, and to expand, but—and I emphasize this point— ûnder the 
watchful eye of the international commimity. All relevant facilities 
would be declared and inspected.

It seems to us that the burden of proof must be on those who 
would impose limitations on peaceful chemical production. They must 
demonstrate that such interference is absolutely necessary. But we 
have not heard any persuasive argument why our approach would not 
be effective.

^For the U.S. draft convention, see Documents on Disarmament, 1984, pp. 269-299.
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In negotiating a convention the Conference must take into account 
that different States have different economic systems and different 
chemical industries. Perhaps the two different approaches in this area 
really reflect the differing economic systems in the Soviet Union and 
in western coimtries. The Soviet approach seems designed for a cen- 
trally-planned economy, in which all chemical production facilities are 
Goverrmient-owned and in which the chemicals in question have not 
yet been produced. It seems to ignore the reality of a market economy, 
where a nimiber of different and highly competitive companies are 
involved and the types of chemicals in question are already in produc
tion.

How can a mutually-acceptable, compromise solution be foimd to 
this issue? A good place to start might be the approach outlined by 
the previous Chairman of the Ad Hoc Conrniittee on Chemical Weap
ons in docimient CD/CW/WP.89. Under this approach, a State could 
choose between production at a single site or at multiple sites. Verifi
cation provisions would be equivalent, whichever approach were 
chosen. This approach tries to take into account the differences be
tween centrally-planned and market economies. At the same time it 
preserves the strengths of the earlier approaches. In some areas the 
new approach may need to be strengthened, for example, to deal 
adequately with pre-existing production facilities for super-toxic lethal 
chemicals. But we believe this approach is promising and deserves 
serious consideration.

Let me put forward a procedural suggestion for making the negotia
tions more productive. As others will recall, my delegation has strong
ly supported the proposal to hold a six-weeks-long negotiating session 
in the fall. I would like to assure those who may be skeptical about 
the likelihood of productive work that, for its part, the United States 
delegation will do everything in its power to make such a session a 
fruitful one. In cormection with the proposal, a question has arisen 
about how to report on the negotiations to the General Assembly. 
Should the report be a substantive or a pvirely technical one? How 
could a substantive report be forwarded in August if the negotiations 
are to continue in the fall?

The United States delegation believes that the General Assembly 
should receive a report which gives a full picture of the current stage 
of negotiations. And we believe that this is fully consistent with the 
proposal for a fall negotiating session. In our view the working text 
contained in annex I of last year's Report, CD/539,® should be updat
ed whenever new language is agreed. In August there should then be 
no need to devote several weeks to drafting a special report. Instead 
the report could be composed of the usual descriptive section, the 
reports of the Working Group Chairmen, and the working text. Using 
this approach, the report could easily be updated whenever it was 
deemed necessary. In effect, we would have a kind of '̂ rolling" report.

® Document on Disarmament 1984, pp. 603-644.
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We hope that this suggestion may help to resolve the question of how 
to report to the General Assembly.

• • • • • • •

68. R eport by  Soviet G eneral S ecretary  G orbachev  to  the  
CPSU Central Committee: United S ta tes  an d  Arms 
Control [Extract], April 23, 1985 ^

e e e e •  •  e

Our readiness to improve relations with the United States is also 
known, for mutual benefit and without attempts to encroach upon the 
legitimate rights and interests of each other. There is no sort of fatal 
inevitability of confrontation between the two countries. If one is to 
interpret both the positive and negative experience accumulated by the 
history of Soviet-U.S. relations—both remote and recent history— ît 
should be said that the most rational thing is to look for ways to 
smooth out relations, to build a bridge of cooperation, but to bi^d it 
from both sides.

However, the already concluded first stage of the Geneva negotia
tions provides groimds for saying that Washington is not holding a 
course directed at accord with the Soviet Union. This is evident if only 
from the fact that it is altogether refusing to discuss the question of 
preventing the arms race from spreading into space at the same time as 
discussing the question of limiting and reducing nuclear weapons. In 
this way it is violating the accord reached in January on the interlink
ing of the three directions:  ̂ preventing the arms race in space; reduc
ing nuclear strategic weapons; and reducing medium-range nuclear 
weapons in Europe. A question arises: how to explain such a position? 
It is explained by the fact that certain U.S. circles still want to achieve 
a dominant position in the world, primarily in the military sphere. We 
have more than once drawn the attention of the U.S. side to the fact 
that these arrogant plans have no future. The Soviet Union and its 
friends and allies, indeed all other states that take a stance for peace 
and peaceful cooperation, do not recognize the right of any state or 
group of states to supremacy and or to impose their will on other 
countries and peoples.

The Soviet Union, for its part, has never posed itself such tasks, and 
will not. We would like to express the hope that the present U.S. 
attitude will be amended. This would open the possibility for achiev
ing mutually acceptable accords. For our part, such readiness is evi
dent. Evidence of this is the USSR proposal that both sides should

 ̂Moscow Pravda in Russian, April 24, 1985, first edition, pp. 1-2; FBIS Daily Report 
April 24, 1985, vol. Ill, pp. R17-R18.

 ̂Document 3.
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introduce for the entire period of the talks a moratorium on creating 
space weaponry, and a freeze on strategic nuclear arsenals. Continuing 
this line, the Soviet Union unilaterally announced a moratorium on 
the deployment of mediimi-range missiles and on the buildup of other 
countermeasures in Europe.® All over the world this decision was 
assessed as important and constructive, and likely to promote the 
success of the talks.

I should like to remind you that this is not the only step of its kind. 
Since 1982 the unilateral commitment of the Soviet Union not to be 
the first to use nuclear weapons has been in operation,^ and since
1983 the imilateral moratorium on being first to put antisatellite weap
ons into space has been in effect.® Not to one of these initiatives has 
the U.S. Government responded with a single gesture of goodwill. On 
the contrary, it has been doing everything to present the actions of the 
USSR, which are directed at a reduction of the war dangers and at 
reaching xmderstandings, in a false light, and to provoke mistrust in 
them. In a word, everything is being done just to avoid positive steps 
in response.

One cannot help being surprised, too, at the haste with which the 
U.S. Administration replies with its standard and customary '̂ no'' to 
our proposals, which is obvious evidence of the United States' imwill- 
ingness to steer the matter toward reasonable results. I will say one 
thing: An arms race and talks on disarmament cannot be combined. 
That is clear, if one is not to fall into hypocrisy and aim to deceive 
public opinion. The Soviet Union will not facilitate such a course, and 
this should be known by all those who are now engaged in a political 
game and not in serious policy. We would not want a repetition of the 
sorry experience of the previous talks. For its part, the Soviet Union 
will persistently work in Geneva for concrete, mutually acceptable 
agreements that would make it possible not orJy to end the arms race 
but also advance the cause of disarmament. Now as never before, 
political will is needed for the sake of peace on earth, for the sake of a 
better tomorrow.

® Documents on Disarmament, 1982, p. 309. 
^ Ibid., 1982, p. 350.
® Ibid., 1983, p. 650.
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69. Communique of th e  W arsaw  Pact P arty  and  S ta te  
Leaders [Extract], April 26, 1985 ^

The meeting participants examined the question of extending the 
term of the Treaty of Friendship, Cooperation, and Mutual Assistance 
concluded in Warsaw on 14 May 1955  ̂ and signed a protocol on 
extending the treaty for the next 20 years with subsequent prolonga
tion for a further 10 years. They also exchanged opinions on topical 
questions of European and world politics.

At the meeting, stress was laid on the great importance of the 
Warsaw Pact, which for 30 years has been reliably serving the devel
opment and strengthening of the member-states' all-aroimd coopera
tion, the safeguarding of their sovereignty, security, and inviolability 
of borders, and the joint elaboration and implementation of their 
peace-loving foreign policy course, and which plays an outstanding 
role in the cause of preserving and strengthening peace in Europe and 
throughout the world.

The states represented at the meeting advocate the development of 
comprehensive, equal, and mutually advantageous international coop
eration. They have never been supporters of the division of Europe 
and the world into opposing military blocs. Today, too, they advocate 
the simultaneous disbandment of their alliance and the North Atlantic 
bloc and, as a first step, their military organizations.

However, so long as the NATO military bloc exists and a threat to 
European and imiversal peace persists, the socialist states will 
strengthen their defensive alliance while simultaneously stepping up 
the struggle for disarmament and peace and the elimination \peodoleniye] 
of military blocs.

Their imanimous decision to extend the term of the Warsaw Pact is 
dictated by the need to ensure the reliable security of the allied 
coimtries and their close cooperation in international affairs. Proceed
ing from the level of the threat of war, the Warsaw Pact member- 
states will continue to take the necessary measures to maintain their 
collective defense capability at the requisite level. The Warsaw Pact 
member-states reiterate that they do not seek military superiority, but 
will not allow military superiority over themselves. They advocate the 
safeguarding of a balance [ravnovesiye] of forces at the lowest level.

Meeting on the eve of the 40th anniversary of the end of World 
War II, the most destructive and bloody war in mankind's history, the 
meeting participants noted the great significance of the peace-loving 
peoples' victory over fascism. The victory exacted a high price: The

 ̂Moscow Pravda in Russian, April 17, 1985, first ed., p. 1; FBIS Daily Report, April 29 
1985, vol. in, pp. BB4—BB5. The meeting took place in Warsaw.

2 American Foreign Policy, 1950-1955: Basic Documents, vol. I, pp. 1239-1242.
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Soviet people, who made the decisive contribution to the routing of 
fascism, and the peoples of many other coimtries gave tens of millions 
of lives for its sake. The memory of those who fell and duty to 
present and future generations demand that the lessons of the war not 
be forgotten.

In the present international situation, it is more necessary than ever 
to pool the efforts of all peoples and states and all peace-loving forces, 
irrespective of their political orientation, to stop the world from slid
ing toward nuclear catastrophe.

The conmumist and workers parties, parliaments, and governments 
of the Warsaw Pact member-countries will continue to struggle to 
deflect the threat of nuclear war from the world, end the arms race, 
primarily the nuclear arms race, on earth and prevent it in space, make 
the transition to disarmament, and resimie the process of detente and 
cooperation in international relations. To these ends, the socialist 
coimtries represented at the meeting are prepared to develop peaceful 
dialogue with other states in a spirit of goodwill and trust and to build 
broad international cooperation in the interests of safeguarding imiver- 
sal peace and security.

The meeting took place in an atmosphere of friendship and full 
mutual imderstanding and confirmed its participants' unity of views 
on key questions of Eiu’opean and world politics.

It was agreed that a conference of the Warsaw Pact member-states 
Political Consultative Committee will be held in Sofia, as planned, in 
the fall of this year.

70. A ddress by  th e  Special A dviser to  th e  P resident and  
th e  Secretary  of S ta te  on Arms Control M atters 
(N itze): Nuclear and  Space Arms Talks, M ay 1, 1985 ^

On April 23, U.S. and Soviet negotiators completed their first round 
of talks on nuclear and space arms in Geneva. On that same day, in 
his speech at the Central Committee plenum, Soviet General Secretary 
Gorbachev criticized the United States for blocking progress in the 
negotiations. He alleged that we had refused to discuss the question of 
preventing an arms race in space. He charged us with violating the 
agreement reached in January by Secretary Shultz and Foreign Minis
ter Gromyko to address the complex of issues in their interrelation
ship. Fin^y, he extolled the moratoriimi proposal introduced by the 
Soviets in the first roimd as providing a basis for progress. ̂

Mr. Gorbachev's claims are without merit. The U.S. approach to the 
negotiations is specifically designed to pursue all of the agreed objec-

 ̂Department of State, Current Policy No. 698. The address was delivered before the 
National Press Club in Washington, D.C.

2 Document 68.
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tives of the talks, including preventing an arms race in space. It is the 
Soviets who, by focusing their energies on an attempt to derail SDI 
[Strategic Defense Initiative] research, are contradicting the January 
agreement to deal with all the issues in their interrelationship.® The 
Soviet moratorivun proposal does not provide a useful basis for 
progress. And it is the Soviet approach as a whole that is blocking 
U.S. efforts to facilitate movement in the negotiations.

Let me review the results of the first round and explain the basis for 
these conclusions.

Background

As you remember, the Shultz-Gromyko agreement in January estab
lished the parameters of the negotiations. They agreed that the subject 
is the complex of questions concerning space and nuclear arms— b̂oth 
strategic and intermediate range—to be considered and resolved in 
their interrelationship. The agreed objective is to seek effective agree
ments aimed at reducing strategic and intermediate-range nuclear arse
nals, at strengthening strategic stability, and at preventing an arms 
race in space. The detailed work of the talks is being conducted in 
three negotiating groups addressing strategic nuclear arms, intermedi- 
ate-range nuclear forces, and defense and space arms.

US. Approach

The United States approached the first round of the negotiations 
with four primary objectives in mind.

• The first of these is to seek equitable and verifiable agreements 
leading to deep reductions in offensive nuclear arsenals. These are 
the weapons that exist today and which, thus, pose the most im
mediate threat to our mutual security.

• Our second goal is to resolve our concerns about the erosion of 
the ABM [Anti-Ballistic Missile] Treaty  ̂ regime that has resulted 
from Soviet actions over the past decade and about Soviet non- 
compliance with that and other existing agreements. We are de
termined to seek corrective action where violations have occiuxed.

• Our third objective is to lay out the U.S. strategic concept and 
engage the Soviets in a general discussion of the offense-defense 
relationship. Specifically, we want to explain how, over the long 
term—should new defensive technologies prove feasible— ŵe 
hope to make a transition from the current situation, in which de
terrence rests on the ultimate threat of devastating retaliation, to 
one in which nuclear arms are greatly reduced and increasing reli
ance is placed on defenses which threaten no one. We intend, 
when the Soviets are ready to join us in doing so, to begin discus
sions with them on our ideas as to how our two sides might joint
ly manage such a transition.

• Our final objective is to impress upon the Soviets that our ulti
mate goal, as the President has repeatedly stated, is the elimina

® Document 3.
 ̂The text of the Treaty may be found in Documenb on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 197-201.
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tion of all nuclear weapons. The Soviet Union has long stated this 
to be its goal as well. We have no illusions that our two sides can 
quickly or easily agree on the practical steps necessary to reach 
this goal, but its importance makes it imperative that we persist. 
Were nuclear weapons to be eliminated, we would have to devote 
particular attention to how, together with our allies, we might 
counter and diminish the threat posed by conventional arms im
balances, through both arms improvements and arms control ef
forts.

At the beginning of the round, in meetings of the fxill delegations, 
the U.S. negotiators presented our assessment of the current strategic 
situation and our ideas on how we could pursue the agreed objectives 
of the talks. After 2 weeks, the delegations broke into the separate 
negotiating groups, and the detailed work began.

In the negotiating group on strategic offensive arms, the United 
States laid out its conceptual approach to achieving significant, equita
ble, and verifiable reductions in a manner that would improve stabili
ty. This approach includes substantial reductions in the number of 
warheads on, and the destructive capacity of, ballistic missiles, as well 
as limits on heavy bombers and the number of ALCMs [air-laimched 
cniise missiles] they carry, below the levels set by SALT II [Strategic 
Arms Limitation Talks].® U.S. negotiators emphasized the broad au
thority they had been given by the President for working out means 
to reach that goal. They made it clear that it is the substantive 
outcome, more than the method of achieving it, that is of primary 
importance.

The U.S. side also stressed that the United States is not trying to 
dictate the character of the Soviet force structure. We recognize that 
there are substantial differences between our respective nuclear arse
nals and have, therefore, urged the Soviets to explore with us possible 
tradeoffs between areas of U.S. and Soviet advantage and interest. An 
example of such a tradeoff would be a provision allowing a Soviet 
advantage in ballistic missile capability in return for a U.S. advantage 
in bomber capability.

In the negotiating group on intermediate-range nuclear forces, the 
United States reaffirmed its preference for the complete elimination of 
all U.S. and Soviet LRINF [longer range intermediate-range nuclear 
forces] missile systems. We reiterated our willingness to agree, as an 
interim measure, to reduce LRINF missiles to the lowest possible equal 
global limits on warheads. Finally, in order to take account of previ
ously expressed Soviet concerns, we renewed our willingness to con
sider a commitment not to deploy in Europe all of the LRINF missiles 
to which we would be entitled under equal global ceilings, to appor
tion reductions to be made in LRINF missiles between Pershing IIs and 
GLCMs [ground-launched cruise missiles] in an appropriate manner.

® The SALT II Agreement may be found ibid., 1979, pp. 189 ff.
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and to discuss LRINF aircraft limitations. As in the strategic arms 
group, the U.S. negotiators emphasized their flexibility.

In the defense and space negotiating forum, we pointed out the 
instability that exists in the current strategic situation and the need for 
our two sides to address the problem. We stressed the importance we 
attach to reversing the erosion of the ABM Treaty regime. In that 
regard, we underlined the premium we place on treaty compliance in 
the arms control process and our concern about Soviet actions that 
violate the ABM Treaty and other existing agreements. Notable in this 
regard is their construction of a large phased-array ballistic missile 
tracking radar at Krasnoyarsk that, because of its interior location, 
orientation, and early warning capability, violates ABM Treaty con
straints. We also explained to the Soviets our view on the relationship 
between offensive and defensive forces, the potential contribution of 
defensive forces to our mutual security, and how— îf new defensive 
technologies prove feasible—we might manage a stable transition, over 
time, toward increased reliance on defenses.

In sum, the United States carried out its planned agenda in the first 
roimd. We explained our concerns created by the existing array of 
nuclear arsenals and put forth soimd proposals to redress those prob
lems. We outlined our vision of a safer and more stable future and 
explained our ideas on how such a future could be realized.

Sovief Approach

The Soviet approach to the first round contrasted sharply with ours. 
Where we sought deep reductions in existing nuclear arsenals, they 
proposed to freeze the current situation— ŵith its existing imbal
ances—and address largely unspecified reductions later. Where we 
sought to explain our ideas on how increased reliance on defenses, 
should they prove feasible, might enhance strategic stability, they 
insisted on banning any new effort—even research—in the defense 
area.

The strategy underlying the Soviet approach seems clear. The Soviet 
Union is pleased with the current strategic situation. They possess 
substantial advantages in several key measures of strategic offensive 
nuclear power, especially in prompt counterforce capability. They hold 
a large advantage in the area of intermediate-range nuclear forces, 
particularly in longer range INF missile systems. Moreover, they have 
the only operational ABM system and have, until recently, enjoyed a 
virtual monopoly in research into advanced ballistic missile defense 
technologies. Finally, they have the only operational antisatellite 
system. They want to maintain this situation and, thus, are devoting 
their efforts to countering any change.

Their most important objective in this regard is to stop the U.S. SDI
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research program, which threatens to find counters which would 
negate many of their advantages, both offensive and defensive. Simi
larly, they wish to abort our strategic modernization program and roll 
back NATO's INF deployments. To this end, they attack and, thereby, 
seek to undermine support for these programs by characterizing them 
as exacerbating the '"arms race," all the while remaining silent on the 
strategic buildup of the Soviet Union.

The centerpiece, thus far, of the Soviet strategy is their moratorium 
proposal, tabled early in the round in Geneva and publicized 3 weeks 
later by General Secretary Gorbachev.®

With regard to offensive weapons, the Soviets propose a quantita
tive freeze on strategic arms and a moratorium on further deployments 
of "mediimi-range" missiles. These are the same old discredited pro
posals the Soviets svirfaced in the past. They first raised a moratoriimi 
over 3 years ago in the INF negotiations, although, after supposedly 
invoking it on a unilateral basis in 1982, they continued construction 
of SS-20 bases already begun in the Eiu'opean U.S.S.R. and deployed 
new missiles at those bases. Interestingly enough, we see construction 
of SS-20 bases continuing again today, after Mr. Gorbachev's declara
tion of a new unilateral moratorium.

The Soviets subsequently proposed a moratoriimi in START [Strate
gic Arms Reduction Talks]. As we noted on those occasions, a morato
rium would lock in the advantages the Soviets have gained in both 
strategic and intermediate-range nuclear arms as a result of their de
ployment of many modem systems during a period in which the 
United States has exercised restraint. Negotiating it would divert con
siderable time and attention from the more important goal of achiev
ing deep reductions and would also directly undercut the prospects for 
achieving reductions, instead giving the Soviets incentives to preserve 
their advantages by perpetuating the freeze.

With respect to strategic defense, the Soviets propose a comprehen
sive ban on research and development, as well as on testing and 
deployment, of what they call "space-strike arms."

It is difficult to see how one could effectively or verifiably ban 
research. The Soviets have, in the past, agreed with this view, not only 
at the time of the negotiation of the ABM Treaty but also in January 
in Geneva.

How could one decide what research would lead to "space-strike 
arms" and, thus, cross over the line into the restricted category, and 
what research would not? It would be impossible to monitor the 
actions and thoughts of all the scientists and technicians in the re
search institutes and laboratories in every country of both alliances.

Moreover, SDI research holds open the one possibility of providing 
the means for a move to a more defense-reliant relationship, one that 
would be more stable and reliable for both sides. It makes no sense to 
foreclose such a possibility. Furthermore, such research is a powerful 
deterrent to a Soviet breakout from the ABM Treaty.

® Document 64.
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The Soviets themselves have clearly seen the value of researching 
new defensive technologies. They have devoted considerable time and 
resources to such an effort. This includes high-energy lasers—for ex
ample, at the Sary Shagan test center—and particle-beam weapons.

Why, then, do the Soviets propose to ban such research? The 
answer is simple. The Soviets are ahead in research on and deploy
ment potential for nuclear-armed, ground-based ABM interceptors, 
and they seek to preserve and enhance these advantages. At the same 
time, the Soviets fear that the West's superior technological base could 
give us an advantage in the more exotic defensive technologies, and 
they want to prevent this. At worst, a mutually observed ban would 
leave them where they are today. Moreover, given the unverifiability 
of a research ban and the closed nature of their scientific commimity 
compared to ours, they very well might be able luiilaterally to contin
ue research on advanced defensive systems on a clandestine basis. 
From Moscow's point of view, such a monopoly in the area of strate
gic defense research would certainly be the most desirable outcome.

As for development, testing, and deployment of so-called space- 
strike arms, most of this is already covered by provisions of existing 
treaties. The Outer Space Treaty prohibits the placing of weapons of 
mass destruction, including nuclear weapons, in space. The Limited 
Test Ban Treaty forbids the testing of nuclear arms in space.®

Additionally, all systems—^whether nuclear or otherwise—which 
have a capability to counter strategic ballistic missiles or their war
heads at any point in their trajectory are subject to the ABM Treaty. 
That agreement prohibits the deployment of ABM systems in space or 
on the earth, except for precisely limited, fixed, land-based systems. 
Its provisions also cover testing and engineering development of such 
systems or their major components.

It, thus, appears that the sole space activity that is not covered by 
existing agreements is that of a narrow class of antisatellite—or 
ASAT—systems. This class is restricted to non-nuclear systems capa
ble of attacking satellites but not capable of coimtering strategic ballis
tic missiles or strategic ballistic missile warheads. Were they capable 
of the latter, they would be subject to terms of the ABM Treaty.

In essence, we are talking about the Soviet co-orbital interceptor— 
the world's only operational ASAT system—and the aircraft-launched 
miniature vehicle system now imder development by the United 
States.

Banning ASAT-capable systems presents difficulties. Once an ASAT 
weapon, such as the Soviet co-orbital ASAT, has reached operational 
status, it is questionable that one could assure that all such systems 
had been destroyed. Even were we to find a way to ban the declared 
U.S. and Soviet ASAT systems, most satellites would still be vulnera

Documents on Disarmament, 1967, pp. 38-43.
8 Ihid., 1963, pp. 291-293.
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ble to attack, especially by nuclear weapons. The existing Soviet 
Galosh ABM interceptors deployed around Moscow are capable of 
attacking low-orbiting satellites, which pose much easier targets than 
do ballistic missile warheads. In fact, any ballistic missile capable of 
lofting a nuclear weapon to orbital altitudes has some inherent ASAT 
capability.

Thus, we concluded, after carefully studying the Soviet moratorium 
proposal in the aftermath of its presentation in Geneva, that it does 
not provide a useful basis for progress in the Geneva talks.

Soviet AllegaHons

In an attempt to buttress their position, the Soviets, during the first 
roimd, and Mr. Gorbachev, in his Central Committee plenimi speech,® 
accused us of violating the Shultz-Gromyko agreement in two re
spects. First, they charged us with failing to honor the commitment to 
address the complex of space and nuclear issues in their interrelation
ship, based on their novel definition of that term. The Soviets asserted 
that progress on the issues in the two groups dealing with offensive 
arms would be impossible unless the United States agreed to the 
Soviet proposal to ban ''space-strike arms'' and that, by failing to 
accept that ban, the United States was denying the interrelationship.

This charge is, of course, without merit. The United States is ad
dressing all issues in their interrelationship. In fact, as 1 explained 
earlier, the offense-defense relationship is one of the principle ele
ments on which our position focuses. Rather, it is the Soviet approach 
which violates the interrelationship agreement by insisting that the 
space issue be considered in isolation and by setting resolution of that 
issue—on the basis of their demands—as a precondition to serious 
negotiation on the other issues.

The second Soviet charge is that, by failing to agree to their propos
al for a ''space-strike arms" ban, the United States is reneging on its 
commitment to prevent an arms race in space. This charge is also 
groundless; preventing an arms race in space is exactly what our 
strategic concept envisages. The term ''arms race" connotes a nmaway 
competition between two sides, with each piling weapon upon weapon 
in an xmbridled manner. What we propose is just the opposite—a 
stable transition to greater reliance on defensive systems, should new 
technologies prove feasible, managed jointly by the United States and 
the Soviet Union. Defenses would be introduced at a measured pace, 
in conjimction with progressively stricter limitations and reductions in 
offensive nuclear arms. The result would be that the two sides would 
have far fewer weapons which would use space as a mediimi for 
delivering nuclear destruction. The approach we foresee would be 
designed to maintain at all times control over the mix of offensive and 
defensive systems on both sides and, thereby, increase the confidence 
of the sides in the effectiveness and stability of the deterrent balance.

® Document 68.
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Steps Backward

Beyond pressing these baseless charges, pushing their moratorium 
proposal, and showing little interest in exploring U.S. proposals, the 
Soviets provided little of substance and few specifics during the 
roimd. Of the specifics that were offered, many represent steps back
ward from previous Soviet positions.

For example, in the START negotiations in 1983, the Soviets ex
pressed willingness to consider permitting some deployment of air- 
launched cruise missiles. Their current position calls for a ban on all 
cruise missiles with range exceeding 600 kilometers, regardless of 
basing mode.

In the INF talks in 1983, the Soviets offered a freeze on SS-20 
deployments in Asia; now they insist on having no constraints on 
these systems, which, due to their range and mobility, are capable of 
striking Etirope in addition to threatening U.S. friends and allies in 
Asia. Similarly, in 1983, the Soviets showed considerable flexibility 
regarding the U.S. aircraft on which they would require limits; now 
they have returned to their earlier and far more strident demands.

In the January meeting in Geneva, Gromyko acknowledged that 
limits on strategic defense research would not be verifiable; the Sovi
ets, nonetheless, now propose banning such research.

Also in the January meeting, Gromyko included the Moscow ABM 
system in the Soviet definition of ''space-strike arms"; at the negotiat
ing table, the Soviets specifically excluded that system from their 
definition and, thus from their proposed ban.

Finally, in the antisatellite talks of 1978-79, the Soviets acknowl
edged that neither limits on ASAT research nor a comprehensive 
ASAT ban would be verifiable; in Geneva, they called for a ban on 
such research and for a total ASAT ban—again, despite the lack of 
verifiability.

In sum, the Soviets took a predictably hard line in the first roimd. 
Their principal objectives were clearly to discredit the U.S. SDI re
search program and to put maximxmi pressure on it by holding 
progress in all other aspects of the negotiations hostage to U.S. accept
ance of the Soviet proposal on ''space-strike arms."

Gorbachev's Warsaw Speech

In his speech last Friday in Warsaw, Mr. Gorbachev stated that the 
Soviet Union has "already suggested that both sides reduce strategic 
offensive arms by one-quarter by way of an opening move." He also 
held out the possibility of deeper mutual cuts.^°

Mr. Gorbachev was apparently referring to the Soviet proposal in 
the START negotiations of 1982-83. That proposal would have re
duced strategic nuclear delivery vehicles by one-quarter from the ini
tial level permitted imder SALT II—from 2,400 to 1,800. However, the

Moscow Pravda in Russian, April 28, 1985; FBIS Daily Report, April 29, 1985, vol. HI, 
pp. BB7-BB9.
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Soviets did not accompany it with a proposal for reductions in those 
measures of strategic capability which would, in fact, enhance strategic 
stability—the nimiber of ballistic missile warheads and ballistic missile 
destructive capacity.

Contrary to the public impression created by Mr. Gorbachev, the 
Soviet Union has made no proposal for reductions in strategic forces in 
the new negotiations, nor has it even gone so far as to resubmit its old 
START proposal. In fact, during the first round, the Soviets refused to 
respond to efforts by U.S. negotiators to ascertain details of their 
position on this subject.

We would, of course, welcome and examine seriously any concrete 
Soviet proposals for substantial, balanced, and stabilizing reductions in 
strategic forces. As I said earlier, U.S. negotiators have broad authority 
to negotiate approaches that meet the interests and concerns of both 
sides. We encourage the Soviet Union to substantiate Mr. Gorbachev's 
claim by introducing a proposal in the next round at Geneva.

Future Prospects

The Soviet behavior in the first roimd was consistent with their 
historical approach to arms control negotiations. That strategy is to 
combine tough bargaiiung at the negotiating table with a hard-nosed 
public propaganda campaign designed to undercut support for U.S. 
and NATO positions and force unilateral concessions. Until they real
ize that their propaganda campaign is not working—that is, that U.S. 
concessions will not be made imilaterally—the Soviets will not be 
prepared to negotiate seriously.

Accordingly, in the near term, we can expect the Soviets to continue 
to protest publicly about the SDI program and alleged U.S. designs to 
accelerate the arms race, especially by spreading it into space. We can 
also expect them to sustain their efforts to drive a wedge between the 
United States and its allies, particularly by exploiting any perceived 
signs of weakening in allied unity on defense or arms control issues.

What we in the West must do to bring the Soviets to a more serious 
tack is, in parallel with our efforts at the negotiating table in Geneva, 
to demonstrate the political will and ability to maintain the necessary 
capabilities effectively to deter them. When the Soviets recognize that 
they will attain no exploitable military or political advantages from 
their military buildup and that unilateral concessions will not be 
forthcoming, they may then welcome a serious discussion of how we 
could take practical steps toward our agreed objectives of preventing 
an arms race in space and terminating it on earth, limiting and reduc
ing nuclear arms, and strengthening strategic stability.

When the Soviets are ready for such discussions, we believe those 
talks can be productive. Although the issues in Geneva are many and 
complex, we are convinced that we have formulated good proposals 
that provide a soimd basis for mutually beneficial agreements. More
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over, the President has provided our negotiators unprecedented flexi
bility to explore various avenues toward the equitable outcomes we 
seek. Accordingly, despite our realization of the difficulties ahead, we 
are hopeful that, with patience and persistence, we can achieve a 
result that will benefit all mankind.

71. S ta tem en t by  th e  Chairm an of th e  Chemical W arfa re  
Review  Commission (S toessel) Before th e  S ena te  
Comm ittee on A rm ed Services: Summary of th e  Find
ings and  Conclusions of th e  Commission [Extract], 
M ay 1, 1985 ^

• • • • • • •

This Commission was directed by the Congress to review the overall 
adequacy of the chemical warfare posture of the United States. The 
Commission began by considering United States policy with respect to 
chemical weapons. That policy has three elements:

Arms control. The United States will actively pursue the achieve
ment of a multilateral, verifiable ban on the development, production, 
and stockpiling of chemical weapons.

Deterrence. Until such a ban is achieved and in effect, the United 
States will retain the capability to deter chemical attack by other 
powers.

No first use. The United States will never use chemical weapons 
except in retaliation for the use of chemical weapons against the 
United States or its allies.

The Commission foimd that the policy as stated continues to be 
appropriate.

The Commission was directed by the Congress to consider four 
specific questions: ^

1. The relationship of chemical stockpile modernization by the 
United States with the ultimate goal of the United States of achieving 
a multilateral, comprehensive, and verifiable ban on chemical weap
ons;

2. The adequacy of the existing United States stockpile of unitary 
chemical weapons in providing a credible deterrent to use by the 
Soviet Union of chemical weapons against the United States and allied 
forces;

3. Whether the binary chemical modernization program proposed by 
the Department of Defense is adequate to support United States na
tional security policy by posing a credible detenent to chemical war
fare; and

 ̂Chemical Warfare Review Commission: Hearing. . . . , pp. 7-8.
 ̂These four questions were incorporated into the three tasks of Executive Order 

12502, dated January 28, 1985. [Footnote in original.]. The Executive Order is printed as 
Document 9.
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4. The ability of defensive measures alone to meet the Soviet chemi
cal warfare threat and the adequacy of funding for current and pro
jected defensive measure programs.

The following are the Commission's findings on each of the four 
points it was directed to address:

THE EFFECT OF MODERNIZATION ON ACHIEVING A CHEMICAL WEAPONS BAN

The Commission believes that modernization would likely increase 
the chances of achieving a multilateral, verifiable ban on chemical 
weapons. The Commission notes that in the 16 years since the imilat- 
eral renunciation by the U.S. of production of chemical munitions, the 
Soviet Union has not progressed toward acceptance of such a ban; on 
the contrary, it has continued its intensive program of production and 
research and development for chemical munitions.

ADEQUACY OF THE EXISTING STOCKPILE TO DETER

The Conunission has foimd that:

The existing U.S. store of chemical weapons dates from the 1940's 
through 1960's and is in deteriorating condition. The bulk of it is mili
tarily useless; a small fraction of the stockpile has deterrent value. All 
of it is potentially hazardous to handle.

Soviet chemical warfare capability is sizeable and increasing.
A more credible U.S. chemical retaliatory capability is needed in 

order to prevent either quick defeat or early escalation to a nuclear ex
change in the event chemical weapons are used by the adversary.

Failure to acquire an effective chemical retaliatory capability could 
leave the United States with only nuclear retaliation to deter chemical 
attack.

The current stockpile should be destroyed at an accelerated rate.

THE BINARY CHEMICAL PROGRAM

The Commission has found that:

The proposed binary program will provide an adequate deterrent ca
pability to meet our present needs and is necessary because of the de
teriorating condition of the current stockpile.

The great advantage of the proposed binary munitions is safety.
The projected binary munitions program will not produce a more 

lethal generation of weapons. It provides, rather, a safer, separate 
packaging of noiJethal chemicals that combine to form lethal agents 
only when launched. The agents which would be formed after launch
ing are identical to the lethal agents already produced and stored in 
the U.S. stockpile.

Substitution of these safer binary weapons for existing U.S. muni
tions filled with lethal nerve agent will provide much greater safety 
for U.S. personnel and will simplify transport and handling. In addi
tion, effective elimination of potential environmental hazards will be 
far easier and less expensive.
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DEFENSIVE MEASURES

The Commission has foimd that:

The expectation that protective measures alone can offset the ad
vantages to the Soviets from a chemical attack is not realistic.

Even if defensive equipment works, it severely handicaps personnel 
who must wear it. Without a retaliatory capability, this leads to an 
overwhelming military advantage for the attacker armed with chemical 
weapons.

ADDITIONAL CONCLUSIONS

The Commission in the coiu'se of its deliberations has also arrived at 
these additional conclusions:

Deployment.— T̂he Commission does not consider peacetime de
ployment of binary munitions in foreign coimtries to be essential, be
cause of the safety and speed with which these mimitions can be 
transported.

Research and Development.— T̂he Commission believes that re
search and development efforts on both defensive items and detection 
equipment, as well as on retaliatory chemical agents and mimitions, 
shoidd be accelerated, both in order to deter the Soviet Union from 
using new agents and in order to develop coimtermeasures.

Intelligence.— T̂he Commission believes that U.S. intelligence gath
ering and analysis regarding chemical warfare activities ot the Soviet 
Union and other countries should be greatly improved.

72. Letter From th e  Israeli R esident R epresen ta tive  (K atz) 
to  the  Director G eneral o f th e  In ternational Atomic 
Energy A gency (Blix): A ttacks on Nuclear Facilities, 
M ay 6, 1985 ^

Following our conversation of 23 April 1985, 1 inquired of my 
authorities about statements reportedly made in Israel in the matter of 
attacks on nuclear facilities.

In response, I have been instructed to inform you imequivocally that 
no one but the Prime Minister and the Foreign Minister and their 
appointed representatives express the authorized policies of the Gov
ernment on this issue.

I am instructed to reiterate the position of the Government of Israel 
which I brought to your attention in my letter of 21 August 1984, 
reproduced in Docimient GC(XXVIII)/720 of 30 August 1984. ̂

I have the honour to request that this letter be circulated to Member 
States.

1INFCIRC/324.
2 The letter referred to here transmitted a statement of May 21, 1984 by the Director 

General of the Israel Atomic Energy Commission. See Documents on Disarmameni, 1984, pp. 
419-420.
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73. M essage  From President R eagan  to  th e  Ninth G eneral 
C onference o f th e  O rgan iza tion  for th e  Prohibition of 
Nuclear W eapons in Latin America, M ay 7, 1985 ^

I am honored to extend my personal greetings to the Ninth Ordi
nary Session of the General Conference of the Organization for the 
Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin America, under the Treaty of 
Tlatelolco,^ and to offer my best wishes for a successful and produc
tive meeting.

The United States strongly supports the goals and objectives of the 
Treaty of Tlatelolco. This is demonstrated by its adherence to Addi
tional Protocols I and II. I am particularly proud that in 1981, my 
Administration took the steps necessary to complete United States 
adherence to Protocol I.® This action underscores the importance I 
attach to advancing arms control and to working with our Latin 
American neighbors to help create a stable environment and a more 
secure and peaceful future for the hemisphere.

Today, I congratulate the coimtries of Latin America which have 
fully adhered to the Treaty of Tlatelolco. You have contributed to the 
goal of creating the first nuclear weapons free zone in any populated 
region of the world. It is a tribute to the vision of Latin American 
statesmen that the Treaty has become one of the major cornerstones in 
mankind's efforts to stop the spread of nuclear weapons.

I hope this success story will continue to grow, and, in this regard, 
encourage those states which have not yet done so to bring the Treaty 
and its Protocols into fuU effect. By so doing, they will make a major 
contribution to peaceful regional cooperation and preventing the 
spread of nuclear weapons.

I send you my best wishes for a successful General Conference, and 
hope that it will strengthen this important Treaty and the course of 
arms control.

'  ACDA files. The conference was held in Mexico City.
* For the texts of the Treaty and its Protocols, see Document on Disarmament 1967, pp. 

69-83.
3 Ibid., 1981, pp. 616-617.
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74. S ta tem en t by  th e  ACDA A ssistan t Director for Nucle
a r  and  W eapons Control (Dunn) Before the  Ninth 
G eneral C onference o f th e  O rgan iza tion  for th e  Pro
hibition of Nuclear W eapons in Latin America, M ay 7, 
1985 1

It is a privilege to represent the United States at this Ninth General 
Conference of the Organization for the Prohibition of Nuclear Weap
ons in Latin America. The Treaty of Tlatelolco is one of the crucial 
foundations of the international nuclear non-proliferation regime.  ̂ It 
represents an outstanding cooperative achievement among nations 
seeking to prevent the further spread of nuclear weapons, to promote 
the purely peaceful uses of nuclear energy, and to lessen the threat of 
nuclear conflict.

My country is pleased to be associated with the Treaty of Tlatelolco 
and to have this opportimity to reiterate our strong support for the 
goals of a nuclear weapons free zone in Latin America. We also 
reaffirm our commitment to work toward the broader vision within 
the Treaty of an eventual world without nuclear weapons. Deep re
ductions in the existing nuclear arsenals are the first, and essential, 
step on that road. In our view, serious negotiations to that end are 
what is demanded if we are to control the threat of the military atom. 
We hope that with patience and persistence—as well as flexibility on 
both sides—the new talks in Geneva will make progress toward that 
goal.

The success of the Treaty of Tlatelolco is a tribute to the vision of 
Latin American statesmen who have dedicated themselves to the effort 
of creating a nuclear weapons free zone in Latin America. These 
efforts have been rewarded by the widespread recognition given the 
Treaty and its important role in helping to achieve our common goals 
of a safer and more peaceful world.

Unfortunately, the important goal of banning the acquisition and 
deployment of nuclear weapons in all of Latin America is still unful
filled. The United States encourages all the coimtries that are not yet 
party to the Treaty or its Protocols to review their positions and to 
take early and positive action to bring the Treaty fully into force. In 
completing adherence to the Treaty of Tlatelolco, the nations will 
make a unique and significant contribution to regional security and 
global peace—they will also help to strengthen the Treaty as a possi
ble example for other areas of the world.

The United States is one of the nuclear weapons states that has 
specific obligations under Additional Protocols I and II of the Treaty.

 ̂ACDA files. The conference was held in Mexico City. Before he delivered his 
statement, Ambassador Dunn read a message from President Reagan to the conference, 
printed supra.

 ̂For the texts of the Treaty and its Protocols, see Documents on Disarmament, 1967, pp. 
69--83.
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In 1981, under Additional Protocol I, the United States undertook to 
apply the basic denuclearization provisions of the Treaty to those 
territories within the zone for which it is responsible.® As he said in 
his message. President Reagan is particularly proud that final adher
ence by the United States to Protocol I took place during his first 
administration.

The United States is also a party to Additional Protocol II of the 
Treaty. Under that Protocol, my coimtry has agreed not to use or 
threaten to use nuclear weapons against countries for which the 
Treaty is in force, to respect the denuclearized status of the zone, and 
not to contribute to acts involving violation of obligations of the 
parties.**

The United States strongly supports the goals and objectives of the 
Treaty of Tlatelolco and understands and takes most seriously its 
obligations under Additional Protocols I and II. The Uruted States is, 
and intends to remain, in full compliance with its obligations imder 
these two important Protocols. In that regard, the United States takes 
note of the remarks of the Secretary-General regarding the August
1984 report of the Puerto Rican Bar Association that have been used 
by the delegates of Nicaragua and Argentina.® Let me reiterate, my 
government is in full compliance with its obligations imder Protocols I 
and II of the Treaty, and has no intention of violating our obligations.

I would further note that officials of my government have been in 
communication with the legally constituted officials of the Common
wealth of Puerto Rico. Specifically, we have met with a representative 
of the Senate of Puerto Rico and sent a letter to that body in response 
to a resolution it has passed regarding U.S. compliance with Protocol I. 
My govenunent would be happy to provide to OPANAL a copy of 
that response—and would have been prepared earlier to set the record 
straight had we been approached for our views.

As for the other points raised by the representative from Nicaragua, 
my government believes that the external and internal policies of 
Nicaragua are important not only to its closest neighbors, but also to 
the United States. This is why my government has supported, and 
continues to support, the Contadora negotiations—in which many 
coimtries of this room are involved. This is why my government has 
supported the call of important segments of Nicaraguan opinion for a 
dialogue imder the auspices of the Roman Catholic Church.

It has been the intransigence of the Nicaraguan authorities to exter
nal and internal calls for moderation that has led my government to 
suspend our trade relations.

As for U.S. naval maneuvers in the Central American region, these 
are in support of democratically-elected governments under attack by 
Nicaraguan-supported revolutionary groups.

3 Ihid., 1981, pp. 616-^17.
 ̂Ihid., 1971, pp. 311-313.

® Cf. Arms Control Today, January 1985, pp. 4-5.
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We do not believe that this forum is the proper one to pursue this 
issue further. To do so would be a disservice to the important business 
which brings us here today. Let me retvim then to the business at 
hand.

The United States recognizes and takes into account in its nuclear 
export policy the various ways that the Treaty of Tlatelolco helps 
generate confidence that nuclear energy will be used only for peaceful 
purposes. The Treaty provides an internationally recognized commit
ment to nuclear non-proliferation objectives, including a framework 
for adequate safeguards and controls and the provision of certain 
information to OP ANAL. In this way, the Treaty helps to make 
available to its parties the many peaceful benefits of the atom, in 
fields from medicine to nuclear power.

Finally, I want to congratulate the nations of Latin America for the 
fine example they are setting through their adherence to the Treaty of 
Tlatelolco. They are collaborating in the field of nuclear non-prolifera- 
tion while strengthening a framework for regional cooperation in nu
clear energy. Although our mutual goal of preventing the further 
spread of nuclear weapons requires an international commitment, re
gional approaches like the Treaty of Tlatelolco are a major contribu
tion to the global peace and security that we all seek.

75. A ddress by President R eagan  Before a  Special Ses
sion o f th e  European Parliam ent in S trasbourg, France 
[Extract], M ay 8, 1985 ^

From the creation of NATO in 1949 through the early 1970's, Soviet 
aggression was effectively deterred. The strength of Western econo
mies, the vitality of our societies, the wisdom of our diplomacy all 
contributed to Soviet restraint; but certainly the decisive factor must 
have been the coimtervailing power—^ultimately, military, and above 
all, nuclear power, which the West was capable of bringing to bear in 
the defense of its interests.

It was in the early 1970's that the United States lost that superiority 
over the Soviet Union in strategic nuclear weapons, which had charac
terized the postwar era. In Europe the effect of this loss was not 
quickly perceptible, but seen globally, Soviet conduct changed mark
edly and dangerously. First in Angola in 1975, then when the West 
failed to respond, in Ethiopia, in South Yemen, in Kampuchea, and 
ultimately in Afghanistan, the Soviet Union began courting more risks 
and expanding its influence through the indirect and direct application

 ̂ Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, May 13, 1985, pp. 605-607.
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of military power. Today we see similar Soviet efforts to profit from 
and stimulate regional conflicts in Central America.

Audience members. Boo-o-o!
The President They haven't been there. I have.
The ineffectual Western response to Soviet adventiuism of the late 

1970's had many roots, not least the crisis of self-confidence within 
the American body politic wrought by the Vietnam experience. But 
just as Soviet decisionmaking in the earlier postwar era had taken 
place against a background of overwhelming American strategic 
power, so the decisions of the late seventies were taken in Moscow, as 
in Washington and throughout Europe, against a background of grow
ing Soviet and stagnating Western nuclear strength.

One might draw the conclusion from these events that the West 
should reassert that nuclear superiority over the Soviet Union upon 
which our security and our strategy rested through the postwar era. 
That is not my view. We cannot and should not seek to build our 
peace and freedom perpetually upon the basis of expanding nuclear 
arsenals.

In the short run, we have no alternative but to compete with the 
Soviet Union in this field, not in the pursuit of superiority but merely 
of balance. It is thus essential that the United States maintain a 
modern and survivable nuclear capability in each leg of the strategic 
triad—sea, land, and airbased. It is similarly important that France and 
Britain maintain and modernize their independent strategic capabili
ties.

Now, the Soviet Union, however, does not share our view of what 
constitutes a stable nuclear balance. It has chosen instead to build 
nuclear forces clearly designed to strike first and thus disarm their 
adversary. The Soviet Union is now moving toward deployment of 
new mobile MIRV'ed missiles which have these capabilities plus the 
potential to avoid detection, monitoring, or arms control verification. 
In doing this the Soviet Union is undermining stability and the basis 
for mutual deterrence.

One can imagine several possible responses to the continued Soviet 
buildup of nuclear forces. On the one hand, we can ask the Soviet 
Union to reduce its offensive systems through equitable, verifiable 
arms control measures. We are pressing that case in Geneva. Thus far, 
however, weVe heard nothing new from the other side.

A second possibility would be for the West to step up our current 
modernization effort to keep up with constantly accelerating Soviet 
deployments, not to regain superiority but merely to keep up with 
Soviet deployments. But is this really an acceptable alternative? Even 
if this course could be sustained by the West, it would produce a less 
stable strategic balance than the one we have today. Must we accept 
an endless process of nuclear arms competition? I don't think so. We 
need a better guarantee of peace than that.

And fortunately, there is a third possibility. It is to offset the 
continued Soviet offensive buildup in destabilizing weapons by devel-
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oping defenses against these weapons. In 1983 I launched a new 
research program—the Strategic Defense Initiative.^

The state of modem technology may soon make possible, for the 
first time, the ability to use nonnuclear systems to defeat ballistic 
missiles. The Soviets themselves have long recognized the value of 
defensive systems and have invested heavily in them. Indeed, they 
have spent as much on defensive systems as they have on offensive 
systems for more than 20 years.

Now, this research program will take time. As we proceed with it, 
we will remain within existing treaty constraints. We will also consult 
in the closest possible fashion with our allies. And when the time for 
decisions on the possible production and deployment of such systems 
comes, we must and will discuss and negotiate these issues with the 
Soviet Union.

Both for the short- and long-term Tm confident that the West can 
maintain effective military deterrence. But surely we can aspire to 
more than maintaining a state of highly armed truce in international 
politics.

During the 1970's we went to great lengths to restrain uiulaterally 
our strategic weapons programs out of the conviction that the Soviet 
Union would adhere to certain rules in its conduct— r̂ules such as 
neither side seeking to gain imilateral advantage at the expense of the 
other. Those efforts of the early 1970's resulted in some improvements 
in Europe, the Berlin Quadripartite Agreement being the best exam
ple.® But the hopes for a broader and lasting moderation of the East- 
West competition foimdered in Angola, Ethiopia, Afghanistan, and 
Nicaragua.

The question before us today is whether we have learned from 
those mistakes, and can we undertake a stable and peaceful relation
ship with the Soviet Union based upon effective deterrence and the 
reduction of tensions. I believe we can. I believe we've learned that 
fruitful cooperation with the Soviet Union must be accompanied by 
successful competition in areas, particularly Third World areas where 
the Soviets are not yet prepared to act with restraint.
[At this point, some members of the audience walked out,]

You know. I've learned something useful. Maybe if I talk long 
enough in my own Congress, some of those will walk out.

But let me talk about the reflections which have molded our policy 
toward the Soviet Union. That policy embodies the following basic 
elements:

While we maintain deterrence to preserve the peace, the United 
States will make a steady, sustained effort to reduce tensions and 
solve problems in its relations with the Soviet Union.

 ̂See Documenk on Disarmament, 1983, pp. 199-201.
3 24 UST 283; H AS 7551.
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The United States is prepared to conclude fair, equitable, verifiable 
agreements for arms reduction, above all with regard to offensive 
nuclear weapons.

The United States will insist upon compliance with past agreements, 
both for their own sake and to strengthen confidence in the possibility 
of futiu’e accords.

The United States seeks no imilateral advantages and, of course, can 
accept none on the Soviet side.

The United States will proceed in full consultation with its allies, 
recogiuzing that our fates are intertwined and we must act in unity.

The United States does not seek to imdermine or change the Soviet 
system nor to impinge upon the security of the Soviet Union. At the 
same time it will resist attempts by the Soviet Union to use or 
threaten force against others or to impose its system on others by 
force.

Ultimately, I hope the leaders of the Soviet Union will come to 
imderstand that they have nothing to gain from attempts to achieve 
military superiority or to spread their dominance by force but have 
much to gain from joining the West in mutual arms reduction and 
expanding cooperation.

I have directed the Secretary of State to engage with the Soviet 
Union on an extended agenda of problem solving. Yet even as we 
embark upon new efforts to sustain a productive dialog with the 
Soviet Union, we're reminded of the obstacles posed by our so funda
mentally different concepts of humanity, of human rights, of the value 
of himian life. The murder of Major Nicholson by a Soviet soldier in 
East Germany and the Soviet Union's refusal to accept responsibility 
for this act is only the latest reminder.

If we're to succeed in reducing East-West tensions, we must find 
means to ensure against the arbitrary use of lethal force in the future, 
whether against individuals like Major Nicholson or against groups 
such as the passengers on a jtmibo jet.

It is for that reason that I would like to outline for you today what I 
believe would be a useful way to proceed. I propose that the United 
States and the Soviet Union take four practical steps.

First, that oiu* two countries make a regular practice of exchanging 
military observers at military exercises and locations. We now follow 
this practice with many other nations, to the equal benefit of all 
parties.

Second, as I believe it is desirable for the leaders of the United 
States and Soviet Union to meet and tackle problems, I am also 
convinced that the military leaders of our nations could benefit from 
more contact. I therefore propose that we institute regular, high-level 
contacts between Soviet and American military leaders to develop 
better imderstanding and to prevent potential tragedies from occurring.

Third, I urge that the Conference on Disarmament in Europe act 
promptly and agree on the concrete confidence-building measures pro
posed by the NATO coimtries. The United States is prepared to
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discuss the Soviet proposal on nonuse of force in the context of Soviet 
agreement to concrete confidence-building measures.

Fourth, I believe a permanent military-to-military commimications 
link could serve a useful piupose in this important area of our rela
tionship. It could be the channel for exchanging notifications and 
other information regarding routine military activities, thereby reduc
ing the chances of misimderstanding and misinterpretation. And over 
time, it might evolve into a risk-reduction mecharusm for rapid com
munication and exchange of data in times of crisis.

These proposals are not cure-alls for our current problems. They 
will not compensate for the deaths which have occurred. But as terri
ble as past events have been, it would be more tragic if we were to 
make no attempt to prevent even larger tragedies from occurring 
through lack of contact and commimication.

We in the West have much to do, and we must do it together. We 
must remain imified in the face of attempts to divide us and strong in 
spite of attempts to weaken us. And we must remember that our unity 
and strength are not a mere impulse of like-minded allies, but the 
natural result of our shared love for liberty.

76. S ta tem ent by  th e  AlCDA D eputy A ssistan t Director for 
Verification and  ln te |l |ge |ice  (B arker) Before the  
House Comm ittee on Foreign A ffairs: Proposals To 
Ban Nuclear Testing, M ay 8, 1985 ^

Good afternoon. I am happy to be here today to comment on behalf 
of the administration on House Joint Resolution 3.

This resolution, as you are aware, in its current form, calls for the 
President, at the earliest possible date, to request advice and consent 
for the Senate to ratification of the Threshold Test Ban  ̂ and Peaceful 
Nuclear Explosions ® Treaties. The President is also invited to submit 
with these treaties a report on any plans he has to negotiate supple
mental verification procediu*es or any understanding or reservation on 
the subject of verification that should be attached to the treaty.

Further, House Joint Resolution 3 c^ s for the President at the 
earliest possible date to propose to the Soviet Uiuon the immediate 
resiunption of negotiations toward conclusion of a verifiable, compre
hensive test ban treaty.

 ̂Proposals to Ban Nuclear Testing: Hearings and Markup Before the Committee on Foreign Affairs 
and its Subcommittee on Arms Control, International Security and Science . . .  on House Joint Resolution 
3, 99th Cong., 1st sess., pp. 73-76.

2 For the text of this Treaty, see Documents on Disarmament, 1974, pp. 225-227.
 ̂Ibid., 1976, pp. 328-332.
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This resolution is unacceptable to the administration. Careful study 
led us for 4 years to conclude that the Threshold Test Ban Treaty in its 
current form is not effectively verifiable. Ratification of this Treaty 
before verification improvements can be negotiated with the Soviets is 
not in the national security interest of the United States.

Similarly, thorough evaluation has led the administration to reaffirm 
that a comprehensive test ban remains a long-term objective of the 
United States; an objective which we will seek to pursue within the 
context of broad, deep, and verifiable arms reductions, the mainte
nance of a credible nuclear deterrent, expanded confidence-building 
measures, and improved verification capabilities. There is much to be 
accomplished with respect to each of these objectives. It is not yet 
time to undertake negotiation of a comprehensive test ban.

Let there be no doubt about this administration's commitment to 
effective arms reduction agreements and to the objective of the total 
elimination of nuclear weapons. We seek to achieve these goals while 
striving to strengthen and maintain the security and stability which 
the entire world desires. In this context, we are convinced that deep 
reductions in the offensive nuclear weapons of the Soviet Union and 
the United States must have our highest priority.

The recent return by the Soviets to the negotiating table they 
walked away from in 1983 has given us the opportimity to resimie our 
effort in this regard. In seeking deep reductions, we will demand 
equality and require effective verification in any resulting treaty. 
These criteria are critical for strategic stability. We and the whole 
world must be convinced that agreements negotiated are agreements to 
be complied with.

Unfortimately, the Soviet record on compliance, rather than giving 
increased confidence in arms control, gives rise to grave concerns. As 
the President has said:

Soviet noncompliance is a serious matter. It calls into question 
important seauity benefits from arms control and could create 
new security risks. It imdermines the confidence essential to an 
effective arms control process in the future.^

The Threshold Test Ban Treaty offers an area where the Soviets can 
demonstrate that they take arms control seriously, that they too, 
recognize that the true benefits of arms control can only be achieved 
when all parties are secure and confident that the treaty terms are 
being complied with. The United States must stand by its standard of 
effective verification with respect to the Threshold Test Ban Treaty. 
Anything less would undermine our ability to demand effective verifi
cation in this and other treaty areas, as well as being a disservice to 
the objectives of the Threshold Test Ban Treaty itself.

There is almost universal acceptance in this country that true treaty 
verification cannot be based on trust. Yet the Threshold Test Ban

* Ibid., 1984, pp. 33-34.
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Treaty, in the name of verification, offers only an exchange of data 
which, while appearing extensive, contains not a single meaningful 
element that can be independently validated by the Uiuted States. 
There is not ability for us to independently measure any of the 
important parameters upon which our estimates of Soviet yield are 
based.

Those who negotiated and signed the Threshold Test Ban Treaty, 
with today's hindsight, were optimistic. They believed that our under
standing of the science of seismology was good enough for us to 
determine Soviet nuclear weapon test yields to an accuracy sufficient 
to protect U.S. secxuity. They also expected that the Soviets would 
comply with the Treaty.

Since 1976, when the Soviet Union claimed that it would abide by 
the provisions of the Threshold Test Ban Treaty, two things have 
happened to change that earlier perspective. First, we have had to 
recognize that we carmot determine Soviet nuclear yields with the 
accuracy required for effective verification. Second, we have had to 
conclude that it is likely that the Soviets have violated their legal 
obligations with respect to the Threshold Test Ban Treaty.

The Threshold Test Ban Treaty cannot now be effectively verified. 
The Soviets are likely in violation of their legal obligation to limit test 
yields to 150 kilotons and below. Verification must be improved 
before the President could in good faith determine that this treaty is in 
the national security interest of our Nation and before he could thus 
seek the advice and consent of the Senate to its ratification.

The administration has not been passive on this issue. In 1983 and 
again in 1984, we sought on a number of occasions to engage the 
U.S.S.R. in discussions on verification improvements for the Threshold 
Test Ban Treaty and the Peaceful Nuclear Explosions Treaty. In addi
tion, in his ad less to the U.N. General Assembly on September 24, 
1984, President Reagan proposed an exchange of visits to allow Soviet 
experts to come to the U.S. nuclear test site and U.S. experts to go to 
the Soviet nuclear test site to measure directly the yields of nuclear 
weapons tests.®

We recognize that any improvements to verification of the Thresh
old Test Ban Treaty must be mutually arrived at between the Uruted 
States and the Soviet Union. In other words, they must be negotiated. 
They cannot be dictated by the United States and imposed upon the 
Soviet Union. For this reason we have not approached the Soviets 
with a unilateral nonnegotiable demand. We have instead sought an 
honest exchange of technical views on how verification can be im
proved. Regrettably, the Soviets have thus far rejected all our propos
als to meet and confer on verification improvements.

Today the Soviets may perceive a lack on imanimity, a lack of 
commitment, within the American Government on the issue of TTBT 
verification. They can have no doubt about the administration's posi

 ̂Ibid., pp. 689-693.
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tion: Effective verification must precede ratification. But thus far the 
Soviets have not heard congressional endorsement and support for the 
administration position on the strengthening of verification measures. 
House Joint Resolution No. 3 does not now call upon the Soviets to 
join us in seeking verification improvements to the Threshold Test Ban 
Treaty.

Returning to the subject of the comprehensive test ban treaty, oiu* 
problems with House Joint Resolution 3 are no less severe. We would 
all like to reduce and eventually eliminate our dependence upon nu
clear arms. However, as the current discussion of the strategic defense 
initiative has highlighted, many Americans as well as American allies 
are seeking assurance that the U.S. nuclear deterrent will be effectively 
maintained until a better alternative is available. Today this requires 
nuclear testing.

As we modernize our nuclear deterrent to make it more survivable 
and better able to contribute to stability, we will require some new 
nuclear weapons to arm those new weapon systems. In the interest of 
stability we must also retain our confidence that our deterrent is 
reliable. And while the safety and security record of our nuclear forces 
is imparalleled, as technologies become available which can make 
them even more safe and secure, who would bear the burden of not 
incorporating these improvements into our nuclear weapons? Weapon 
modernization, confidence in the deterrent, and enhanced nuclear 
weapon safety and security are today all dependent upon nuclear 
testing. It is important, therefore, to understand that oui 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 treaty.

As with the case of the Threshold Test Ban Treaty, effective verifi
cation is also a necessary condition for a comprehensive test ban 
treaty. Today it does not exist. The United States has spent himdreds 
of millions of dollars on research to establish the basis for verifiable 
nuclear test limitations. This administration is continuing that search. 
As part of that effort we have actively supported multilateral involve
ment in nuclear test ban verification studies at the 40-nation Conference 
on Disarmament in Geneva.

In sum, the ingredients are not yet available for comprehensive test 
ban negotiations. Further, we must not allow a search for a compre
hensive test ban to become once again a diversion and surrogate for 
negotiations of deep and meaningful arms reductions. The signatories 
of the Non-proliferation Treaty sought in article VI of that Treaty the 
elimination of the discrimination that is manifest in the differentiation 
between nuclear weapon states and nonnuclear weapon states.® Elimi
nation of that distinction can only be achieved with the elimination of 
nuclear weapons. Radical reductions in the mmiber of offensive nucle
ar weapons should be the first step in that direction.

1968, pp. 461-465.
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Congressional support for U.S. efforts to achieve such reductions in 
the current Geneva negotiations have been substantial, and we believe 
such support is not lost on the Soviets. Clearly, when administration 
and Congress are seen working together, oiu' chances for success with 
the Soviets are greatest.

It is therefore to be regretted that House Joint Resolution 3 is not 
supportive of these clearly and consistently stated administration ob
jectives and priorities. Your support for our efforts to enhance verifi
cation would be most helpful and most welcome.

This completes my prepared remarks. Td be happy to answer your 
questions.

77. S ta tem en t by th e  Director of th e  Los A lam os N ational 
L aboratory  (K err) Before th e  House Comm ittee on 
Foreign A ffairs: P roposals To Ban Nuclear Testing, 
M ay 8, 1985 ^

Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, it is a pleasure to have 
the opportimity to discuss the issues of arms control and test limita
tions with you. I hope that what I will say will assist in imderstanding 
this difficult and important subject.

Our laboratory, owned by the Department of Energy, has been run 
by the University of California since it began in 1943. The first 
nuclear and thermonuclear weapons were designed at Los Alamos, and 
today over two-thirds of the nuclear weapons currently in the U.S. 
stockpile were designed by our laboratory. We know the tremendous 
destructive power of these weapons, and we have long hoped that the 
world's leaders would find ways to reach effective arms control agree
ments.

We were also the pioneers of technical means of nuclear verifica
tion, including the ground-based VELA optical systems, followed later 
by the VELA satellites and their successors. ̂  I also, however, bear the 
responsibility of personally certifying that the weapons we design will 
work and that they have appropriate safety features. That responsibil
ity weighs heavily.

For three decades, bans or limitations on testing of nuclear weapons 
have been one of the most frequently and widely supported forms of 
nuclear arms control. Yet testing restraints constitute a highly techni
cal approach to arms control, and they have often been advocated as 
an alternative to political approaches and agreements when this

 ̂Proposals to Ban Nuclear Testing: Hearings and Markup Before the Committee on Foreign Affairs 
and its Subcommittee on Arms Control, International Security and Science . . .  on House Joint Resolution 
3, 99th Cong., 1st sess., pp. 77-81.

 ̂The VELA program is a series of tests and studies conducted by the Department of 
Defense, beginning in 1959, to establish a scientific basis for monitoring nuclear tests in 
all environments.
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avenue appeared to be closed by controversy or concern over military 
and strategic problems.

Testing restraints in the past have raised questions about the credi
bility of our own deterrent [and7\ about possible United States-Soviet 
asymmetry. It is not certain that they can significantly advance the 
cause of nuclear arms control or be a substitute for direct reductions of 
nuclear weapons. As long as we rely on nuclear weapons, we must test 
them. Our Nuclear Weapon Test Program is essential in designing, 
engineering, manufacturing, maintaining, and certifying weapons. Cer
tification, simply put, is a guarantee from the nuclear weapons design 
laboratories that weapons will perform to specifications throughout 
their stockpile life, in peacetime and in war. Equally important, this 
certification is a promise that they will be safe and resistant to imau- 
thorized attempts to use them by terrorists or others.

Nuclear tests are essential for determining the proper fimctioning of 
a nuclear explosive. Calculations do not suffice, and there is no way 
experimentally to simulate the total performance of a nuclear weapon. 
Therefore, without testing, no new designs ought to be put into 
stockpile. In the same vein, testing is necessary for undertaking de
sired risk-free improvements. Nuclear testing allows us to make weap
ons safer, to improve controls to prevent or deny unauthorized use, to 
improve design efficiency, and to reduce costs and special nuclear 
material requirements, and lastly to design weapons to reduce collater
al damage. And it contributes significantly to our ability to study 
weapons effects, the knowledge of which is essential for responding to 
the threat posed by Soviet offensive and defensive nuclear systems.

Nuclear testing is essential for maintenance of the stockpile. In the 
early 1960's for example, we discovered evidence of serious deteriora
tion in a major strategic system. It required testing to demonstrate 
whether the system would function. Nuclear weapons are affected 
significantly by aging and obsolescence. Over an extended period, 
some of the materials used in warheads deteriorate physically. Mainte
nance of the stockpile depends on regularly scheduled random sam
pling in which nuclear weapons are disassembled and inspected. If 
irregularities are found, they are referred to the experts at the weapon 
design laboratories for their judgment as to the severity of the prob
lem and the necessary correction.

This may be done on the basis of past tests, but an additional test 
may be required if the weapon is to be retained in the active invento
ry. In such cases, without the test or tests required, certification of the 
weapon would be impossible.

The fact that we rarely conduct proof tests, that is, specific individ
ual tests of a weapon pulled from the stockpile, is sometimes cited as 
evidence that testing is not necessary to maintain confidence in the 
reliability of the stockpile. This is incorrect. We do not conduct occa
sional proof tests, but we also use the continuing testing program to 
confirm the design choices made in the stockpiled weapons.
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Testing programs are essential in maintaining the nuclear weapons 
capability of the Nation. Without an Experimental Testing Program 
which challenges our nuclear weapon designers and tests their designs, 
we would lose our best designers, and those remaining would not be 
able to demonstrate the validity of their theories.

This was our experience under the testing moratorium from 1958 to 
1961. Without an experimental testing program, we would expect the 
technical base of knowledge and experience required for developing 
and maintaining weapons to dissipate and disappear.

The Threshold Test Ban Treaty establishes a nuclear threshold by 
prohibiting tests with a yield exceeding 150 kilotons,® a provision the 
United States observed scrupulously. Within this limit, the laboratory 
is able to maintain the present stockpile and our nuclear design capa
bility. Without testing over 150 kilotons, we can, within limits, under
take modifications of nuclear weapons to enhance safety, improve 
efficiency, reduce cost, and achieve other desired improvements. The 
laboratory can design and certify new weapons with high confidence 
if they are 150 kilotons or below, or with reduced confidence if they 
are not larger than the threshold by about a factor of two. The 
laboratory will not be able to design and develop high-yield weapons 
based on designs that depart significantly from those of the past.

Under the threshold test ban, there is a serious potential for Soviet 
violations which could create asymmetries with military significance. 
Even if the Soviets only conducted one or two high-yield tests every 
few years, it might be possible for them to develop new high-yield 
weapons.

The data exchange provisions of the Threshold Test Ban Treaty 
have not yet come into effect. Consequently, we do not know how 
valuable tliis geophysical data would be. But it is not obvious that the 
exchange of geophysical data upon ratification of the Threshold Test 
Ban Treaty will reduce ambiguities about Soviet tests and increase 
confidence in Soviet compliance with the Treaty. For verification of the 
TTBT, we now depend upon remote teleseismic monitoring. This 
methodology includes random errors and systematic errors such as the 
seismic bias between the Nevada test site and the Shagan River test 
site. With remote teleseismic monitoring, we simply cannot know 
what the actual yields of imderground tests are. We are forced to infer 
yields from the seismic signals resulting from a nuclear weapons test. 
We can only say with certain probability, but no certainty, that a 
given test did or did not exceed the 150-kiloton threshold.

It has on occasion been suggested that Los Alamos believes that the 
Soviets have violated the 150-kiloton limit, while our sister laboratory 
at Livermore disagrees. We have tried to analyze the seismic signals 
statistically, and we have concluded that the issue of Soviet compli
ance is imresolved and presently unresolvable given the nature of the 
data available to us. To resolve it, at Los Alamos and elsewhere, we

® For the text of the Treaty, see Documents on Disarmament 1974, pp. 225-227.
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are exploring improved and new verification methodologies. An intru
sive onsite verification technique called CORRTEX, which is a hydro- 
dynamic shock measurement, has been developed and used by Los 
Alamos for measurement of nuclear test yields; providing a direct and 
much more accurate estimate of yield than any remote techiuque, it 
now appears especially promising. It could provide much improved 
confidence in Soviet compliance with the Threshold Test Ban Treaty 
and help resolve some of the major uncertainties and ambiguities in 
remote monitoring data.

The United States continues to observe the threshold provisions, 
and we believe we can perform our current responsibilities under its 
limitation. But in order to reduce concern about potential military 
disadvantages to the United States, we would urge improved verifica
tion. We would then have greater confidence that the Soviets were 
subject to symmetrical restrictions.

The desirability of entering into negotiations on a comprehensive 
test ban is a political question. I will primarily speak to the technical 
question of the effect of the CTB on the national security mission of 
the laboratory and the Department of Energy nuclear weapons com
plex.

A CTB would lead to loss of confidence in the reliability of our 
nuclear weapons and would result in substantial erosion of our capa
bility to design, manufacture, and maintain nuclear weapons. A CTB 
would effectively preclude responsible and desirable modernization of 
the nuclear stockpile and prevent desirable risk-free improvements to 
enhance the safety, efficiency, economy, and extended reliability of 
our nuclear weapons.

We cannot be certain that a CTB would equally constrain the 
Soviets. Since we do not know the specifics of Soviet nuclear weapon 
design, we are simply imable to say whether they would be affected 
by a CTB in the same manner and to the same extent that we are.

I cannot share the view of those who argue that an effective, 
verifiable CTB is within our grasp. Even with monitors on Soviet soil 
and onsite inspections, verification of a CTB would involve consider
able uncertainties. Verification concerns with a CTB involve a differ
ent range of yields than with a threshold test ban. In essence, the 
problem of verifying a CTB is detection of relatively small seismic 
events and the unequivocal identification of their source.

All experts agree that there is some lower limit below which nuclear 
tests in hard rock caimot be detected with remote seismic monitors. 
But it is possible to disguise tests of relatively large nuclear weapons 
by exploding a device inside a hollow underground cavity, for exam
ple. Most of the energy is not coupled into the earth and does not 
produce ground motion. Hiding tests in earthquakes or using shock- 
mitigating materials may confuse the issue of decoupling even further. 
A militarily significant nuclear test program could in this way be 
uiurecognized by a remote teleseismic monitoring network.
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The limitations of current nuclear testing verification technologies 
are not viewed, however, with resignation. We are working to discover 
new and improved techniques. A verification method that senses iono
spheric distxu-bances produced by nuclear explosions is being devel
oped by Los Alamos and appears promising, and high-frequency seis
mic measurements may hold promise for increasing sensitivity to de
coupled tests, although this means [needs?] to be demonstrated.

Against these costs and risks of the CTB, its proponents offer two 
asserted benefits, which are primarily political in nature. It is frequent
ly claimed that a CTB will break the arms control logjam—that a 
carefully negotiated, binding, and fully verifiable CTB could be the 
breakthrough that would result in genuine arms control through re
ductions in nuclear arsenals. However, many of the same political and 
military concerns that have prevented significant nuclear arms reduc
tions dso stand in the way of agreeing to a CTB. To focus on a 
comprehensive test ban as the goal of arms control policy seems to me 
to work the wrong side of the problem.

It is also questionable whether a CTB would significantly improve 
the nonproliferation regime, as proponents claim. From a technical 
point of view, a comprehensive test ban has only a marginal effect on 
the proliferation of nuclear weapons. Testing is not essential for de
signing and building the simple, first-generation fission devices that a 
would-be proliferator is likely to want at the beginning of a nuclear 
weapons program. Politically, a CTB is unlikely to have a significant 
long-term effect on the problem of proliferation and the strength of 
the nonproliferation regime. It is unlikely that the states interested in 
building nuclear weapons are driven primarily by the bad example of 
the major powers, and a CTB is not likely to prevent a coimtry from 
deciding to develop nuclear weapons if it believes it can and should do 
so. Nor would it be likely to meet the goals of the nonnuclear weapon 
states by bringing about general and complete disarmament or ending 
the distinction between nuclear and nonnuclear weapon states.

The real unknown technical costs of the CTB, then, appear more 
compelling than anticipated political benefits. It is certain, however, 
that we must continue to test if we intend as a nation to rely upon 
nuclear forces in our defense posture, as we expect to do for the 
foreseeable future.

As a weapons laboratory director, I have the responsibility for over
seeing the development of the nuclear weapons on which the United 
States relies for deterrence and defense. While I believe that the 
current national security role assigned Los Alamos National Laboratory 
could be performed under a threshold test ban treaty, conditions do 
not exist now that would allow me to give unqualified support for a 
comprehensive test ban. I imderstand, perhaps as well as anyone, the 
awesome and dreadful power of nuclear weapons, and I believe that 
priority should be given to efforts to control deployed warheads capa
ble of inflicting harm. I share the hope that such t ^ s  will be success
ful.
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78. Report by  th e  S en a te  Comm ittee on Armed Services: 
A greem en t To Expand th e  Direct Communications Link 
With th e  Soviet Union, M ay 14, 1985 ^

The Committee on Armed Services, to which was referred the joint 
resolution (SJ. Res. 108) authorizing the Secretary of Defense to pro
vide to the Soviet Union, on a reimbursable basis, equipment and 
services necessary for an improved United States/Soviet Direct Com- 
mimication Link for crisis control, having considered the same, reports 
favorably thereon without amendment and recommends that the joint 
resolution do pass.

PURPOSE

The purpose of the joint resolution is to authorize the Secretary of 
Defense to provide to the Soviet Union, on a reimbursable basis, 
equipment and services needed to implement the July 17, 1984 agree
ment between the United States and the Soviet Union on expanding 
and improving the operation of the U.S./Soviet Direct-Commimica- 
tions Link, commonly known as the ''Hotline.'  ̂  ̂ The joint resolution 
also authorizes the Secretary of Defense to use any fimds available to 
the Department of Defense (DoD) to procure the equipment and 
provide the services needed to implement this agreement, and it fur
ther directs that the funds received from the Soviet Union as payment 
for such equipment and services shall be credited to the appropriate 
DoD accoimt.

BACKGROUND

In Jime 1963, the United States and the Soviet Union agreed in a 
Memorandum of Understanding to establish a Direct Communications 
Link (DCL) 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 
Memorandimi of Understanding was negotiated and signed by the 
heads of the U.S. and Soviet delegations to the Eighteen-Nation Disar
mament 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 
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

^Hotline Upgrade [To accompany SJ. Res. 108], May 14, 1985 (S.Rept. 99-49; 99th 
Cong., 1st sess.).

2 For the text of the Agreement, see Documents on Disarmament, 1984, pp. 520-523. 
 ̂Ibid., 1963, pp. 236-238.

^ Ibid., 1971, pp. 635-639.
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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 U.S. and the USSR. 
Each side agreed 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 immediately in the event of 
certain situations that could create a risk of nuclear war. The parties 
agreed that they would use the DCL to transmit urgent information in 
situations requiring prompt clarification.®

In May 1983, President Reagan proposed to the Soviet Union three 
measures to improve the bilateral communications network between 
the two coimtries: the addition of a high-speed facsimile capability to 
the Hotline; the establishment of a Joint Military Commimications 
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 an amendment to the fiscal year 1983 
DOD Authorization Act introduced by Senators Jackson, Nunn and 
Warner directing the Secretary to study a number of crisis control 
measures, including an improved Hotline. The Secretary of Defense 
transmitted his findings and recommendations in his April 1983 
Report to the Congress on Direct Communications Links and Other 
Measures to Enhance Stability.®

U.S./Soviet negotiations on improving bilateral communications 
links opened in Moscow in August 1983. Subsequent rounds were 
held in Washington in January 1984, in Moscow in April 1984, and in 
Washington in July 1984. On Jtdy 17, 1984, President Reagan an
nounced that an agreement had been reached.®

Under this agreement, a facsimile capability will be added to the 
Hotline, enabling each coimtry for the first time to transmit and 
receive graphic materials. In addition, the planned improvements will 
allow the U.S. and Soviet heads of government to exchange messages 
more rapidly than they can with the existing teletype. The increase in 
the speed of commimication and the ability to send pictures and maps 
could be especially critical in future crises.

The Direct Communications Link will now consist of: three circuits 
(two satellite circuits plus one wire telegraph circuit); one earth station 
in each country for each satellite circuit; terminals in each country

5 Ibid., 1978, pp. 30-31.
«Ibid., 1971, pp. 634-635. 
 ̂Ibid., 1983, pp. 442-444. 

® Ibid., pp. 309-324.
® Ibid., 1984, pp. 523-524.
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linked to the three circuits and equipped with teletype and facsimile 
equipment.

The agreement specifies that the U.S. Govenunent will sell the 
Soviet Union at cost the equipment necessary to install and maintain 
the improved Hotline. This transaction, which is expected to cost less 
than $1 million, will include fascimile equipment, personal computer 
(PC) equipment, modem equipment, and microprocessor systems to 
ensure the privacy of these very sensitive commimications. Most of 
this transaction will be completed in the initial sale of the specified 
equipment to the Soviet Union. However, sales of services and addi
tional equipment, including consimiable items, will recur periodically 
throughout the life of the improved Hotline.

COMMITTEE ACTION

S.J. Resolution 108 was introduced on April 4, 1985 by Senators 
Warner and Nimn and was referred to the Committee on Armed 
Services. During the Committee's business meeting of May 2, Senators 
Warner and Nunn presented testimony on the joint resolution. The 
Committee then approved S.J. Resolution 108 without objection by 
voice vote.

MAJOR ISSUES CONSIDERED BY THE COMMITTEE

ContribuHon to crisis stabilih/

The Committee agrees with President Reagan that the July 17, 1984 
agreement will make a ''modest but positive" contribution toward 
improving crisis stability and decreasing the risk that a confrontation 
or conflict between the United States and the Soviet Union could ever 
occur as a result of accident, miscaculation or misinterpretation. In 
accordance with the principle of confidentiality concerning communi
cations between heads of state, the precise number of times that the 
United States and the Soviet Union have used the system has not been 
disclosed. However, it is evident that the Hotline has proved invalu
able in major crises, including the 1967 and 1973 Arab-Israeli wars. 
The addition of a facsimile capability and the increase in the speed of 
communication will further enhance the value of this commimications 
link.

Need for new legislative authority

At the request of Senators Warner and Nimn, the General Counsel 
of the Department of Defense prepared a memo outlining the legal 
reasons why new legislation was needed to implement the July 1984 
agreement. (Attachment 2) The General Counsel determined that 
use of the Arms Export Control Act  ̂̂  as authority for providing the 
specified equipment to the Soviet Union would not appear to be either

Included below.
Documenb on Disarmament, 1976, pp. 386-430. 
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viable or appropriate. The memo also notes that use of the Secretary 
of Defense's contingency fund is intended to meet only ''emergency or 
extraordinary expenses which cannot be anticipated or classified," 
whereas procurement by DoD of equipment needed to maintain the 
improved Hotline is expected to recur over the lifetime of the system.

Transfer of technology

On March 22, Senators Warner and Nimn wrote Assistant Secretary 
of Defense Richard Perle to request his assessment of the technology 
transfer aspects of the proposed sale. In a March 25 reply. Assistant 
Secretary Perle advised the Senators that prior to deciding the final 
configuration of the proposed upgrade, "the Department of Defense 
examined each component proposed for that system in the context of 
applicable transfer of technology regulations." Assistant Secretary 
Perle stated that based on this review, DoD determined that "the sale 
of those components for this purpose is entirely consistent with cur
rent U.S. law and policy regarding trade with the Soviet Union." 
(Attachment 3)

COST ESTIMATE

U.S. C o n g r e s s ,  

C o n g r e s s i o n a l  B u d g e t  O f h c e ,  

Washington, DC, May 7, 1985.
Hon. B a r r y  G o l d w a t e r ,

Chairman, Committee on Armed Services,
U S  Senate, Washington, DC.

Dear Mr. Chairman: The Congressional Budget Office has reviewed 
S.J. Res. 108, a bill to provide to the Soviet Union, on a reimbursable 
basis, equipment and services necessary for an improved United 
States/Soviet Direct Communication LiiJc for crisis control, as ordered 
reported by the Senate Committee on Armed Services on May 2, 1985.

We expect that no cost to the federal, state, or local governments 
would be incurred as a result of enactment of this legislation.

Should the Committee so desire, we would be pleased to provide 
further details on the cost estimate.

With best wishes.
Sincerely,

R u d o l p h  G .  P e n n e r .

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

Included below.
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be no regulatory impact from the passage of this joint resolution. 
There will also be no repeal or amendment of existing law.

[Attachment 2]

G e n e r a l  C o u n s e l  o f  t h e  D e p a r t m e n t  o f  D e f e n s e ,

Washington, DC, April 3, 1985.

LEGAL MEMORANDUM

Subject: Sale of DCL Equipment to the USSR.
The U.S. Government proposes to sell DCL equipment to the Soviet 

Union. Attached is a memorandum outlining three alternative ap
proaches to achieving the requisite legal authority for the proposed 
transaction.

The first approach (a security assistance sale) does not now appear 
to be viable because is it conditioned upon our obtaining from the 
Soviets certain non-retransfer and security assurances, and because use 
of the Arms Export Control Act as authority for providing equipment 
to the USSR would not appear to be appropriate.

The second approach (use of the Secretary's contingency fund au
thorized by 10 u s e  § 140) is feasible. The commitment of an amoimt 
from this fund sufficient to cover the cost of the equipment and 
services to be provided to the Soviets has been made. A disadvantage 
of this approach is that a limited amount is appropriated for the 
contingency fimd. Therefore, to the extent the fxmd is used for DCL 
purposes, it will not be available for other critical needs. This disad
vantage cannot be avoided by reprogramming other funds into the 
contingency fund. 10 USC § 140 limits the total amount that can be 
expended from the contingency fund in any year to the amount 
appropriated for this purpose in the DoD Appropriation Act.

Accordingly, the third approach (a Joint Resolution authorizing the 
use of any DoD fimds) is strongly preferred. This approach would 
involve virtually no cost to the Treasury since the Soviet Union will 
reimburse the U.S. Moreover, the Joint Resolution would have the 
great advantage of permitting DoD to avoid depletion of the contin
gency fund. In addition, this approach is more appropriate for fimding 
foreseeable expenditures that may well be necessary in the future to 
maintain the system, since the contingency fund is designed to meet 
only '^emergency or extraordinary expenses which cannot be anticipat
ed or classified."

C h a p m a n  B. C o x .

Attachment.
D e p a r t m e n t  o f  D e f e n s e ,  

O f h c e  o f  G e n e r a l  C o u n s e l ,  

Washington, DC, September 21, 1984.
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MEMORANDUM

Subject: Legal Authority for the Sale of DCL Equipment to the USSR 
(U).

You have requested the opinion of this office regarding the legal 
implications of various possible funding approaches for a US-Govem- 
ment sale of equipment and spare parts to the USSR in exchange for 
Soviet payment. The following approaches appear available to carry 
out such a transaction.

1. A security assistance sale. Although Section 620(f) of the Foreign 
Assistance Act (FAA) prohibits furnishing any assistance imder the 
FAA to the USSR, that prohibition does not extend to transactions 
undertaken under other statutory authority such as the Arms Export 
Control Act (AECA). Section 3 of the AECA provides four conditions 
of eligibility for a coimtry to purchase defense articles or defense 
services imder the AECA:

(1̂  The President must find that the furnishing of defense articles 
(and defense services) to such coimtry will strengthen the security of 
the United States and promote world peace;

(2) The country must have agreed not to transfer title to, or posses
sion of, any defense article or related training or other defense service 
so fimiished to it to anyone not an officer, employee or agent of that 
coimtry and not to use or permit the use of such defense article or re
lated training or other defense service unless the consent of the Presi
dent has first been obtained;

(3) The country shall have agreed that it will maintain the security 
of such article and will provide substantially the same degree of secu
rity protection afforded to such article by the United States Govern
ment;

f4) The country is otherwise eligible to purchase or lease defense ar
ticles or defense services.

Accordingly, in order for the United States Government to sell DCL 
equipment to the USSR as a security assistance sale, the President 
must sign a finding that the furnishing of DCL equipment to the 
USSR will strengthen the security of the United States and promote 
world peace. It is possible for such a finding to be limited to declaring 
a country eligible for just one sale. The USSR must commit to the 
non-retransfer and security assurances detailed in paragraphs (2) and
(3) above.

The USSR must also be '^otherwise eligible'' to purchase this equip
ment. This requirement means that there must be no other statutory 
prohibition on such a sale (e.g., such a provision as the Congression^ 
cutoff of sales to Chile) and that the proposed sale must fall within 
the scope of the Arms Export Control Act. The objectives of the 
AECA include encouraging regional arms control and disarmament 
agreements and discouraging arms races. The purposes for which sales 
under the AECA are authorized are limited to: internal security; legiti
mate self defense; permitting the recipient country to participate in 
regional or collective arrangements of measures consistent with the
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Charter of the United Nations, or otherwise to permit the recipient 
country to participate in collective measures requested by the United 
Nations for the purpose of maintaining or restoring international peace 
and seciuity; and enabling foreign military forces in less developed 
friendly countries to construct public works and to engage in other 
activities helpful to the social and economic development of such 
friendly coimtries. It would appear that participation in the DCL is a 
measure consistent with the Charter of the United Nations.

In order to obtain the required Presidential Determination making a 
country eligible imder the AECA, the Secretary of State prepares a 
Memorandum for the President justifying the proposed Determination. 
Copies of a Presidential Determination and the State Department's 
Justification Memorandimi for that Determination are attached to this 
memorandiun for your information.

2. Use of the Secretary of Defense's discretionary funds. 10 USC 
§ 140 authorizes the Secretary of Defense to provide, within the limi
tation of appropriations made for the purpose, for any emergency or 
extraordinary expense which carmot be anticipated or classified. When 
it is so provided in such an appropriation, the funds may be spent on 
approval or authority of the Secretary for any purpose he deems 
proper. Expenditures made under this authority must be reported on a 
quarterly basis to the Committees on Armed Services and Appropria
tions of the Senate and the House of Representatives. There is no 
provision for reimbursement in 10 USC § 140, since this authority was 
not originally designed for a purpose such as that under consideration. 
However, it would be possible, if sufficient fimds remain in the 
appropriation, for the Secretary to direct that DCL equipment be 
purchased using those funds and provided to the USSR, although any 
reimbursement from the USSR for such equipment would have to be 
returned to Miscellaneous Receipts in the US Treasury.

3. A specific Congressional authorization. Instead of using either of 
the procediu*es described above, it would be possible to seek new law 
authorizing the United States to sell the requisite equipment to the 
USSR. This approach would allow the US to tailor the statutory 
authorization to the terms of the proposed sale, instead of having to 
tailor the sale to the statute, as in (1) above. It could also allow the US 
Government agency purchasing the equipment to be sold to the USSR 
to put the receipts from the sale back into its own appropriations, 
which would not be possible under (2) above. The drawback to this 
approach is the time required to obtain new law. Congress is due to 
adjourn on October 5, 1984 and probably will not reconvene until the 
new Congress is sworn in January, 1985. Your decision concerning 
adoption of this approach will therefore turn, in part, on the necessary 
schedule for the sale of this equipment to the USSR.

J o h n  H. M c N e i l l ,  

Assistant General Counsel (International).
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[A ttach m en t 3]

A s s i s t a n t  S e c r e t a r y  o f  D e f e n s e ,  

Washington, DC, March 25, 1985.
In reply refer to: 1-85/07907 
Hon. S a m  N u n n ,

US. Senate, Washington, DC.

Dear Senator Nunn: Thank you for your letter of March 22, 1985, 
requesting my comments on the legislation which you propose to 
introduce to facilitate the upgrade of the Direct Communications Link, 
which the United States and the Soviet Union agreed to imdertake in 
an Exchange of Notes, dated July 17, 1984.

As President Reagan indicated at the time of signature of this 
agreement, the upgrade of the Hotline by the addition of a facsimile 
capability is a modest, but positive step toward enhancing internation
al stability and reducing the risk that accident, miscalculation or mis
interpretation could lead to confrontation or conflict between the 
United States and the Soviet Union. The success of this iiutiative is 
due in no small measure to your continued support and advice. Your 
efforts now, to ensure the smooth and efficient implementation of the 
agreement, are welcomed by all who believe that it is critical that our 
leaders be able to commimicate rapidly and comprehensively in the 
event of crisis. I heartily endorse your proposed legislation for this 
purpose.

I want as well to assure you that the sale of the facsimile system to 
the Soviet Union is consistent with U.S. technology transfer policies. 
Prior to the United States' proposing the configuration for the addition 
of a facsimile capablity to the Direct Communications Link, the De
partment of Defense examined each component proposed for that 
system in the context of applicable transfer of technology regulations. 
We determined that the sale of those components for this piupose is 
entirely consistent with current U.S. law and policy regarding trade 
with the USSR. Sale of the quantity of equipment necessary to main
tain the reliability of the Soviet part of the Hotline requires COCOM 
approval, which the U.S. will seek.

I want to imderscore for the Congress that there is a great deal of 
difference between selling the USSR equipment for the specific pur
pose of improving the Direct Communications Link and allowing the 
Soviet Union unfettered access to U.S. and Allied high technology 
products. We will continue to ensure that sales to the Soviet Union 
are closely scrutinized and seek to ensure that only those which are 
consistent with our COCOM obligations and strategic trade controls 
are permitted to go forward.

R ic h a r d  P e r l e .
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79. Report by  th e  House Com m ittee on Foreign Affairs: 
Arms Control an d  D isarm am ent A gency A uthorization 
for Fiscal Y ears 1986 an d  1987, M ay 14, 1985 ^

The Committee on Foreign Affairs, to whom was referred the bill 
(H.R. 2456) to amend the Arms Control and Disarmament Act  ̂ in 
order to increase the authorization of appropriations for the fiscal year 
1985, to extend the authorization of appropriations for the fiscal years
1986 and 1987, and for other purposes, having considered the same, 
reports favorably thereon without amendment and recommends that 
the bill do pass.

P u r p o s e

The principal purpose of H.R. 2456 is to authorize additional appro
priations for fiscal year 1985 and an annual appropriation for fiscal 
years 1986 and 1987 for the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency 
(ACDA). The additional sum authorized for fiscal year 1985 is 
$1,867,000. The sum authorized for fiscal years 1986 and 1987 is 
$25,614,000 for each fiscal year, plus such additional amoimts for each 
fiscal year as necessary for increases in salary, pay, retirement, other 
employee benefits authorized by law, foreign currency exchange rates, 
and other nondiscretionary costs. In addition, H.R. 2456 provides for 
an executive level upgrade of ACDA's Deputy Director and four 
Assistant Directors to make their positions conform to that of their 
counterparts in other agencies.

C o m m it t e e  A c t io n

Draft legislation submitted by the executive branch on March 19, 
1985, authorizing appropriations under the Arms Control and Disar
mament Act was introduced by request by Hon. Dante B. Fascell, 
chairman. Committee on Foreign Affairs, for himself, and Hon. Wil
liam S. Broomfield. The bills, H.R. 2044 and H.R. 2045, were referred 
to the Committee on Foreign Affairs on April 16, 1985.

Hearings on these measures were held by the Subcommittee on 
Arms Control, International Security and Science on March 20, 1985. 
Testimony was received from Hon. Kenneth L. Adelman, Director of 
the Agency,® in support of the executive branch request of $1,867,000 
for fiscal year 1985, $25,614,000 for fiscal year 1986, and such siuns as 
may be necessary for fiscal year 1987. The executive branch request 
also contained a proposal to adjust the executive levels for the Deputy 
Directors and the four Assistant Directors. The subcommittee concen
trated its hearing on the moneys requested for the Geneva negotia-

 ̂Arms Control and Disarmament Act Authorizations [To accompany H.R. 2456], May 14, 
1985 (H.Rept. 99-92; 99th Cong., 1st sess.).

2 The original Act (P.L. 87-297; 75 Stat. 631) has been reprinted in Documents on 
Dbarmament, 1961, pp. 482 ff.

® Document 53.
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tions, the adequacy of the Agency's operating budget in Washington, 
and the proposed management upgrades. The subcommittee also ex
amined arms control policies and objectives of the executive branch.

On May 8, 1985, the subcommittee marked up a draft bill incorpo
rating elements of H.R. 2044 and H.R. 2045 and by vmanimous voice 
vote adopted the bill which: (1) Authorized the appropriation of the 
additional simi of $1,867,000 for fiscal year 1985; (2) authorized the 
appropriation of $25,614,000 for each of the fiscal years 1986 and 
1987; and (3) provided for an executive level upgrade of five senior 
ACDA positions. The subcommittee agreed by unanimous vote to 
introduce the draft bill for consideration by the full committee. On 
May 9, 1985, Chairman Fascell, on behalf of himself, Mr. Hamilton, 
Mr. Solarz, Mr. Studds, Mr. Bames, Mr. Lantos, Mr. Berman, Mr. 
Udall, Mr. Broomfield, Mr. Leach, Ms. Snowe, Mr. Hude, and Mr. 
Doman introduced H.R. 2456.

On May 14, 1985, the committee met in open session, a quorum 
being present, and by unanimous voice vote ordered H.R. 2456 favor
ably reported without amendment.

S e c t io n - b y - S e c t io n  A n a l y s is

Section 1 of H.R. 2456 authorizes the additional appropriation of 
$1,867,000 for fiscal year 1985, and authorizes the appropriation of 
$25,614,000 for each of fiscal years 1986 and 1987, to carry out the 
purposes of the Arms Control and Disarmament Act. It also authorizes 
for each fiscal year such additional amounts as may be necessary for 
increases in salary, pay, retirement, other employee benefits authorized 
by law, other nondiscretionary costs, and to offset adverse fluctuations 
in foreign currency exchange rates.

The amounts authorized are the same as those requested by the 
executive branch, except for fiscal year 1987. In keeping with its 
policy of ensuring fiscal responsibility, the committee authorized 
$25,614,000 for fiscal 1987 rather than an open-ended ^̂ such sums as 
may be necessary" request.

Section 2 of H.R. 2456 provides for comparability adjustments in 
five senior ACDA executive level positions to conform them with 
coimterparts in other agencies. This provision is within the shared 
jurisdiction of the Committee on Foreign Affairs and the Committee 
on Post Office and Civil Service. The correspondence from the Com
mittee on Post Office and Civil Service on this issue follows:
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C o m m it te e  o n  P o s t  O f h c e  a n d  C i v i l  S e r v i c e ,  

Washington, DC, April 16, 1985.
Hon. D a n t e  B. F a s c e l l ,

Chairman, Committee on Foreign Affairs,
U.S. House of Representatives,
Washington, DC.

DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1985

D e a r  Mr. C h a i r m a n :  I understand that the Committee on Foreign 
Affairs has scheduled a meeting to consider the bill H.R. 2045 to 
authorize appropriations for the United States Arms Control and Dis
armament Agency.

Section 2 of the bill proposes to raise the position of Deputy 
Director of the ACDA from level IV to level III of the Executive 
Schedule and the four positions of Assistant Director from level V to 
level IV.

As you know, matters relating to the Executive Schedule (5 U.S.C. 
5311-5318) fall within the jurisdiction of the Committee on Post 
Office and Civil Service. However, since the proposed changes appear 
to be justified and in the interest of expediting the business of the 
House, the Committee on Post Office and Civil Service will not seek 
sequential referral of the bill and will interpose no objection to the 
consideration of the bill by the House provided such consideration 
will not imperil or in any other way affect the jurisdiction of this 
Committee as established by House Rule X, clause l(o).

With kind regards.
Sincerely,

W i l l i a m  D .  F o r d ,  

Chairman.

B a c k g r o u n d

The Arms Control and Disarmament Agency was created by the 
Congress in 1961 to coordinate U.S. arms control policy, to negotiate 
arms control agreements with other goverrunents, to conduct and co
ordinate U.S. Government-sponsored research related to problems of 
arms control and disarmament, and to coordinate and disseminate 
public information on conventional arms control and disarmament 
matters. Subsequent changes in the Arms Control and Disarmament 
Act required that ACDA participate in U.S. Government decisions on 
arms transfers and on the export of nuclear materials and related 
technology. As required by Public Law 94[95]-141, ACDA plays a 
major role in the preparation of arms control impact statements (ACIS) 
submitted to the Congress which analyze the arms control policy 
implications of defense, nuclear weapons, and nonweapon technology 
programs which have an impact on arms control negotiations.'*

CoMMTTTEE COMMENT

In approving the supplemental authorization for fiscal year 1985 and 
the executive branch request for fiscal year 1986, the committee does

** Documents on Disarmament, 1975, pp. 708-709.
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SO with the full expectation that these moneys will be dedicated to 
ACDA's operating requirements in Washington as well as the Geneva 
arms control negotiations which resumed on March 12, 1985.

The Committee on Foreign Affairs and Congress as a whole have 
had a longstanding commitment to support personnel levels and an 
operating budget which will enable ACDA to effectively carry out its 
mandate of being the principal agency responsible for the formulation 
and management of U.S. arms control policies. The executive branch 
submission to the committee provides 184 full-time permanent posi
tions for the Agency. While there is no magic figuure with respect to 
persoimel slots, the 184 positions are 15 less than in 1979 when there 
were no arms control negotiations on space defense issues. Even the 
White House indicated on August 10, 1983, that ACDA's staffing 
should be augmented to 235 full-time permanent positions. Unfortu
nately, this goal has yet to be achieved by the executive branch 
request as reflected in H.R. 2456. Given the substantial additional 
workload caused by the recently resumed comprehensive Geneva ne
gotiations and ACDA's principal role to backstop those negotiations, 
the committee seriously questions the adequacy of 184 positions. The 
Committee on Foreign Affairs regards the adequate staffing of the 
Agency to be essential in carrying out its responsibilities and encour
ages the Director to review the adequacy of the current ceiling.

As a result of the committee's oversight hearings 2 years ago, it is 
encouraging to note that the Agency has reinstituted its independent 
computer capability. The committee remains concerned, however, that 
the number of personnel to manage and to analyze this capability, 50 
percent less than its peak level, is insufficient to assure maximum 
utilization of this resumed computer capability. The committee strong
ly believes that the Office of Operations, whose analysis is an integral 
part of the backstopping effort by the Agency's work on the Geneva 
negotiations, should receive full and complete support for personnel 
and operational funds. The committee expects to be advised by the 
Director periodically to assure the effective and full utilization of this 
resumed computer capability.

The committee continues to be concerned about the adequacy of the 
external research budget and the extent to which ACDA is carrying 
out its statutory responsibility to coordinate all U.S. Government 
arms-control-related research. Furthermore, the external research 
budget has been reduced by more than 50 percent since fiscal year 
1980. The increase in the fiscal year 1986 authorization should allow 
adequate fimding for external research, especially with respect to veri- 
fication-related research by the Bureau of Multilateral Affairs. With
out adequate research on verification-related issues, the Geneva nego
tiations would be detrimentally affected. The committee encourages 
ACDA, through external contracts, to utilize the expertise of such 
national laboratories as Argonne, Los Alamos, Sandia, and Livermore 
to pursue specific verification-related research and treaty compliance 
assessments.
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EXECUTIVE LEVEL UPGRADES

In supporting the executive branch request to upgrade from execu
tive level IV to level III the position of the Deputy Director of the 
Agency and from executive level V to level IV the positions of the 
Assistant Directors, the committee believes that these positions should 
be comparable to those in the Departments of State and Defense. In 
taking this action, the committee reaffirms its longstanding position 
that ACDA should be the lead agency for the formulation and coordi
nation of arms control policy.

In order for ACDA to fulfill its principal responsibility for the 
formulation and coordination of arms control policy and the prepara
tion and management of arms control negotiations, it is essential that 
the Agency's executive level positions be comparable to their coimter- 
parts in other agencies. These changes will strengthen the status of 
ACDA within the executive branch and reinforce its decisionmaking 
in the interagency process.

The following table prepared by ACDA shows the comparison be
tween ACDA and comparable levels elsewhere in the Government 
that results from the upgrade:

Requested ACDA Present DOD Present State Present USIA Present AID

Deputy Director III....

Assistant Director IV..

. Deputy Secretary II...

Under Secretary III.... 
. Assistant Secretary 

IV.

.. Deputy Secretary II...

.. Under Secretary III,,.. 
Assistant Secretary 

IV.

.. Deputy Secretary III.... Deputy
Administrator III

Associate Director IV.. Assistant
Administrator IV

SPECIAL REPRESENTAnVE

Section 27 of the Arms Control and Disarmament Act provides the 
Agency with two positions for special representative for negotiations. 
Traditionally, negotiators to strategic arms control talks have been 
appointed under this provision. However, the three new negotiators to 
the Geneva arms talks were not appointed under this section but 
pursuant to the Foreign Service Act.

During the subcommittee hearing on the Agency, the Director testi
fied that this was an imusual procedure for the appointment of the 
three new negotiators and that this vehicle was used only in order to 
expedite the appointments. The memorandum of understanding be
tween the Department of State and the Arms Control and Disarma
ment Agency on this issue follows:

M e m o r a n d u m  o f  U n d e r s t a n d in g  B e t w e e n  t h e  D e p a r t m e n t  o f  S t a t e  a n d  

THE A r m s  C o n t r o l  a n d  D is a r m a m e n t  A g e n c y  C o n c e r n in g  t h e  O f h c e  

o f  A r m s  R e d u c t io n s  N e g o t ia t io n s  in  G e n e v a

1. The State Department had established the Office of Arms Reduc
tion Negotiations in Geneva (a diplomatic mission) the persoimel of 
which include Max Kampelman—as Head of Mission and John Tower 
and Maynard Glitman—all of whom will hold Ambassadorial appoint
ments, and will report to the President and the Secretary of State.
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2. Consistent with the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency's 
(ACDA) statutory authority, under the direction of the President and 
the Secretary of State, for management of United States participation 
in arms control negotiations, ACDA will manage the operating of 
these negotiations imder the direction of the Secretary of State. For 
these piuposes, all personnel of said office will be detailed and records 
of said office will be assigned to ACDA. The State Department will 
provide positions for the personnel of said office, and the State De
partment and ACDA will enter into reimbursable detail agreements for 
detailing said personnel to ACDA. ACDA will reimburse the State 
Department for all expenses in connection with said office, including 
salaries, transportation, housing, and allowances in Geneva, per diem, 
and similar expenses.

3. ACDA will also coordinate substantive backstopping for the ne
gotiations.

K e n n e t h  L. A d e l m a n .

K e n n e t h  W. D a m .

The committee recognizes that the executive branch needed to expe
dite the appointment of the new negotiators to the Geneva arms t ^ s  
but seriously questions the desirability of making the appointments 
pursuant to the Foreign Service Act. The committee expects that 
future arms control negotiators should be appointed imder the proper 
authority; that is, section 27 of the Arms Control and Disarmament 
Act. The committee reaffirms ACDA's statutory authority to formu
late and manage U.S. arms control policies and in this respect the 
Agency should continue to be the principal agency responsible for 
backstopping arms control negotiations.

ARMS CONTROL AND DISARMAMENT AGENCY OPERATIONS

In establishing ACDA in 1961, Congress sought to create a separate 
authority to coordinate U.S. arms control policy as well as to integrate 
arms control into U.S. national security policy. The major responsibil
ities of ACDA follow:

(1) IntemaHonal negoHaHons.—^ACDA must prepare for and manage U.S. 
participation in international negotiations.

During 1983 in Geneva, the United States and the Soviet Union held 
five complete roimds of strategic arms reduction talks (START) and 
six complete roimds of intermediate-range nuclear forces negotiations 
(INF). These talks were discontinued by the Soviet Union on Novem
ber 22, 1983. On March 12, 1985, the United States and Soviet Union 
resumed a new set of negotiations divided into three panels dealing 
with defense and space weapons, strategic nuclear weapons, and inter- 
mediate-range nuclear weapons. Consistent with the Agency's statuto
ry responsibility, ACDA will be the lead agency for and will manage 
U.S. participation in these arms control negotiations.

ACDA has a primary role in coordinating interagency efforts in 
support of the comprehensive Geneva arms control talks and is en
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gaged on a continuous basis in preparing and analyzing specific arms 
control and verification proposals for these talks.

ACDA also has primary responsibility for supporting the U.S. com
ponent of the permanent U.S.-U.S.S.R. Standing Consultative Com
mission (SCC) which meets at least twice a year to deal with matters 
related to the implementation of the ABM Treaty,® SALT Interim 
Agreement of 1972,® and the 1971 Agreement on Measures To Reduce 
the Risk of the Outbreak of Nuclear War."̂  During 1984 the SCC met 
in two regular sessions in Geneva. The SCC also considers compliance 
questions related to existing strategic arms agreements and any ques
tions involving activities which may undermine the signed but imrati- 
fied SALT II Treaty.®

The Vienna negotiations on mutual and balanced force reductions 
(MBFR) between NATO and the Warsaw Pact are expected to contin
ue through the foreseeable future. A new NATO initiative, which 
builds on the 1982 Western draft treaty, was tabled in Vienna in 1984.

ACDA is responsible for the guidance and staffing of U.S. delega
tions to the 40-nation Conference on Disarmament (CD) in Geneva; 
the U.N. General Assembly (UNGA) First Committee; the U.N. Disar
mament Commission (UNDC); the U.N. Group of Chemical, Biological 
and Toxin Weapons Experts; and the NATO Disarmament Experts 
and the Conference on Confidence and Security-Building Measures 
and Disarmament in Europe (CDE). ACDA heads these various dele
gations which are actively discussing a variety of arms control issues, 
including chemical weapons, weapons in outer space, and other arms 
control measures.

The agency continued to play an important role in the interagency 
development of and implementation of U.S. policy on a variety of 
other arms control issues. ACDA provided the head of the U.S. dele
gation to the first review conference of the 1978 Envirorunental Modi
fication Treaty  ̂ held in Geneva in September 1984. ACDA has also 
taken the lead for the United States in arranging a 1986 review 
conference of the Biological and Toxin Weapons Conference.^® In 
addition, ACDA continues to play an important role in the develop
ment of policy regarding the control of nuclear testing.

(2) Nuclear nonproliferation.—ACDA will be the lead agency in the 
executive branch for the Third Review Conference of the Nonprolif
eration Treaty (NPT)  ̂̂  which is scheduled for September 1985.

The U.N.-sponsored Conference on the International Promotion of 
the Peaceful Uses of Nuclear Energy is scheduled to convene in 1986. 
It will discuss various issues regarding international commerce in nu
clear energy which have important implications for nonproliferation 
policy.

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 197-201.
6 Ibid., pp. 202-205.
7 Ibid., 1971, pp. 634-635.
»Ibid., 1979, pp. 189 ff.
® The text of the Treaty may be found ibid., 1977, pp. 322-326. 
^^Ibid., 1972, pp. 133-138.
'̂̂ Ibid., 1968, pp. 461-465.
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During fiscal years 1986 and 1987, ACDA will continue to confront 
major challenges to U.S. foreign policy and national security with 
respect to nuclear nonproliferation in South Asia, the Middle East, 
South Africa, and Latin America.

ACDA will continue working to strengthen the technical capability 
and credibility of the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) 
safeguards program while at the same time tr3ong to reduce the level 
of political controversy in the IAEA and to focus the Agency's atten
tion on carrying out more effectively its technical, statutory mandate.

The growth in nuclear programs in Latin America will increase the 
importance of ACDA's efforts as the executive branch's leading partic
ipant in diplomatic efforts to promote full entry into force the Treaty 
of Tlatelolco,^  ̂ and will continue to seek adherence to the Nonprolif
eration Treaty by nonmember countries. Furthermore, ACDA will 
pursue its activities in improving safeguards and physical security for 
plutonium, in safeguarding advanced technologies, and in addressing 
nuclear technology transfers and safeguards problems in third coim- 
tries. Cooperation among nuclear supplier countries will continue to be 
a high priority in ACDA's nonproliferation efforts.

(3) Conventional arms and technology transfers.—^ACDA, as required by 
statute, is a key participant in the U.S. Government's convention^ 
arms transfer decisionmaking process.

ACDA advises the executive branch on the extent to which pro
posed U.S. arms transfers will contribute to an arms race, increase the 
possibility of outbreak or escalation of conflict, or prejudice the devel
opment of bilateral or multilateral arms control arrangements. ACDA 
provides advice on the arms control implications of about 1,500 mili
tary equipment and commercial export license applications per year 
and, when requested by the Congress, prepares evaluations of arms 
control implications of particular proposed arms sales.

ACDA is also an active participant in the senior interagency group 
on the transfer of strategic technology which is responsible for the 
implementation of controls on U.S. exports of technology with both 
military and commercial applications (so-called dual-use technology).

The committee fully expects that the Agency will continue to be an 
active participant in the arms transfer management group and its 
subgroups which deal with U.S. arms transfer policy issues, technolo
gy transfer, and security assistance programs.

(4) Arms control impact statements (ACIS).—^ACDA, as required by statute, 
has the primary responsibility for coordinating and developing annual 
analyses of the arms control implications of major weapons programs. 
The fiscal year 1986 ACIS submission included eight arms control 
impact statements covering 66 programs of the Defense and Energy 
Departments such as the Trident submarine, MX missile, and the B-1 
bomber. In addition, for the first time a separate section on the

^̂ Jhxd., 1967, pp. 69-83.

Document 79



308 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1985

Strategic defense initiative (SDI) was also included.^® The committee 
hopes these statements enhance both executive branch and congres
sional prospective on the impact of defense programs and on arms 
control policy.

(5) Public informaHon.—^ACDA is responsible for disseminating and 
coordinating public information on arms control issues. ACDA releases 
the annual report, ^̂ World Military Expenditures and Arms Transfers," 
which describes the size, trends, and distribution of global military 
expenditiu’es and arms transfers. In addition, ACDA publishes docu
ments such as the ''Arms Control and Disarmament Agreements" and 
"Documents on Disarmament."

(6) Space policy issues.—^ACDA participates in a variety of interagency 
groups involved in studying outer space arms control policy. Specifi
cally, ACDA participates in the interagency review on the role of 
strategic defense and its relationship to arms control. The committee 
continues to believe that ACDA must devote increasing attention to 
outer space arms control issues and that the United States must pursue 
policies to avoid the militarization of space and extending the nuclear 
arms race into space.

(7) AiministraHve and other support— T̂he balance of ACDA's funds are 
used for administrative support liaison with other Government agen
cies and external research in support of ACDA's activities. The com
mittee continues to believe that ACDA should dedicate more resources 
and personnel to external research projects on verification, outer space 
arms control, and chemical weapons arms control issues.

R e q u ir e d  R e p o r t s  S e c t io n

COST ESTIMATE

The committee estimate that, assuming the full appropriation of the 
amoimts authorized in this bill, the total budgetary authority required 
to carry out the provisions of H.R. 2456 will be an additional 
$1,867,000 for fiscal year 1985, and $25,614,000 for fiscal years 1986 
and 1987. The fiscal year allocation of the total cost is set forth in the 
Congressional Budget Office estimate below. The committee agrees 
with the projected cost estimate of the Congressional Budget Office.

INFLATIONARY IMPACT STATEMENT

Enactment of H.R. 2456 will have no identifiable inflationary 
impact. In fact, the long-term effect of the authorization and appro
priation of the fxmds requested could be to the economic benefit of 
the United States. The successful attainment of U.S. arms control 
objectives would create a climate in which the procurement of military 
weapons and equipment could be reduced, thereby contributing to the 
long-term security and economic interests of the United States.

See Fiscal Year 1986 Arms Control Impact Statements . . (Jt. Com. prt.; 99th Cong., 1st 
sess.).
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STATEMENTS REQUIRED BY CLAUSE 2 (1) (3)  OF HOUSE RULE XI

(a) Oversight findings and recommendations

As a result of the oversight activities of the committees listed imder 
''committee action" earlier in this report, ongoing consultations be
tween Members of Congress, staff of the House Foreign Affairs Com
mittee, and the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency and other 
appropriate executive branch officials, as well as attendance by Mem
bers of Congress and the staff of the House Foreign Affairs Commit
tee to the arms control talks in Geneva, the committee recommends 
the adoption of the authorization contained in this legislation.

(b) Budget authority

The enactment of H.R, 2456 will create no new budget authority.

(c) Committee on Government Operations summary

No oversight findings and recommendations which relate to this 
measure have been received by the Committee on Govenunent Oper
ations imder clause 4(c)(2) or rule X of the rules of the House.

(d) Congressional Budget Office cost estimate

M a y  14 , 1985.

1. Bill No.: H.R. 2456.
2. Bill title: A bill to amend the Arms Control and Disarmament Act 

in order to increase the authorization of appropriations for the fiscal 
year 1985, to extend the authorization of appropriations for the fiscal 
years 1986 and 1987, and for other purposes.

3. Bill status: As ordered reported by the House Committee on 
Foreign Affairs on May 14, 1985.

4. Bill purpose: The bill amends the Arms Control and Disarmament 
Act in order to authorize supplemental appropriations for fiscal year 
1985, authorizes the appropriation of funds for the Arms Control and 
Disarmament Agency for fiscal years 1986 and 1987, and otherwise 
amends existing law.

5. Estimated cost to the Federal Government:

[By fiscal year, in thousands of dollars]

1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990

Authorization level...........................
Less: Estimated existing appropria

tion..................................................

23,789

-19,468

25,614 25,614

Net authorization....................
Estimated outlays..............................

4,321
3,673

25,614
19,915

25,614
25,276 6,045 538 102

Costs for this bill fall in budget function 150.
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Basis for estimate: This estimate assumes enactment of this legislation 
by October 1, 1985 and subsequent appropriation of the authorized 
amounts. The authorization amounts are stated in the bill. Outlays for 
programs were estimated using historical outlay rates.

6. Estimated cost to State and local governments: None.
7. Estimate comparison: None.
8. Previous cost estimate: None.
9. Estimate prepared by: Lisa R. Brown.
10. Estimate approved by: C.G. Nuckols for James L. Blum, Assist

ant Director for Budget Analysis.

C h a n g e s  in  E x is t i n g  L a w  M a d e  b y  t h e  B i l l ,  A s R e p o r t e d

In compliance with clause 3 of Rule XIII of the Rules of the House 
of Representatives, changes in existing law made by the bill, as report
ed, are shown as follows (existing law proposed to be omitted is 
enclosed in black brackets, new matter is printed in italics, existing 
law in which no change is proposed is shown in roman):

S e c t i o n  49 o f  t h e  A r m s  C o n t r o l  a n d  D i s a r m a m e n t  A c t  

a p p r o p r i a t i o n

Sec. 49. (a) To carry out the purposes of this Act, there are author
ized to be appropriated—

(1) for the fiscal year 1984, $20,888,000;
[(2) for the fiscal year 1985, $21,932,000; and
[(3) such additional amounts as may be necessary, for each such 

fiscal year, for increases in salary, pay, retirement, other employee 
benefits authorized by law, and other nondiscretionary costs, and 
offset adverse fluctuations in foreign currency exchange rates.]

(2) for the fiscal year 1985, $23,789,000;
(3) for the fiscal year 1986, $25,614,000;
(4) for the fiscal year 1987, $25,614,000; and
(5) such additional amounts as may be necessary, for each such fiscal year, 

for increases in salary, pay, retirement, other employee benefits authorized by 
law, and other nondiscretionary costs, and to offset adverse fluctuations in foreign 
currency exchange rates.

Of the sums authorized to be appropriated for the fiscal years 1984 
and 1985, not less than $200,000 shall be available in each such fiscal 
year only for the program for visiting scholars in the field of arms 
control and disarmament established under section 28 of this Act. 
Amoimts appropriated under this subsection are authorized to remain 
available until expended.

TITLE 5, UNITED STATES CODE
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PART III—EMPLOYEES

S u b p a r t  D — P̂a y  a n d  A l l o w a n c e s

CHAPTER 53—PAY RATES AND SYSTEMS

SUBCHAPTER II—EXECUTIVE SCHEDULE PAY RATES

§ 5314. Positions at level HI

Level III of the Executive Schediile applies to the following posi
tions, for which the annual rate of basic pay shall be the rate deter
mined with respect to such level under chapter 11 of title 2, as 
adjusted by section 5318 of this title:

Solicitor General of the United States.

Deputy Director of the United States Arms Control and Disarmament 
Agency.

§ 5315. Positions at level IV

Level IV of the Executive Schedule applies to the following posi
tions, for which the annual rate of basic pay shall be the rate deter
mined with respect to such level imder chapter 11 of title 2, as 
adjusted by section 5318 of this title:

Deputy Administrator of General Services.

[Deputy Director of the United States Arms Control and Disarmament 
Agency.]

• • • • • • •

Assistant Directors, United States Arms Control and Disarmament Agency
(4h
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§ 5316. Positions at level V

Level V of the Executive Schedule applies to the following positions  ̂
for which the annual rate of basic pay shall be the rate determined 
with respect to such level under chapter 11 of title 2, as adjusted by 
section 5318 of this title:

Administrator, Agricultural Marketing Service, Department of 
Agriculture.

[Assistant Directors, United States Arms Control and Disarma
ment Agency (4).]

• • • • • • •

80. Report by  the  S en a te  Comm ittee on Foreign Rela
tions: Arms Control an d  D isarm am ent A gency A uthor
ization for Fiscal Y ears 1986 an d  1987, M ay 14, 
1985 1

The Committee on Foreign Relations, to which were referred the 
bills (S. 731, S. 732) to amend the Arms Control and Disarmament Act 
to authorize supplemental appropriations for the fiscal year 1985 and 
to authorize appropriations for the fiscal years 1986 and 1987, for the 
Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, and for other purposes, 
having considered the same, reports favorably an original bill and 
recommends that the bill do pass.

A r m s  C o n t r o l  a n d  D is a r m a m e n t  A m e n d m e n t s  A c t  o f  198s

The Committee on Foreign Relations, having imder consideration an 
original bill to amend the Arms Control and Disarmament Act to 
authorize supplemental appropriations for the fiscal year 1985 and to 
authorize appropriations for the fiscal years 1986 and 1987, and for 
other purposes, having considered the same, reports favorably thereon 
and recommends that the bill do pass.

P u r p o s e s  o f  t h e  B il l

The principal purposes of the bill are to authorize supplemental 
appropriations of $1,857,000 for the fiscal year 1985; and to authorize 
appropriations of $25,614,000 for each of the fiscal years 1986 and
1987 for the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency (ACDA). In the 
case of the authorization for fiscal year 1985, the sum of $4,321,000 is

 ̂Arms Confrol and Disarmament Amendment of 1985 [To accompany S. 1132], May 19, 
1985 (S. Rept. 99-51; 99th Cong., 1st sess.).
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authorized to be expended only in support of the arms control negoti
ations in Geneva. In the case of the authorization for fiscal years 1986 
and 1987, in each year the sum of $6,146,000 is authorized to be 
expended only in support of the arms control negotiations in Geneva.

The bill also establishes a new Section 38, in the Arms Control Act 
of 1961 2 as amended to require the Director of the Agency, to prepare 
an annual report, in coordination with the heads of other relevant 
agencies, on the adherence of the United States to obligations under
taken in arms control agreements with other nations and on any 
problems related to compliance by other nations with the provisions 
of bilateral and multilateral arms control agreements with the United 
States.

COMMTTTEE A C T IO N

The following bills were referred to the Foreign Relations Commit
tee and were considered, and consolidated into an original bill:

S. 731 to amend the Arms Control and Disarmament Act in order to 
increase the authorization for fiscal year 1985, which was introduced 
by Senator Lugar on behalf of the executive branch on March 26, 
1985;

S. 732 to amend the Arms Control and Disarmament Act in order to 
extend the authorization for appropriations, and for the other pur
poses, which was introduced by Senator Lugar on behalf of the execu
tive branch on March 26, 1985.

On April 2 the Committee met to mark-up the legislation listed 
above. ACDA was represented by Alison Fortier, Director, Office of 
Congressional Affairs; William Montgomery, Administrative Director, 
Office of Administration; and Lucas Fischer, Chief, Technology Divi
sion, Bureau of Strategic Programs.

In support of its 1985 supplemental request and its 1986 request, 
ACDA provided a breakdown of additional expenses needed to sup
port reopened and expanded negotiations with the Soviet Union in 
Geneva. The new negotiations which opened March 6, 1985, in 
Geneva deal with strategic forces and intermediate-range forces in 
Europe. In addition, the negotiations include talks on space and de
fense weapons. Mr. Montgomery indicated that an additional 20 per
sons, for which ACDA would provide reimbursement to other depart
ments and agencies, would be assigned to the delegation. An addition
al 10 persons would be employed by ACDA in Washington to back 
up the work of the delegation in Geneva. The ACDA paper indicates 
that $4,321,000 in additional funding would be needed in 1985, and 
that $6,146,000 would be needed in 1986. At the request of Senator 
Sarbanes, ACDA provided a more complete breakdown of anticipated 
spending. It shows fimding under the original fiscal year 1985 appro
priation, together with projected spending imder the supplemental 
request. For fiscal year 1986 it shows ACDA's original request, includ

 ̂P.L. 87-297; 75 Stat. 631. See Documents on Disarmament, 1961, pp. 482-495.
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ed in the President's budget submission, together with its amended 
request in light of the Geneva negotiations. This more detailed break
down follows:

SUMMARY OF THE FISCAL YEAR 1985 AND nSCAL YEAR 1986 
GENEVA REQUIREMENTS

[In thousands of dollars]

Fiscal
year
1985

appro
priation

Supple
mental
appro
priation
request

Total
fiscal
year
1985
re

quest

Fiscal year 
1986 

authoriza
tion/ 

appropria
tion request

Budget
amend

ment
add-on

Revised 
fiscal year 

1986 
au^oriza- 

Jtion/ 
appropria- 

tioii request

Administrative
support:

Contractual
Personnel
Services....... 32 32 34 34

Continental
Travel.......... 75 45 120 83 100 183

Transporta
tion .............. 17 17 18 18

Rent and
Utilities....... . 907 475 1,382 986 300 1,286

Communica
tions ............. 33 10 43 38 20 58

Other
Services........ 272 383 655 296 149 445

Supplies &
Equipment.... 142 331 473 155 99 254

External research.... 310 150 460 275 260 535
SAS Geneva............ 140 140 140 140
Interpreters.............. 500 32 532 500 465 965
Reimbursable

salaries and
benefits................ 536 536 1,056 1,056

ACDA support
personnel............. 55 116 171 55 274 32?

Travel and per
diem..................... i650 46 696 750 461 1,211

Computer support... 150 150 250 250
Secure ADP and

communications
capability............. 1,625 1,625 2,214 2,214

Official residence
expense................ 105 105 210 210

Permanent change
of station............. 317 317 288 288

Totals........... 3,133 4,321 7,454 3,330 6,146 9,476

To spend $4,321,000 above the appropriated level would require a 
supplemental authorization for the fiscal year 1985 of $1,857,000. The 
requested authorization of $25,614,000 for the fiscal year 1986 would 
represent an increase of $3,682,000 over the 1985 authorization, or an
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increase of $1,825,000 over the total authorization, assvuning approval 
of the supplemental.

ARMS CONTROL AND DISARMAMENT AGENCY FUNDING

[In th o u sa n d s o f dollars]

Fiscal year

1985
1984 1985 supple 1986 1987

mental

Authorization...................... ................. 20,888 21,932 ^1,857 ^25,614 125,614
Total......................... ^23,789

Appropriated....................... ................. 18,628 19,468 24 321 225,614
Total......................... 223,789

^Indicates C om m ittee  recom m endation . 
^A dnun istra tion  request.

According to ACDA officials, the additional funds are needed to 
support the new negotiations in Geneva. Senator Dodd pointed out 
that in the last fiscal year in which major negotiations were conducted 
throughout the year (1983) the Agency spent approximately $16 mil
lion. The Senator contrasted that sxmi with the $23.8 million sought 
for fiscal year 1985 and the $25.6 million sought for fiscal year 1986. 
In response to a question by Senator Dodd, Mr. Montgomery indicat
ed that the Agency had returned a little more than $1 million to the 
treasury in fiscal year 1984, when the strategic arms talks and inter- 
mediate-range nuclear force talks had been broken off, however, that 
most negotiations expenses are fixed. Senator Sarbanes noted that the 
substantial increases for ACDA stand in marked contrast to the situa
tion on other budgets. Given the importance of the talks, as well as 
the need to maintain budgetary contraints. Senator Sarbanes suggested 
that the additional authorization sought for fiscal year 1985 and the 
total sought for fiscal year 1986 should be approved, but earmarked 
for spending only in support of the Geneva Talks. The Committee 
agreed. In addition. Senator Lugar suggested, rather than give an open- 
ended authorization for fiscal year 1987, the 1986 level should be 
straightlined for 1987. Senator Sarbanes suggested that earmarking for 
the negotiation also be continued in 1987. The Committee agreed.

S. 732 also requested upgrades in ACDA positions of Assistant 
Director from Executive Level V to IV and of Deputy Director from 
rV to III. The Committee denied the request.

The Committee also approved an amendment offered by Senator 
Pell requiring the Director of ACDA to prepare an annual report on 
U.S. adherence to arms control agreements, and on any problems of 
compliance by other parties to bilateral and multilateral agreements 
with the United States. The Director of ACDA should coordinate the 
preparation of these reports with the Secretary of State, Secretary of
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Defense, Secretary of Energy, Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff 
and the Director of Central Intelligence. The Committee imderstands 
that the scope of the reports goes beyond ACDA's direct responsibil
ities, and that sections will be drafted by the appropriate organiza
tions. The annual report shall include, with respect to each adherence 
or compliance question addressed therein, a brief legal analysis of the 
obligations undertaken in the relevant agreements that bear on such 
questions. It is expected that these analyses will be fully coordinated 
among the involved departments and agencies. The Committee expects 
that the Director will take the lead in ensuring the provision to 
Congress of coordinated U.S. Government assessments of these impor
tant issues. The President shall submit the reports to Congress by 
January 31 of each year.

The Chairman proposed that S. 731 and S. 732 be combined as an 
original committee bill, and that it be reported favorably. The motion 
was approved by a vote of fifteen to one. Voting in the affirmative 
were Senators Mathias, Kassebaum, Boschwitz, Pressler, Murkowski, 
Trible, Evans, Pell, Biden, Sarbanes, Cranston, Dodd, Eagleton, Kerry, 
and the Chairman. Voting in the negative was Senator Zorinsky.

C o M M riT E E  C o m m e n t s

The Committee has repeatedly supported authorizations and appro
priations for ACDA sufficient to ensure that there would be adequate 
fimding to support various arms control negotiations. In fiscal year 
1985, the Agency will be providing most of the funding for the 
strategic arms, intermediate-range nuclear forces, and space and de
fense weapons talks. In addition, the Agency is incurring costs in 
connection with Mutual and Balanced Force Reductions (MBFR) Talks 
in Vienna, the Standing Consultative Commission (SCC) sessions in 
Geneva, and the Committee on Disarmament in Geneva. After weigh
ing all of these factors, the Committee believed it appropriate to 
accede to the Administration's request for the increase in fimding to 
support the negotiation.

Nonetheless, while the Committee does not wish the Administration 
hindered in any efforts to achieve good solid arms control agreements, 
the Members concluded that it would be prudent to earmark the 
additional funds sought to be used specifically and solely in support 
of the new arms control negotiations. In a time of fiscal austerity and 
massive budget deficits, the Committee felt it appropriate to require 
that ACDA join other agencies and departments in exercising as much 
fiscal restraint as possible, while, at the same time, giving full support 
to the negotiations. Accordingly, the Committee decided to meet the 
full Administration request with the requirement that the additional 
funds be spent solely to support the negotiations in Geneva.

Document 80



FOREIGN RELATIONS COMMITTEE REPORT, MAY 14 317

In the past two years, amendments to defense bills have required 
reports on Soviet compliance with arms control agreements.® The 
Committee believes that problems of Soviet compliance are most im
portant to U.S. security and to the success of future arms control 
efforts, and must be dealt with carefully and effectively. Therefore, 
the Pell amendment codifies the requirement to report on Soviet com
pliance problems, but it also expands the requirement to cover the 
activities of other nations. In addition, the report requires an assess
ment of damage, if any, to U.S. security and other interests, and 
recommendations as to any steps which should be considered to re
dress any damage, to U.S. national security and to reduce compliance 
problems. The Committee believes this essential for intelligent consid
eration of the compliance reports.

The amendment also requires information on policies and organiza
tion to ensure U.S. adherence to arms control agreements, identifica
tion of programs with a direct bearing on adherence and steps being 
taken to ensure adherence, a compilation of substantive questions 
raised by other nations regarding our adherence, together with an 
assessment of these issues and the need for any corrective action. In 
requiring reports on U.S. adherence, the Committee does not wish to 
imply that there are presently questions or problems regarding U.S. 
adherence to arms control agreements which require resolution. 
Rather, the Committee desires to have the government demonstrate 
publicly that the United States takes its treaty obligations seriously 
and imposes the same standards upon itself that it expects of other 
parties. Moreover, the Committee hopes that the new reports will be 
thorough and precise, but will be succinct, and not duplicate any 
present reporting requirements in order to enhance their value to the 
Congress and the public and in order not to constitute an onerous 
biu'den upon those responsible for their preparation.

S e c t io n - b y - S e c t io n  A n a l y s is

Section 1. This Act may be cited as the '^Arms Control and Disar
mament Amendments Act of 1985."

Section 2. This section authorizes a supplemental authorization for 
ACDA of $1,857,000, for a total fiscal year 1985 authorization of 
$23,789,000. $4,321,000 is earmarked for use only in support of the 
Geneva Arms Control negotiations.

Section 3. This section authorizes appropriations of $25,614,000 for 
each of fiscal years 1986 and 1987. $6,146,000 is earmarked each year 
only for support of the Geneva negotiations.

Section 4. This section establishes a new Section 38 in the Arms 
Control and Disarmament Act requiring the Director to prepare an 
annual report, in coordination with the Secretary of State, Secretary of 
Defense, Secretary of Energy, Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff

® For this requirement in the Department of Defense Authorization Act for fiscal year
1985, see Documents on Disarmament, 1984, p. 748.
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and the Director of Central Intelligence, on the adherence of the 
United States to obligations undertaken in arms control agreements 
with other nations and on any problems related to compliance by 
other nations with the provisions of bilateral and multilateral arms 
control agreements with the United States. Reports are to be submit
ted in imclassified form, with classified annexes, as appropriate, by 
January 31 of each year.

C o s t  E s t im a t e

In accordance with rule XXVI, paragraph 11(a) of the Standing Rules 
of the Senate, the Committee provides the following estimates of the 
cost of this original bill, prepared by the Congressional Budget Office:

E v a l u a t io n  o f  R e g u l a t o r y  Im p a c t

In accordance with rule XXVI, paragraph 11(b) of the Standing 
Rules of the Senate, the Committee has concluded that there is no 
regulatory impact from S.

C h a n g e s  in  E x is t in g  L a w

In compliance with paragraph 12 of Rule XXVI of the Standing 
Rules of the Senate, changes in existing law made by the bill, as 
reported, are shown as follows (existing law proposed to be omitted is 
enclosed in black brackets, new matter is printed in italic, existing law 
in which no change is proposed is shown in roman):

U.S. C o n g r e s s ,  

C o n g r e s s i o n a l  B u d g e t  O f h c e ,  

Washington, DC, May 14, 1985,
Hon. R i c h a r d  G. L u g a r ,

Chairman, Committee on Foreign Relations,
U.S. Senate, Washington, DC.

Dear Mr. Chairman: The Congressional Budget Office has prepared 
the attached cost estimate on the Arms Control and Disarmament Act 
of 1985, as ordered reported by Senate Committee on Foreign Rela
tions on April 2, 1985.

Should the Committee so desire, we would be pleased to provide 
further details on the attached cost estimate.

With best wishes.
Sincerely,

C o n g r e s s io n a l  B u d g e t  O f h c e  C o s t  E s t im a t e

1. Bill niunber: Unassigned.
2. Bill title: Arms Control and Disarmaments Act of 1985.
3. Bill status: As ordered reported by the Senate Committee on 

Foreign Relations on April 2, 1985.
4. Bill purpose: The bill amends the Arms Control and Disarmament 

Act to authorize supplemental appropriations for fiscal year 1985, 
extends the authorization of appropriations for the Arms Control and
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Disarmament Agency for the fiscal years 1986 and 1987 and otherwise 
amends existing law.

5. Estimated cost to the Federal Government:

[By fiscal year, in thousands of dollars]

1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990

Authorization level...........
Less: Estimated existing 

appropriation................

23,789 

. -19,468

25,614 25,614

Net authorization.... 
Estimated outlays..............

4,321
3,673

25,614
19,915

25,614
25,276 6,045 538 102

Costs for this bill fall in budget fimction 150.
Basis for estimates: This estimate assumes enactment of this legisla

tion by October 1, 1985 and subsequent appropriation of the author
ized amoimts. The authorization amounts are stated in the bill. Out
lays for programs were estimated using historical outlay rates.

6. Estimated cost to State and local goverrunents: None.
7. Estimate comparison: None.
8. Previous cost estimate: None.
9. Estimate prepared by: Lisa R. Brown.
10. Estimate approved by: C.G. Nuckols (for James L. Blxim, Assist

ant Director for Budget Analysis).

C h a n g e s  in  E x is t in g  L a w

In compliance with paragraph 12 of Rule XXVI of the Standing 
Rules of the Senate, changes in existing law made by the bill, as 
reported, are shown as follows (existing law proposed to be omitted is 
enclosed in black brackets, new matter is printed in italic, existing law 
in which no change is proposed is shown in roman):

A r m s  C o n t r o l  a n d  D i s a r m a m e n t  A c t ,  a s  a m e n d e d  

• • • • • • •

TITLE I—SHORT TITLE, PURPOSE, AND DEFINITIONS 

S h o r t  T i t l e

[Section 1. This Act may be cited as the ^̂ Arms Control and Disar
mament Act".]

SecHon L This Act may be cited as the "Arms Control and Disarmament Act of 
1985".

• • • • • • •
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TITLE IV—GENERAL PROVISIONS

APPROPRIATION

Sec. 49. (a) To cany out the piirposes of this Act, there are author
ized to be appropriated—

for the fiscal year 1984, $20,888,000;
[(2) for the fiscal year 1985, $21,932,000; and]
(1) for the fiscal year 1985, $23,798,000, of which amount $4,321,000 

shall be available only to pay necessary expenses incurred in connection with 
arms control negotiations with the Government of the Soviet Union on strategic 
arms reductions, intermediate-range nuclear forces, and space and defensive weap
ons; and

(2) for the fiscal year 1986, $25,614,000, and, for the fiscal year 1987, 
$25,614,000, of which amounts $6,146,000 shall be available in each fiscal 
year only to pay necessary expenses incurred in connection with arms control ne
gotiations conducted with the Government of the Soviet Union on strategic arms 
reductions, intermediate-range nuclear forces, and space and defensive weapons; 
and

(3) such additional amounts as may be necessary, for each such 
fiscal year, for increases in salary, pay, retirement, other employee 
benefits authorized by law, and other nondiscretionary costs, and 
to offset adverse fluctuations in foreign currency exchange rates.

Of the sums authorized to be appropriated for the fiscal years 1984 
and 1985, not less than $200,000 shall be available in each such fiscal 
year only for the program for visiting scholars in the field of arms 
control and disarmament established under section 28 of this Act. 
Amoimts appropriated under this subsection are authorized to remain 
available until expended.

• • • • • • •

REPORTS ON ADHERENCE TO AND COMPLIANCE W ITH AGREEMENTS

Sec, 52. (a) The Congress determines that the achievement and maintenance of 
successful controls upon armaments requires official and public confidence that the 
parties are expected to adhere to their commitments and that the parties will be held 
accountable for failure to meet obligations. Without such confidence, existing arms 
control accords are eroded, and the prospects are jeopardized for new agreements which 
can place further controls on the competition in nuclear and conventional weapons and 
which can increase international stability. In accordance with this determination—

(1) the President shall submit, not later than January 31 of each year, to the 
Speaker of the House of Representatives and the chairman of the Committee on 
Foreign Relations of the Senate a report prepared by the Director, in coordination 
with the Secretary of State, the Secretary of Defense, the Secretary of Ener^, the 
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, and the Director of Central Intelligence, 
on the adherence of the United States to obligations undertaken in arms control 
agreements and on any problems related to compliance by other nations with the
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provisions of bilateral and multilateral arms control agreements to which the 
United States is a party; and

(2) the section of the report dealing with United States adherence shall include 
information on the policies and organization of each relevant agency or depart- 
ment of the United States to ensure adherence, a description of national security 
programs with a direct bearing on adherence questions and of steps being taken 
to ensure adherence, and a compilation of any substantive questions raised during 
the previous year regarding United States adherence, together with an assessment 
of such issues and the need for any corrective action; and

(3) the section of the report dealing with problems of compliance by other na
tions shall include, in the case of each treaty or agreement about which compli
ance questions exist—

(A) a description of each significant issue raised and efforts made and 
contemplated with the other party to seek a resolution of the difficulty;

(B) an assessment of damage, if any, to United States security and other 
interests; and

(C) recommendations as to any steps which should be considered to redress 
any damage to United States national security and to reduce compliance 
problems.

(b) The report required by subsection (a) shall be provided in unclassified form, 
with classified annexes, as appropriate.

81. Letter From th e  Perm anent R ep resen ta tive  of Israel 
(N e tan y a h u )  to  th e  U.N. Secretary  G eneral: A ttacks 
on Nuclear Facilities, M ay 15, 1985 ^

I have the honour to refer to statements purportedly made in Israel 
on the matter of attacks on nuclear facilities. ̂

I have been instructed to inform you unequivocally that no one but 
the Prime Minister and the Foreign Minister and their appointed 
representatives express the authorized policies of the Government on 
this issue.

I have been further instructed to reiterate the position of the Gov
ernment of Israel, which has been brought to your attention and 
reproduced in document A/39/349 of 16 July 1984.^

The same position has also been reiterated recently by the Perma
nent Representative of Israel to the International Atomic Energy 
Agency and reproduced on 8 May 1985 in document INFCIRC/324.'* 

I have the honoiu* to request that this letter be circulated as a 
docimient of the General Assembly imder item 29 of the preliminary 
list.

1 A/40/315.
 ̂Cf. A/40/283, containing a letter from the Iraqi Permanent Representative forward

ing a statement purportedly made by Ariel Sharon on Israel Radio on March 26, 1985. 
® Documents on Uisarmament, 1984, pp. 419-420.
 ̂Document 72.
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82. Letter From Four Senators to  The W ashington  P ost: 
Chemical W eapons, M ay 21, 1985 ^

This week the Senate will again confront the issue of whether to 
modernize America's inventory of chemical weapons. We want every
one to be clear as to what the issue is, as well as to what it is not.

First, the issue is not whether America should or should not have 
chemical weapons. We already have them, and so do the Soviets. And 
imtil a treaty can be negotiated for a complete and verifiable ban on 
all chemical weaporuy (an initiative we strongly support), we believe 
that few Americans would favor a policy of imilateral disarmament in 
this area.

Second, the issue is not whether to develop a ''new type" of chemi
cal weapon or a more lethal one. At present our chemical deterrent is 
either stored in bulk or deployed in what are called "imitary" mimi- 
tions: shells in which the chemicals are already mixed and, therefore, 
highly toxic. But bulk-stored chemicals carmot be delivered and thus 
obviously are not a credible deterrent. For their part, unitary shells are 
iiJierently dangerous, since any accidents or leakage from them could 
easily result in a major catastrophe, not only for the military personnel 
handling these weapons but for nearby commimities and civilian pop
ulations as well.

Fortimately, another kind of chemical shell is available. In the 
"binary" shell, the toxic elements are kept separate until the projectile 
is actually fired. And because the chemicals are harmless until they are 
mixed, leakage or damage to the shells does not present a hazard. The 
issue that Congress will soon be deciding is whether to keep our 
chemical deterrent in the old and increasingly dangerous imitary canis
ters or whether to put it in the new and safer binary shells.

Another common misconception is that by moving to binary muni
tions, America would be increasing its stockpile of chemical weapons. 
In fact, just the opposite is true. Under the Senate Armed Services 
Committee proposal, for every binary weapon added to our inventory, 
the equivalent of four imitary weapons wiU be destroyed. In other 
words, not only would we have a safer deterrent, but we would also 
reduce the size of our chemical stockpile by 75 percent in the bargain.

In the past, some have argued that possessing chemical weapons 
provides no real deterrence. We believe that history indicates other
wise. Since World War I—when the Allies produced and employed 
poison gas only after the Germans used it first and on a massive 
scale— înstances in which warring nations have each possessed chemi
cal weapons (World War II, Korea, Vietnam) have resulted in neither 
side's using it. But in cases where only the Soviets or their allies have 
possessed chemical weapons (Afghanistan, Southeast Asia), there is

 ̂ The Washington Post, May 21, 1985. The letter was signed by Senators John Glenn (D., 
OH), Barry Goldwater (R., AZ\, Sam Nunn (D., GA), and John Warner (R., VA), all 
members of the Committee on Armed Services.
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Strong evidence that they have indeed been used. If hostilities should 
ever break out in Europe, no one can say with certainty that the 
Soviets would use chemical weapons against the United States or its 
allies. But in our view, the gamble is simply not worth taking, espe
cially since a quick escalation to nuclear weapons would likely result if 
we lost the bet.

A final argument often advanced against modernizing our chemical 
weapons is that doing so would seriously hinder our efforts to reach 
an agreement for their abolition. But this argument ignores the fact 
that the Soviets summarily dismissed the draft treaty the United States 
proposed at Geneva last year on this subject. It also ignores the fact 
that America's self-imposed, unilateral moratorium on chemical weap
ons production has now lasted for 16 years without any reciprocal 
action by the Soviet Union. And it ignores the historical truth that the 
Soviets negotiate seriously only when there is no advantage for them 
to do otherwise.

We are not suggesting that modernizing our chemical weapons 
would be a '̂ bargaining chip." But it might well be a bargaining 
catalyst—and that alone would make the effort worthwhile.

We are keenly aware that the position we advocate entails a clear 
political risk for those who support it. But we also believe that our 
position is the right position from the standpoints of both safety and 
security.

83. In terview  of ACDA Director A delm an by  The W ash
ing ton ian: Comm and, Control, an d  Communication, 
June  1985 ^

Q: Is Ford's argimient that we don't have a reliable second-strike 
capability well founded? ^

A: Looking at the fact that 75 percent of our strategic weapons are 
in survivable systems, namely in bombers and submarines, gives you 
reassurance that we do have a credible second-strike, retaliatory capa
bility.

Q: But Ford's argument is about command and control, about our 
ability to make an organized response, with those in charge knowing 
what's going on and being able to issue orders. Is this a problem 
anyone is worrying about besides Daniel Ford?

A: Yes, like President Reagan. The first priority of the President's 
strategic modernization program—and probably the least widely ap
preciated—has been in augmenting command and control. Everyone 
was focused on hardware— t̂he B-1, the MX, the Trident— r̂ather than 
on command and control, and so the highest priority has gone into it.

 ̂ The Washingtonian, July 1985, pp. 59-60. Reprinted with permission.
2 Daniel Ford, author of The Button: The Pentagon 5 Command and Control System—Does It 

Work? New York: Simon and Schuster, c. 1985.
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The problem Ford presents is a very crucial one, but others have 
addressed it so much better—Paul Bracken in The Command and Control of 
Nuclear Forces, for example.

Q: Why is Bracken's book better?
A: He looks at the question of command and control in and of itself 

rather than from an ideological basis that the United States is opting 
for first-strike strategy.

Q: And are we?
A: No, not in any sense.
Q: What about the MX and the D-5? Ford says they're first-strike 

weapons.
A: First strike is a fimction of nimibers as well as capability. An MX 

isn't a first-strike weapon unless you have enough of them for pre
emption—^which we certainly don't. Exactly 50 of them have been 
approved by the Congress—and that with a lot of grunting and groan
ing. By way of comparison, the Soviets have 600 MX-sized missiles.

As for the D-5, that doesn't fit at all the classic definition of a first- 
strike weapon, which is that you have to use it right away or risk 
losing it. The D-5 is in the Trident submarine, where it isn't targetable 
or vulnerable to a Soviet hit. This isn't a use-it-or-lose-it weapon.

Q: But the MX and the D-5 are highly accurate weapons, as Ford 
says, and they do have tremendous destructive power.

A: They're much less destructive than weapons we're phasing out, 
like the Titan, for example, which has a nine-megaton warhead. Each 
warhead on the MX—and there are ten of them— îs less than half a 
megaton. I don't think the public generally realizes it, but the tenden
cy is toward lower yield. In our total arsenal today we have 75 percent 
less yield in terms of total megatons than we had in the 1960s.

In accuracy, we have made tremendous progress, and that's crucial 
in order to give the President options in a conflict. He has to have 
choices besides either doing nothing or retaliating massively and 
blindly, destroying the Soviet Union and— îf the research on nuclear 
winter is right, and I think there is something to it—perhaps destroy
ing life on earth.

Q: How does accuracy give the President options?
A: He could order a strike on military targets far from cities.
Q: So we're talking about some kind of limited nuclear warfare.
A: Yes. Now, there is a legitimate debate on whether there can be 

limited nuclear war. That is a very legitimate question, and the answer 
is that we don't know. Himian beings have never been in a situation 
like that, and we don't know how they'd act. It may be that if, God 
forbid, there were any use of nuclear weapons, the two sides would be 
so alarmed that deterrence would work in spades. You can also make 
the argimient that things would escalate inunediately, that there can 
be no limited nuclear war. We can't know which view is correct, but I 
think any responsible government has to at least give the President 
ways to protect the interests of the United States without laimching
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all our nuclear weapons, blowing up the Soviet Union, and threatening 
life on earth.

To argue that you shouldn't have precision in your strategic capa
bilities, as Ford does, is to argue for a return to MAD—mutually 
assured destruction. Ford is saying that we shouldn't have the capabil
ity or be seen to have the capability of doing anything except wiping 
out millions. That's not a credible strategy, not a smart one, and 1 
don't think it's responsible.

Q: So why would anyone support it?
A: Some people believe that we're better off with nuclear weapons 

that are impossible to use, that if we have a weapon that does 
anything less horrible than destroy the Soviet Union and possibly life 
on earth, we'll be too likely to use it. I find this a peculiar view 
because it says we're better off doing nothing—even in response to a 
Soviet first strike—and having no practical options.

Underlying this view there seems to be a suspicion that we are 
irresponsible, that the United States is the threat to stability. It's a 
notion that you can't give an American President the tools he might 
need because he might use them for some irresponsible activity.

Q: There's another new book out on nuclear strategy, one by Sam 
Cohen. It's called We Can Prevent World War III, and its thesis is that a 
Soviet first strike is what we ought to be worrying about.

A: That's how we have to position oiu'selves in order to have 
deterrence work. We have to think of that possibility and structure 
ourselves accordingly. That's always been the premise.

And we have to structure ourselves to give the President options, 
too. The history of the strategic debate since Herman Kahn's book 
Thinking About the Unthinkable in the early 1960s has been one of looking 
at ways to do this. Administration after administration has looked for 
ways to give the President options. This means having more secure 
command and control, lower-yield weapons, more reliable weapons.

Q: Does it mean having MlRVed weapons [weapons with multiple 
warheads]?

A: It could or it could not. You could have it either way.
Q: One of Ford's objections to the MX and D-5 is that they have 

multiple warheads.
A: MIRVing is a legitimate subject when you're talking about land- 

based missiles. Big, heavily MIRVed missiles on land are valuable 
targets and vulnerable ones, and when you know how tempting they 
are to the other side, it encourages a use-them-or-lose-them attitude. 
Sea-based missiles, on the other hand, are invulnerable, so whether 
they're MIRVed or not isn't relevant to the question of stability.

Q: Will arms-control talks deal with MIRVing?
A: We're definitely moving in that direction. In SALT I and SALT

11,̂  the limits were on launchers—which encourages more warheads

 ̂These agreements are printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 197 ff, and ibid.,
1979, pp. 189 ff.
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per launcher. Now the focus is on limiting warheads—which will 
encourage de-MIRVing.

Ford sometimes gets his facts wrong, by the way. He says the 
Soviets proposed a ban on MIRVs in SALT I. In fact, the US came up 
with a ban on MIRVs in the SALT I proposal, and the Soviets would 
not negotiate seriously about it.

Q: Any other observations?
A: I think SDI [Strategic Defense Initiative, popularly known as 

''Star Wars"], which Ford does not talk about, is important to discuss 
if you're on the subject of ''the button/' If there were an imauthorized 
or unintentional launch from the Soviet Union, for example, SDI 
would give the President a second button, a defensive button he could 
use, instead of just a retaliatory button.

Q: What about the argimient that SDI is destabilizing because it 
would permit us to launch a strike without fear of retaliation?

A: I don't give that weight because I don't see the United States as 
having a first-strike mission, and I don't think any US President 
would go for first strike. The idea that we would is part of a mindset 
that the big danger in the world is the Uruted States. I don't agree 
with that, and I don't think history substantiates that view at all.

84. A ddress by  Chinese Chairm an Deng Xiaoping Before 
th e  Central Military Commission: Reduction of the  
Chinese Army [Extract], June  4, 1985 ^

At an enlarged meeting of the Central Military Commission of the 
People's Republic of China on 4 June 1985, Chairman Deng Xiaoping 
announced that the Chinese Government had decided to reduce the 
People's Liberation Army (PLA) by one million men.

Deng Xiaoping said that the danger of world war remained. The 
factors for war were likely to increase due to the ongoing arms race of 
the two superpowers. However, the people wanted peace and opposed 
war. The world forces for peace would grow more rapidly than the 
forces for war. He also said that the Chinese Goverrunent always held 
high the banner of opposing hegemonism and safeguarding world 
peace, pursued an independent foreign policy and resolutely stood by 
the forces for peace. As the forces for peace grew throughout the 
world, it was possible that a large-scale world war would not break 
out for a fairly long time to come and that the prospects for world 
peace were hopeful.

Deng Xiaoping stressed that China wanted to concentrate on its 
economic development so as to build itself into a strong and modem-

1 A /40/411, June 25, 1985, Annex 1.
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ized socialist country. China needed a peaceful international environ
ment and had been working hard to create and safeguard such an 
environment. Economic development represented our overall interest 
to which everything else should be subordinated.

85. Article in P ravda  by  th e  Chief of S taff of th e  Soviet 
Armed Forces (A khrom eyev): Strategic D efense Initi
a tiv e  and  th e  ABM Treaty [Extract], June  4, 1985 ^

The U.S. Administration's actions in creating a new class of weap
ons—space strike means—are incompatible with the principles forming 
the foimdation of the ABM Treaty. ̂  By proclaiming the '̂Strategic 
Defense Initiative'' and embarking on the practical implementation of 
a large-scale anti-ballistic missile system with space-based elements, 
Washington is effectively working directly to undermine the Treaty.

Certain U.S. leaders, especially Pentagon figures (for instance, R. 
Perle and others), making no secret of the United States' ambitious 
intentions with regard to space, are openly calling for the rejection of 
the ABM Treaty. The U.S. Administration denies that the "star wars" 
plans are incompatible with the demands of this most important docu
ment. It is maneuvering and seeking loopholes in the formulas of the 
treaty itself in order to justify in the eyes of the public its actions to 
militarize space. This is being done in a whole series of directions.

The First Direction. The Washington leaders are arguing at length 
and even directly asserting that the work on a large-scale space ABM 
system implemented within the framework of the "Strategic Defense 
Initiative" is merely harmless technological research, the conduct of 
which, they claim, the ABM Treaty does not prevent. This thesis is 
widely propagandized by the U.S. mass media.

In reality, however, everything is different. The ABM Treaty (Arti
cle V) forbids the creation and testing of space-based ABM systems or 
components, that is, precisely the objective of the U.S. "harmless 
research." In practice the creation of specific models of strike space 
weapons and even the testing of some of them are in full swing in the 
United States. Lasers of various types, electromagnetic gims, intercep
tor missiles, and antisatellite systems are being developed in laborato
ries and at proving grounds. All this so-called "research work" is in 
contravention of the ABM Treaty.

The Second Direction. Representatives of the U.S. Administration, 
coimting on the uninformed nature of the public at large, are claiming 
that the provisions of the ABM Treaty relate only to those ABM

 ̂Moscow Pravda in Russian, June 4, 1985, first edition, p. 4; FBIS Daily Report June 4, 
1985, vol. in, pp. AA3-AA6.

 ̂For the text of the Treaty, see Documents on Disarmament 1972, pp. 197-201.
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systems and components that existed at the time the treaty was 
signed. The means now being created and tested within the frame
work of the ''Strategic Defense Initiative/' they say, cannot be ranked 
as "ABM components" since they are not mentioned in Article II of 
the treaty.

The provisions of the treaty apply to any systems intended, as 
defined in Article II of the treaty, to coimter strategic ballistic missiles 
or their elements in flight trajectory. Since the ABM components 
being created within the framework of the "Strategic Defense Initia
tive" are intended for precisely this purpose, that is, they are designed 
to replace the interceptor missiles mentioned in the treaty, all the 
provisions of the treaty fxilly apply to them, above all the ban on the 
creation, testing, and deployment of space-based ABM systems or 
components.

The Third Direction. The American authors of the "star wars" 
program are particularly zealous in propagandizing the thesis that the 
development of "exotic" anti-ballistic missile means (laser and beam 
weapons, and so forth) is not only not forbidden by the ABM Treaty 
but is even virtually encouraged by it. Thus P. Nitze, adviser to the 
President and the secretary of state on the Geneva talks, openly 
presents the creation of space-based ABM components based on other 
[ino}/\ ® physical principles as an action permitted by the ABM Treaty. 
For greater cogency references are made to the agreed statement ac
companying the treaty (Paragraph E) [as published], which says that in 
the event ABM systems based on other physical principles and con
taining components capable of substituting, in particular, for intercep
tor missiles are created in the futiu*e, specific limitations on such 
systems and their components would be subject to discussion and 
agreement between the sides.

We are faced with a clear juggling of the facts. The aforementioned 
agreed statement regarding the treaty indeed does not rule out the 
possibility of the sides' acquiring anti-ballistic missile means "based 
on other physical principles," but only within the framework of the 
limitations envisaged by the treaty as a whole, in other words in the 
single authorized area. The large-scale ABM system with space-based 
elements that the United States is plarming cannot be restricted to a 
single area. It is a territorial and even a global ABM system that is 
totally prohibited by the treaty. Therefore, the creation of laser, beam, 
and other such destructive components for that system is a direct 
violation of the treaty.

The Fourth Direction. Having embarked on a path leading to the 
destruction of the ABM Treaty, the U.S. leaders are trying to exploit 
the fact that the treaty itself envisages in principle the introduction of 
appropriate amendments to its text (Article XTV). Therefore, they are 
saying that the U.S. actions nmning counter to the treaty can some
how be legitimized, for instance, by revising this docimient and

 ̂Brackets here and following are in source document.
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making amendments to it agreed with the Soviet side. They are 
making out that the Soviet Union too is no less interested in such 
amendments.

All this is merely an imworthy ploy aimed at reassuring public 
opinion. The U.S. side is well aware that by its actions it is not 
working toward making some additional clarifications to the sideŝ  
actions in the situations envisaged by the treaty, which, in fact, is 
what Article XIV is referring to. The United States is working toward 
changing the meaning of the treaty itself and emasculating it of its 
main content—the ban on the deployment of an ABM defense of the 
country's territory.

The Soviet Union, of coxu*se, will not coimtenance the Treaty on the 
Limitation of ABM Systems being transformed into a cover for U.S. 
policy aimed at ensuring an arms race in the sphere of space anti- 
ballistic missile systems.

The Fifth Direction. Charges that the Soviet Union is violating the 
provisions of the treaty are malevolently interwoven in the U.S. Ad
ministration's general line of imdermining the ABM Treaty. Washing
ton wants to make out that the USSR is taking some actions nmning 
counter to the ABM Treaty, and if that is so, then the Soviet Union, it 
says, must reconcile itself to what the United States is doing in this 
sphere.

More often than not in this cormection the U.S. side speculates on 
the question of the Soviet radar station under construction in the 
Krasnoyarsk region. The farfetched argument that is adduced is that 
this radar is a station for early warning of missile attack and therefore 
should, or so it is claimed, be sited not in the Krasnoyarsk region but 
on the periphery of the USSR's territory and oriented outward, as 
Article VI of the treaty, which relates to early warning radars, de
mands.

However, the point is that the radar xmder construction in the 
Krasnoyarsk region does not fall within the restrictions of Article VI 
of the ABM Treaty. It has nothing to do with a system for early 
warning of missile attack. This station is intended for tracking of 
targets in space and the U.S. side has been told this. The U.S. side's 
attempt to continue to lay this "charge" against the USSR signifies 
only one thing— ĵustifying the course of imdermining the ABM Treaty 
adopted by the United States itself.

The "accusations" leveled at the USSR, to wit, that it is testing air 
defense means for ABM purposes and, in this regard, that it is alleged
ly preparing to create an ABM system for the entire territory of the 
USSR, which is prohibited imder the treaty, obviously serve the same 
purpose.

No preparation is taking place in the USSR for the creation of a 
territorial ABM system, and that also goes for one based on air 
defense means. No work is being done on air defense systems that 
would contravene the ABM Treaty.
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The Soviet Union has repeatedly declared that the so-called ''accu
sations'' being made against it by the United States concerning non- 
compliance with the ABM Treaty are far fetched and at variance with 
reality. We advocate strict and absolute observance of this treaty and 
we consider it inadmissible to work toward its erosion, and still more 
to call into question the very prospect of its existence, as is being done 
by the United States, which has embarked on the path of the militari
zation of space.

Washington's maneuvering aroimd the ABM Treaty, attempts to 
transfer the blame for undermining it to the USSR, and even to pose 
in the public eye as virtually the custodian of the provisions which it 
contains confirm that the ABM Treaty retains all its importance and 
significance and, as before, it is an obstacle on the path of the nuclear 
arms race, an obstacle which those militarist circles in the West who 
are trying to smash the existing strategic equilibrium in the world and 
achieve military superiority over the USSR, wotdd like to eliminate.

The USSR, and the Soviet leadership has stated this most definitely 
on several occasions, does not seek military superiority, but it will not 
permit such superiority over it either on the earth or via space. The 
initiators of "star wars" should not forget. Marshal of the Soviet 
Union S.L. Sokolov, USSR defense minister, stressed in his replies to a 
TASS correspondent's questions, that "the creation of space strike 
weapons will turn out, and will inevitably turn out, to mean a reduc
tion in security both of the United States itself and of its allies." ^

The Soviet Union consistently and persistently advocates the ending 
of the arms race, and above all, the nuclear arms race. The straightfor
ward way to this goal is to renoimce provocative schemes of carrying 
the arms race over into space. If space strike arms are banned, and 
preparations for their creation are halted at the stage of scientific 
research work, broad opportunities will be opened up for a radical 
reduction of nuclear arms. The Soviet Union has already proposed a 
reduction of strategic offensive arms by one-fourth. Given the 
noiunilitarization of space, it is possible to carry out even more pro- 
foimd reductions. There is no other way of solving this issue. The 
sides' full implementation of all the provisions of the ABM Treaty is 
required to play an important role here.

The preservation and absolute implementation of the ABM Treaty is 
a guarantee for successful progression toward accords at the Geneva 
talks on nuclear and space armaments. As Comrade M.S. Gorbachev, 
general secretary of the CPSU Central Committee, has stressed, the 
arms race and disarmament talks are incompatible. The Soviet Union 
will not promote such a course. For its part, the Soviet Union will 
persistently seek in Geneva specific, mutually acceptable agreements 
that would make it possible to put an end to the arms race and carry 
forward the cause of disarmament.

 ̂FBIS Daily Report, vol. HI, May 6, 1985, p. AA5. 
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86. Communique of th e  North Atlantic Council, June  7, 
1985 1

The North Atlantic Council met in Ministerial Session in Lisbon on 
6th and 7th June 1985. Ministers agreed as follows:

1. We are a defensive Alliance dedicated to the preservation of 
peace and the protection of freedom.

2. Reaffirming the principles of last year's Washington Statement on 
East-West Relations, we remain determined to maintain both our 
political solidarity and the military strength necessary for our defence. 
On this basis, we seek genuine detente through constructive dialogue 
and broad co-operation with the Soviet Union and with each of the 
coimtries of Eastern Exu'ope in all areas. We call on the new Soviet 
leadership to join us in seeking tangible improvements in East-West 
relations, which would permit us to build on areas of common inter
est. A positive Soviet response to the US approach at the US-Soviet 
negotiations recently opened in Geneva would contribute substantially 
towards that end.

3. We do not seek military superiority for ourselves. None of our 
weapons will ever be used except in response to attack.

But, faced with the continuing build-up and modernization of 
Soviet nuclear and conventional arms, we shall preserve credible deter
rence through sufficient conventional and nuclear forces. The Allies 
participating in the military structure of the Alliance are making an 
effort to improve, in particiilar, their conventional capabilities.

Our strategy of deterrence has proved its value in safeguarding 
peace: it remains fully valid. Its purpose is to prevent war and to 
enable us to resist intimidation.

4. The security of the North American and European Allies is 
inseparable. The cohesion of the Alliance is sustained by continuous 
consultations on all matters affecting our common interests and securi
ty.

5. Deterrence and defence together with arms control and disarma
ment are integral parts of the security policy of the Alliance. We wish 
to strengthen the peace by establishing a stable military balance at the 
lowest possible level of forces.

6. In this spirit, we welcome the US-Soviet negotiations in Geneva 
on their strategic nuclear weapons, on their intermediate range nuclear 
weapons, and on defence and space systems. These negotiations are 
intended to work out between the two countries effective agreements 
aimed at preventing an arms race in space and terminating it on earth, 
at limiting and reducing nuclear arms, and at strengthening strategic 
stability. We strongly support US efforts in all three areas of negotia
tion, and we call on the Soviet Union to adopt a positive approach.

1 NATO Review, vol. 33, No. 3 (June 1985), pp. 28-29.
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The Allies concerned reiterate their willingness to modify, halt, 
reverse, or dispense with Longer Range INF (LRINF) deployment as 
part of an equitable and verifiable arms control agreement. In the 
absence of such an agreement, they will continue to deploy LRINF 
missiles on schedule.

We will continue to consult closely on all of these issues.^
7. We are determined to achieve progress also on other aspects of 

arms control and disarmament and urge the Soviet Union to work 
with us for balanced and verifiable agreements. In particular:

— în the Vienna MBFR negotiations the participating Allies are 
seeking equal collective manpower levels through verifiable re
ductions in conventional forces in Europe and effective associ
ated measures;

— în Stockholm (CDE) we are seeking agreement on militarily sig
nificant, politically binding and verifiable confidence and secu
rity building measures covering the whole of Europe to give 
new, concrete effect and expression to the existing duty of all 
participating states to refrain from the threat or use of force;

—in the Geneva Conference on Disarmament we seek in particu
lar a world-wide comprehensive and verifiable ban on chemical 
weapons; we remain deeply concerned about the proliferation 
and use of such weapons.

8. We attach great importance to the full implementation by all 
participating states of all principles and provisions enshrined in the 
Helsinki Final Act ® and to balanced progress in the CSCE process in 
all its aspects. The tenth anniversary of the Final Act in August 1985 
should be commemorated by a meeting of the participating states at 
ministerial level. We would like to see the anniversary marked by 
substantial progress in the CSCE process, including meaningful results 
at the important Meeting on Human Rights in Ottawa. We also hope 
for a positive exchange of views at the Cultural Forum in Budapest in 
the autumn.

9. We strongly condemn terrorism and will continue to work to 
eliminate this threat to our citizens and to the democratic values we 
hold in common.

10. In the spirit of Article 2 of the North Atlantic Treaty,  ̂ we 
remain fully committed to promoting the stability and well-being of 
our commimity of free nations, sharing common values. We conse
quently reaffirm the importance of special programmes, for less fa
voured partners.

 ̂Greece and Denmark reserve their positions on the INF part of this paragraph. 
[Footnote in original.]

® The arms control portion of the Final Act has been reprinted in Documents on 
Disarmament, 1975, pp. 304-308. For the complete text, see Department of State Bulletin, 
September 1, 1975, pp. 323-350.

4 63 Stat. 2241; TIAS 1964; 4 Bevans 828; 34 UNTS 243.
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11. The maintenance of a calm situation in and around Berlin, 
including unhindered traffic on all access routes, remains an essential 
element in East-West relations.

We support the efforts of the Federal Republic of Germany to 
achieve progress in inner-German relations which can make a signifi
cant contribution to the building of confidence in Europe and benefit 
the German people, particularly the Berliners.

12. The Soviet invasion of Afghanistan, now in its sixth year, 
violates fundamental principles of international law. We urge the 
Soviet Union to put an end to the suffering of the Afghan people, by 
withdrawing its troops and agreeing to a political solution restoring 
the independence and non-aligned status of Afghanistan.

Events in Poland underscore the continuing need for genuine dia
logue between the various elements of society and for national recon
ciliation.

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.

* * *

The Minister of Foreign Affairs of Spain reserves his government's 
position on the present Communique.

87. S ta tem en t by  P resident R eagan  on an  Interim Frame
w ork for Mutual Restraint, June  10, 1985 ^

In 1982, on the eve of the strategic arms reductions talks (START), I 
decided that the United States would not imdercut the expired SALT I 
agreement  ̂ or the unratified SALT II agreement  ̂ as long as the 
Soviet Union exercised equal restraint.'* Despite my serious reserva
tions about the inequities of the SALT I agreement and the serious 
flaws of the SALT II agreement, I took this action in order to foster an 
atmosphere of mutual restraint conducive to serious negotiation as we 
entered START.

Since then the United States has not taken any actions which would 
imdercut existing arms control agreements. The United States has fully 
kept its part of the bargain, however, the Soviets have not. They have 
failed to comply with several provisions of SALT II, and we have 
serious concerns regarding their compliance with the provisions of 
other accords.

 ̂ Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, June 17, 1985, pp. 770-771.
2 For the text of the Agreement, see Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 197 ff.
3 Ibid., 1979, pp. 189 ff.
 ̂For the President's decision, see ihid., 1982, p. 332.
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The pattern of Soviet violations, if left uncorrected, undercuts the 
integrity and viability of arms control as an instrument to assist in 
ensuring a secure and stable future world. The United States will 
continue to pursue vigorously with the Soviet Union the resolution of 
our concerns over Soviet noncompliance. We caimot impose upon 
ourselves a double standard that amoimts to imilateral treaty compli
ance.

We remain determined to pursue a productive dialog with the 
Soviet Union aimed at reducing the risk of war through the adoption 
of meaningful measures which improve security, stability, and predict
ability. Therefore, I have reached the judgment that, despite the Soviet 
record over the last years, it remains in our interest to establish an 
interim framework of truly mutual restraint on strategic offensive 
arms as we piu’sue with renewed vigor our goal of real reductions in 
the size of existing nuclear arsenals in the ongoing negotiations in 
Geneva. Obtaining such reductions remains my highest priority.

The U.S. carmot establish such a framework alone. It will require 
the Soviet Union to take the positive, concrete steps to correct its 
noncompliance, resolve our other compliance concerns, and reverse its 
unparalleled and imwarranted military buildup. So far, the Soviet 
Union has not chosen to move in this direction. However, in the 
interest of ensuring that every opportunity to establish the secure, 
stable future we seek is fully explored, I am prepared to go the extra 
mile in seeking an interim framework of truly mutual restraint.

Therefore, to provide the Soviets the opportimity to join us in 
establishing such a framework which could support ongoing negotia
tions, I have decided that the United States will continue to refrain 
from imdercutting existing strategic arms agreements to the extent that 
the Soviet Union exercises comparable restraint and provided that the 
Soviet Union actively pursues arms reduction agreements in the cur
rently ongoing nuclear and space talks in Geneva.

As an integral part of this policy, we will also take those steps 
required to assure the national security of the United States and our 
allies which were made necessary by Soviet noncompliance. Appropri
ate and proportionate responses to Soviet noncompliance are called for 
to ensure our security, to provide incentives to the Soviets to correct 
their noncompliance, and to make it clear to Moscow that violations 
of arms control obligations entail real costs.

Certain Soviet violations are, by their very nature, irreversible. Such 
is the case with respect to the Soviet Union's flight-testing and steps 
towards deployment of the SS-X-25 missile, a second new type of 
ICBM prohibited by the imratified SALT II agreement. Since the 
noncompliance associated with the development of this missile caimot 
be corrected by the Soviet Union, the United States reserves the right 
to respond in a proportionate manner at the appropriate time. The 
Midgetman small ICBM program is particularly relevant in this regard.

Other Soviet activities involving noncompHance may be reversible 
and can be corrected by Soviet action. In these instances, we will
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provide the Soviet Union additional time to take such required correc
tive action. As we monitor Soviet actions for evidence of the positive, 
concrete steps needed on their part to correct these activities, I have 
directed the Department of Defense to conduct a comprehensive as
sessment aimed at identifying specific actions which the United States 
could take to augment as necessary the U.S. strategic modernization 
program as a proportionate response to, and as a hedge against the 
military consequences of, those Soviet violations of existing arms 
agreements which the Soviets fail to correct.

To provide adequate time for the Soviets to demonstrate by their 
actions a commitment to join us in an interim framework of true 
mutual restraint, we will plan to deactivate and dismantle according to 
agreed procedures an existing Poseidon SSBN as the seventh U.S. 
Ohio-class submarine puts to sea later this year. However, the United 
States will keep open all programmatic options for handling such 
milestones as they occur in the future. As these later milestones are 
reached, I will assess the overall situation in light of Soviet actions 
correcting their noncompliance and promoting progress in Geneva and 
make a final determination of the U.S. course of action on a case-by- 
case basis.

I firmly believe that if we are to put the arms reduction process on a 
firm and lasting foimdation and obtain real reductions, our focus must 
remain on making best use of the promise provided by the currently 
ongoing negotiations in Geneva. Our policy, involving the establish
ment of an interim framework for truly mutual restraint and propor
tionate U.S. response to imcorrected Soviet noncompliance, is specifi
cally designed to go the extra mile in giving the Soviet Union the 
opportimity to join us in this endeavor.

My hope is that if the Soviets will do so, we will be able jointly to 
make progress in framing equitable and verifiable agreements involv
ing real reductions in the size of existing nuclear arsenals in the 
Geneva negotiations. Such an achievement would not only provide the 
best and most permanent constraint on the growth of nuclear arsenals, 
but it would take a major step towards reducing the size of these 
arsenals and creating a safer futiu'e for all nations.
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88. M essage  by  P resident R eagan  to  th e  Congress Trans
mitting a  Report on Compliance With Arms Control 
A greem ents , June  10, 1985 ^

To the Congress of the United States:

The attached classified report responds to a requirement in the FY- 
85 Department of Defense Authorization Act (Section 1110 of P.L. 98- 
525) requesting a report that:
(A) describes the implications of the United States Ship Alaska's sea 
tri^s, both with and without the concurrent dismantling of older 
laimchers of missiles with multiple independently targeted reentry ve
hicles, for the current United States no-imdercut policy on strategic 
arms and United States security interests more generally;
(B) assesses possible Soviet political, military, and negotiating re
sponses to the termination of the United States no-imdercut policy;
(C) reviews and assesses Soviet activities with respect to existing stra- 
te^c offensive arms agreements; and
(D) makes recommendations regarding the future of United States in
terim restraint policy.^

In accordance with our prior interim restraint policy, the United 
States has scrupulously lived within the SALT I and II agreements 
governing strategic offensive arms.̂  The United States has fully kept 
its part of the bargain. By contrast, we have foimd and reported to the 
Congress that the Soviet Union has violated major arms control obli
gations, as fully documented in comprehensive reports to the Congress 
on this subject in January 1984  ̂ and February 1985.® Multiple Soviet 
violations of the SALT II Treaty and of other agreements were fimda- 
mental considerations in assessing a future United States interim re
straint policy.

The basic United States strategic goals remain imchanged. In the 
years ahead, the United States objective is a radical reduction in the 
levels and the power of existing and planned offensive nuclear arms, 
as well as on stabilization of the relationship between nuclear offen
sive and defensive arms, whether on earth or in space.

I firmly believe that if we are to put the arms reduction process on a 
firm and lasting foxmdation, our focus must remain on making best 
use of the promise provided by the current negotiations in Geneva. 
The policy outlined in my report, involving the establishment of an 
interim framework for truly mutual restraint and proportionate United 
States responses to imcorrected Soviet noncompliance, is specifically

 ̂ Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, June 17, 1985, pp. 771-772. The President 
also issued a statement, supra.

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1984, pp. 744-756.
® For the SALT I and II Agreements, see ibid., 1972, pp. 197 ff and ibid., 1979, pp. 189 

ff., respectively.
 ̂Ibid., 1984, pp. 33-34 and 34-39.

® Document 12.
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designed to go the extra mile in giving the Soviet Union the opportu
nity to join us in this vital endeavor.

I believe that this policy, addressed in the classified report and the 
unclassified fact sheet,® both recognizes the recent views of the Con
gress and serves as a basis for bipartisan support.

89. W hite House Fact Sheet on Building an  Interim Frame
w ork for Mutual Restraint, June  10, 1985 ^

Introduction. In response to legislation in the FY 1985 Department of 
Defense Authorization Act,  ̂ the President today submitted a classified 
report to the Congress on building an interim framework of mutual 
restraint with regard to strategic arms. The following is an imclassified 
fact sheet based on the President's report.

Background of Our Current Policy. In 1982, on the eve of the strategic 
arms reduction talks, the President decided that the United States 
would not imdercut the expired SALT I agreement ® or the unratified 
SALT II agreement  ̂ as long as the Soviet Union exercised equal 
restraint.® Despite serious reservations about the inequities of the 
SALT I Agreement and the serious flaws of the SALT II Agreement, the 
United States took this action in order to foster an atmosphere of 
mutual restraint on strategic forces conducive to serious negotiation as 
we entered START. Our assumptions in taking this action were three
fold.

• First, we believed then, and continue to believe now, that mutual 
verifiable constraints on nuclear arsenals are important, especially 
as we try to move toward the goal of greatly reducing and even
tually eliminating the nuclear threat, which the SALT agreements 
did not do. We saw the START negotiations as the path to the 
equitable and verifiable deep reductions in the size of nuclear ar
senals that we seek. The United States was prepared to and has 
offered the Soviet Union the elements for such agreements in 
Geneva. However, we recognized that negotiating sound agree
ments takes time. Therefore, the United States made the commit
ment not to xmdercut existing agreements as long as the Soviet 
Union exercised equal restraint as an interim policy to provide 
what we hoped would be a framework of mutual restraint as we 
pursued agreements that would put the arms control process on a 
better, more sound, long-term foimdation and bring real reduc
tions.

® Infra.
^Department of State Bulletin, August 1985, pp. 34-37. The President also issued a 

statement. Document 87.
2 Documents on Disarmament, 1984, pp. 744-756.
3 Ibid., 1972, pp. 197 ff.
 ̂Ibid., 1979, pp. 189 ff.

® For the President's decision, see ibid., 1982, p. 332.

Document 89



338 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1985

• Second, at the time, we hoped that the leaders of the Soviet
Union would, indeed, show equal restraint.

• Third, we judged that this policy of interim restraint would not
adversely affect our national security interests, provided that, 
with the Administration and the Congress working together, the 
United States undertook those steps necessary to coimter the stra
tegic advantages the Soviet Uruon had been building over the pre
vious decade.

Unfortimately, in certain key respects, these assumptions have not 
stood the test of time.

U.S. Compliance. In accordance with U.S. interim restraint policy, the 
United States has not taken any actions which would imdercut exist
ing agreements. In fact, we have scrupulously lived within the SALT I 
and II agreements governing strategic offensive arms. For example, we 
have fully dismantled eight Polaris missile-carrying submarines as new 
Trident missile-carrying submarines have been deployed. In short, the 
United States has fiiUy kept its part of the bargain.

Soviet Noncompliance. As detailed in two comprehensive presidential 
reports to the Congress, in January 1984 ® and February 1985,'̂  the 
Soviet Union has repeatedly violated its arms control obligations. 
While the Soviets have observed some provisions of existing arms 
control agreements, they have violated important elements of those 
agreements and associated political commitments.
• SALT II. With respect to the imratified SALT II agreement, these 

violations include the testing and deployment of a second new 
ICBM, the SS-X-25, and the encryption of telemetry during mis
sile testing which impedes verification of agreements by national 
techrucal means. The Soviet Union has also probably violated this 
agreement regarding the prohibition on deploying SS-16 ICBMs. 
Serious concerns also remain unresolved with respect to other 
issues (e.g., the RV [reentry vehicle]-to-throw-weight ratio of the 
SS-X-25 demonstrated during testing).

• Other Accords. Additionally, the pattern of Soviet noncompliance 
with existing agreements extends well beyond SALT II. The 
Soviet Union is engaged in the construction of a large phased- 
array radar in central Siberia in violation of the Anti-Ballistic 
Missile (ABM) Treaty. When added to other Soviet ABM-related 
activities, including concurrent testing of air defense and ABM 
components and the development of mobile ABM components, 
there is serious cause for concern about Soviet preparations for a 
prohibited territorial ABM defense. Such a development would 
have profound implications for the vital East-West balance. The 
Soviet Union has also engaged in significant violations of both the 
Geneva Protocol on chemical weapons ® and the Biological and 
Toxin Weapons Convention.® We also judge that it has violated

® Ibid., 1984, pp. 34-39.
’ Documents 11 and 12.
® The text of the Protocol may be found in Documents on Disarmament, 1969, pp. 764- 

765.
»Ibid., 1972, pp. 133-138.

Document 89



WHITE HOUSE FACT SHEET, JUNE 10 339

both the Limited Test Ban Treaty and the terms of the Helsinki 
Final Act.^  ̂ It is also likely that the Soviets have violated the nu
clear testing yield limit of the Threshold Test Ban Treaty.

• SALT I. Even with respect to SALT I, where we have foimd the 
Soviets have complied with the letter of the agreement, we have 
concerns about their compliance with the spirit of the agreement. 
For example, after dismantling Yankee-ô dLSS nuclear ballistic missile 
carrying submarines to comply with SALT I constraints, they have 
already converted one such submarine into a submarine longer 
than the original and carrying modem, long-range, sea-launched 
cruise missiles. While not a violation of the letter of SALT I, the 
resulting submarine constitutes a threat to U.S. and allied seciuity 
similar to the original Yankee-cldiSS submarine.

ImplicaHons of Soviet Noncompliance. These are very crucial issues, as 
effective arms control requires seriousness about compliance. The pat
tern of Soviet violations increasingly affects our national security and 
raises uncertainty about the forces the United States will require in the 
future. Just as significant as the military consequences of the viola
tions themselves, this pattern of Soviet noncompliance raises funda
mental concerns about the integrity of the arms control process, con
cerns that— îf not corrected— îmdercut the integrity and viability of 
arms control as an instrument to assist in ensuring a secure and stable 
future world.

The U.S. Response fo Date. The United States has consistently employed 
all appropriate diplomatic channels, including the U.S./Soviet Standmg 
Consultative Commission (SCC), strongly to press the Soviet Union to 
explain and/or cease those activities which are of concern to us. In 
doing so, we have made it absolutely clear that we expect the Soviet 
Union to take positive steps to correct their noncompliance and to 
resolve our compliance concerns in order to maintain the integrity of 
existing agreements and to establish the positive environment neces
sary for the successful negotiation of new agreements.

Unfortunately, despite long and repeated U.S. efforts to resolve 
these issues, the Soviet Union has neither provided satisfactory expla
nations nor undertaken corrective action. Instead, Soviet violations 
have continued and expanded as the Soviets have continued to build 
their strategic forces. Consequently, the Soviet Union has not been, 
and is not now, exercising the equal restraint upon which our interim 
restraint policy has been conditioned. Such Soviet behavior is fimda- 
mentally inimical to the future of arms control and to the security of 
this coimtry and that of our allies.

U.S. Proportionate Response in the Future. The United States will continue 
to pursue vigorously with the Soviet Union the resolution of our 
concerns over Soviet noncompliance. In this effort, we cannot impose

1963, pp. 291-293.
Ibid., 1975, pp. 304-308 (arms control portion). For the complete text, see Department 

of State Bulletin, September 1, 1975, pp. 323-350.
Documents on Disarmament, 1974, pp. 225-229.
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Upon oiirselves a double standard that amounts to unilateral treaty 
compliance and, in effect, imilateral disarmament. As a minimimi, in 
the case of irreversible Soviet violations, we must make appropriate 
and proportionate responses that deny the military benefits of these 
violations to the Soviet Union. In the case of Soviet violations that the 
Soviets can correct, we should develop and keep available comparable 
proportionate responses that provide incentives to the Soviets to take 
positive steps to correct the situation and which provide a needed 
hedge against the military consequences of Soviet violations should 
the Soviet Union fail to take the necessary corrective actions.

In this context, the United States will develop and, as needed, 
implement appropriate and proportionate responses to Soviet noncom
pliance as necessary to ensure the seciuity of the United States and its 
allies and to provide real incentives to the Soviet Union to take the 
positive, concrete steps required to resolve our concerns.

Need for the U.S, Strategic Force Modernization Program. To ensure o\xr 
fundamental national security and as a baseline for further U.S. action, 
the integrity and continuity of the U.S. strategic modernization pro
gram must be maintained. If the modernization of the ICBM leg of our 
strategic triad is not fully implemented, as called for in our compre
hensive strategic modernization program and recommended by the 
Scowcroft commission,^® we will have to reassess all aspects of oiu* 
plans to meet our basic national security needs.

Fundamental U.S. Goals. While recognizing the seriousness of the prob
lems cited above, we must not lose sight of basic U.S. goals which 
remain unchanged. During the next 10 years, the U.S. objective is a 
radical reduction in the levels and the power of existing and planned 
offensive nuclear arms, as well as the stabilization of the relationship 
between nuclear offensive and defensive arms, whether on earth or in 
space. We are even now looking forward to a period of transition to a 
more stable world, with greatly reduced levels of nuclear arms and an 
enhanced ability to deter war based upon the increasing contribution 
of non-nuclear defenses against offensive nuclear arms. A world free 
of the threat of military aggression and free of nuclear arms is an 
ultimate objective on which we, the Soviet Union, and all other na
tions can agree.

The Importance of Ongoing Negotiations. The best path to achieving these 
goals would be an agreement based on the far-reaching nuclear arms 
reduction proposal we have tabled at the strategic arms reduction talks 
in Geneva. The best approach to moving rapidly to a safer, more 
stable, and more secure world would siirely be for both sides to make 
sharp reductions in their strategic offensive arsenals and, in particular, 
to eliminate large niunbers of the most destabilizing weapons—strate
gic ballistic missiles—by agreeing to a verifiable aggregate ceiling of 
5,000 warheads on the land-based and sea-based ballistic missiles of 
both sides.

1984, pp. 171-180.
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Unfortunately, the Soviet Union through the years has shown little 
real interest in restraining the growth of its nuclear arms— l̂et alone in 
achieving meaningful reductions or in making progress toward a veri
fiable, equitable accord which requires such real reductions. To the 
contrary, in spite of the seriousness and flexibility demonstrated by 
our negotiators in Geneva in the new negotiations begun this year, the 
Soviet Union has actually regressed from negotiating positions it had 
previously taken and has adopted a largely intransigent posture which 
severely impedes progress. We, nevertheless, remain determined to 
pursue a productive dialogue with the Soviet Union aimed at reducing 
the risk of war through the adoption of meaningful measures which 
improve security, stability, and predictability.

Establishing an Interim Framework for Mutual Restraint, It remains in the 
interest of the United States to establish an interim framework of 
truly mutual restraint on strategic offensive arms as we pursue with 
renewed vigor oxu* goal of real reductions in the size of existing 
nuclear arsenals through the ongoing negotiations in Geneva. The 
United States cannot establish such a framework alone. It will require 
the Soviet Union to take the positive, concrete steps called for above 
to correct their noncompliance, resolve our other compliance concerns, 
and reverse or substantially reduce their unparalleled and unwarranted 
military buildup. So far, the Soviet Union has not chosen to move in 
this direction. However, in the interest of ensuring that every oppor- 
timity to establish the secure, stable future we seek is fully explored, 
the President is prepared to go the extra mile in the direction of trying 
to establish an interim framework of true, mutual restraint.

Continued Restraint. Therefore, to provide the Soviet Union the oppor- 
txmity to join us in establishing an interim framework of truly mutual 
restraint which would support ongoing negotiations, the President has 
decided that the United States will continue to refrain from imdercut- 
ting existing strategic arms agreements to the extent that the Soviet 
Union exercises comparable restraint and provided that the Soviet 
Union actively pursues arms reductions agreements in the nuclear and 
space talks in Geneva. The United States will constantly review the 
implications of this interim policy on the long-term security interests 
of the United States and its allies. In doing so, we will consider Soviet 
actions to resolve our concerns with the pattern of Soviet noncompli
ance, continued growth in the strategic force structure of the Soviet 
Union, and Soviet seriousness in the ongoing negotiations.

Proportionate Response. As an integral part of the implementation of this 
policy, we must also take those steps required to assure the national 
security of the United States and our allies made necessary by Soviet 
noncompliance. Appropriate and proportionate responses to Soviet 
noncompliance are called for to make it clear to Moscow that viola
tions of arms control arrangements entail real costs. Therefore, the 
United States will develop appropriate and proportionate responses, 
and it will take those actions necessary in response to, and as a hedge
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against the military consequences of, imcorrected Soviet violations of 
existing arms control agreements.

Responding to Irreversible Soviet Violations. Certain Soviet violations are, by 
their very natxire, irreversible. Such is the case with respect to the 
Soviet Union's flight testing and steps toward deployment of the 
SS-X-25 missile, a second new type of ICBM prohibited by the imratified 
SALT n agreement. Since the noncompliance associated with the de
velopment of this missile cannot, at this point, be corrected by the 
Soviet Union, the United States, therefore, reserves the right to re
spond appropriately, and the United States will do so in a proportion
ate marmer at the appropriate time. The Midgetman small ICBM 
program is particularly relevant in this regard.

Responding to Reversible Soviet Activities. Other Soviet activities involving 
noncompliance may be reversible and can be corrected by Soviet 
action. In these instances, we will go the extra mile and provide the 
Soviet Union additional time to take such required corrective action. 
As we monitor Soviet behavior for evidence of the positive, concrete 
steps needed on their part to correct these activities, the Department 
of Defense will conduct a comprehensive assessment aimed at identi
fying specific actions which the United States could take to accelerate 
or augment as necessary the U.S. strategic modernization program in 
proportionate response to, and as a hedge against the military conse
quences of, those Soviet violations of existing arms agreements which 
the Soviets fail to correct.

In addition to the development of appropriate and proportionate 
U.S. military responses in the face of uncorrected Soviet noncompli
ance, this review will also consider the consequences of continued 
Soviet force growth as indicated in the most recent National Intelli
gence Estimate on this subject, the alterations to the ICBM portion of 
the U.S. strategic modernization program which have resulted from 
recent congressional action, and the issue of how the second 50 Peace
keeper missiles should appropriately be based. Soviet behavior during 
roimds II and III of the nuclear and space talks will also be taken fully 
into accoimt.

Criteria for Response Options. In this context, as potential U.S. future 
actions are assessed, certain criteria will be used. The options will be 
designed as proportionate responses to specific instances of uncorrect
ed Soviet noncompliance, hedging against the military consequences of 
such Soviet noncompliance. They need not necessarily be equivalent 
types of actions. Rather, these options will attempt to deny the Sovi
ets the potential benefits of their noncompliance and, to the extent 
possible, provide incentives to the Soviets to correct their noncom- 
pliant activity. In all cases, the primary focus will remain upon options 
that underwrite deterrence, enhance stability, and can be directly tied 
to the specific requirements of our national security. In this regard, the 
U.S. goal is not, per se, to build additional forces but to use these 
options to ensure our security in the face of uncorrected Soviet non- 
compliance and to provide incentives to the Soviets to correct their
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noncompliance and join us in establishing a meaningful interim frame
work of mutual restraint.

Timing of the Department of Defense Review, The results of this review will 
be provided for the President's consideration by November 15, 1985. 
This will provide sufficient time for the President to consider U.S. 
options with respect to our policy as we approach the date at which 
the unratified SALT II Treaty would have expired on December 31, 
1985, and subsequent milestones that would occur under a ^̂ no imder- 
cut'' policy. It also provides sufficient time to consider U.S. program
matic options in direct response to instances of imcorrected Soviet 
noncompliance, as needed, in submitting the FY 1987 defense program 
to the Congress in early 1986.

Seventh Trident SSBN. To provide adequate time for the Soviets to 
demonstrate by their actions a commitment to join us in an interim 
framework of true mutual restraint, the President has also directed 
that the Department of Defense should plan to deactivate and disas
semble according to agreed procedures an existing Poseidon SSBN as 
the seventh U.S. OAw-class submarine, the USS Alaska, puts to sea later 
this year. However, as a part of its report, the Department of Defense 
will review and evaluate the range of options available to the United 
States for handling similar milestones, including the sea trials of addi
tional Ohio-class submarines and the deployment of the 121st U.S. 
ALCM [air-laimched cruise missile]-carrying heavy bomber, in the 
future. The United States will keep open all future programmatic 
options for handling such milestones as they occur. As these later 
milestones are reached, the President will assess the overall situation 
and make a final determination of the U.S. course of action on a case- 
by-case basis in light of the overall situation and Soviet actions in 
meeting the conditions cited above.

Summary of Why This Course Was Chosen. The President firmly believes 
that if we are to put the arms reduction process on a firm, lasting 
foundation, our focus must remain on making best use of the promise 
provided by the ongoing negotiations in Geneva. The policy outlined 
above, involving the establishment of an interim framework for truly 
mutual restraint and proportionate U.S. response to uncorrected Soviet 
noncompliance, is specifically designed to go the extra mile in giving 
the Soviet Union the opportunity to join us in this endeavor. Our 
hope is that if the Soviets will do so, we will jointly be able to make 
progress in framing equitable and verifiable agreements involving real 
reductions in the size of existing nuclear arsenals in the ongoing 
Geneva negotiations. Such an achievement would not only provide the 
best and most permanent constraint on the growth of nuclear arsenals, 
but it would take a major step in the process of reducing the size of 
these arsenals and in moving us toward a more secure and stable 
world.
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90. Letter From th e  Chairman of th e  Chemical W arfare  
Review  Commission (S toessel) to  th e  President: 
Report of th e  Commission, June  11, 1985 ^

The Chemical Warfare Review Commission established by the Con
gress  ̂ and appointed by you  ̂ has held an intensive series of meet
ings and field visits during the past three months. The Commission 
has concluded its review and our report is forwarded herewith.**

It has always been difficult to deal with chemical weapons issues. 
There is an almost imiversal revulsion felt on the part of all peoples 
towards these weapons. This revulsion, however, has not prevented 
the proliferation of these weapons and their authenticated use in 
several current conflicts. The Soviets have achieved, quantitatively and 
qualitatively, the world's greatest offensive chemical capability and 
fully integrated it into their military forces. At the same time, they 
have demonstrated an imwillingness to negotiate constructively on a 
verifiable chemical warfare ban. These developments mean that the 
restoration of a United States chemical deterrent cannot be ignored.

The Commission carried out an extensive review of every aspect of 
this complex subject, including the history and current status of ef
forts to achieve a ban on chemical weapons; the history of chemical 
warfare and of U.S. policy on chemical matters; the nature of modem 
chemical agents involved; the technology of both mimitions and de
fensive measures; the demilitarization of obsolete and deteriorating 
murutions; the nature and magnitude of the Soviet threat; and the 
design and development of binary mimitions. We heard presentations 
by more than 75 persons representing a broad spectnmi of opinion 
and many areas of expert knowledge. Commission members traveled 
to Exu’ope, and spoke with U.S. commanders, men and women of our 
Armed Forces, and representatives of our allies. We have also viewed a 
portion of the current stockpile and other facilities in the United 
States.

In brief, we foimd that modernization of the U.S. chemical weapon 
stockpile would not impede and would more likely encoiu'age negotia
tions for a multilateral, verifiable ban on chemical weapons; that only 
a small fraction of the current stockpile has deterrent value, while the 
bulk of it is militarily useless and should be destroyed; that the 
proposed binary program will provide an adequate capability to meet 
our present needs and is necessary; and that any expectation that 
protective measures alone can offset the advantages to the Soviets 
from a chemical attack is not realistic.

 ̂Chemical Warfare Review Commission: Hearing Before the Committee on Armed Services, United 
States Senate, Ninety-ninth Congress, Rrst Session, pp. 36-37.

^Department of Defense AuthorizaHon Act, 1985, Section 1511 (P.L. 98-525 Oct. 19, 1984; 98 
Stat. 2626-2627; 10 USC 8851).

® See Document 9 and Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, March 18, 
1985, pp. 290-291.

 ̂Infra.
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Authorization of the binary program will soon be debated and voted 
on in Congress. We are conveying these findings and recommenda
tions to you at this time, so that Congress may have the benefit of our 
review and thoughts on this matter.

91. Report of th e  Chemical W arfa re  Review Commission: 
Sources, Executive Summary, introduction, an d  Sum
m ary of Findings and  Recom m endations, June  11, 
1985 1

SOURCES

This Commission was appointed by the President of the United 
States early in March, 1985,  ̂ and began work immediately. In the 
subsequent months members of the Commission held both open hear
ings and closed sessions to receive classified data, and heard from a 
total of 77 witnesses. Public meetings were advertised in the Federal 
Register, and in addition the Commission on its own initiative contacted 
persons and groups known to have views on this subject and invited 
them to appear. Many did so. Witnesses included persons both op
posed to and in favor of the binary weapons modernization program. 
No one seeking to appear before the Conunission was turned away.

Members of the Commission also traveled to see at first hand the 
subject matter of this report. Members visited the U.S. Army Depot, at 
Pine Bluff, Arkansas; the U.S. Army Depot Activity, at Umatilla, 
Oregon; the U.S. Army Research Laboratories at Edgewood Arsenal, 
Maryland; the Lexington-Blue Grass Army Depot, at Lexington, Ken
tucky; the Tooele Army Depot, at Tooele, Utah; the Newport Army 
Ammunition Plant, at Newport, Indiana; the U.S. Army Depot at 
Pueblo, Colorado; Dugway Proving Groimd, Utah; Spangdahlem Air 
Force Base, Germany; U.S. European Command Headquarters, Stutt
gart, Germany; U.S. Army installations in Germany; and a storage site 
in Europe. Members met also with officials of several foreign countries 
and with a number of both senior and operating level U.S. Govern
ment officials, both military and civilian, from Cabinet level down. 
The Commission received intelligence briefings from the Central Intel
ligence Agency and the Defense Intelligence Agency. Members also 
reviewed selected items in the published literature on this subject, and 
both classified and imclassified government documents.

The report transmitted herewith is the product of the Commission's 
own effort. It was written, revised, and edited by the Commission

* Chemical Warfare Review Commission: Hearing Before the Committee on Armed Services, United 
States Senate, Ninety-ninth Congress, first Session, pp. 43-48, 50-52, 120-122. The members of 
the Commission were Walter J. Stoessel, Jr., Chairman; Philip J. Bakes, Jr., Zbigniew 
Brzezinski, Richard E. Cavazos, Barber B. Conable, Jr., John N. Erlenbom, Alexander M. 
Haig, Jr., John G. Kester.

 ̂See supra, n. 3.
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members themselves in the course of numerous meetings, and reflects 
their own conclusions. All of the members put aside any previous 
opinions on the subject of chemical weapons and addressed the sub
ject freshly and in far greater detail than they ever had before. All 
foimd the process instructive.

Approaching with himiility a topic so wide-ranging, the Commis
sion nevertheless is confident that it has considered the subject in 
depth, and that the conclusions reached here are soimd.

EXECUnVE SUMMARY

By the terms of its 1975 ratification ® of the Geneva Protocol of 
1925,  ̂ and by its policy since World War I, the United States is 
committed not to use chemical weapons except in retaliation for a 
chemical attack on U.S. or allied forces. For many years, imtil 1969, 
the United States produced and stockpiled chemicd mimitions as a 
deterrent to possible chemical attack by an adversary. Warfare with 
lethal chemicals did not take place on any significant scale in World 
War n, and has not taken place since World War I except in instances 
when the attacker possessed chemical weapons and the other force did 
not.

In 1969 the United States unilaterally ceased further manufacture of 
chemical weapons. Since that time the accumulated U.S. stock of 
chemical weapons has been maintained at storage sites in the United 
States and Europe. More than half of that stock consists of bulk 
mustard and nerve agent. Of the portion that has been manufactured 
into munitions, most is in artillery shells, rockets, and some bombs, 
and most of the munitions containing nerve agent appear still to be 
usable. However, only a small fraction of the total stock of chemical 
agent is in a munition form that has the characteristics suitable for 
employment on a modem battlefield.

During the years since the United States ceased producing chemical 
weapons in 1969, the Soviet Union has pressed forward a major 
program to augment its capability to wage chemical war. The Soviets 
have at least sixteen types of chemical munitions, containing nerve 
agents and other chemical agents as well. The Soviets also have a 
large, specially trained and equipped body of troops organized to assist 
units fighting in a chemically contaminated environment. There is 
substantial reason to believe that the Soviets are actively developing 
new chemical agents, toxins, and bacteriological agents as well, and 
have employed and experimented with some of these in Afghanistan. 
The Soviet stock of militarily effective chemical munitions, by the 
most conservative informed estimates, is several times larger than that 
of the United States.

The Administration has proposed addition of three chemical weap
ons to the U.S. ^s6nal. Each of these would produce nerve agents

® See Documenk on Disarmament 1975, pp. 5-6, 6-7.
 ̂The text of the Protocol may be found ibid., 1969, pp. 764-765.
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identical to those that are in existing U.S. chemical munitions. Howev
er, these proposed weapons all are of '̂ binary'' design, that is, they 
contain separate compartments of nonlethal chemicals which do not 
mix and react until after launching to form the nerve agent. Two of 
the three mimitions proposed are ready for production. These are a 
155 mm howitzer shell, and the 595-pound Bigeye aerial bomb. Also 
proposed is a battlefield rocket which still is under development, with 
range beyond that of front-line artillery.

The advantage of binary chemical munitions over existing unitary 
ones, which are filled with a highly lethal agent, is much greater 
safety in transportation and handling. In addition, the proposed bomb 
would deliver a long-lasting agent, capable of retaliating against rear- 
area military targets, a capability which existing U.S. chemical weap
ons lack.

After reviewing the nature and condition of the current U.S. chemi
cal stockpile, available information on the Soviet threat, the views of 
U.S. allies, and the current modernization proposals, the Commission 
arrived at the following responses to the four questions posed by the 
Congress in the legislation that established this Commission; ®

Ftrsi, the Commission was asked to consider the possible relationship 
of modernizing the U.S. chemical stockpile to the current effort to 
negotiate a verifiable multilateral treaty barring chemical weapons. 
The Commission has concluded that modernization with binary mxmi- 
tions is more likely if anything to encourage those difficult negotia
tions than to impede them. In fact, if the United States continues to 
abstain imilaterally from production, the Soviet Union will have little 
incentive to negotiate, because it will enjoy all the benefits of a freeze 
without having to restrain its own production of chemical weapons.

Second, the Commission was asked to consider whether the existing 
U.S. stockpile of unitary chemical weapons provides an adequate de
terrent to Soviet chemical attack.

The Commission believes that deterrence by maintaining a capabil
ity to retaliate in kind is a necessary and moral posture to prevent 
chemical warfare, and that it has a good likelihood of being effective. 
In particular, the Commission rejects the proposition that escalation to 
nuclear weapons is a credible or acceptable response to chemical 
attack.

The Commission has concluded that although the existing U.S. 
stockpile does provide a deterrent, the stockpile's utility and reliability 
are declining. Further, the existing munitions are flawed and incom
plete in their ability to deter. A large portion of the artillery shells 
cannot be fired to current maximum ranges, and many are filled with 
persistent (long-lasting) chemical agents, when current military doc
trine calls for use of nonpersistent agent in the front-line area. Even 
more importantly, there is no usable munition on hand for use against

® Department of Defense Authorization Act, 1985, Title XV, Sec. 1511 (98 Stat. 2626-2627, 10 
u s e  8851).
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rear-area military targets that contains the persistent type of agent 
necessary for that mission. That is the most serious shortcoming in the 
U.S. retaJiatory capabiKty.

Third, the Commission was asked whether the Department of De
fense's proposed binary chemical modernisation program is adequate 
to provide a credible deterrent. The Commission's conclusion is that 
the modernization proposed is an essential first step, but that more 
effort is required, particularly to develop immanned delivery systems 
for use against rear-area targets, and to conduct research on defenses 
against new Soviet chemical weapons.

Fourth, the Commission was asked whether defensive measures alone 
are an effective response to the Soviet chemical threat. The Commis
sion's firm conclusion is that they are not. Protective clothing is at 
best a temporary defense against chemical attack, it is xmtried in actual 
battlefield concUtions, and it cannot be depended upon to save the 
lives of all military personnel who are in jeopardy. Moreover, it is not 
available to civilians who are within range of chemical agents.

Protective garments even if effective are extremely uncomfortable 
and oppressive, and interfere seriously with the fimctioning of military 
imits. Even if chemical weapons are used only against limited areas, if 
an attacker can force a defender to put on protective gear from expec
tation of such use, the military effectiveness of the encumbered per
sonnel is cut by 50% or more. If the attacker, who knows the actual 
location of chemical attacks, is able to fight imencxmibered against 
such personnel, he has a military advantage that is likely to be insu
perable. Defensive measures, the Commission concluded, are necessary 
to try to save lives, and have improved as a result of large investments 
in recent years, but standing alone they cannot deter chemical attack.

In addition, the Commission recommends an accelerated program to 
destroy in an environmentally safe way the existing stockpile of obso
lete chemical weapons, particularly a few obsolete types which have 
been foimd prone to leakage or are otherwise believed dangerous. The 
Commission also recommends an expanded research and development 
effort on both chemical weapons and defensive measures, and greater 
research into defenses against toxins and biological agents that the 
Soviets are developing. In that connection, more complete intelligence 
on Soviet activities is essential.

INTRODUCTION

Warfare employing lethal toxic chemicals is a subject abhorrent 
even to contemplate. This Commission, however, was established by 
the Congress and appointed by the President to do just that: to 
examine the threat of chemical warfare, and to recommend the most 
prudent course for this coimtry to adopt in order to coimteract it and 
prevent such barbarism from occxuring.

Every member of the Commission subscribes without reservation to 
that objective: that chemical warfare should not happen. Nor did any 
of the dozens of witnesses who testified disagree. The sole question is
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one of means. The need which the Commission has addressed is to 
determine what U.S. policies and actions will best prevent chemical 
warfare, while minimizing the risk of nuclear war and maintaining the 
overall defense posture of this country and our allies throughout the 
world.

Since the end of World War II, the United States has followed a 
policy of nuclear deterrence. During that same period of forty years, 
there has been no war among the great powers. The Commission 
believes that the policy of deterrence has been sound, successful and 
moral. It should continue to be United States policy to take the actions 
necessary to prevent nuclear or conventional war among great powers, 
while at the same time not yielding this country's vital interests.

Chemical weapons are an anomaly. They do not easily fit the 
common distinction between conventional and nuclear armaments. 
Chemical weapons are capable of causing mass and indiscriminate loss 
of human life. Militarily, if their use is not inhibited, they could swing 
the balance in a conventional war; or, alternatively, they could trigger 
the escalation of such warfare to a nuclear exchange. How to eliminate 
a temptation by an adversary to use chemical weapons, and at the 
same time to prevent them from either forcing surrender or precipitat
ing nuclear war, is the central question this report addresses.

The Congress in 1984 directed this Commission to consider four 
specific points:

''(1) the relationship of chemical stockpile modernization by the United 
States with the ultimate goal of the United States of achieving a 
multilateral, comprehensive, and verifiable ban on chemical weapons; 
"(2) the adequacy of the existing United States stockpile of imitary 
chemical weapons in providing a credible deterrent to use by the 
Soviet Union of chemical weapons against United States and 
allied forces;
'̂(3) whether the binary chemical modernization program proposed by 

the Department of Defense is adequate to support United States 
national security policy by posing a credible deterrent to chemical 
warfare; and
'̂(4) the ability of defensive measures alone to meet the Soviet chemi- 

c^ warfare threat and the adequacy of funding for ciurent and 
projected defensive measure programs." (Emphasis supplied.) ®

In the balance of this Report, after first reviewing briefly the char
acteristics and history of chemical weapons, we address each of those 
questions.

In its deliberations the Commission has become convinced of the 
gravity of the chemical warfare issue, and the wisdom of the Congress 
in bringing it to the forefront. For too many years, the very repulsive
ness and seeming intractability of the chemical threat have tempted 
citizens, political leaders, and even military officers to ignore its exist
ence and put it out of their minds. Such false comfort, the Commis-

® Ibid. Parentheses in source text.
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sion believes, becomes more dangerous with each passing year. To 
persist in it would be irresponsible.

On the other hand, the Commission has concluded that, once faced, 
the chemical threat is well within this coimtry's power to deal with. 
How best to do that, on analysis, is not mysterious at all, probably 
less so than most issues of military preparedness or public policy. The 
emotion generated by such an alien and indiscriminate form of war
fare is understandable; but only by stripping away the emotion and 
looking at the facts can the best coiirse of action be found. That is 
what the Commission has tried to do, and we hope that our effort will 
assist the Congress and the country in doing the same.

• • • • • • •

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

With respect to the four points it was directed to address, the 
Commission has concluded:

I. T h e  E ff e c t  o f  P r o d u c t io n  o n  A c h ie v in g  a  C h e m ic a l  W e a p o n s  B a n

1. There is no reason to believe that replacing existing U.S. chemical 
weapons with safer ones of binary design would make it more diffi
cult to achieve a multilateral, verifiable ban on chemical weapons.

II. A d e q u a c y  o f  t h e  E x is t in g  S t o c k p il e  To D e t e r

2. Modernization of the U.S. chemical weapons capability is needed.
3. The existing U.S. store of chemical weapons dates from the 1940's 

through 1960's and is in deteriorating condition. The bulk of it is of 
little military value, and much of it is militarily useless.

4. A small fraction of the stockpile has deterrent value. All of it, 
because the munitions as stored contain lethal chemical agents, is 
hazardous to handle.

5. Soviet chemical warfare capability is sizable, many times greater 
than that of the United States.

6. In order to prevent either quick defeat or early escalation to a 
nuclear exchange in time of war, a more complete U.S. chemical 
retaliatory capability is needed, particularly in order to be able to 
retaliate with persistent chemical agents against rear-area targets.

7. Failure to maintain an effective chemical retaliatory capability 
would leave the United States with nuclear retaliation as tfie princip j  
threat to deter chemical attack.

8. The current stockpile should be replaced and destroyed at an 
accelerated rate.

III. T h e  B in a r y  C h e m ic a l  P r o g r a m

9. The proposed binary chemical program is a necessary step toward 
achieving an adequate U.S. chemical capability, but is not sufficient 
over the long nm.

Document 91



CHEMICAL WARFARE REVIEW COMMISSION, JUNE 11 351

10. The great advantages of the proposed binary munitions are 
safety, and ease of transport, storage, handling, and ultimate destruc
tion.

11. New delivery systems for rear-area targets are necessary and 
development of them should be accelerated.

12. The projected binary munitions program will not produce a 
more lethal generation of weapons. It provides, rather, a separate 
packaging of safe chemicals that react to form lethal agents only if 
they are laimched. The agents they form after laimching are identical 
to the lethal agents already produced and stored in the U.S. stockpile.

13. Substitution of these safer binary weapons to replace the exist
ing U.S. munitions that are filled with lethal nerve agent will provide 
much greater safety for U.S. personnel, simplify transport and han
dling, and eliminate environmental hazards associated with the cxirrent 
U.S. chemical munitions.

14. Research and development on other chemical weapons, particu
larly for intermediate-range and long-range targets, should receive 
greater attention and support.

IV. D e f e n s iv e  M e a s u r e s

15. Defensive measures, although essential to preserve lives and 
military capability, are not dependable and may be overcome by new 
Soviet chemical warfare techniques.

16. The expectation that protective measures alone can off-set the 
advantages to the Soviets from a chemical attack is not realistic.

17. Even if defensive equipment succeeds in preserving life, it se
verely handicaps personnel who must wear it. Without a retaliatory 
capability, this leads to an overwhelming military advantage for the 
attacker armed with chemical weapons.

V. A D D m o N A L  R e c o m m e n d a t i o n s

1. Deployment. Because of the safety and speed with which binary 
mxmitions can be transported, the Commission does not consider their 
peacetime deployment on foreign territory to be essential, provided 
adequate plarming for rapid deployment is developed.

2. Research and Development The Commission recommends that re
search and development efforts on both protective and detection 
equipment, as well as on retaliatory chemical agents and mimitions, be 
accelerated, both in order to deter the Soviet Union from using its 
own new agents and in order to develop countermeasures.

3. Intelligence. The Commission recommends that U.S. intelligence 
gathering and analysis regarding chemical warfare activities of the 
Soviet Union and other coimtries be greatly improved.

4. Soviet biological warfare program. The Commission recommends that 
every effort be made to monitor and seek defenses against apparent 
Soviet efforts to develop biological weapons, including Soviet weapons 
that may use new genetic engineering techniques.
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5. Response to use of chemical weapons. The Commission recommends that 
the United States devise and apply strict sanctions and penalties 
against coimtries that are using chemical weapons, and their suppliers.

6. Exports, The Commission recommends that the Uiuted States along 
with other coimtries implement an effective ban on exports of materi
als and equipment likely to be used to manufacture chemical weapons.

92. S ta tem en t by  TASS on SALT II, June  11, 1985 ^

On June 10 President Ronald Reagan of the United States made a 
statement about U.S. policy with regard to the existing strategic arms 
limitation treaties and agreements.  ̂ What the President said confirms 
in all obviousness that the U.S. Administration, having begun with 
undermining the Soviet-U.S. SALT-2 Treaty,  ̂ has decided to continue 
to steer matters towards destroying the treaty system which curbs the 
nuclear arms race.

It is known that lately the U.S. leadership was feverishly weighing 
options as to how to do away with the limitations set by the treaty. 
ITie option for the further observance of the provisions of the SALT-2 
Treaty by the U.S. side was cast aside completely— ît did not fit in any 
way into the administration's military-strategic plans. At the same 
time the U.S. side came to regard it as a risky affair to renoimce the 
U.S. obligations directly and overtly considering the sentiments exist
ing in the United States itself, among America's allies, and in the 
world as a whole. Hence the search for a formula which would 
obscure the true meaning of the decision taken by the White House.

As a result the U.S. side embarked upon the path of gradual crawl
ing out of the treaty and discarding the treaty-envisaged limitations 
one after another. The intention is to cut off the Treaty's vitally 
important provisions as they become obstacles to the planned pro
grammes for the creation and build-up of strategic arms.

Moreover, the very departure from the observance of the Treaty is 
being used as a pretext for a speeded-up realization of the pro
grammes. The President directly stated that he ordered the Pentagon 
to broaden the programme for the modernization of the strategic 
forces of the United States. The U.S. Administration, proceeding along 
the lines of violating the Treaty, resorts to the long-tested device: It 
again started to level obviously far-fetched accusations at the other 
side.

It is being asserted, for example, that a second new type of ICBM— 
an SS-25 missile— ĥas allegedly appeared in the Soviet Union. This is 
being maintained despite the fact that it is well-known to the Presi-

 ̂Moscow TASS in English, June 11, 1985; FBIS Daily Report, June 12, 1985, vol. II, pp. 
AA1-AA2 .

2 Document 87.
 ̂The text of the SALT II Treaty may be found in Documents on Disarmament, 1979, pp. 

189 ff.
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dent that there exists no second new type of a Soviet strategic missile. 
The old missile SS-13, which is being modernized in strict accordance 
with the SALT-2 treaty, is being presented as a new missile. Allusions 
to the Soviet missile are being made in order to stipulate a '̂right" for 
the USA to violate one of the key provisions of the treaty and to 
create, along with the ''MX'' missile, yet another strategic missile—the 
"Midgetman". Juggling in this is seen already from the fact that the 
decision to create the missile had been taken by Washington— ând the 
decision to this effect had been armounced—long before inventions as 
to an SS-25 were latmched into circulation. It is through such a 
spurious method that attempts are being made to justify in retrospect 
a pre-programmed violation of the treaty.

Behind the present decision of President Reagan to depart from the 
SALT-2 treaty, there is a long trail of most flagrant violations of 
international arms limitation agreements and accords by the United 
States. To begin with the fact that it was precisely the U.S. side that 
declined to ratify the SALT-2 treaty. It cast aside altogether the 
protocol which is an integral part of the treaty.'*

It is appropriate to recall that under the protocol long-range cruise 
missiles were to be limited if not banned. Thereby a serious blow on 
the process of limiting and reducing arms was dealt. As a result, a new 
class of strategic arms has emerged, with thousands of them already 
existing now.

The deployment of new U.S. medium-range nuclear missiles in 
Western Europe, the deployment which was undertaken with the aim 
of upsetting the strategic balance and achieving U.S. military superior
ity, became a direct circumvention of the SALT-2 treaty. The same 
goal is being also served by the "star wars" programme which envis
ages—simultaneously with a build-up of offensive strategic arms—the 
creation of attack space systems, of a so-called large-scale anti-missile 
defence system.

The U.S. President, declaring his administration's stand with regard 
to the SALT-2 treaty, warns that Washington in its disruptive work 
by no means stops at that. It leaves open a possibility for itself to 
proceed in the same direction. Thus, while saying that the USA in
tends to decommission one submarine "Poseidon" when yet another 
up-to-date nuclear submarine "Trident" enters service with the U.S. 
Navy, the President emphasizes that this is a single measure which 
does not mean that in future he will act in an analogous way. On the 
whole, the decision concerning the submarine "Poseidon" does not 
change the overall picture of the imdermining by the United States of 
the positive that was created in the strategic arms limitation field 
through the efforts of the two sides, [sentence as received] ®

It should be realized in Washington what consequences the stand 
taken by the White House with regard to the SALT-2 treaty will lead

 ̂The Protocol may be found ibid., pp. 198-199.
® Brackets in source text.
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to. One should not be deluded that the U.S. side will be allowed to 
determine as it thinks fit which obligations should be observed and 
which should not. It is a dangerous misapprehension to expect that the 
other side will be adapting itself to such a line of the USA.

From all that the Soviet Union will draw appropriate conclusions 
being prompted by the interests of its security and the security of its 
allies.

93. M essage  From President R eagan  to  th e  Congress 
Transmitting th e  Report o f th e  Chemical W arfa re  
Review  Commission, Ju n e  13, 1985 ^

Section 1511 of Public Law 98-525, the Department of Defense 
Authorization Act, 1985, required establishment of a bipartisan com
mission to '̂review the overall adequacy of the chemical warfare pos
ture of the United States with particular emphasis on the question of 
whether the United States should produce binary chemical mimi- 
tions.''

Pursuant to this legislation. Executive Order 12502 established the 
Chemical Warfare Review Commission on January 28, 1985.  ̂ Eight 
distinguished citizens have served on the Commission. It met for two 
months and heard testimony from more than 75 persons in developing 
its report. The Commissioners have traveled to Europe to talk with our 
commanders and Allies there and to examine our defenses against 
chemical attack at first hand.

The Commission has now reached a consensus on the points it was 
asked to consider and has submitted its findings. I am conveying these 
in the attached report for the consideration of the Congress as it 
deliberates the question of this Nation's posture for deterrence of 
chemical warfare.®

The Commission has foimd that the United States must have a 
credible retaliatory capability to deter attack, that the present United 
States stockpile of agents and mimitions does not constitute an effec
tive retaliatory capability, and that the projected binary munitions 
program offers a much safer and more credible deterrent. Also, this 
program, far from impeding arms control, will provide an essential 
assist to our negotiating efforts.

The report of this distinguished Commission has strengthened my 
own very real concern for our coimtry's chemical deterrence posture. I 
urge the Congress to authorize funding for the binary munitions 
program as expeditiously as possible.

 ̂ Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, June 17, 1985, pp. 785-786. 
2 Document 9.
 ̂For the report, see Document 91.
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94. Letter From th e  P erm anent R ep resen ta tive  of Israel to  
th e  United N ations (N e tan y a h u )  A ddressed  to  the  
U.N. S ecretary  G eneral: Establishm ent of a  Nuclear-
W eapon-Free Zone in th e  Region of th e  Middle East, 
June  13, 1985 ^

I have the honour to refer to your note DDA/12-85/ME of 27 
March 1985 in which you inquired about my Government's views 
regarding the establishment of a nuclear-weapon-free zone in the 
Middle East.

Israel has consistently supported resolutions at the United Nations 
aimed at preventing the proliferation of nuclear weapons. In keeping 
with its policy, Israel once again joined the consensus on this issue 
during the thirty-ninth session in order to stress its whole-hearted 
support for the establishment of a nuclear-weapon-free zone in the 
Middle East.

Israel has reservations regarding the modalities envisaged in resolu
tion 39/54 of 12 December 1984. It believes that the modalities that 
led to the conclusion of the Treaty of Tlatelolco  ̂ should serve as the 
most effective way to achieve a similar goal in the Middle East. 
Accordingly, Israel has always maintained and frequently proposed 
that:

1. The initiative for the establishment of such a zone should origi
nate with the States in question;

2. The consultations necessary for reaching this objective should be 
carried out directly among them;

3. The negotiations between the States in the region should address 
themselves to the modalities for the establishment of the zone, the ob
ligations and rights of the contracting States, the machinery and other 
procedures for ensuring the effective compliance by States with the 
obligations undertaken by them, as well as other means for averting 
proliferation, as agreed by the negotiating States.

Israel's vision of the establishment of a nuclear-weapons-free zone 
in the Middle East is consistent with the recommendations of various 
groups of distinguished experts from countries representing different 
political backgroimds. In this context, let me recall some of the most 
notable instances.

The group of experts from 21 nations who studied all the aspects of 
nuclear-weapon-free zones submitted a report in 1975 that was repro
duced in document A/10027/Add.l. In paragraph 90 of this report, the 
experts listed several principles governing the creation of a nuclear- 
weapon-free zone, one of them being ''the initiative for the creation of

1 A/40/383, June 18, 1985.
* I.e., the Treaty for the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin America. For the

text, see Documenb on Disarmament, 1967, pp. 69-83.
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a nuclear-weapon-free zone [which] should come from States within 
the region concerned, and participation must be voluntary''.®

This principle also represents one of the basic ideas of the Inde
pendent Commission on Disarmament and Seciuity Issues, known also 
as the Palme Commission. Paragraph 5.3 of its report, reproduced in 
docimient A/CN.10/38 of 8 April 1983[1982] stated explicitly:

The Commission believes that the establishment of nuclear- 
weapon-free zones on the basis of arrangements freely arrived at 
among the States in the region or subregion concerned, constitutes 
an important step towards non-proliferation, common seouity 
and disarmament.̂

A similar approach was also advocated by the non-aligned countries. 
A working paper submitted by them imder agenda item 4 of the 1983 
session of the United Nations Disarmament Commission (A/CN.IO/ 
45) and reproduced in annex V of document A/38/42, stated:

The establishment of nuclear-weapon-free zones in different 
parts of the world on the basis of agreements and/or arrange
ments freely arrived at among the States of the region concerned 
should be encouraged, with Ae ultimate objective of achieving a 
world entirely free of nuclear weapons.®

It is thus generally recognized that within the purview of the re
gional approach to disarmament, there is considerable scope for re
gional initiatives and practical action through negotiations between the 
States of the region. These principles are also consistent with the 
regional measures that have been adopted so far, particularly the 
Treaty of Tlatelolco.

Resolution 39/54, though designed to attain the same aim of estab
lishing a nuclear-weapon-free zone in the region of the Middle East, 
omits mention of the direct negotiating process between the States of 
the region without which such an arrangement is unlikely to come 
about. Therefore, our serious reservations of past years remain in force 
as to the ways and means proposed in resolution 39/54 for the estab
lishment of a nuclear-weapon-free zone in the Middle East.

I have the honour to request that this letter be circulated as a 
dociunent of the General Assembly imder item 52 of the preliminary 
list.

® Comprehensive Study of the Question of Nuclear-Weapon Free Zmes in All its Aspects. Special 
Report of the Conference oiF the Committee on Disarmament. New York: United Na
tions, 1976 (Sales No. E. 76. I. 7).

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1982, p. 252.
® General Assembly Official Records: Thirty-eighth Session, Supplement No. 42, p. 41.
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95. Program  of W ork A dop ted  by  th e  C onference on Dis
a rm am ent for th e  Summer 1985 Session, June  13, 
1985 1

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 1985 session:
11-14 Jime

17-28 June

1-5 July

8-12 July

15-26 July 
29 July-2 August

Statements in plenary meetings. 
Consideration of the pro
gramme of work, as well as of 
the establishment of subsidiary 
bodies on items of the agenda 
and other organizational ques
tions which will continue to be 
considered beyond 14 Jime. 

Nuclear test ban.
Cessation of the nuclear arms 

race and nuclear disarmament. 
Prevention of an arms race in 

outer space.
Prevention of nuclear war, in

cluding all related matters. 
Chemical weapons.
Effective international arrange

ments to assure non-nuclear 
weapon States against the use 
or threat of use of nuclear 
weapons.

Comprehensive programme of 
disarmament.

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

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 its improved and 
effective functioning.

The Conference will continue its consultations in pursuance of para
graphs 19 and 20 of its report (CD/540) with a view to taking a

5-9 August

12-30 August

1 CD/595.
 ̂Documenk on Disarmament, 1979, p. 64.
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positive decision at its 1985 annual session with regard to expansion 
of its membership by not more than four States having in mind that 
candidates for membership should be nominated, two by the Group of 
21, one by the Socialist Group, and one by the Western Group, so as 
to maintain balance in the membership of the Conference.

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 circimistances 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 15 to 19 July 1985.

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

96. Press R elease by  th e  U.S. C om ponent of th e  Standing 
C onsultative Commission: Common U nderstanding  to  
th e  A greem en t B etw een the  United S ta tes and  the  
Soviet Union on M easures To Reduce th e  Risk of 
O u tb reak  of N uclear W ar, June 14, 1985 ^

The United States and the Soviet Union reached agreement on a 
Common Understanding to the Agreement on Measures to Reduce the 
Risk of Outbreak of Nuclear War between the United States of Amer
ica and the Uiuon of Soviet Socialist Republics of September 30, 
1971,2 during this session of the Standing Consultative Commission.

The United States and the Soviet Union entered into the Agreement 
on Measures in 1971 with the mutual objectives of helping to avert 
the outbreak of nuclear war and strengthening international peace and 
security. The United States and the Soviet Union, acknowledging that 
these goals are as relevant now as they were when they entered into 
the Agreement on Measures some thirteen years ago, and bearing in 
mind the need for continued efforts in this regard, determined that it 
would be usefxil to the sides to consider certain additional questions 
regarding this Agreement. For that reason, they imdertook to consult 
within the framework of the Standing Consultative Commission, as 
provided for in Article 7 of the Agreement on Measures.

Today, the U.S. and Soviet Commissioners of the Standing Consult
ative Commission signed a Common Understanding regarding the use 
of immediate notifications in connection with the Agreement on 
Measures. This Common Understanding in no way changes or ex

3 Ibid., pp. 64-65.
 ̂ACDA Arms Control Bulletin, June 14, 1985.
 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1971, pp. 634-635.
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pands the Agreement on Measures; it merely records the parties' 
imderstanding of their obligations imder it.̂

97. Press R elease by  th e  U.S. Com ponent of th e  S tanding 
C onsultative Commission: Common U nderstandings 
Signed During th e  Commission’s T w enty-eighth  Ses
sion, June  14, 1985^

The U.S.-USSR Standing Consultative Commission met at the U.S. 
Mission in Geneva today, completing the Commission's first session of 
1985, the twenty-eighth since its establishment. The U.S. and Soviet 
Commissioners agreed that the next session of the Commission would 
begin in the fall of this year in Geneva.

The Standing Consultative Commission was established by the 
Memorandxun of Understanding between the Governments of the 
United States and the Soviet Union of December 21, 1972,® for the 
purpose of promoting implementation of the objectives and provisions 
of the Treaty on the Limitation of Anti-Ballistic Missile Systems, and 
the Interim Agreement on Certain Measures With Respect to the 
Limitation of Strategic Offensive Arms, both of May 26, 1972,® and of 
the Agreement on Measures To Reduce the Risk of Outbreak of 
Nuclear War, which was signed on September 30, 1971.^

In the context of those general objectives, during this session the 
parties signed a Common Understanding intended to further enhance 
the viability of the ABM Treaty, as well as a Common Understanding 
regarding the use of immediate notifications in coimection with the 
Agreement on Measures to Reduce the Risk of Outbreak of Nuclear 
War between the United States of America and the Union of Soviet 
Socialist Republics.®

98. Letter From th e  Em bassy of Pakistan  in W ashington 
to  The W ashington Post: Relations With India, June 
14, 19851

On Jime 8, the Indian press quoted Prime Minister Rajiv Gandhi as 
saying in an interview with a French weekly that India would be

® The Common Understanding has not been published.
* ACDA Arms Control Bulletin, June 14, 1985.
® See Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 86S-869.
 ̂Ibid., pp. 197-201, 202-205.
Ibid., 1971, pp. 634-635.

® The Common Understandings have not been published.
 ̂The Washington Post, June 14, 1985. The letter was signed by M.I. Butt, Minister of 

Information.
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ready to sign the Nuclear Nonproliferation T re a ty   ̂ "if Pakistan did 
not possess nuclear weapons." We were pleased by this statement, as 
it marked a positive new development in India's nuclear policy. How
ever, our pleasure proved to be short-lived. The next day Mr. Gandhi 
categorically ruled out India's signing the NPT ''because it is biased."

The campaign against Pakistan's nuclear program has been intensi
fied by India since its prime minister's visit to Moscow and in state
ments made on the eve of his visit to Washington.

India maintains that its nuclear program—the 1974 explosion not
withstanding— îs a peaceful one and Pakistan's is not. In that case, 
India should have no problem in responding positively to the various 
proposals made by Pakistan that would banish the specter of nuclear 
arms from the South Asian subcontinent.

In 1974, the year India exploded its nuclear bomb, Pakistan pro
posed at the Uruted Nations the establishment of a nuclear-weapons- 
free zone in South Asia.  ̂This resolution has repeatedly been adopted 
by the General Assembly by overwhelming majorities. In 1984 it 
received 100 votes with only India, Bhutan and Mauritius opposing.^

In 1978, the president of Pakistan proposed to the prime miiuster of 
India that India and Pakistan accept international inspection of all 
their facilities or, if this was not acceptable, that they reciprocally 
inspect each other's nuclear facilities; that Pakistan and India sign the 
nonproliferation treaty; that in the meanwhile Pakistan and India 
jointly, with other coimtries of South Asia, renoimce the manufacture 
or acquisition of nuclear weapons; and that India support Pakistan's 
efforts in the United Nations for the establishment of a nuclear- 
weapons-free zone in South Asia.

These proposals have been repeated on a niunber of occasions. To 
date there has been no response.

Pakistan has also proposed bilateral talks for determining a mutually 
acceptable ratio of forces and level of armaments. India has not yet 
responded.

In 1981, Pakistan invited India to sign a no-war pact. India made a 
counterproposal for a treaty of peace, friendship and cooperation. 
Negotiations have taken place, in an on-again, off-again marmer.

Pakistan's iiutiatives reflect its desire to ease tensions, create mutual 
confidence and strengthen cooperation in the region.

Pakistan has not manufactured a nuclear device, not even a "peace
ful" bomb like its neighbor. It has no intention of doing so either.

2 For the text of the treaty, see Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 461-465.
1974, pp. 648-655.

^General Assembly Resolution 39/55. The United States voted in favor of the 
resolution.
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99. S ta tem ent by th e  French R epresen ta tive  (Je sse l)  to  
th e  C onference on D isarmam ent: Sixtieth A nniversary  
o f th e  G en ev a  Protocol, June  18, 1985 ^

In a future statement I intend to confirm once again the great 
importance which my Government attaches to the Conference's work, 
and our hope to see it make an effective contribution to the negotia
tion of multilateral arms control and disarmament agreements.

My purpose today is more limited. Among the tasks for which we 
are gathered here, my Government attaches priority to the negotiation 
of a convention on the prohibition of the development, manufacture 
and stockpiling of chemical weapons, as well as on their destruction. It 
is our hope that the summer part of our session will see some progress 
in this direction.

In this connection, it is symbolically significant that one of our first 
meetings falls within a day of the sixtieth anniversary of the Protocol 
of 17 June 1925 for the prohibition of the use in war of asphyxiating, 
poisonous or other gases, and of bacteriological methods of warfare.^

My coimtry's attachment to the 1925 Protocol stems, of coxurse, 
from the concUtions in which the Protocol came into being, which led 
France to agree to act as a depository Power. It also stems from its 
conviction that the prohibition of use laid down in the Protocol 
remains an effective translation of the entire international commimi- 
ty's desire to maintain that prohibition.

We are all convinced that this prohibition should also apply to the 
production of such weapons, and particularly of chemical weapons. 
On the occasion of this sixtieth anniversary the French Government 
therefore wishes to confirm that for its part it will spare no effort to 
contribute to attaining that objective.

The 1925 Protocol does not provide for any verification procediu'e to 
establish possible violations; France and a number of other countries 
therefore sponsored resolution 37/98 D whose piupose is to establish 
provisional procedures of that kind, pending the conclusion of the 
negotiation of a permanent convention for the prohibition of chemical 
weapons, with a view to prompt and impartial fact-finding in case of 
alleged use.

The support given to this initiative shows the extent to which the 
international commimity is concerned to preserve the permanent au
thority of the Geneva Protocol.

The action of the Secretary-General of the United Nations in rela
tion to the conflict between Iraq and Iran—action that is in keeping 
with the spirit of resolution 37/98 D—uses the same methods, serves 
the same purposes and has the same perspective.

1 CD/PV.313, pp. 6-7.
* For the text of the Protocol, see Documents on Disarmament, 1969, pp. 764-765.
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Finally, needless to say France is concerned at the recent informa
tion suggesting that chemical weapons have once again been used in 
1985 in the conflict between Iraq and Iran. I should like to recall that 
on many occasions my coimtry has stressed the serious risks which 
the continuation of this conflict carries for the Gulf region, for the 
entire Middle East, and for international peace and stability.

To conclude, and particularly on this sixtieth anniversary of the 
1925 Protocol, my coimtry wishes once again to register its attachment 
to the Protocol and reaffirm its condemnation of any use, anywhere in 
the world, of toxic agents of warfare prohibited by the Protocol, as 
well as its rejection of any undermining of the existing prohibitions 
and of anything that might lead to the use of such weapons becoming 
commonplace in modem conflicts.

100. S ta tem en t by  P resident R eagan  on Compliance With 
Arms Control A greem en ts , June  19, 1985 ^

In 1982, on the eve of the strategic arms reductions talks (START), I 
decided that the United States would not undercut the expired SALT I 
agreement or the imratified SALT II agreement as long as the Soviet 
Union exercised equal restraint.^ Despite my serious reservations 
about the inequities of the SALT I agreement and the serious flaws of 
the SALT II agreement, I took this action in order to foster an atmos
phere of mutual restraint conducive to serious negotiation as we en
tered START.

Since then the United States has not taken any actions which would 
undercut existing arms control agreements. The United States has fully 
kept its part of the bargain, however, the Soviets have not. They have 
failed to comply with several provisions of SALT II, and we have 
serious concerns regarding their compliance with the provisions of 
other accords.

The pattern of Soviet violations, if left vmcorrected, undercuts the 
integrity and viability of arms control as an instnmient to assist in 
ensuring a secure and stable future world. The United States will 
continue to pursue vigorously with the Soviet Union the resolution of 
our concerns over Soviet noncompliance. We carmot impose upon 
ourselves a double standard that amounts to unilateral treaty compli
ance.

We remain determined to pursue a productive dialog with the 
Soviet Union aimed at reducing the risk of war through the adoption 
of meaningful measures which improve security, stability, and predict
ability. Therefore, I have reached the judgment that, despite the Soviet 
record over the last years, it remains in our interest to establish an

 ̂ Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documenb, June 17, 1985, pp. 770-771.
^Documents on Disarmament 1982, p. 332. For the SALT I Agreement, see ibid., 1972, pp. 

197 ff., and for the SALT II Agreement, ibid., 1979, pp. 189 ff.
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interim framework of truly mutual restraint on strategic offensive 
arms as we pursue with renewed vigor our goal of real reductions in 
the size of existing nuclear arsenals in the ongoing negotiations in 
Geneva. Obtaining such reductions remains my highest priority.

The U.S. cannot establish such a framework alone. It will require 
the Soviet Union to take the positive, concrete steps to correct its 
noncompliance, resolve our other compliance concerns, and reverse its 
unparalleled and imwarranted military buildup. So far, the Soviet 
Union has not chosen to move in this direction. However, in the 
interest of ensuring that every opportimity to establish the secure, 
stable future we seek is fully explored, 1 am prepared to go the extra 
mile in seeking an interim framework of truly mutual restraint.

Therefore, to provide the Soviets the opportunity to join us in 
establishing such a framework which could support ongoing negotia
tions, I have decided that the United States will continue to refrain 
from undercutting existing strategic arms agreements to the extent that 
the Soviet Union exercises comparable restraint and provided that the 
Soviet Union actively pvirsues arms reduction agreements in the cur
rently ongoing nuclear and space talks in Geneva.

As an integral part of this policy, we will also take those steps 
required to assure the national seciuity of the United States and our 
allies which were made necessary by Soviet noncompliance. Appropri
ate and proportionate responses to Soviet noncompliance are called for 
to ensure oiu* seciuity, to provide incentives to the Soviets to correct 
their noncompliance, and to make it clear to Moscow that violations 
of arms control obligations entail real costs.

Certain Soviet violations are, by their very nature, irreversible. Such 
is the case with respect to the Soviet Union's flight-testing and steps 
towards deployment of the SS-X-25 missile, a second new type of 
ICBM prohibited by the unratified SALT II agreement. Since the 
noncompliance associated with the development of this missile cannot 
be corrected by the Soviet Union, the United States reserves the right 
to respond in a proportionate manner at the appropriate time. The 
Midgetman small ICBM program is particularly relevant in this regard.

Other Soviet activities involving noncompUance may be reversible 
and can be corrected by Soviet action. In these instances, we will 
provide the Soviet Union additional time to take such required correc
tive action. As we monitor Soviet actions for evidence of the positive, 
concrete steps needed on their part to correct these activities, I have 
directed the Department of Defense to conduct a comprehensive as
sessment aimed at identifying specific actions which the United States 
could take to augment as necessary the U.S. strategic modernization 
program as a proportionate response to, and as a hedge against the 
military consequences of, those Soviet violations of existing arms 
agreements which the Soviets fail to correct.

To provide adequate time for the Soviets to demonstrate by their 
actions a commitment to join us in an interim framework of true 
mutual restraint, we will plan to deactivate and dismantle according to
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agreed procedures an existing Poseidon SSBN as the seventh U.S. 
Ohio-class submarine puts to sea later this year. However, the United 
States will keep open all programmatic options for handling such 
milestones as they occur in the future. As these later milestones are 
reached, 1 will assess the overall situation in light of Soviet actions 
correcting their noncompliance and promoting progress in Geneva and 
make a final determination of the U.S. course of action on a case-by- 
case basis.

I firmly believe that if we are to put the arms reduction process on a 
firm and lasting foimdation and obtain real reductions, our focus must 
remain on making best use of the promise provided by the currently 
ongoing negotiations in Geneva. Our policy, involving the establish
ment of an interim framework for truly mutual restraint and propor
tionate U.S. response to uncorrected Soviet noncompliance, is specifi
cally designed to go the extra mile in giving the Soviet Union the 
opportimity to join us in this endeavor.

My hope is that if the Soviets will do so, we will be able jointly to 
make progress in framing equitable and verifiable agreements involv
ing real reductions in the size of exisiting nuclear arsenals in the 
Geneva negotiations. Such an achievement would not only provide the 
best and the most permanent constraint on the growth of nuclear 
arsenals, but it would take a major step towards reducing the size of 
these arsenals and creating a safer future for all nations.

101. S ta tem ent by  th e  R epresen ta tive  of the  Federal Re
public o f G erm any (W egener) to  th e  C onference on 
D isarmam ent: C hem ical-W eapon-Free Zone in Europe, 
June  25, 1985 ^

In the first statement of this morning. Ambassador Rose, my distin
guished neighbour, has among many other important things, laid out 
before us and spoken again of the project of a zone free of chemical 
weapons in parts of Europe. He has alluded to a recent joint memo
randum by two parties—two political parties— încluding the State 
Party of the German Democratic Republic. ̂

Several colleagues have inquired of me the significance of this 
memorandimi and that is why I thought I should take the opportimi
ty, briefly, to give my government's perspective of it. You know that I 
have often spoken about the idea of establishing a zone free of 
chemical weapons as a Government delegate. The present framework 
agreement of which mention was made by Ambassador Rose does not 
stem from governments, it stems from political parties. On the part of 
the Federal Republic of Germany it has been agreed upon by the

1 CD/PV.315, pp. 23-24. 
 ̂Not printed here.
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Social Democratic Party, one of our political parties, presently in 
opposition. It is thus a minority view; but it purports to help towards 
the elimination of chemical weapons. That is an important purpose 
and that is why the memorandum merits thorough examination. That 
examination is taking place at the moment. It will be conducted under 
three major criteria: the first criteria is: will it help military security? 
The second one is: will it help with the verification of a comprehen
sive chemical weapons ban? and the third criteria is: will it promote or 
rather hinder the negotiation and conclusion of the world-wide chemi
cal weapons ban, the negotiation of which we are engaged in?

Now, some preliminary insights are already quite certain as part of 
this examination. My Government believes that such a zone project 
will not help military security because it leaves the arsenals un
touched; they would only be removed East to join other important 
arsenals, especially the immense arsenals of chemical weapons held by 
the Soviet Union, where, as we all know, the production of such 
weapons still continues imabated. Nor does the framework agreement 
envisage the destruction of production facilities that might exist in the 
potential zone.

The second criteria is verification. Does the project help verifica
tion? My Government is of the opinion that it aggravates the verifica
tion problems, since only one more intricate verification problem is 
added to the well-known difficult verification issues we deal with: 
guaranteeing that the weapons are not brought back: a zone agreement 
would require the verification of access.

On the third point: would a free zone negotiation hinder or rather 
promote a world-wide agreement, so paramount to all of the negotia
tors here? I fear that it would hinder such an agreement because 
important negotiating resources would be diverted to a partial venture 
while the global ventxu’e is of such significance, especially in the view 
of third-world countries. We are all aware of the fact that chemical 
weapons have, in all recent cases of which we hear, been applied 
outside of the potential zone. This is why my Goverrunent is of the 
opinion that the examination of this proposal, of this minority view, 
which will be examined in good faith, will probably confirm its 
negative position on the general idea of a very restricted chemical- 
weapon-free zone in Europe.

Mr. President, I would be remiss if I did not, having the floor, 
convey to you and my colleagues how much my delegation was 
impressed with the important statement we have heard from our 
distinguished colleague from Brazil. He has injected some welcome, 
positive, fresh ideas into a process which we have seen in stagnation 
for some time; and while I cannot comment in substance, as he has 
requested, at this juncture, I would certainly like you to convey to him 
that I will see to it that the comments of my delegation will be 
forthcoming at the earliest possible time.
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102. A ddress by  Soviet G eneral S ecretary  G orbachev: Nu
clear an d  Space Arms Talks [Extract], June  26, 1985 ^

•  •  e e e •  e

The question of all questions today is that of halting the arms race 
which has gripped the world and proceeding to reduce the stockpiles 
of armaments. In principle, we do not need nuclear or other arma
ments in order to build normal relations with the capitalist world, 
provided, of course, that it will abandon its aggressive intentions 
against the USSR and the other socialist coimtries.

We are prepared to compete with capitalism in the sphere of peace
ful and creative activity alone. For that reason, we favour the develop
ment of a political dialogue and interaction with the capitalist coim
tries and the broad development of mutually advantageous commer
cial, economic, scientific, technical and cultural relations, and we are 
ready to develop these relations on a stable long-term basis. But they 
must be honest and truly mutually advantageous relations, without 
any discrimination. For example, any attempts to use trade as a means 
of interfering in our internal affairs will be hopeless. We do not need 
that kind of trade. We can get along quite well without it.

We are prepared to reach agreement not only on the cessation of the 
arms race but also on the most far-reaching arms reductions, all the 
way to general and complete disarmament. Today, as you know, we 
are engaged in negotiations with the United States at Geneva. The 
task of the negotiations, as the Soviet leadership imderstands it, is to 
halt the arms race on earth and prevent it from spreading to outer 
space. We have entered into the negotiations in order to make these 
goals a reality. But, from all indications, that is just what the United 
States Administration and the military-industrial complex it serves do 
not want. Arriving at serious agreements is evidently not part of their 
plans. They are continuing to implement a gigantic programme for the 
stepped-up production of ever newer weapons of mass destruction in 
the hope of attaining superiority over the socialist countries and im
posing their own will on those countries.

The United States side at Geneva not only has not made any serious 
proposals for rolling back the arms race but is, on the contrary, taking 
steps which make such a roll-back impossible. I have in mind the so- 
called ^̂ Star Wars'' programme, the production of space strike weapons. 
Any talk about their supposedly ''defensive" nature is, of course, 
merely a fairy-tale for the credulous. The intention is to try to para
lyse the strategic armaments of the Soviet Union and enable the 
United States to laimch a nuclear strike against our coimtry with 
impunity.

 ̂A/40/460*, July 9, 1985, pp. 3-4, in English; original in Russian. The speech was 
delivered before the metalworkers in Dnepropetrovsk.
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This is the crux of the matter, and we cannot ignore it. The Soviet 
Union, if it is confronted by a real threat from outer space, will find a 
way of effectively coimteracting it— say most definitely: let no one 
have any doubt of that. In the meantime, one thing is clear; the 
United States programme for the militarization of outer space now 
stands as a blank wall blocking the way to the achievement of suitable 
agreements at Geneva.

The United States Administration bears a heavy responsibility to 
mankind for its militaristic policies. It may be added that if it should 
decide to take a more reasonable position, consideration could be 
given to a mutually acceptable agreement on far-reaching and truly 
radical reductions in the nuclear-weapon stockpiles of both sides. That 
would open the way to the complete elimination of such weapons and 
to the removal of the threat of nuclear war, a goal which all the 
peoples of the earth dream about.

But if our negotiating partners at Geneva continue their present 
line—marking time at the meetings of the delegations, avoiding the 
solution of the problems which the meetings were set up to solve, and 
using that time to step up their own military programmes, in space, on 
land and on the sea—then, of course, we shall have to reassess the 
entire situation. We simply cannot permit once again the use of nego
tiations to distract us and to cover up military preparations whose 
purpose is to gain strategic superiority for the United States and 
advance its pursuit of world domination. In our actions to oppose 
these intentions, I am convinced, we shall have the support of truly 
peace-loving forces throughout the world and we have the support of 
the Soviet people.

103. S ta tem en t by  th e  U.S. R epresen ta tive  (Lowitz) to  the  
C onference on Disarmam ent: Arms Race an d  Nuclear 
D isarm am ent, and  C om prehensive Test Ban, June  27, 
1985 1

Today I will briefly address the first two items on our agenda. I 
regret that recent statements in this body necessitate my saying what I 
have to say on the issue of nuclear arms control and disarmament, and 
I shall speak to this matter first.

Diuing our plenary meeting on 20 June, the distinguished represent
ative of the Soviet Union, Ambassador Issraelyan, made a statement 
which, in a number of particulars, does violence to the facts. My 
delegation regrets this polemical approach to the work of the Confer
ence. Ambassador Issraelyan's statement accuses the United States of

1 CD/PV.316, pp. 9-13.
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having piirsued a course intended to establish ^'military superiority^' 
over the Soviet Union and its allies. It accuses the United States of 
blocking progress both at past and current arms control negotiations. It 
even accuses the United States of pursuing "a. destructive policy" 
towards most disarmament agreements now in force. ̂

By contrast, the historical record of the Soviet Union is presented as 
one full of initiatives, moratoriums, and concessions that are frustrated 
by American military build-ups. But we have been told nothing by 
the Soviet delegation about their development or possession of any—I 
repeat any—^modern weaponry which might have motivated counter- 
bdancing efforts by the United States. This is how to stand history on 
its head.

An impartial observer of the military balance over the past decade 
and a half would be reminded of a number of facts. He would note 
that the Soviet Union has modernized over 800 of its 1,400 ICBM silos 
since 1972, and installed in these silos ICBMs less than six years old. 
He would note that the Soviet Union has deployed 18 ballistic missile 
submarines with 300 nuclear armed missiles within the last eight 
years. And he would note that the Soviet Union has added to its 
status as a military Power by greatly expanding its naval forces. Thus, 
throughout this period, although the Soviet Union continuously spoke 
of '̂existing parity'', it simultaneously continued to deploy modernized 
forces far more rapidly than the West.

When one listens to statements by the Soviet delegation, it is easy 
to forget that they rarely refer to any weapon system possessed by the 
Soviet Union. TTiey may occasionally speak of imdefined future 
"coimtermeasures", but of SS-17s, SS-18s and SS-19s, or of the cost 
of such weapons, not a word. They seek to focus the attention of this 
Conference on weapons contemplated or imder development by the 
United States, but let me remind this Conference that at present the 
United States arsenal contains no MX or Midgetman Missiles, no 
"space strike weapons", not a single anti-ballistic missile, no dedicated 
anti-satellite weapons, and not a single binary chemical munition. It is 
no wonder that the Soviet Union spins out moratorium proposals like 
flax. It has dozens of new-generation missiles, bombers, submarines 
and other systems. It can afford to stop deployment. These proposals 
cost nothing, but they are hardly realistic. For example. General Secre
tary Gorbachev's moratorium proposal of last April would lock in the 
existing imbalance of intermediate-range nuclear missiles in Europe. 
Clearly, such proposals are designed for their cosmetic appeal and not 
as a basis for serious negotiations.

In the view of my delegation. Ambassador Issraelyan's statement 
has sketched an uru'ecognizable history of arms control efforts of the 
last few years. The impartial observer has the record before him and 
can judge for himself. Serious arms control requires more than feverish 
advocacy of new agreements. It requires a proper respect for and

2 See CD/PV.314, pp. 10-16.
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observance of those agreements already binding under international 
law. Moreover, it requires that interim restraint in the face of treaty 
violations not be characterized as '̂ arbitrarily'' deciding which obliga> 
tions should be observed and which not. Mr. President, my delegation 
appeals once again for an end to these fruitless polemics and cosmetic 
statements so that we can get on with the substantive work before 
this Conference.

I now want to make a few remarks about the first item on our 
agenda, that of a nuclear test ban. In our plenary sessions over the 
past three weeks a number of speakers have already conunented on 
the significant contribution made to the work of our Conference by 
Norway in sponsoring a very useful workshop on seismology in Oslo 
from 4 to 7 June. Today, we have listened with great interest to the 
statement by the distinguished representative of Norway, Mr. Bjom 
Kristvik, who has reported on his country's conclusions concerning the 
results of the workshop, and introduced a working paper simunarizing 
the Norwegian technical contributions made on that occasion.^ We are 
also grateful for the three Working Papers which Norway has intro
duced dealing with various aspects of the negotiations on a compre
hensive prohibition of chemical weapons.^ To return to the subject of 
the Oslo seismic workshop, 1 am tempted to describe the events in 
which 1 participated, and the hospitality accorded to me and all those 
who attended, as earthshaking; I will settle for describing them as 
outstanding.

A mrniber of different interpretations have been offered of what the 
briefings, the demonstrations, and the inspection of the field installa
tions of some of the latest seismic and data processing equipment 
represent for the work of our Conference. Some delegations present at 
the workshop have apparently concluded that no more technical work 
needs to be carried out before a fully elaborated seismic monitoring 
system, which would provide data—on a global basis—for the detec
tion, location, and identification of underground seismic events could 
be set in place on an operational basis. They argue that the present 
technical capability in seismic detection is sufficient for effective mon
itoring of a comprehensive nuclear test ban.

In the view of my delegation, however, it is more appropriate— m̂ore 
acciu'ate—to conclude that a considerable amount of work on the vital 
matter of verification of and compliance with a nuclear test ban 
remains to be carried out. For example, the important issue of the 
identification of low-magnitude events—the ability, in other words, of 
discriminating between earthquakes and explosions—^which is being 
addressed at the Norwegian research facilities and elsewhere is clearly 
not completely resolved. Beyond this question are other issues such as 
how to ensure that large chemical explosions are not in fact nuclear 
explosions, or an occasion for masking a nuclear explosion. Nor is the

3 CD/599.
* CD/311, CD/396, CD/397.
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need yet fully met to ensure that other techniques for evading a 
nuclear test ban were not being employed. Such techniques include 
hiding an explosion signal in an earthquake signal and decoupling the 
signal by means of a large cavity.

In support of efforts to resolve these issues, my Government has 
invested himdreds of millions of dollars in the development of the 
sciences and technologies that comprise seismic detection, location and 
identification, and data processing and exchange. In support of these 
efforts, my Goverrunent has endorsed, and continues to endorse 
strongly, the important work being carried out by the Ad Hoc Group of 
Scientific Experts under the auspices of oiu- Conference. Their recent 
technical test, and the report the Ad Hoc Group is preparing will 
certainly contribute to our understanding of ways to collect, analyse 
and disseminate data from an international, global network of seismic 
observatories.

And, in support of these efforts, my delegation is prepared, now, to 
continue in a subsidiary body the serious and detailed examination of 
the issues of verification of and compliance with a comprehensive ban 
on nuclear explosions, as well as of other issues related to such an 
agreement. We are prepared to do so under the provisions of the draft 
mandate contained in CD/521, of which my delegation is a sponsor.

In this regard, my delegation has listened very carefully to the 
remarks on the subject of a nuclear test ban made by the distinguished 
representative of Brazil, Ambassador de Souza E Silva, at our previous 
plenary meeting.® And we have carefully examined the proposal 
which the delegation of Brazil has made in CD/602 with regard to a 
mandate for the establishment of a subsidiary body under agenda item 
one. Ambassador de Souza E Silva made a very thoughtful statement, 
as always, and he has raised a nvunber of serious issues. I want to 
make four observations concerning them.

First, Ambassador de Souza E Silva called attention to the magni
tude of the nuclear test programme of the Soviet Union and to its 
unrelenting build-up of nuclear arsenals. It is not unreasonable for us 
to suppose that the scope of the Soviet Union's testing programme is 
related to its continuing strategic force modernization.

Second, my delegation has not agreed that the work of the Confer
ence under the auspices of the Ad Hoc Working Group on a Nuclear 
Test Ban was fully completed at the end of the 1983 session of the 
Conference. On the contrary, my delegation's position was then—as it 
continues to be—that a full and thorough discussion of all of the 
issues involved with verification of and compliance with a comprehen
sive test ban had not been completed, and that more work on these 
matters was required. This view was reflected in the conclusions of 
the 1983 report of the Ad Hoc Working Group, CD/412,® and in the

® CD/PV.315, pp. 16-20.
® Extracts of the report of the Ad Hoc Working Group may be found in Documenk on

Disarmament 1983, pp. 631-639.
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United States plenary statement of 30 August of that year, as con
tained in CD/PV.238, page 15 J

It was, thus, in a spirit of compromise that my delegation agreed to 
the proposal contained in CD/521, supported by a group of western 
delegations, made first in 1984 and repeated in 1985, to expand the 
mandate of such a subsidiary body to deal with all issues of relevance 
to a comprehensive test ban. In an effort to accommodate the views of 
other delegations, and in the hope that further work will be carried 
out on the nuclear test ban agenda item, my delegation was and 
continues to be willing to agree to this expanded mandate despite the 
failure of the Conference to complete its work imder the previous 
mandate. My delegation continues to believe that this proposed man
date is the appropriate one on which the Conference should base its 
work, and my delegation continues to be prepared to begin work 
promptly in an Ad Hoc committee, with an appropriate programme of 
work which would provide a clear framework for the substantive 
examination which we are prepared to imdertake.

Third, I believe that Ambassador de Souza E Silva misimderstood 
my remarks of 5 March,® which he described as representing a ^̂ sig
nificant shift in the American position'' regarding a nuclear test ban, 
and regarding its place in the larger context of our efforts to achieve 
nuclear arms control and disarmament. The position of the United 
States on this question remains that set forth consistently by the 
present Administration—that a comprehensive ban on nuclear explo
sions remains a long-term objective in the context of broad, deep, and 
verifiable reductions of nuclear arms, expanded confidence-building 
measures, maintenance of a credible nuclear deterrent, and improved 
verification capabilities.

Fotirth, I reject the assertion that the United States, as one of the 
original parties to the 1963 Limited Test Ban Treaty,® is refusing to 
implement its obligations under that agreement. This is not the first 
time that my delegation has had, respectfully, to dissent from this 
kind of allegation. On 16 September 1982, my predecessor. Ambassa
dor Fields, responded in some detail on this matter, and I refer my 
colleagues to his remarks, as they appear in CD/PV.187.^° Let me 
simply say again that the United States abides by its legal commit
ments, and that it will continue to do so. My delegation will not 
associate itself with any statement, explicit or implicit, to the effect 
that United States actions are inconsistent with its obligations under 
the Limited Test Ban Treaty or the Non-Proliferation Treaty.

In conclusion I want to stress that the best way, in our view, to 
make progress toward the ultimate goal of a comprehensive test ban is

’ See ibid., pp. 773-774.
® Document 40.
® For the text of the Treaty, see Documents on Disarmament, 1963, pp. 291-293. 
^^Ibid., 1982, pp. 686-687.

Ibid., 1968, pp. 461-465.
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to establish the Ad Hoc committee imder agenda item 1, and to resimie 
and expand the work in that body that was left imfinished in 1983.

104. S ta tem en t by  th e  Soviet R epresen ta tive  (Issrae lyan ) 
to  th e  C onference on Disarm am ent: W eapons o f M ass 
Destruction [Extract], Ju ly  4, 1985 ^

In today's statement the Soviet delegation would like to explain its 
approach to item 7 of the agenda of the Conference on Disarmament, 
''New types of weapons of mass destruction and new systems of such 
weapons; radiological weapons". This item consists of two interrelated 
questions, which, however, differ both in their nature and in the 
degree to which they have been considered in the Conference on 
Disarmament. Let me first touch upon the problem of the prohibition 
of new types and systems of weapons of mass destruction. It is well 
known that this question was proposed by the Soviet Union for 
discussion in international forums as early as 1975, when the United 
Nations General Assembly adopted a resolution on the question at the 
initiative of the Soviet Union. ̂

This proposal of the Soviet Union was aimed at preventing a quali
tative arms race and banning the use of new scientific achievements to 
the detriment of mankind. The 10 years which have passed since then 
have convincingly demonstrated the danger of the spread of the arms 
race in qualitative terms.

For the development of new types and systems of weapons of mass 
destruction, in other words, for a qualitative arms race, the United 
States currently allocates vast sums, the equivalent of five times the 
"Manhattan" project, which led to the development of the atomic 
bomb, or two and a half "Apollo" projects. These huge funds are 
intended to achieve a new major breakthrough in military technolo
gy—a breakthrough in all directions: defensive as well as offensive 
weapons, nuclear and conventional, space and laser-beam, kinetic and 
all others. It will be a race towards new, unexplored perils which will 
many times exceed the danger of military nuclear technology, even 
though mankind has not yet been able to cope with the latter. Obvi
ously, such dangerous developments should be stopped and reversed. 
We are convinced that the conclusion of an international agreement, 
based on the accommodation of mutual interests, for the prohibition 
of the development and production of new types and systems of 
weapons of mass destruction would be an effective step towards this 
goal.

I am confident that this approach of ours is fully substantiated and 
justified; it is supported by the Final Docimient of the first special

1 CD/PV.318, pp. 7-9.
2 For the Soviet proposal, see Documents on Disarmament, 1975, p. 495; for the General 

Assembly Resolution, see ihid., pp. 798-803.
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session of the United Nations General Assembly devoted to disarma
ment, which contains an appeal to continue efforts to prohibit such 
types of weapons of mass destruction.® This item has been on the 
Conference's agenda from the very beginning of its work with its 
present composition in 1979.

However, there has hitherto been no tangible progress towards the 
solution of the problem. For many years, substantial differences in 
approach by various groups of States have been a stimibling block at 
the Conference. Some of them favour a radical solution to this prob
lem by a comprehensive agreement on the prohibition of the develop
ment and production of new types and systems of weapons of mass 
destruction, as well as separate agreements banning specific new types 
of such weapons. Meanwhile, other States oppose this approach and 
advocate negotiations on agreements to ban potential new types of 
weapons of mass destruction only on a case-by-case basis as such 
weapons are identified.

Both of these viewpoints have been reflected in Uruted Nations 
General Assembly resolutions. In particular, the latest General Assem
bly resolution has stressed that special agreements could be concluded 
with regard to particular types of weapons of mass destruction, which 
can be identified, and that the consideration of this question should be 
on a continuing basis.*̂  At the same time, many States advocated the 
participation of scientists in the work to prohibit new types of weap
ons of mass destruction and the setting up for this purpose of, for 
example, an ad hoc group of scientific experts to promote concrete 
measures to prevent such types of weapons from being included in the 
arsenals of States.

The Soviet delegation has thoroughly analysed the current situation 
with regard to the prohibition of new types and systems of weapons 
of mass destruction. Reaffirming our previous position on that ques
tion, we are submitting today a new proposal for the consideration of 
the Conference on Disarmament. This proposal takes into accoimt the 
views expressed on this problem by other States, including the West
ern countries. Specifically, we propose that all States members of the 
Conference on Disarmament should pledge—through a joint declara
tion or imilateral declarations—immediately following the identifica
tion of any new type of weapon of mass destruction to start negotia
tions on its prohibition, with the simultaneous introduction of a mora
torium on its practical development. A group of qualified experts, 
meeting on periodical basis, should be entrusted with the task of 
detecting and identifying new types of weapons of mass destruction. 
This group would keep these matters under continuing supervision 
and, if necessary, make recommendations on issues requiring concrete 
negotiations.

® See Documents on Disarmament, 1978, p. 426.
 ̂General Assembly Resolution 39/62 of December 12, 1984. The United States voted 

against it.
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We believe that this approach should dispel the doubts of those 
who do not consider it possible to make progress in prohibiting new 
types of weapons of mass destruction. An obligation undertaken by 
States to start negotiations in order to prohibit any new types of 
weapons of mass destruction that are identified, and to introduce a 
moratoriimi on their practical development, would be, in our view, a 
serious guarantee that mankind will never have to face new types of 
weapons of mass destruction. As to the establishment of a group of 
qualified experts to identify new types of weapons of mass destruc
tion, within or outside the framework of the Conference on Disarma
ment, this should not cause considerable difficulties either, given the 
existing experience of the work of the Ad Hoc Group of Seismic 
Experts. We hope that our new proposal will be considered on its 
merits by other delegations, and provide a basis for making headway 
on the prohibition of new types and systems of weapons of mass 
destruction.

105. Working P aper Subm itted to  th e  C onference on Disar
m am ent by  a  G roup of Socialist S tates: Arms Race in 
O uter Space, Ju ly  5, 1985 ^

1. The world has recently come to an extremely dangerous frontier: 
the arms race, which has reached unprecedented dimensions, is not 
only intensifying but also threatening to spread to outer space. The 
danger that space will become the springboard for aggression and war 
is increasingly real. Programmes are being carried out to develop space 
weapons that are intended to destroy objects in space and attack 
targets on Earth from space. These activities, which stem from calcula
tions on achieving military superiority, are likely to make an arms race 
in space irreversible and seriously destabilize the situation, and they 
heighten the threat of nuclear war. The onset of an arms race in outer 
space will undermine the prospects for arms limitation and reduction 
as a whole. The militarization of space, if it caimot be halted, will 
swallow up enormous material and intellectual resotwces, thereby 
doing great damage to the peaceful development of mankind and the 
solution of pressing global problems, and create insurmountable obsta
cles to international co-operation in the peaceful use of outer space.

2. It is necessary to prevent this fatal course of events, and not to 
allow space to be turned into a source of military danger. The exclu
sion of space from the sphere of the arms race must be a strict norm 
in the policy of States, and a universally recognized international 
obligation.

1 C D /607.
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3. The socialist States consider that strike weapons of any kind— 
conventional, nuclear, laser, particle-beam or any other form—^whether 
in manned or unmanned systems should not be introduced into or 
stationed in space. Space weapons should not be developed, tested or 
deployed either for anti-missile defence, or as anti-satellite systems, or 
for use against targets on Earth or in the air. Such systems which have 
already been developed should be destroyed. In other words, the 
socialist States propose that agreement should be reached on the pro
hibition and elimination of an entire class of weapons, namely, attack 
space systems, including space-based anti-missile systems and anti
satellite systems.

4. Strict compliance with the indefinite 1972 Treaty on the Limita
tion of Anti-Ballistic-Missile Systems between the USSR and the 
United States is of particular significance for the prevention of the 
militarization of space. ̂

The socialist States attach great importance to the absolute and strict 
implementation of multilateral agreements limiting the use of space for 
military purposes. These include the Treaty on Principles Governing 
the Activities of States in the Exploration and Use of Outer Space 
Including the Moon and Other Celestial Bodies of 1967,® and the 
Treaty Banning Nuclear Weapon Tests in the Atmosphere, in Outer 
Space and Under Water of 1963.̂ *

5. Given present developments, urgent measures must be taken to 
prevent an arms race in outer space. These measures may be worked 
out and adopted through both bilateral and multilateral negotiations. 
The socialist States consider that bilateral and multilateral negotiations 
complement each other.

6. The socialist States express satisfaction at the fact that the Con
ference on Disarmament was able to take the decision to set up an Ad 
Hoc committee on item 5 of its agenda, 'Trevention of an arms race in 
outer space".® They are ready to co-operate with the other States 
members in the implementation of the Ad Hoc Committee's mandate.

7. In the view of the socialist States, in canying out its mandate the 
Ad Hoc committee should as a first step at this stage concentrate on 
examining the following issues:

(a) Political, military, economic and other consequences of the ex
tension of the arms race into outer space.

(b) Significance of existing international agreements relating to the 
liimtation of military activity in outer space for the prevention of an 
arms race in space.

(c) Proposals by States members of the Conference on Disarmament 
on the prevention of an arms race in outer space. Under this point, 
consideration should be given in particular to the proposals of the 
USSR on the conclusion of a treaty on the prohibition of the station-

 ̂The Treaty is printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 197-201.
3 Ibid., 1967, pp. 38-43.
4 Ibid., 1963, pp. 291-293.
® Document 15.
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ing of weapons of any kind in outer space (1981),® the conclusion of a 
treaty on the prohibition of the use of force in outer space and from 
space against the Earth (1983) and on the use of outer space exclu
sively for peaceful purposes for the benefit of mankind.®

8. The socialist States express the hope that the successful fulfilment 
of its mandate by the Ad Hoc Committee on the Prevention of an Arms 
Race in Outer Space will enable the Conference on Disarmament 
rapidly to embark upon negotiations on the conclusion of an agree
ment or agreements, as appropriate, for the prevention of an arms race 
in outer space in all its aspects, as it was recommended to do by the 
United Nations General Assembly.® Only the guaranteed prevention 
of the militarization of space will make it possible to use space for 
creative rather than destructive purposes, and open the way for unit
ing the efforts of all States for the peaceful use of outer space.

106. Letter From Soviet G eneral S ecretary  G orbachev  to  
th e  Union of C oncerned Scientists: Limits on O uter 
Space W eapons, Ju ly  6, 1985 ^

In reply to the letter sent by you on behalf of the Union of 
Concerned Scientists containing an appeal for the prohibition of space 
weapons, I wish to say that I feel profovmd respect for the opinions of 
eminent scientists who recognize more clearly than many others the 
dangerous consequences for mankind which the spread of the arms 
race to outer space and the transformation of outer space into an arena 
of military rivalry would entail.

The Union of Concerned Scientists rightly demands that a clear and 
irreversible political decision should be taken to prevent the militariza
tion of outer space and leave it free for peaceful co-operation. The 
problem truly calls for a bold approach. Yesterday's yardsticks, narrow 
ideas about one-sided benefits and advantages— îllusory in any case— 
will not do here. Now, as never before, what is needed is a far-sighted 
policy based on an understanding of realities and of the dangers we 
shall inevitably encounter tomorrow if those who can and must take 
the only right decision shirk their responsibility today.

On behalf of the Soviet leadership I should like to state in all 
certainty that the Soviet Union will not be the first to take weapons 
into outer space. We shall make every effort to persuade other coun
tries too, and above all the United States of America, not to take such

® Documents on Disarmament, 1981, pp. 334-336.
 ̂Ibid., 1983, pp. 684-686.

® Document 141.
® General Assembly Resolution 39/59 of December 12, 1984. Adopted by a vote of 

150-0-1, with the United States abstaining.
1 CD/611.
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a fatal step, which would inevitably increase the threat of nuclear war 
and spur on an uncontrolled arms race in all directions.

With this goal in view, the Soviet Union, as you must surely know, 
has submitted a radical proposal in the United Nations—a draft treaty 
on the prohibition of the use of force in outer space and from space 
against the Earth. ̂  If the United States of America joined the over
whelming majority of States which have supported tliis initiative, the 
question of weapons in space could be closed once and for all.

At the Soviet Union-United States negotiations on nuclear and space 
arms in Geneva we are endeavouring to reach agreement on a com
plete ban on the development, testing and deployment of strike sys
tems in outer space. Such a ban would not only make it possible to 
preserve outer space for peaceful development, exploration and scien
tific discovery but also to embark upon a process of radical reduction 
and destruction of nuclear weapons.

More than once, we have also taken imilateral action intended to 
give the United States a good example. The moratorium placed by the 
Soviet Union on the stationing of anti-satellite weapons in outer space 
has now been in force for two years, ̂  and will remain in force for as 
long as other States act in the same way. Our proposal that both 
parties should completely cease work on the development of new anti
satellite systems and that the systems which the USSR and the United 
States of America already possess, including those whose testing has 
not been completed, should be destroyed lies on the table in Washing
ton. The actions of the United States side will very shortly show what 
solution the United States Administration is going to prefer.

Strategic stability and confidence would undoubtedly be strength
ened if the United States of America together with the USSR agreed to 
reaffirm in binding form its commitment to the regime of the Treaty 
on the Limitation of Anti-Ballistic Missile Systems,^ which is of im- 
limited diu'ation. The Soviet Uruon is not developing any space strike 
weapons, a large-scale anti-ballistic missile system or the basis for 
such a system; it is abiding strictly by its obligations under the Treaty 
both as a whole and in its several parts; and it is unswervingly 
observing the spirit and the letter of that most important document. 
We invite the United States leadership to join us in this matter and to 
renoimce the plans being nurtured for the militarization of outer 
space, plans which will inevitably lead to the scrapping of that docu
ment, the key link in the entire process of nuclear arms limitation.

The USSR is proceeding from the belief that a practical solution of 
the problem of preventing an arms race in outer space and terminating 
it on Earth is possible provided both sides have the political will and a 
sincere desire to strive for that historic goal. The Soviet Union has that 
desire and that will.

2 See Documents on Disarmament 1983, pp. 684-686.
3 Ibid., p. 650.
 ̂Ibid., 1972, pp. 197-201.
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I wish the Union of Concerned Scientists and all its members suc
cess in their noble activities in the cause of peace and progress.

107. British W orking P aper Submitted to  th e  C onference on 
D isarm am ent on Seismic M onitoring for a  C om prehen
sive Nuclear Test Ban: Conclusions [Extract], Ju ly  9, 
1985 1

• • • • • • •

57. On the basis of data currently available, it is estimated that a 
properly designed and deployed global network of seismic stations 
would achieve a detection threshold of mb4 and an identification 
threshold of mb4.5 throughout the world. With such a network it 
might be thought that any nuclear test with yield above a few tens of 
kilotons would be discovered. However, militarily significant testing 
can be conducted at yields beneath this level. Furthermore, this assess
ment of the detection and identification threshold must be treated 
with caution. It rests on data which are highly selective and it repre
sents a considerable extrapolation from results obtained on essentially 
a research basis. Confidence would be enhanced if valid data were 
widely available from nuclear explosions in areas away from the very 
few existing nuclear testing sites, e.g. from areas which are potentially 
difficult to monitor, and from explosions carried out imder conditions 
which might make verification less effective. Beyond the need to 
acquire more basic data on the effect of test conditions and monitoring 
efficiency, there is a requirement for experimental experience on the 
implementation and operation of a monitoring teleseismic network to 
demonstrate that the performance estimated from research pro
grammes can be achieved in practice. Given the severe security impli
cations of a test ban, it would be unrealistic to expect States to 
subscribe to a Comprehensive Treaty imless there can be a high 
assurance that estimated verification performances would be achieved, 
and that they would effectively preclude the possibility of clandestine 
testing at militarily significant levels.

58. At least for the present, it appears that monitoring at teleseismic 
ranges by itself would be insufficiently effective to permit a test ban 
to be brought into force. Paragraphs 48 to 55 describe how the short
comings of teleseismic monitoring might be made good, at least to 
some extent, by the addition of monitoring at regional ranges. It is, as 
yet, too early to estimate how effective regional monitoring might 
prove to be; the outcome of current research programmes has to be 
awaited and it should then become clear whether a politically, techni

1 CD/610, p. 16.
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cally and economically acceptable basis for regional seismic verifica
tion networks can be devised.

108. Jo in t S ta tem ent by  th e  United S ta tes an d  A ustralia  
[Extract], Ju ly  15, 1985 ^

• • • • • • •

Both sides stressed the importance of the ANZUS Treaty and of 
continued cooperation between the two countries on defense and 
other matters under the alliance. They reaffirmed their expressed 
views on the essentiality of port and airfield access to the continuing 
effectiveness of the alliance. Both sides expressed the hope that an 
early return to the full range of trilateral cooperative activities might 
be possible.

Among other matters discussed were recent developments in United 
States-Soviet Union relations, as well as in Northeast and Southeast 
Asia, the Middle East, southern Africa, the South Pacific and Central 
America.

The two sides also exchanged detailed views on arms control and 
disarmament, stressing the need for deep verifiable reductions in exist
ing nuclear forces. In this regard, they emphasized the necessity of 
strict compliance with all arms control agreements, and noted Presi
dent Reagan's policy of reciprocal restraint on the SALT [strategic 
arms limitation talks] treaties.® Other issues discussed were the Non- 
Proliferation Treaty ® review conference, nuclear test ban issues, the 
United States SDI [strategic defense initiative] program and the need 
for an effective global ban on chemical weapons.

• • • • • • •

109. W hite House S ta tem en t on th e  Second Round of the  
Nuclear an d  Space Arms Talks, Ju ly  16, 1985 ^

The United States and the Soviet Union completed today the second 
roimd of nuclear and space talks in Geneva. The primary U.S. goal

 ̂Department of State Bulletin, September 1985, p. 31. The statement was occasioned by a 
meeting in Canberra of delegations led by Secretary of State Shultz and Australian 
Foreign Affairs Minister Hayden.

® The SALT treaties may be foimd, respectively, in Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 
197 ff. and ibid., 1979, pp. 189 ff.

® Jhid., 1968, pp. 461-462. The review conference took place in September. See Docu
ment 179.

 ̂ Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, July 22, 1985, p. 907. The statement was 
made by the Principal Deputy Press Secretary to the President.
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remains significant, equitable, and verifiable reductions in the size of 
existing nuclear arsenals. The United States entered the second round 
of the nuclear and space talks with specific, detailed proposals on the 
table to achieve this goal and was prepared to make progress with the 
Soviet Union in each of the three negotiating areas.

In the area of strategic nuclear offensive arms, the U.S. delegation 
has flexibility in pursuing the significant reductions that we seek and 
is prepared to negotiate a number of specific, alternative paths that 
could lead to such reductions.

With respect to intermediate-range nuclear forces (INF), our ulti
mate goal remains the elimination of the entire class of nuclear weap
ons carried on land-based INF missiles. Towards this end, the U.S. 
delegation also has flexibility and is authorized to pursue an interim 
agreement resulting in equal U.S. and Soviet global limits at the lowest 
possible level.

We were equally prepared and remain prepared for detailed ex
changes in the area of defense and space.

During the second round, regrettably, the Soviet position has re
mained entrenched, with no movement in their formal positions. The 
Soviet delegation repeated their moratoria proposals while continuing 
to precondition progress—or even detailed discussion—of offensive 
nuclear reductions on acceptance of their demands for unilateral U.S. 
concessions involving unrealistic and unverifiable constraints on re
search in the defense and space area.

Late in this round the Soviets surfaced some concepts which could 
involve possible reductions in existing strategic offensive nuclear arse
nals. However, the method of aggregation proposed in these concepts 
seems designed to favor preservation of the Soviet Union's primary 
area of advantage, that is in prompt, hard target kill capability, the 
most worrisome element in the current strategic equation. Efforts by 
the U.S. delegation to elicit Soviet answers to oui questions about 
these concepts, with regard to issues such as niunbers, ceilings, and 
rates of possible reduction have thus far essentially gone imanswered. 
In this regard, we are disappointed that the Soviet Union has been 
unable to deal in concrete terms and with hard numbers, even framed 
as overall negotiating goals. And, while the U.S. immediately probed 
the Soviet concepts, the Soviets unfortimately have refused to engage 
in discussion of the U.S. proposals.

In sirni, we are about where we had expected to be given that we 
are ending only the second round of negotiations of such complexity 
and importance. We hope that the Soviet Union will be more forth
coming during the next roimd of negotiations.

Document 109



KARPOV STATEMENT, JULY 16 381

110. S ta tem en t by  th e  Leader of th e  Soviet D elegation to  
th e  N uclear and  Space Arms Talks (K arpov): Second 
Round of th e  Talks, Ju ly  16, 1985 ^

The USSR delegation is consistently purstiing a line aimed at pre
venting the arms race in space and at halting it on earth. For the 
attainment of these ends, the Soviet side has put forward specific 
proposals, the implementation of which would lead to a radical reduc
tion in nuclear weapons, both strategic and medium-range, and to a 
strengthening of strategic stability.

We are proposing a full ban on offensive space weapons in space, 
thereby eliminating the threat to security in general which is being 
endangered by the American '̂ star wars'' program, and preserving 
space for utilization of peaceful aims in the interest of all mankind.

Such a solution of [word indistinct]  ̂ space weapons would open 
the possibility of profoimd reductions of strategic weapons, starting a 
chain reaction. The specific level of possible reductions is determined 
by taking account of how the question of medium-range nuclear 
weapons in Europe is decided, since the deployment there of American 
first strike missiles is acquiring strategic significance for the USSR. 
Our proposal also provides for a ban on the creation of new forms and 
types of strategic weapons, i.e., a halt to the arms race in that area.

On mediiun-range nuclear weapons in Europe, the Soviet side has 
also proposed a reduction on equal terms to the lowest possible level. 
The Soviet Union is ready to have in Europe only such a nimiber of 
mediiun-range missiles as would be equivalent, if one coimts war
heads, to similar weapons belonging to U.S. NATO allies, Britain and 
France. The USSR is also in favor of ridding Europe of nuclear weap
ons altogether, both mediimi-range and tactical. It must be said that 
the United States has not in any way reacted to the imilateral morato
rium armoimced by the Soviet Union in April on the deployment of 
medium-range missiles in Exu'ope.® They reject a moratorium on a 
bilateral basis. The deployment of American missiles is continuing, 
and this cannot but provoke legitimate alarm among the Europeans. 
They are well aware that it was precisely the start of deployment of 
American missiles in Europe which broke up in 1983 the talks on 
medium-range nuclear weapons, and sharply aggravated the interna
tional situation.

As for the direct results of the round in question, the evaluation of 
the state of affairs at the talks provided by Mikhail Sergeyevich 
Gorbachev in his speech in Dnepropetrovsk on 26 June this year is 
fully applicable."* The meetings with the American side following this

 ̂Moscow Domestic Service in Russian, July 16, 1985; FBIS Daily Report, July 17, 1985, 
vol. Ill, p. AAl.

2 Brackets in source document.
 ̂Document 64.
 ̂Document 102.
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only confirmed the rightness of that evaluation. There has been no 
movement at the talks, and this is the fault of the American side.

111. S ta tem en t by  th e  Soviet R epresen ta tive  (Issrae lyan ) 
to  th e  Conference on Disarm am ent: Binary Chemical 
W eapons, July  18, 1985 ^

Mr. President, in today's statement 1 would like to address the 
present state of the multilateral negotiations on the prohibition and 
destruction of chemical weapons.

1 would recall that these talks have been under way since 1980 
when the Committee on Disarmament decided to establish an Ad Hoc 
Working Group. In past years we have achieved a certain amoimt of 
progress, and although such progress could have been considerably 
greater, nevertheless, at least imtil now, there has been movement in 
the direction we are seeking, namely, the elaboration of a draft con
vention on the prohibition and destruction of chemical weapons. I am 
not going to refer now to the difficulties which stood in our way and 
hampered ovir progress, or to what caused those difficulties. The pur
pose of my statement today is to analyse the state of affairs at the 
negotiations and to assess a new obstacle our talks are currently 
facing.

I have in mind the recent decision by the House of Representatives 
which, following the decision by the Senate of the United States 
Congress, has approved the appropriation of funds for the production 
of binary chemical weapons. And although this production is to start 
in 1987 and the decision contains some reservations, this does not 
change the substance of the matter: the United States is practically 
ready to add a new type of weapon—binary nerve gas—to its military 
arsenal.

It is highly significant that it is planned to deploy these weapons 
above all on the territory of West European coxmtries. As in the case 
of the new United States nuclear missiles (Pershing-2 and long-range 
land-based cruise missiles), this decision also clearly reveals Washing
ton's calculation to ward off a possible retaliatory strike from its 
territory and to divert it against its allies. Thus, binary weapons would 
become one more source of a sinister danger to the densely-populated 
coimtries of Western Eiu*ope.

However, this is not an aspect directly related to our negotiations. 
The Soviet delegation wishes to stress the negative effect which the 
practical creation and deployment of binary chemical weapons can 
have on our negotiations.

Even before the adoption of the above-mentioned decisions by the 
Senate and the House of Representatives of the United States Con-

1 CD/PV.322, pp. 10-14.
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gress on appropriations for the production of binary chemical weap
ons, the Soviet delegation was proceeding on the understanding that 
the convention under consideration should contain provisions prohib
iting the development of such weapons. It is well known from the 
records of disarmament negotiations that it is far simpler to prevent 
the development of a new type of weapon than to try to remove it 
from arsenals after it has been developed. This applies to binary weap
ons to an even greater degree, above all, because of the additional 
difficulties which can arise in singling out components of binary 
weapons from the vast, diversified area of commercial activities and 
the determination of the regime for key components and verification 
of compliance with that regime.

What is the basic difference between binary and non-binary chemi
cal systems? Above all, it is that in order to produce components of 
binary weapons it is not absolutely necessary to create facilities spe
cially designed for the piupose, whereas this is necessary for non
binary weapons. By their properties, the components of binary weap
ons can be produced at all usual commercial facilities of the chemical 
industry. That is the first basic difference between binary and unitary 
weapons.

Furthermore, key components and key precursors, are by no means 
the same from the standpoint of their military importance, in spite of 
the fact that according to their level of toxicity they could belong to 
the same category of chemicals. To produce the final product, i.e., 
supertoxic lethal chemicals, at least one more technological stage of 
production in industry is needed. But a key component is by no 
means a semiproduct in the technological chain of the production of 
supertoxic lethal chemicals that is one or more technological processes 
away from the stage of muiution-filling; it is a part of a mimition that 
is completely ready for use.

Industrial facilities are not required to produce the final product 
from the key component. The production process will be carried out 
during the delivery of the mimition to the target, and at the point of 
use in combat the supertoxic lethal chemical, for instance YX nerve 
gas, would be released from the mimition, as if the latter contained 
that chemical and not its precursor.

Thus, both supertoxic lethal chemicals and key components whose 
reaction with other components would produce this supertoxic lethal 
chemical at the moment of combat use, are chemicals of one and the 
same type, the same category. That is why the same requirements 
should apply to both supertoxic lethal chemicals and key components, 
both from the point of view of prohibition and limitations and from 
the point of view of the verification of how the prohibition and 
limitations are complied with. In this connection a whole number of 
additional complex questions can arise, which we will have to resolve 
taking due account of the United States decision to produce binary 
weapons.
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l(, within the framework of the convention which is being elaborat
ed now, we were to ban binary weapons on the same basis as other 
types of chemical weapons, then, bearing in mind the above-men- 
tioned specific features of binary weapons, the convention would 
contain very significant loopholes.

We have been told that binary weapons can be banned by the 
provisions on the verification of key preciu'sors, which would be 
included into the convention. In other words, the same regime is 
proposed for the limitation and verification of both key components 
and key precursors, which would differ from the regime for supertoxic 
lethal chemicals. We agree with this as far as key precursors are 
concerned, for key precursors of such chemicals can be used in peace
ful industry too. This softer regime for key precursors would also be 
justified with regard to the interests of the commercial chemical in
dustry as well as the purposes of the convention because, as I have 
already said, key precursors by themselves cannot directly serve de
structive purposes. To process them into supertoxic lethaJ chemicals 
would require an entire industrial cycle or cycles. And it is precisely 
this stage— ând as far as we understand there is a broad understanding 
in this regard— t̂hat should be controlled in an especially strict 
manner.

Actually, there are several chemicals that can be simultaneously key 
components and key precursors. Naturally, any key component can be 
used as a key precursor in commercial industry. The whole question is 
whether it is appropriate to do so. However, by no means all key 
precursors can be key components. Therefore, key components belong 
to a more dangerous category of chemicals than key precursors.

What will happen if key components are equated with key precur
sors? There would be a possibility that key components would be 
directly used to fill binary munitions, and the regime designed for key 
precursors would not prevent the circimivention of the provisions of 
the convention. These components of binary weapons can be produced 
in commercial industry both deliberately, which would certainly repre
sent a violation of the convention, and also— îf relevant limitations are 
not introduced— n̂ot deliberately, because at commercial facilities some 
chemicals can be produced for peaceful purposes and, if desired, easily 
be switched over to the production of binary weapons. It would also 
mean that imder the conditions for the destruction of chemical 
weapon stockpiles the States with the technology for the production 
of binary weapons would have considerable military advantages be
cause they would have a certain industrial base, in the form of com
mercial facilities, for developing chemical mimitions.

That is why the TASS statement published on 10 July this year, 
which has been circulated as a Working Paper of the Conference on 
Disarmament, under symbol CD/615, of 17 July 1985, stresses that the 
Soviet Union firmly condemns the plans for the production and de
ployment of binary weapons and that the United States project to 
begin production of binary chemical weapons must necessarily arouse
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serious alarm and indignation. The United States Government bears 
full responsibility for all consequences of this step. It is the direct duty 
of peoples not to allow this planned new crime against peace and 
mankind.

The Soviet Union consistently advocates the radical solution of the 
question of the prohibition and elimination of all types of chemical 
weapons, and reiterates its readiness actively to co-operate with all 
States to accomplish this task. This is also stressed in the above- 
mentioned TASS statement.

We have thought it necessary to explain oui position on the binary 
problem in detail in the hope that other delegations will also consider 
most seriously the new situation that has arisen in the negotiations. 
For there remain some delegations which seek to brush aside the 
problem of binary weapons. Unless it is solved, there can be no 
effective chemical-weapon ban.

Needless to say, in the negotiations there are many other 
complicated issues, chief among which may be said to be the question 
of verification. The Soviet Union has already demonstrated consider
able flexibility on this question, having agreed to systematic on-site 
inspections of the destruction of stockpiles of chemical weapons and 
of permitted production at special facilities. With regard to other types 
of activities to be prohibited, we also admit the use of international 
procedures, in particular on-site inspections on a voluntary basis. The 
combination of national forms of verification with international proce
dures provides, in our view, the basis on which the problem of 
verification could be resolved.

The Soviet side seeks the earliest possible conclusion of a conven
tion on the prohibition and destruction of chemical weapons. We 
proceed from the imderstanding that its conclusion may be preceded 
by steps to prohibit chemical weapons at the regional level. In this 
coimection I would like to recall the proposal of the States Parties to 
the Warsaw Treaty to the NATO States to rid Europe of chemical 
weapons, which was submitted in January 1984. ̂

Partial measures at the regional level for the limitation, reduction 
and destruction of chemical weapons would involve a smaller nimiber 
of States than the global measures, and it would be easier to co
ordinate and implement them. At the same time these regional meas
ures leading to the elimination of the entire class of weapons of mass 
destruction would certainly strengthen European security, contribute 
to the lessening of the military threat, the strengthening of mutual 
confidence and the improvement of the political atmosphere as a 
whole.

In this context I would like to mention the initiative of the Socialist 
Unity Party of Germany and the Social Democratic Party of Germany 
which also propose to resolve the problem of chemical weapons at a

 ̂See Documents on Disarmament, 1984, pp. 9-11.
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regional level, involving three States. This positive initiative is de
signed to rid the European continent of chemical weapons.

The implementation of such partial measures would contribute to 
the efforts undertaken on a global scale aimed at the speeding up of 
the conclusion of the convention on the prohibition of chemical weap
ons, which remains a final goal of the Warsaw Treaty member States.

The Soviet delegation, for its part, is ready to speed up the elabora
tion of a draft convention on the prohibition and destruction of 
chemical weapons and the implementation of the relevant United 
Nations General Assembly decisions which express the will of man
kind as a whole.

We believe, that it is high time to begin, according to the Ad Hoc 
Committee's mandate to draft provisions of the Convention. There is a 
good foimdation for this work in the form of the Annex to the 1984 
Report of the Ad Hoc Committee on Chemical Weapons.® We are 
ready actively to participate in this process both within the framework 
of existing Working Groups and in the course of any multilateral and 
bilateral consultations. In our view, the fixing of agreements already 
reached would substantially facilitate further progress on other ques
tions which remain unresolved.

112. M em orandum  for th e  President From ACDA Director 
A delm an: Nuclear Proliferation A ssessm ent S ta tem ent 
for the  Proposed  A greem en t for C ooperation Be
tw een  th e  United S ta tes  and  China Concerning Peace
ful Uses of Nuclear Energy, Ju ly  19, 1985 ^

Pursuant to Section 123a. of the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as 
amended,̂  I am submitting to you an imclassified Nuclear Prolifera
tion Assessment Statement ® on the agreement for cooperation be
tween the United States and China.** This statement addresses the 
background (Part I), the statutory requirements (Parts II), and the non
proliferation policy issues (Part III) as they relate to the agreement.

China has recently taken major and welcome steps in adopting 
policies that advance non-proliferation objectives. The prospect of 
peaceful nuclear cooperation with the United States and others played 
an important role in encouraging China to adopt these policies. China 
imderstands that U.S. cooperation xmder the agreement is contingent 
upon China's implementation of these policies in a manner fully con
sistent with those basic non-proliferation practices and standards that 
were discussed and clarified during the negotiations with China.

3 Ibid., pp. 603-^44.
 ̂ACDA files and House Doc. 99-86, p. 22.

2 U.S.C. 2153(a).
® Infra.
^ For the Agreement, see Document 118. 
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I have concluded that the agreement meets all statutory require
ments, and I have reached a favorable assessment of the adequacy of 
the provisions in the agreement to ensure that any assistance fur
nished tmder it will not be used to further any military or nuclear 
explosive purpose. The agreement substantially benefits U.S. non
proliferation objectives, and it will provide a good opportunity for 
continuing consultations with Quna on non-proliferation issues. In 
light of all the above, I recommend that it be approved.

113. ACDA N uclear Proliferation A ssessm ent S ta tem en t for 
P roposed A greem en t for C ooperation B etw een the  
United S ta tes  an d  China Concerning Peaceful Uses of 
Nuclear Energy, Ju ly  19, 1985 ^

This Nuclear Proliferation Assessment Statement relates to the pro
posed Agreement for Cooperation between the United States of Amer
ica and the People's Republic of China Concerning Peaceful Uses of 
Nuclear Energy. This agreement for cooperation (which, together with 
its accompanying Agreed Minute, is hereinafter called the ^'proposed 
Agreement") is concurrently being submitted to the President for his 
authorization for execution.^

Section 123 a. of the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended 
(''Atomic Energy Act"), provides that a Nuclear Proliferation Assess
ment Statement shall address the "adequacy of safeguards and other 
control mechanisms and the peaceful use assurances contained in the 
agreement for cooperation to ensure that any assistance furnished 
thereunder will not be used to further any military or nuclear explo
sive purpose." ® This assessment statement addresses the background 
on the nuclear program and policies of China (Part I); the nature and 
scope of cooperation contemplated in the proposed Agreement (Part U 
A), and how the applicable substantive requirements of the Nuclear 
Non-Proliferation Act (NNPA)  ̂ and the Atomic Energy Act are met 
by the proposed Agreement (Part II B); other non-proliferation policy 
issues pertinent to this agreement (Part III); and the assessment, con
clusions, views and recommendations of the United States Arms Con
trol and Disarmament Agency (Part V).® Part II B responds to the 
requirements for a Proliferation Assessment Statement in Section 123a. 
of the Atomic Energy Act, as amended by both the Nuclear Non- 
Proliferation Act of 1978 and, more recently, by the Export Adminis
tration Amendments Act of 1985.®

 ̂ACDA files and House Doc. 99-86, pp. 23-48.
2 For the agreement, see Document 118.
3 42 U.S.C. 2153(a).
* Documents on Disarmament 1978, pp. 118-164. (P.L. 95-242, 92 Stat. 120-152). 
 ̂Supra and this Docimient.

« P.L. 99-64, sec. 301(a)(1).
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I. BACKGROUND

A, China 5 Civil Nuclear Program

China has recently begun to develop a civilian nuclear energy pro
gram and has ambitious plans for the installation of substantial nucle
ar electric power capacity by the year 2000. China hopes to double 
total energy output and efficiency of energy use by that time. The 
construction of nuclear power plants in energy-poor areas would help 
China reach those goals.

China sees its nuclear power program as a necessary part of its 
development and modernization efforts. China is faced with severe 
electric power shortages. This has not only limited the amoimt of 
electricity available for household consumption, but it has also ad
versely ^fected industrial production. Future industrial and economic 
growth will require increased electric power.

China has relied primarily on coal-generated electricity, especially in 
the northern and central portions of the country which possess rich 
fossil fuel deposits. In 1984, China's coal production increased 8% 
over 1983 to 772 million metric tons. However, the growing demands 
for coal from a spreading industrial base have begim to tax the trans
portation sector's infrastructure, particularly the railroads. As a result, 
coal-generated energy has become increasingly costly.

Petroleimi usage as a percentage of total energy production has 
fallen. The output of petroleum has remained flat since 1978 and now 
accoimts for 21% of the national energy supply, down from 24% in 
1978. China has continued to export crude oil and some petroleum 
products in order to acquire badly needed foreign currency. It is 
estimated that oil and petroleum products constitute some 25% of 
current export earnings. Growing internal demands for oil may force 
China to reconsider its oil export policy.

Hydroelectric power also provides energy in China. However, the 
large dams required to expand China's present hydroelectric power 
supplies are regarded as costly to construct and often result in the loss 
of valuable agricultural land.

Because of these perceived energy requirements and conditions, the 
nuclear power alternative has gained acceptance in China. The Chinese 
leadership will consider the cost and benefits of foreign technological 
assistance necessary to build modem nuclear power plants and the 
longstanding traditions of Chinese self-reliance. Thus, China's nuclear 
power program most likely will be a two-track effort: some foreign 
plants will eventually be constructed, and an indigenous effort at 
reactor construction and fuel fabrication will be advanced.

It is estimated that China possesses sufficient uraniiun deposits to 
maintain a modest civil nuclear program. Specific and detailed infor
mation on uraniiun deposits is presently imavailable, largely because 
China has yet to explore fully the regions where uraniimi is likely to 
be foimd.
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China's technological base for peaceful nuclear activities is primarily 
an outgrowth of its cooperation with the Soviet Union in the 1950's. 
During that time, hundreds of Chinese engineers and technicians were 
trained at Soviet universities and research facilities. The Soviets also 
provided the research reactor for the Beijing Institute of Atomic 
Energy (BIAE).

Three main centers of nuclear power research are located in Beijing, 
Shanghai, and Sichuan. Beijing has two nuclear research facilities— 
BIAE and one at Qinghua University. BIAE has a heavy water research 
reactor furnished by the Soviet Union in 1958 and is focused largely 
on the development of heavy water reactor technology. The Nuclear 
Energy Institute of Qinghua University is the primary facility for 
training nuclear engineers in China.

The primary research facility near Shanghai is the Shanghai Nuclear 
Physics Institute (SNPI). It cooperates closely with the 728 Reactor 
Research and Design Institute described below. Both groups are work
ing on the design of a light water nuclear power reactor similar to 
those used in the United States. The 728 Institute maintains a small 
research reactor to study control rod design, power distribution, and 
hydraulics.

The Southwest Reactor Engineering Research and Design Center 
(SWERC) is located in Chengdu, Sichuan Province. Like the facilities 
near Shanghai, SWERC is involved in research on nuclear power 
reactors. In addition, a large research and test reactor is operated at 
Ziajiang. In February 1981, China annoimced that the reactor had gone 
into high power operation; it is used to produce radioactive isotopes 
for oil exploration and medical uses.

China has aimounced plans to build at least ten nuclear power 
plants with a total generating capacity of 10,000 megawatts by the 
year 2000. PRC officials have stated that many of these projects will 
import foreign equipment and engineering services.

Chinese officials at various levels have armoimced plans for reactors 
in at least a dozen locations, from Hainan Island in the south to the 
Liaoning Peninsula in the north. However, it appears that only three 
projects are likely to be started in the near future:

(̂ nshan, Zhejiang ("728 Project"). This 300-megawatt, ^'Chinese-de- 
signed" power plant has been advertised as the prototype for China's 
indigenous nuclear industry. Two major reactor components—the 
pressvire vessel and the cooling piunps—are to be supplied by Japan 
and West Germany, respectively. The Chinese press reported that 
construction began January 25, 1985, with the laying of the plant's 
cornerstone. The press account reported that all roads, water, and 
electricity lines for the plant were completed by the end of 1984, 
ahead of schedule.

Daya Bay, Guangdong, A joint venture company was formed January 
18, 1985, for the purpose of constructing this power plant with twin 
900 MW pressurized water reactors. Named the ''Guangdong Nuclear 
Power Joint Venture Company", the company is owned 75% by the
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Guangdong Nuclear Power Investment Company (a PRC corporation) 
and 25% by the Hong Kong Nuclear Investment Company (a wholly- 
owned subsidiary of Hong Kong Power and Light). Years of negotia
tions have not yet resulted in any final contracts between the Chinese 
and the likely suppliers of equipment and services for the Daya Bay 
project.

Smart ('^Southern Jiangsu" or '̂East China''), Jiangyin County, 
Jiangsu. The Chinese press has annoimced the establishment of the 
''Dongnan Nuclear Power Development Company", responsible for 
constructing this plant on the southern baiUc of the Yangtze River, 
north of Shanghai. It will hold twin 1000 MW pressurized water 
reactors. Earlier this year, requests for quotation for construction of 
the Sxman Project were issued to France and West Germany. In the 
absence of an agreement for cooperation, U.S. companies were not 
invited to bid.

The Chinese have had commercial consultations on the supply of 
nuclear power-related equipment with France, the United K^gdom, 
Canada, Sweden, the Federal Republic of Germany (FRG), Italy, Bel
gium, and Japan. Belgiimi, the FRG, and the U.K. have agreements for 
peaceful nuclear cooperation with China. China has also concluded 
such agreements with Argentina and Brazil that could lead to recipro
cal supply arrangements.

The proposed Agreement is the culmination of over four years of 
U.S.-China talks. Six rounds of intensive negotiations were held, both 
in Washington and Beijing, prior to initialling of the proposed Agree
ment on April 30, 1984, by Ambassador Kennedy and Commissioner 
Jia during President Reagan's visit to China.

Prior to seeking formal Presidential approval, it became necessary to 
engage in further discussions with China for the purpose of clarifying 
matters related to implementation of China's nuclear policies. These 
discussions took place through diplomatic chaimels and during visits 
of senior U.S. officials to Beijing. The discussions concluded success
fully on Jime 27, 1985. With a resolution of these additional questions, 
it was then appropriate to proceed with obtaining Presidential author
ity to sign the proposed Agreement.

B, Non-Proliferation Polio/

China's non-proliferation policy and statements have evolved since 
the end of the Cultural Revolution. With the rise of the post-Mao 
leadership of Deng Xiaoping, China has moved toward more responsi
ble and active participation on disarmament issues in general, and 
most recently on non-proliferation in particular.

During the 1960's and 1970's, China's declaratory posture argued 
that the spread of nuclear weapons to additional coimtries would 
dimiiush the power of the United States and the Soviet Union, and 
rejected the view that an increase in the nimiber of nuclear-weapon 
states would enhance the risk of nuclear war. Chinese declarations 
even postulated that the introduction of nuclear weapons to nations in
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the Third World could increase the opportunity of revolution. During 
the negotiations of the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty/ and subse
quently, China has criticized the Treaty as discriminatory. But at the 
same time, China's actions were more restrained than its declaratory 
policy.

In the early 1980's, the possibility of Chinese involvement in inter
national nuclear commerce became a reality. This development pre
sented a serious problem. China had assumed no international legal 
obligation nor had it adopted a policy to require International Atomic 
Energy Agency (IAEA) safeguards or other controls on its nuclear 
exports. Also, its broader posture on non-proliferation continued to 
raise concerns about whether China would avoid actions that could 
help another coimtry acquire nuclear explosives.

Recently, China has taken a series of positive non-proliferation 
steps, moving to accept those basic non-proliferation practices and 
norms common to all suppliers. During the January 1984 visit to 
Washington of Premier Zhao, he stated that China does not ''engage 
in nuclear proliferation ourselves, nor do we help other coimtries to 
develop nuclear weapons." ®

On May 15, 1984, in an address to the Sixth National People's 
Congress, 23iao repeated that China does not "engage in such prolif
eration by helping other coimtries to develop nuclear weapons."  ̂This 
statement to the People's Congress and its subsequent endorsement by 
the Congress is the Chinese Government's highest vehicle for the 
pronoimcement of public policy.

China's position on nuclear non-proliferation was most recently 
stated publicly by Vice Premier Li Peng in January 1985. According to 
an interview published in Beijing, he said China has no intention, now 
or in the future, to help non-nuclear nations develop nuclear weapons. 
He also said that China's present and future nuclear cooperation with 
other countries would be confined exclusively to peaceful purposes.^®

Discussions have been held with the Chinese, since the proposed 
Agreement was initialled last year, in order to clarify implementation 
of certain aspects of its non-proliferation policy. These discussions 
made clear that the two governments have a common imderstanding 
of the essential steps needed to implement these policies, consistent 
with their mutual commitment to non-proliferation. Thus, we can 
expect that China's policy of not assisting non-nuclear-weapon states 
to acquire nuclear explosives will be implemented in a maimer consist
ent with the basic non-proliferation practices common to the United 
States and other suppliers.

These discussions also provided the Chinese with a more complete 
description of U.S. policies and laws that form the basis for peaceful 
nuclear cooperation with a country like China. Finally, these consulta-

For the text of the Treaty, see Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 461-465. 
^Ibid., 1984, p. 8.
 ̂Ibid,, p. 410.
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tions also permitted discussion of China's intentions regarding IAEA 
safeguards on its civil nuclear program.

On January 1, 1984, China joined the IAEA. Chinese officials said 
during the course of negotiations on the proposed Agreement and in 
the ensuing discussions that, as a member of the IAEA, China would 
require IAEA safeguards on its nuclear exports to non-nuclear-weapon 
states. This policy was formally implemented in late 1984 when the 
China-Brazil civil nuclear cooperation agreement incorporated a recip
rocal IAEA safeguards requirement for items transferred imder the 
agreement.

II. COMPLIANCE WITH STATUTORY REQUIREMENTS

As shown below, the proposed Agreement meets all applicable re
quirements of the NNPA and the Atomic Energy Act.

Section 123 a. of the Atomic Energy Act, as amended by Section 401 
of the NNPA, requires new or amended agreements for cooperation to 
include the terms, conditions, duration, nature and scope of the coop
eration.

The na/ure and scope of the cooperation authorized by the proposed 
Agreement is described in Section A below.

The duration of the proposed Agreement is 30 years from its entry 
into force. Notwithstanding the suspension, termination or expiration 
of the proposed Agreement for any reason, certain specified articles 
will (as discussed below) continue in effect as long as any material, 
equipment or components subject to those articles remain subject to 
the People's Republic of China's right to exercise jurisdiction or to 
direct disposition elsewhere.

The most pertinent terms and conditions of the cooperation are dis
cussed in Sections B, C, F and G of this Part below.

A, Nature and Scope of Cooperation

(1) Permitted Cooperation
Article 2 sets forth in general terms the scope of the cooperation 

envisaged, and paragraph 3 thereof sets forth a procedure with respect 
to such cooperation as follows:

3. Material, facilities and components will be regarded as having 
been transferred pursuant to this agreement only upon receipt of 
confirmation by the supplier party, from the appropriate Govern
ment authority of the recipient party, that such material, facilities 
or components will be subject to this agreement and that the pro
posed recipient of such material, facilities or components, if other 
than the recipient party, is an authorized person.

Nuclear material and equipment which imder U.S. law may be 
exported only under an agreement for cooperation are so designated in 
the licensing process, and confirmation that such items will be subject 
to the relevant agreement takes place at that time. The purpose of the 
above-quoted provision is to ensiu*e that such nuclear exports are
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subject to the proposed Agreement and in addition to provide a proce
dure for bringing under the proposed Agreement other nuclear exports 
which the parties agree should be so transferred pursuant to the 
proposed Agreement.

Article 4 sets forth in more specific terms the scope of cooperation 
covered by the proposed Agreement. Article 4(1) states that the only 
special nuclear material to be transferred will be low enriched uranium 
('TEU'') (i.e., tu’anium eiuiched to less than 20% in the isotope 235) 
except as provided in subparagraph 4 of Article 4.

Article 4(4) authorizes the transfer of small amoimts of special 
nuclear material for use as samples, standards, detectors, targets and 
other purposes as the parties may agree.

(2) Types of Cooperation Not Authorized
The proposed Agreement excludes the transfer of sensitive facilities 

and technologies. Article 2(4) provides that sensitive nuclear technolo
gy, sensitive nuclear facilities or major critical components ""will re
quire additional provisions as an amendment to this agreement."' This 
constitutes a preclusion of such transfers under this proposed Agree
ment. The law does not require such a prohibition; but if such coop
eration is authorized, the law requires that certain criteria be met in 
the Agreement. If such transfers were to be contemplated at any time 
in the future, additional control mechanisms would need to be ob
tained either in an amendment to the proposed Agreement or in a new 
agreement. The term ""sensitive nuclear technology'" is defined at Arti
cle 1(17), ""Sensitive nuclear facilities" at Article 1(14) and ""major 
critic^ components'" at Article 1(16).

B. Specific Requirements for a New Agreement for Cooperation

Section 123a. of the Atomic Energy Act provides that a new agree
ment for cooperation shall include nine specific requirements. These 
are quoted below, together with an explanation of how they are 
satisfied by the proposed Agreement.

(1) Safeguards and their Durability
Subparagraph (1) of Section 123a. requires:

A guaranty by the cooperating party that safeguards as set forth 
in the agreement for cooperation will be maintained with respect 
to all nuclear materials and equipment transferred pursuant there
to, and with respect to all special nuclear material used in or pro
duced through the use of such nuclear materials and equipment, 
so long as the material or equipment remains under the jurisdic
tion or control of the cooperating party, irrespective of the dura
tion of other provisions in the agreement or whether the agree
ment is terminated or suspended for any reason.

(2) Scope of Safeguards
Subparagraph (2) of Section 123a. provides:
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In the case of non-nuclear-weapon states, a requirement, as a con
dition of continued United States nuclear supply under the agree
ment for cooperation, that IAEA safeguards be maintained with 
respect to all nuclear materials in all peaceful nuclear activities 
within the territory of such state, imder its jurisdiction, or carried 
out imder its control anywhere;

Since China is a nuclear weapon state, the requirement for IAEA 
safeguards set forth in subparagraph 2 of Section 123a. is not applica
ble.

Subparagraph 1 mandates that whatever safeguards are set forth in 
the agreement for cooperation shall apply to the items specified in that 
subparagraph as long as those items remain imder the jurisdiction or 
control of the cooperating party. Paragraph 2 of Article 10 of the 
proposed Agreement states:

2. Notwithstanding the suspension, termination or expiration of 
this agreement or any cooperation hereimder for any reason, the 
provisions of articles 5, 6, 7, and 8 shall continue in effect so long 
as any material, facility or components subject to these articles 
remain in the territory of the party concerned or any material, fa
cility or components subject to these articles remain subject to 
that party's right to exercise jurisdiction or to direct disposition 
elsewhere.

Article 5 deals with retransfers, reprocessing, enrichment, alteration 
and no use for military piuposes. This article is examined in detail in 
the analysis of subparagraphs 3, 5, 7, and 8 of 123 a. Article 6 deals 
with physical security and is examined imder the analysis of subpara
graph 6 of 123 a.

Article 7 states in pertinent part:

If either Party at any time following entry into force of this 
agreement does not comply with the provisions of this agreement, 
the Parties shall promptly hold consultations on the problem, it 
being imderstood that the other Party shall have the ri^ t to cease 
further cooperation under this agreement.

Finally, Article 8 states:

1. The parties shall consult at the request of either party regarding 
the implementation of this agreement, the development of further 
cooperation in the field of peaceful uses of nuclear energy, and 
other matters of mutual concern.

2. The parties recognize that this cooperation in the peaceful uses 
of nuclear energy is between two nuclear-weapon states and that 
bilateral safeguards are not required. In order to exchange experi
ence, strengthen technical cooperation between the parties, ensure 
that the provisions of this agreement are effectively carried out, 
and enhance a stable, reliable, and predictable nuclear cooperation 
relationship, in connection with transfers of material, facilities and 
components under this agreement the parties will use diplomatic 
channels to establish mutually acceptable arrangements for ex
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changes of information and visits to material, facilities and com
ponents subject to this agreement.

3. The parties shall exchange views and information on the estab
lishment and operation of their respective national accoimting and 
control systems for source and special nuclear material subject to 
this agreement.

Thus, Article 10 of the proposed agreement would apply U.S. rights 
regarding retransfer, storage, reprocessing, enrichment, alteration, 
physical security, exchanges of information and visits and the Chinese 
guaranty against military or explosive use irrespective of the duration 
of other provisions in the agreement or whether the agreement is 
terminated or suspended for any reason.

The right set forth in Article 8 for the United States to conduct 
visits to material, facilities and components subject to the proposed 
Agreement is an important means of assuring that the provisions of 
the proposed Agreement are carried out, in particular, the Chinese 
guaranty against military or explosive use. Indeed, Article 8 specifical
ly states that one of the purposes of visits is to ensure that the 
provisions of the proposed Agreement are effectively carried out. 
Moreover, Article 8 states that visits shall be arranged ^̂ in connection 
with transfers'' of items imder the proposed Agreement. Mutually 
acceptable arrangements on visits will be established before exports 
under the proposed Agreement are approved. Also valuable for the 
purpose of assuring that the provisions of the proposed Agreement are 
carried out are those provisions calling for frequent consultations and 
for exchanges of information on national accoimting and control sys
tems. The requirements of subparagraph 1 of Section 123 a.(l) are 
satisfied by the proposed Agreement.

(3) No Military or Explosive Use
Subparagraph (3) of Section 123 a. requires:

. . .  a guaranty by the cooperating party that no nuclear materials 
and equipment or sensitive nuclear technology to be transferred 
pursuant to such agreement, and no special nuclear material pro
duced through the use of any nuclear materials and equipment or 
sensitive nuclear technology transferred pursuant to such agree
ment, will be used for any nuclear explosive device, or for re
search on or development of any nuclear explosive device, or for 
any other military purpose;

Article 5 meets this requirement wherein China guarantees that:

Material, facilities or components transferred pursuant to this 
agreement and material used in or produced through the use of 
any material, facility or components so transferred shall not be 
used for any nuclear explosive device, for research specifically on 
or development of any nuclear explosive device, or for any mili
tary purpose.
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There is no reference to sensitive nuclear technology because, as 
noted above. Article 2(4) of the proposed Agreement provides that an 
amendment is required before sensitive nuclear technology could be 
transferred under the proposed Agreement.

During the negotiations, China sought assurance that the Agreement 
did not affect its right, as a nuclear weapon state, to conduct nuclear 
explosive activities using materials, facilities, components, and tech
nology that are not subject to the proposed Agreement. The Agreed 
Minute provided such assurance as follows:

The parties agree that the interpretation and implementation of 
article 5(3) shall not involve any nuclear activities and related re
search and development carried out by either party, as a nuclear 
weapon state, through the use of material, facilities, components 
and technology not subject to the agreement.

(4) Right of Return
Subparagraph (4) of Section 123 a. requires:

except in the case of those agreements for cooperation . . . with 
nuclear weapon states, a stipulation that the United States shall 
have the right to require the return of any nuclear materials and 
equipment transferred pursuant thereto and any special nuclear 
material produced through the use thereof if the cooperating party 
detonates a nuclear explosive device or terminates or abrogates an 
agreement providing for IAEA safeguards;

Since China is a nuclear weapon state, the requirement for a right of 
return as set forth in subparagraph (4) of Section 123 a. is not applica
ble. Article 7, however, makes clear that the United States has the 
right to cease further cooperation if China does not comply with the 
provisions of the Agreement.

(5) Retransfer
Suparagraph (5) of Section 123 a. requires:

a guaranty by the cooperating party that any material or any Re
stricted Data transferred pursuant to the agreement for coopera
tion and . . . .  any production or utilization facility transferred 
pursuant to the agreement for cooperation or any special nuclear 
material produced through the use of any such facility or through 
the use of any material transferred pursuant to the agreement, 
will not be transferred to imauthorized persons or beyond the ju
risdiction or control of the cooperating party without the consent 
of the United States;

Section 109 of the Atomic Energy Act requires that recipient nations 
also agree to obtain U.S. approval before retransferring any compo
nents, items and substances exported from the United States which 
the Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) has foimd to be ''signifi
cant for nuclear explosive purposes.'' The NRC has identified a series 
of such components, items and substances in regulations contained in 
10 CFR Part 110 which are subject to this retransfer requirement.
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Article 5(1) of the proposed Agreement satisfies both retransfer 
criteria of the Atomic Energy Act by providing that material, facilities, 
or components or special nuclear material transferred pursuant to the 
proposed Agreement and special nuclear material produced through 
the use of such material or facilities, ^̂ shall not be retransferred to 
imauthorized persons or, imless the parties agree, beyond its territory.

(6) Physical Security

Subparagraph (6) of Section 123 a. requires:

a guaranty by the cooperating party that adequate physical securi
ty will be maintained with respect to any nuclear material trans
ferred pursuant to such agreement and with respect to any special 
nuclear material used in or produced through the use of any ma
terial, production facility, or utilization facUity transferred pursu
ant to such agreement;

Article 6(1) of the proposed Agreement meets this requirement by 
providing a guaranty that

1. Each party shall maintain adequate physical security with re
spect to any material, facility or components transferred pursuant 
to this agreement and with respect to any special nuclear material 
used in or produced through the use of any material or facility so 
transferred.

With respect to the meaning of ^'adequate," Section 127(3) of the 
Atomic Energy Act, as added to the law by Section 305 of the NNPA, 
provides that physical security measures shall be deemed adequate if 
they provide a level of protection equivalent to that required by 
regulations promulgated by the NRC establishing levels of physical 
security (see NNPA Section 304(d) and 10 CFR 110.43).

The balance of Article 6 and Annex II to the proposed Agreement 
contain implementing provisions, such as a description of the levels of 
physical security contemplated and measures to be taken. These provi
sions are consistent with the Guidelines for Nuclear Transfers pub
lished by the IAEA in February 1978 and the above-mentioned 
NRC regulations.

Article 6(3) permits the United States to consult with China con
cerning the adequacy of physical security measures in China, and, in 
accordance with Article 6(4), the Chinese authorities responsible for 
physical security will be made known to the United States. These 
provisions will facilitate cooperation between the United States and 
China on physical security matters of mutual interest, and will also 
enhance U.S. ability to be assured as to the level of physical protection 
being maintained.

(7) Reprocessing, Enrichment or other Alteration
Subparagraph (7) of Section 123 a. requires:

 ̂̂  Documents on Disarmament, 1978, pp. 7-26.
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. . .  a guaranty by the cooperating party that no material trans
ferred pursuant to the agreement for cooperation and no material 
used in or produced through the use of any material, production 
facility, or utilization facility transferred pursuant to the agree
ment for cooperation will be reprocessed, enriched or (in the case 
of plutoruum, uranium 233, or uranium enriched to greater than 
twenty percent in the isotope 235, or other nuclear materials 
which have been irradiated) otherwise altered in form or content 
without the prior approval of the United States;

This criterion contains several restrictions. First, U.S. approval must 
be obtained prior to any reprocessing material supplied under a new or 
amended agreement or of any material produced from such material or 
produced or used in a production or utilization facility so supplied 
(e.g., a reactor). Second, such approval must be obtained for eiuich- 
ment, after export, of any uranium supplied under a new or an 
amended agreement. Third, such approval must be obtained for any 
alteration of weapons usable material or irradiated nuclear materid 
which has either been supplied under a new or an amended agreement 
or produced from such material or used in any such equipment so 
supplied.

Paragraph 2 of Article 5 of the proposed Agreement states:

Neither party has any plans to enrich to twenty percent or great
er, reprocess, or alter in form or content material transferred pur
suant to this agreement or material used in or produced through 
the use of any material. Neither party has any plans to change lo
cations for storage of plutonixmi, uranium 233 (except as con
tained in irradiated fuel elements), or high ermched uranium 
transferred pursuant to this agreement or used in or produced 
through the use of any materi^ or facility so transferred. In the 
event that a party would like at some future time to undertake 
such activities, the parties will promptly hold consultations to 
agree on a mutually acceptable arrangement. The parties under- 
t^ e  the obligation to consider such activities favorably, and agree 
to provide pertinent information on the plans during the considta- 
tions. Inasmuch as any such activities will be solely for peaceful 
purposes and will be in accordance with the provisions of this 
agreement, the parties will consult immediately and will seek 
agreement within six months on long-term arrangements for such 
activities. In the spirit of cooperation the parties agree not to act 
within that period of time. If such an arrangement is not agreed 
upon within that period of time, the parties will promptly consult 
for the purpose of agreeing on measures which they consider to 
be consistent with the provisions of the agreement in order to un
dertake such activities on an interim basis. The parties agree to re
frain from actions which either party believes would prejudge the 
long-term arrangements for undertaking such activities or ad
versely affect cooperation imder this agreement. The parties agree 
that the consultations referred to above will be carried out 
promptly and mutual agreement reached in a manner to avoid 
hampering, delay or undue interference in their respective nuclear
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programs. Neither party will seek to gain commercial advantage. 
Nothing in this article shall be used by either party to inhibit the 
legitimate development and exploitation of nuclear energy for 
peaceful purposes in accordance with this agreement.

The first sentence in Article 5(2) states neither party intends to 
engage in any of the activities specified in Section 123 a. (7). Should 
China in the future desire to imdertake reprocessing, enrichment or 
other alteration, consultations will be held to establish long-term ar
rangements for such activities and the United States has agreed to 
^̂ consider such activities favorably.'' No reprocessing, enrichment or 
alteration will be conducted during the period that such consultations 
are underway. If no long-term arrangements are agreed within six 
months of the initiation of consultations, the parties will consult on 
measures that would allow such activities on an interim basis. China 
agrees to refrain from any reprocessing, enrichment or alteration if the 
United States believes such activities ''would prejudge the long-term 
arrangements for imdertaking such activities or adversely affect coop
eration" imder the proposed Agreement. Although set forth in two 
stages, the text of Article 5(2) clearly precludes, for the first phase, 
any reprocessing, enrichment or alteration while seeking to establish 
long-term arrangements for such activities. During the second phase 
when the United States and China are seeking to make interim ar
rangements, the Chinese caimot undertake reprocessing, enrichment or 
alteration if the United States objects on grounds that such activity 
"would prejudge the long-term arrangements pr adversely affect coop
eration." Article 5(2) satisfies the criterion of subsection 7 of Section 
123 a.

(8) Storage

Subparagraph (8) of Section 123 a. requires:

. . .  a guaranty by the cooperating party that no plutonium, no 
uranium 233, and no uranium enriched to greater than twenty 
percent in the isotope 235, transferred pursuant to the agreement 
for cooperation, or recovered from any source or special nuclear 
material so transferred or from any source or special nuclear mate
rial used in any production facility or utilization facility trans
ferred pursuant to the agreement for cooperation, will be stored in 
any facility that has not been approved in advance by the United 
States;

The proposed Agreement authorizes retransfer of only small quanti
ties of plutoniimi, uranium 233 or uraniiun enriched to greater than 20 
percent in the isotope 235.

Article 4, paragraph 1 provides:

. . . Any special nuclear material to be transferred imder this 
agreement shall be low enriched uranium except as provided in 
paragraph 4 of this article.

Paragraph 4 of Article 4 states:
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4. Small quantities of special nuclear material may be transferred 
for use as samples, standards, detectors, targets, radiation sources 
and for such other purposes as the parties may agree.

Special nuclear material is defined in subparagraph (7) of Article 1 
as follows:

(i) plutonium, uranium 233, or uranium enriched in the isotope 
235, or (ii) any other materi^ so designated by agreement of the 
parties.

The proposed Agreement addresses any change in storage location 
for such small quantities of uranium 233, uranium enriched greater 
than 20 percent in the isotope 235 or plutonium in same manner as it 
addresses reprocessing, enrichment or other alteration. (All these sub
jects are dealt with in paragraph 2 of Article 5 of the proposed 
Agreement which is set forth on page II-8 of this Assessment State
ment.) As with reprocessing, enrichment, or other alteration, Qiina 
has agreed not to undertake any change in storage location while the 
Parties are seeking to establish long-term arrangements for such stor
age. During the second phase while the Parties are seeking interim 
arrangements, the Chinese cannot change the location for storage of 
the specified materials if the United States objects. Thus, U.S. approv
al for any change in storage locations for these materials is guaranteed.

The proposed Agreement contains a phrase excluding plutonium or 
uranium 233 in irradiated fuel elements from the approval require
ments for changes in storage locations. This follows the approach set 
forth in other agreements for cooperation that the United States has 
entered into with other coimtries. This exclusion is consistent with the 
storage criterion in the Atomic Energy Act because it is designed to 
cover material directly usable in nuclear explosives. (Senate Report 95- 
467, pp. 22, 52-53.)

The proposed Agreement does not deal with initial storage locations, 
only changes in storage locations after the listed materials have been 
received. Normal practice with respect to the exports of the small 
quantities of the material specified in section 123(a)(7) includes speci
fying the storage location for such materials. Thus, at all times, storage 
locations will be approved by the United States.

(9) Sensitive Nuclear Technology
Subparagraph (9) of Section 123 a. requires:

. . .  a guaranty by the cooperating party that any special nuclear 
material, production facility, or utilization facility produced or 
constructed xmder the jurisdiction of the cooperating party by or 
through the use of any sensitive nuclear technology transferred 
pursuant to such agreement for cooperation will be subject to all 
the requirements specified in this subsection.

Article 2(4) of the proposed Agreement provides that an amendment 
shall be required for any transfer of sensitive nuclear technology, 
sensitive nuclear facilities, or major critical components. Since the
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guaranty required by this criterion relates only to material or facilities 
produced or constructed through the use of sensitive nuclear technolo
gy transferred under the proposed Agreement, it is inapplicable to the 
proposed Agreement unless and until it is amended to provide for the 
transfer of such technology.

C NNPA Section 402—Additional Requirements

Section 402(a) contains additional enrichment controls quoted and 
discussed below.

Except as specifically provided in any agreement for cooperation, 
no source or special nuclear material hereafter exported from the 
United States may be enriched after export without the prior ap
proval of the United States for such enrichment;

Article 5(2) of the proposed Agreement, which deals with this re
striction, is discussed above. By limiting the need to obtain U.S. 
consent to enrichment of twenty percent or greater in the isotope 235, 
the United States is approving enrichment up to twenty percent of 
material subject to the proposed Agreement.

Section 402(a) further requires that:

[N]o source or special nuclear material shall be exported for the 
purpose of enrichment or reactor fueling to any nation or group 
of nations which has, after the date of enactment of this Act, en
tered into a new or amended agreement for cooperation with the 
United States, except pursuant to such agreement.

As applied to the present case, this provision means that after entry 
into force of the proposed Agreement, no U.S. source or special nucle
ar material can be exported to China for enrichment or reactor fueling 
except piu'suant to the proposed Agreement. This will foreclose trans
fers of source material for such purposes outside an agreement for 
cooperation, which would otherwise be possible under Section 64 of 
the Atomic Energy Act.

Section 402(b) of the NNPA provides that:

In addition to other requirements of law, no major critical compo
nent of any uranium enrichment, nuclear fuel reprocessing, or 
heavy water production facility shall be exported imder any 
agreement for cooperation . . . unless such agreement for coop
eration specifically designates such components as items to be ex
ported pursuant to the agreement for cooperation.

Article 2(4) of the proposed Agreement provides that there may be 
no transfer under the proposed Agreement of a ''sensitive nuclear 
facility''—defined in Article 2(14) to include uraniimi enrichment, re
processing, and heavy water production facilities as well as facilities 
for the fabrication of nuclear fuel containing plutonium—or "major 
critical components" as defined in Article 2(16), imless the proposed 
Agreement is amended.
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D, NNPA Section 307—Conduct Resulting in Termination of Nuclear Exports

Section 307 added Section 129 to the Atomic Energy Act, which 
prohibits nuclear exports to nations which engage in certain proscribed 
activities. The activities in Section 129 are those which are directly 
related to weapons acquisition or which could have a weapons-related 
motivation. Based on available information, it is believed that a find
ing under Section 129 that would preclude nuclear exports to China 
imder the proposed Agreement is not warranted.

£  NNPA Section 309—Components, Items and Substances

Section 309 of the NNPA amended Section 109 of the Atomic 
Energy Act to authorize the NRC to determine that certain component 
parts, items and substances, because of their significance for nuclear 
explosive purposes, should be subject to its licensing authority. For 
such licenses, the NRC must find that the following criteria or their 
equivalent are met:

(1) IAEA safeguards as required by Article 111(2) of the [NPT] will 
be applied with respect to such component, substance, or item; (2) 
no such component, substance, or item will be used for any nu
clear explosive device or for research on or development of any 
nuclear explosive device; and (3) no such component, substance or 
item will be retransferred to the jurisdiction of any other nation 
or group of nations imless the prior consent of the United States 
is obtained for such retransfer.

The NRC promulgated regulations on May 19, 1978 (10 CFR Part 
110) which identified certain reactor components and two sub
stances—^heavy water and nuclear graphite (moderator materials)—the 
export of which would be subject to these criteria. In the case of 
China, the first criterion is met because Article 111(2) of the NPT only 
requires IAEA safeguards on exports to non-nuclear weapon states. 
The second criterion (no explosive use) is met by the language in 
Article 5(3). The third criterion (retransfer) can be met by having 
components and moderator material identified as being exported under 
the proposed Agreement, in which case Article 5(1) would apply. (The 
Atomic Energy Act does not require that such exports be transferred 
imder an agreement for cooperation; however, they may be so trans
ferred.)

ni. OTHER NON-PROLIFERATION ISSUES

Any decision by the United States to engage in nuclear cooperation 
with another nation can raise a number of nonproliferation policy 
issues in addition to questions about the legal rights, guarantees, and 
safeguards contained in the applicable agreement for cooperation. 
These issues will vary from case to case. They could involve, for 
example, the scope of the cooperation envisaged imder such an agree
ment, the precedential implications of particular provisions of such an 
agreement, the degree to which extending nuclear cooperation may
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foster other non-proliferation interests, or the general role of the state 
concerned in non-proliferation efforts. This part of the assessment 
statement addresses those policy issues which relate to the proposed 
Agreement.

A, China's Non-ProliferaHon Policy

The central policy issue concerns the relationship of the proposed 
Agreement to China's non-proliferation policy. As outlined in Part I, 
over the recent past China has come to accept the most critical norms 
and practices at the heart of efforts to prevent the spread of nuclear 
explosives to additional coimtries. China joined the IAEA, stated that 
it would require safeguards on its exports to non-nuclear weapon 
states, and committed itself not to help other coimtries acquire nuclear 
explosives. Those positive and welcome steps went hand-in-hand with 
China's interest and activities in obtaining foreign assistance for its 
civil nuclear program.

During the talks, the U.S. made clear that a shared understanding on 
non-proliferation was essential to provide a framework for assistance 
to China's peaceful nuclear program. Discussions with other coimtries, 
including the United States, on nuclear cooperation also provided an 
opportunity for substantial exchanges on non-proliferation issues, 
practices, and norms. These exchanges elevated the political impor
tance of this issue, and created a better understanding by the PRC of 
the significance of certain non-proliferation principles and practices.

As a nuclear-weapon state, China has demonstrated that it has the 
technological and scientific ability to build a nuclear bomb and the 
capability of producing weapons-usable fissile material. Until recently, 
it had announced no policies against assisting another state to acquire 
nuclear explosives. China is not a party to the Nuclear Non-Prolifera- 
tion Treaty which contains obligations not to assist non-nuclear- 
weapon states in the manufacture or acquisition of nuclear explosives. 
Thus, the potential for great harm to global non-proliferation efforts 
and barriers has been present.

Since January 1984 China made a series of statements stressing that 
its policy is not to assist others to acquire nuclear weapons.

Discussions with China that have taken place since the initialling of 
the proposed Agreement have contributed significantly to a shared 
understanding with China on what it means not to assist other coun
tries to acquire nuclear explosives, and in facilitating China's steps to 
put all these new policies into place.

Thus, ACDA believes that the statements of policy by senior Chi
nese officials, as clarified by these discussions, represent a clear com
mitment not to assist a non-nuclear-weapon state in the acquisition of 
nuclear explosives. On the basis of the discussions with the PRC, the 
United States can expect that China's policy of not assisting a non- 
nuclear-weapon state to acquire nuclear explosives will be implement

See Section B of Part I.
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ed in a manner consistent with those basic non-proliferation practices 
common to the United States and other major suppliers.

This commitment applies to all future Chinese assistance. Moreover, 
the Chinese are fully aware of the importance of their non-prolifera- 
tion policies to future U.S.-China nuclear relations. They know that 
should we find out about any action inconsistent with these basic 
non-proliferation measures, including requiring IAEA safeguards on 
nuclear exports, we would not go forward with exports imtil the 
matter were resolved satisfactorily.

In joining the IAEA, China will be able to participate in implement
ing the basic principles of that Agency which include efforts to pre
vent the spread of nuclear explosives. China's presence in that interna
tional forum also will bring it into contact with other coimtries that 
support a strong non-proliferation and safeguards regime.

Because U.S.-China peaceful nuclear cooperation must rest on 
shared principles of non-proliferation, it will be important for the 
United States to consult regularly with China on non-proliferation 
issues. We will also pay close attention to China^s actions in this area. 
The United States has made clear to China that U.S.-Chinese nuclear 
cooperation rests on strict adherence to these principles and common 
basic practices.

The proposed Agreement will provide a basis for further consulta
tions between the United States and China on non-proliferation. 
These consultations can strengthen the mutual commitment to shared 
non-proliferation principles and establish a framework for cooperation 
in this area. Over time, such consultations may lead to further im
provements in China's non-proliferation policies.

The United States has been cautious in cooperating with countries 
that are not parties to the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty, given the 
importance of the Treaty in promoting non-proliferation. No such 
cooperation should be concluded in the absence of significant non
proliferation benefits. ACDA believes that the proposed Agreement 
meets this test.

In simunary, as a coxmtry outside the non-proliferation regime, 
China posed a serious potential risk to international non-proliferation 
efforts. China has now declared its opposition to proliferation and 
taken concrete steps toward global non-proliferation norms and prac
tices. Along with the discussions with other coimtries, the prospect of 
the proposed Agreement played an important role in bringing about 
this evolving attitude on the part of China.

B. Consultations and Visits

As noted in Part II, the proposed Agreement meets all of the re
quirements of U.S. law, including a pledge that material and equip
ment subject to the agreement will not be used for nuclear explosives 
or any military purpose. The provisions of the proposed Agreement 
which relate to the ability of the United States to verify this assurance 
are imique and recognize that China is a nuclear-weapon state.
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The United States is not obligated, either by domestic law or by the 
nuclear export provisions of the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty, to 
condition nuclear exports to nuclear-weapon states on the acceptance 
of IAEA safeguards. Even so, the United States did seek Chinese 
acceptance of IAEA safeguards on U.S. supply imder the agreement, 
but the Chinese adamantly refused—as they have to date with other 
nuclear-weapon states. (The Chinese reportedly did agree to IAEA 
safeguards on any ''sensitive" assistance they receive from the U.K. 
The U.S.-China agreement does not permit cooperation in those areas 
defined as ''sensitive nuclear technology" under U.S. law, nor in other 
"sensitive" areas such as exports of significant quantities of highly 
enriched uranium or plutoniimi.)

Acceptance of IAEA safeguards by nuclear-weapon states can serve 
to minimize discrimination against non-nuclear-weapon states, and 
thus can help to sustain broad political support for international non
proliferation institutions such as the IAEA safeguards system. For that 
reason, the United States, United Kingdom, France, and the Soviet 
Union have all volimtarily permitted the IAEA to apply its safeguards 
on at least some of their respective civil nuclear facilities. As noted 
above, it appears China has agreed in principle to accept IAEA safe
guards on imports from certain non-nuclear-weapon states. As a prac
tical matter, however, there are no such safeguards yet applied in 
China.

Article 8 of the agreement provides for "mutually acceptable ar
rangements for exchanges of information and visits" in connection 
with transfers imder the agreement. These arrangements will be estab
lished through diplomatic chaimels prior to the licensing by the 
United States of nuclear exports under the agreement, and will include 
provision for exchanges of information and visits by U.S. personnel to 
relevant sites in China where U.S. material or equipment subject to 
the agreement is located. The United States and China will also ex
change views and information on their respective national accoimting 
and control systems for nuclear material subject to the agreement.

The scope of cooperation permitted by the proposed Agreement also 
is important when considering provisions related to verification. Coop
eration under the agreement is limited to reactors, their major compo
nents, and low eiuiched uranium fuel. As noted previously, it does not 
authorize the export of more than gram quantities of plutonium and 
highly enriched uranium, nor does it authorize the export of sensitive 
facilities capable of producing such material. A separate agreement— 
including Congressional review—would be necessary to authorize the 
transfer of such items. Moreover, as described below, mutually agreed 
arrangements for reprocessing are provided in the agreement.

As a nuclear-weapon state, China has nuclear facilities dedicated to 
the production of fissile material for nuclear weapons. Any effort by 
China to divert material from a civil facility for military piuposes 
would result in the termination of any U.S. assistance to China's civil 
nuclear program, and in all probability that of other foreign suppliers
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as well. Both factors reduce any incentive for China to divert material 
or equipment from its civil program.

Given these circiunstances, ACDA believes that the provisions of 
the proposed Agreement are adequate to provide confidence against 
the misuse of any items subject to the proposed Agreement. ACDA 
has considerable experience in designing systems aimed at deterring 
the diversion of any nuclear material from peaceful to military uses, 
and expects to participate actively with other relevant agencies in 
establishing the mutually acceptable arrangements in connection with 
proposed exports under the agreement.

C Consent Rights

As noted in Part II, ACDA believes that the relevant provision in 
the proposed Agreement (Article 5, paragraph 2) satisfies the statutory 
requirement of U.S. consent rights over certain fuel cycle activities, 
including reprocessing. The Chinese have stated that they have no 
plan to imdertake reprocessing of spent fuel from power reactors for at 
least fifteen years. In fact, there is no existing facility in China capable 
of reprocessing such fuel.

Should China desire to undertake any of these activities, the United 
States and China will attempt to reach agreement within six months 
on long-term arrangements to govern the conditions for such activity. 
These long-term arrangements could take many forms.

In particular, ACDA believes that in connection with any future 
discussions on long-term arrangements and the possible exercise of the 
United States consent rights over reprocessing, it will be important to 
ensure that the procedures called for imder Article 8 are adequate to 
help verify that any separated plutonium is being used consistent with 
the provisions of the agreement. Any procedures for information ex
change and visits previously agreed for the transfer of reactors and 
low eiuiched uranium fuel may not be sufficient for separated pluto- 
niimi. However, the provisions of the proposed Agreement are fully 
adequate to ensure that such arrangements are agreed before any 
reprocessing takes place. ACDA fully supports the outcome on con
sent rights; it solved the last major obstacle in the negotiations prior to 
the April 1984 initialling, and preserved the significant non-prolifera- 
tion benefits of the proposed Agreement.

D. Summary

The proposed Agreement is imique in comparison to other agree
ments for cooperation concluded since the Nuclear Non-Proliferation 
Act. It is the first such agreement with a nuclear-weapon state since 
the passage of that Act. Further, China had only recently accepted the 
basic norms and practices of non-proliferation. An appreciation of this 
context is essential in making a balanced judgment on the non-prolif- 
eration benefits of the proposed Agreement.

China's desire to obtain foreign assistance for its civil nuclear pro
gram provided an opportunity for substantial discussions with the
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United States and other suppliers on the major features of the non
proliferation regime. Moreover, the prospect of assistance was a major 
incentive for considerable evolution of China's position on non-proiUF- 
eration.

China has joined the IAEA, and stated that it will require IAEA 
safeguards on its nuclear exports. China has committed itself not to 
assist other countries to acquire nuclear explosives. And the United 
States can expect that China's policy of not assisting a non-nuclear- 
weapon state to acquire nuclear explosives will be implemented in a 
maimer consistent with those basic non-proliferation practices 
common to the United States and other major suppliers. The Chinese 
are also fully aware that their continued support for and effective 
implementation of these basic practices is a sine qua non for U.S. nuclear 
cooperation under the proposed Agreement.

Entry into force of the proposed Agreement would contribute im
portantly to the ability of the United States to continue working with 
China in non-proliferation. The agreement not only recognizes the 
evolution in China's non-proliferation policies, but also provides a 
framework for continued exchanges in this area.

IV. CONCLUSIONS

On the basis of the analysis in this assessment statement and all 
pertinent information of which he is aware, the Director of the United 
States Arms Control and Disarmament Agency has:

• concluded that the proposed Agreement meets all of the substan
tive requirements in the Atomic Energy Act and the NNPA appli
cable for new or amended agreements for cooperation.

• reached a favorable net assessment of the adequacy of the provi
sions of the proposed Agreement to ensiu'e that any assistance 
furnished thereimder will not be used to further any military or 
nuclear explosive purpose.

• concluded that execution of the proposed Agreement would ad
vance the non-proliferation program, policy, and objectives of the 
United States; and

• joined in the recommendation of the Secretary of State and the 
Secretary of Energy that the President determine that the per
formance of the proposed Agreement will promote, and will not 
constitute an uiu'easonable risk to, the common defense and secu
rity, and that the President approve and authorize the execution 
of the proposed Agreement.

Document 113



408 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1985

114. M em orandum  for th e  P resident From ACDA Director 
A delm an: Proposed  A greem en t for C ooperation Be
tw een  th e  United S ta tes  and  China Concerning P eace
ful Uses of N uclear Energy, July  19, 1985 ^

The subject agreement is unique among agreements for peaceful 
nuclear cooperation concluded since the 1978 Nuclear Non-Prolifera- 
tion Act.  ̂ It is the first such agreement with a nuclear-weapon state; 
and it is with a coxmtry that has not, until recently, supported non
proliferation measures. Although the agreement was initialled in April 
1984, we needed to clarify certain matters related to implementation of 
China ŝ nuclear policies. Those discussions concluded successfully last 
month.

A major threat to our non-proliferation objectives is the potential 
for "̂ maverick" suppliers to undercut the safeguards and other controls 
established through international cooperation and consensus. In the 
past, China's policies were a cause for concern because it neither 
adhered to that consensus nor accepted other non-proliferation norms.

Over the past two years, however, the Qiinese Government has 
announced a policy (1) that it will not assist other coimtries to acquire 
nuclear explosives, and reaffirmed that policy on several occasions, (2) 
joined the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA), and (3) adopt
ed supply policies such as requiring IAEA safeguards on its nuclear 
exports to non-nuclear-weapon states.

In their totality, these actions by China are of historic significance 
in the international efforts to prevent the spread of nuclear weapons. 
China's actions will help buttress the critical non-proliferation norms 
established over the past 25 years. The prospect of peaceful nuclear 
cooperation and the related ^scussions with the United States and 
other suppliers significantly encouraged these steps and increased our 
opportimities to address non-proliferation issues with China. The 
agreement itself will facilitate continued dialogue and imderstanding 
on non-proliferation matters. In the context of China's evolving non
proliferation posture, the agreement is beneficial and in the United 
States' interest.

A few of the major provisions in the agreement were subject to long 
and difficult negotiations. We have had detailed discussions on what 
it means in practice not to assist other coimtries to acquire nuclear 
explosives. The policy statements by senior Chinese officials, as clari
fied in our discussions, represent a clear commitment not to assist any 
non-nuclear-weapon state in the acquisition of nuclear explosives and 
we understand that China's policy will be implemented in a manner 
consistent with those basic non-proliferation practices common to the 
United States and other major suppliers. The agreement rests on that

 ̂ACDA files and House Doc. 99-86, pp. 57-58.
2 For the Act, see Documenk on Disarmament 1978, pp. 118-164. For the text of the

Agreement, see Document 118.
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foundation. The Chinese know that peaceful nuclear cooperation with 
the United States would be precluded by actions inconsistent with the 
non-proliferation measures that were discussed and clarified during 
the negotiations with China.

The United States sought China's acceptance of IAEA safeguards on 
U.S. supply under the agreement, but they adamantly refused to 
accept that condition. They have taken similar positions with other 
nuclear-weapon states, even though they have agreed in principle to 
accept safeguards on material from non-nuclear-weapon states. As a 
nuclear-weapon state, IAEA safeguards are not required under U.S. 
law for cooperation.

The agreement does provide, however, for ''mutually acceptable 
arrangements" in connection with transfers under the agreement in 
order to ensure that its provisions are effectively carried out. Those 
arrangements, to be established prior to approval of U.S. exports, will 
include exchanges of information and visits by U.S. Goverrunent per
sonnel to relevant sites in China where material or equipment subject 
to the agreement will be stored or used. The agreement dso notes that 
neither party contemplates reprocessing material provided under the 
agreement or produced through equipment provided. Should plans 
change in this regard, the agreement requires that arrangements or 
measures satisfactory to both sides be in place to assure that any 
separated material will be used only for purposes consistent with the 
agreement. Meanwhile reprocessing of U.S. origin material cannot take 
place without U.S. consent. In all cases, it will be important to ensure 
that the specific arrangements provide adequate confidence that any 
material or equipment subject to the agreement will be used only for 
purposes consistent with the agreement.

In my view, the proposed Agreement meets all the applicable re
quirements of the Atomic Energy Act ® and the Nuclear Non-Prolif
eration Act and its entry into force will substantially benefit U.S. non
proliferation objectives. Therefore, I recommend that you (1) deter
mine that its performance will promote, and will not constitute an 
unreasonable risk to, the common defense and security, and (2) ap
prove and authorize execution of the agreement.

® 42 U.S.C. 2153.
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115. Report to  th e  C onference on Disarm am ent on th e  
Tw entieth Session of th e  A d  Hoc G roup of Scientific 
Experts To Consider In ternational C ooperative  M eas
ures To Detect and  Identify  Seismic Events, Ju ly  19, 
1985 1

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 Jxily 1976, ̂  held its twentieth 
formal session from 15 to 19 July 1985 in the Palais des Nations, 
Geneva, under the Chairmanship of Dr. Ola Dahlman of Sweden. This 
was the twelfth session of the Group convened tmder 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, Belgiimi, Bulgaria, Canada, China, 
Czechoslovakia, Egypt, German Democratic Republic, Germany, Fed
eral Republic of, Hungary, Italy, Japan, the Netherlands, Poland, 
Sweden, Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, United Kingdom of Great 
Britain and Northern Ireland and the United States of America.

3. At their request and on the basis of previous invitations 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. Under the current mandate of the Ad Hoc Group, information on 
national investigations related to the work of the Group has been 
presented by experts from Australia, Austria, Belgiimi, Bulgaria, 
Canada, Czechoslovakia, Denmark, Egypt, Finland, German Democrat
ic Republic, Germany, Federal Republic of, Himgary, India, Indonesia, 
Islamic Republic of Iran, Italy, Japan, the Netherlands, New Zealand, 
Norway, Peru, Poland, Romania, Sweden, Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics, United Kingdom and United States of America.

5. During its tenth session, the Ad Hoc Group agreed to establish five 
study groups in order to achieve an appropriate compilation, stunmari- 
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 CD/616.
2 Documenk on Disarmament, 1976, pp. 484-485.
3 CD/PV 48, p. 11.
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1. Seismological stations and station networks: Dr. Basham 
(Canada), Dr. Schneider (German Democratic Republic)

2. Data to be regularly exchanged (Level I data): Dr. Harjes (Germa
ny, 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. Hu- 
sebye (Norway), Dr. Christoskov (Bulgaria)

5. Procedures to be used at international data centres: Dr. Johansson 
(Sweden), Dr. Alewine (United States of America).

6. During its eighteenth session, the Ad 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 (document CD/534). This technical test was the first one con
ducted making regular use of the WMO/GTS. It further developed 
procedures for the use of the WMO/GTS for seismic data exchange, 
and procedures related to the use of the WMO/GTS at envisaged 
international data centres. The purposes of this technical test were:

—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 (EIDCsV These were 
established during the technical test to provide tne services of 
both the national facilities and the IDCs first envisaged in 
CCD/558;

—to transmit bulletins from EIDCs to participating temporary na
tional facilities using the WMO/GTS;

—to test procedures for retransmission of Level I data messages 
over the WMO/GTS;

—to provide an opportimity for testing procedures for extracting 
Level I parameters at seismic stations;

—to develop and test procediu-es for transmission of Level I pa
rameters to temporary national facilities;

—to test proposed procedures at EIDCs for receipt and archiving 
of Level I data and for compUation and distribution over the 
WMO/GTS of event bulletins and parameters using Level I 
data.

7. The technical test covered seismic Level I data for the period from
00.00 Universal Co-ordinated Time (LJTC) 15 October to 24.00 UTC 
14 December 1984. The preparation and transmission of event bulle
tins from EIDCs continued until 15 Jaruiary 1985. The time period 
from 15 October to 26 October 1984 was designated as a preparatory 
phase to establish reliable com^iunications.

8. In all, 76 seismograph stations in 36 coimtries contributed seismic 
Level I data to the techiucal test. For organizational and technical 
reasons, however, not all of thesfe countries provided and received data 
for the entire time period.

9. Experimental international data centres were operated throughout 
the time period of the test at Moscow, Stockholm and Washington.
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10. The technical test was co-ordinated overall by Dr. Peter McGre
gor, Australia, who carried out this important task with great skill and 
dedication.

11. During the technical test the Ad Hoc Group has enjoyed an 
excellent co-operation with the WMO as well as with the national 
meteorological and seismological institutions in participating countries.

12. The Ad Hoc Group reviewed a draft report to the Conference on 
Disarmament on the results of the test. This draft report had been 
compiled by the Group's Scientific Secretary based on contributions 
from Study Group Convenors. A number of national investigations 
containing results of comprehensive analyses of the large voliunes of 
data generated during the technical test formed the basis for this 
material. In reviewing the draft, the Group conducted preliminary 
discussions on the technical results of the test and how they related to 
the stated objectives.

13. The Ad Hoc Group agreed that the objectives of the techiucal test 
were successfully fulfilled. The technical test has provided extremely 
valuable experience and technical information, previously imavailable, 
on the topics given in paragraph 6.

14. The Ad Hoc Group also discussed the schedule for its further 
work. It envisages submitting its report to the Conference on Disarma
ment on the technical test during the first part of the 1986 session, on 
the understanding that a complete draft be distributed to the members 
of the Ad Hoc Group by 1 December 1985.

15. The Ad Hoc Group suggests that its next session, subject to 
approval by the Conference on Disarmament, should be convened 
from 10 to 21 March 1986, in Geneva.

116. M em orandum  for th e  P resident From th e  D eputy Sec
re ta ry  o f S ta te  (W hitehead ) and  S ecretary  of Energy 
Herrington: P roposed A greem en t for C ooperation  Be
tw een  th e  United S ta tes  and  China Concerning P eace
ful Uses o f Nuclear Energy, July  20, 1985 ^

A proposed new agreement for peaceful nuclear cooperation be
tween the United States and the People's Republic of China (PRC), 
including an accompanying agreed minute which is an integral part of 
the agreement, is at attachment 3.̂  A summary of the basic provisions 
of the proposed agreement is at attachment 4.®

The agreement was negotiated by the Department of State, with the 
technical assistance and concurrence of the Department of Energy and 
in consultation with the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency

 ̂ACDA files and House Doc. 99-86, pp. 49-56.
* Document 118.
® Included below at end of document.
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(ACDA), whose views and recommendations are at attachment 5.̂  
The Nuclear Proliferation Assessment Statement concerning the agree
ment is being submitted to you directly by the Director of ACDA.®

The agreement was initialed in Beijing on April 30, 1984. While 
recent amendments to section 123 of the Atomic Energy Act would 
permit you to transmit the agreement to Congress for ^'consultations" 
before the agreement had been signed, we recommend that you ap
prove the agreement, authorize it for signature, determine that it will 
promote, and not constitute an imreasonable risk to, the common 
defense and security and have the agreement signed before it is trans
mitted to Congress. If you approve our recommendation, the agree
ment will be signed and then transmitted to Congress for 90 days of 
continuous session. If you agree with our conclusion that the agree
ment meets all the applicable requirements of the Atomic Energy Act 
of 1954,® as amended by the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Act of 1978,'̂  
it may be transmitted to Congress without an exemption of any of 
those requirements. An agreement without exemptions may be 
brought into force after 90 days of continuous session unless, during 
that time, there has been enacted a joint resolution of disapproval 
(which would require presentation to you for signature or veto).

The Nuclear Non-Proliferation Act of 1978 (NNPA) contains re
quirements for new or amended agreements for peaceful nuclear coop
eration. In our judgment, the proposed agreement meets all the re
quirements applicable to such agreements with nuclear-weapon states. 
It is the first peacefid nuclear cooperation agreement with a Commu
nist country and the only such agreement applicable solely to another 
nuclear-weapon state (the U.K. and France are covered by U.S. agree
ments with EURATOM).

China intends to make nuclear power one of its major energy 
sources by the year 2000. China has annoxmced plans to buHd, by that 
year, nuclear power plants with a total capacity of 10,000 MWE. In 
the first stage of development, the PRC plans to build a Chinese- 
designed, 300 MWE reactor at Qinshan, Zhejiang (near Shanghai). 
China also plans on the construction of two much larger reactor 
projects: the twin 1000 MWE ''Siman" plant, to be built in Southern 
Jiangsu Province; and the Daya Bay, Guangdong plant, to include twin 
900 MWE reactors. China is negotiating with a niunber of countries 
for assistance to its program, but it is clear that China regards U.S. 
nuclear equipment and technology very highly and would like to be 
able to buy such equipment and technology from the United States.

The purpose of the agreement is to permit such peaceful nuclear 
cooperation to take place between the United States and the PRC. It 
has a term of 30 years, subject to extension by the parties in accord
ance with their respective requirements, and provides for the transfer

 ̂Document 114.
® See Document 112.
6 42 U.S.C. 2153.

See Documents on Disarmament, 1978, pp. 118-164.
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of facilities (including reactors), components and material (including 
fuel) for both nuclear research and power purposes. The agreement 
does not provide for any transfer of sensitive nuclear technology, 
sensitive nuclear facilities or major critical components.

The agreement contains provisions which satisfy the requirements 
of section 123 a. of the Atomic Energy Act as they apply to nuclear- 
weapon states. Paragraph (1) of section 123 a. requires that safeguards 
''as set forth in the agreement" will be maintained for the life of items 
subject to the agreement, irrespective of the duration of the agreement 
itself. Under the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty ® and section 127
(1) of the Atomic Energy Act, International Atomic Energy Agency 
(IAEA) safeguards are only required as a condition for nuclear exports 
to non-nuclear-weapon states. Therefore, IAEA safeguards are not 
provided for in the agreement. Article 8 (2), however, provides for 
arrangements for exchanges of information and visits by U.S. Govern
ment officials to material, facilities and components subject to the 
agreement. Mutually acceptable arrangements on such visits and infor
mation exchange will be established prior to the approval of any U.S. 
exports under the agreement. This provision, together with article 10
(2), which provides that this provision and others continue for the life 
of the items to which they apply, meets the requirement of section 
123 (a) (1).

Legally required provisions precluding retransfers without U.S. con
sent and precluding any military or explosive use are contained in 
article 5 (1) and (3). The required provisions on the physical protection 
of items subject to the agreement are in article 6. Paragraphs (2) and
(4) of section 123 (a) of the Atomic Energy Act, pertaining to IAEA 
saJFeguards on all nuclear activities and a right of return of items in 
certain circumstances, do not by their terms apply to agreements with 
nuclear-weapon states, and consequently are not reflected in the U.S.- 
PRC agreement.

Subsections 123 (a) (7) and (8) of the Atomic Energy Act require 
that the U.S. have prior approval rights with regard to reprocessing, 
enrichment, alteration in form and content and (for weapons-usable 
material) storage of material subject to the agreement. These require
ments are met in article 5 (2) of the agreement, although the text of 
this provision is different from the formulations in previous agree
ments. The effect of the provision is that none of these activities may 
be imdertaken xmilaterally; prior approval of the United States is 
required.

In accordance with section 407 of the Nuclear Non-Proliferation 
Act, the agreement contains a provision relating to identification of 
environmental implications and protection of the international envi
ronmental aspects of activities imder the agreement, and in related 
matters of health and safety.

® The Treaty text may be found ibid., 1968, pp. 461-465.
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The proposed agreement will, in our view, further the non-prolif- 
eration and other foreign policy interests of the United States. During 
the period of our negotiations, China took several important steps 
which clarify its non-proliferation and nuclear export policies and 
practices. Chinese Premier Zhao made important statements of China's 
non-proliferation policy which make clear that China will not contrib
ute to proliferation. The Premier's statements were subsequently en
dorsed by the National People's Congress, thereby giving them official 
status. In conjimction with China's membership in the International 
Atomic Energy Agency effective January 1, 1984, China said that it 
will require safeguards on its futiu'e nuclear export commitments to 
non-nuclear weapon states and is implementing that policy.^

Entry into force of this agreement will provide a framework for a 
continuation of our discussions on non-proliferation matters with the 
Chinese. It also will have a significant, positive impact on overall U.S.- 
China relations, and thus will promote important U.S. foreign policy 
interests. It will also provide U.S. companies an opporhmity to partici
pate in another aspect of China's energy program with possibly sub
stantial economic benefit.

We believe the proposed agreement, including the agreed minute, 
meets all statutory requirements. It will also serve United States non
proliferation and other foreign policy interests. Therefore, pursuant to 
section 123 (b) of the Atomic Energy Act, as amended, we recommend 
that you determine that performance of the agreement will promote, 
and will not constitute an unreasonable risk to, the common defense 
and security, approve the agreement, and authorize its execution.

ACDA Director Adelman concurs in this recommendation. His 
views are at attachment 5.

Recommendation

That you sign the determination, approval and authorization at 
attachment 1 and the transmittals to the Congress at attachment 2. 
(The transmittals will be held until the agreement itself is signed.)

Attachments

1. Draft Determination, Approval and Authorization
2. Draft Transmittals to the Congress
3. Proposed Agreement for Cooperation Between the Government of 

the United States of America and the Government of the People's 
Republic of China Concerning Peaceful Uses of Nuclear Energy, in
cluding Agreed Minute

4. Siunmary of Basic Provisions
5. Views and Recommendations of Director of the Arms Control 

and Disarmament Agency

»Ibid., 1984, pp. 693-694.

Document 116



416 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1985

U n ited  S ta tes— P eo ple ' s  R e p u b u c  o f C h in a  P eaceful N uclear  

C o o per a tio n  A g reem en t

Summary of Basic Provisions

Article 1 and Annex I contain definitions.
ArHcle 2 sets forth the scope of cooperation in the use of nuclear 

energy for peaceful purposes. The parties state their intent to cooper
ate in this area in accordance with the provisions of the agreement. 
Information, technology, material, facilities and components may be 
transferred imder the agreement directiy between the parties or 
through authorized persons, and shall be subject to the terms of the 
agreement and to such additional terms and conditions as may be 
agreed by the parties. Material, facilities and components will be 
regarded as having been transferred pursuant to the agreement only 
upon coitfirmation by the recipient party that such item or items are 
to be subject to the terms of the agreement. Sensitive nuclear technol
ogy, sensitive nuclear facilities, and major critical components caimot 
be transferred under the agreement; their transfer would require addi
tional provisions as an amendment to the agreement. Each party will 
implement the agreement in accordance with its respective applicable 
treaties, national laws, regulations and license requirements concerning 
the use of nuclear energy for peaceful purposes.

ArHcle 3 provides for the transfer of information in a variety of 
fields involving the peaceful uses of nuclear energy. These fields 
include research, development and use of reactors and nuclear fuel 
fabrication technology, the use of material and physical and biological 
research, medicine, agriculture and industry, nuclear fuel cycle re
search, including waste management techniques, health, safety, and 
environmental research and development, assessing the role nuclear 
power may play in international energy plans, and codes, regulations 
and standards for the nuclear energy industry. The agreement limits 
transfers of information and technology to that which the parties are 
permitted to transfer, thus excluding the transfer of restricted data, 
since special procedures imder section 144 of the Atomic Energy Act 
must be followed to authorize such transfers.

ArHcle 4 provides the basic enabling framework for the transfer of 
material, facilities and components. Except for small quantities of 
special nuclear material for use as samples, standards, detectors, tar
gets, radiation sources and such other agreed piuposes, the agreement 
limit authorized transfers of special nuclear material to low-enriched 
uranium. Low-enriched uraniimi may be transferred for use as fuel in 
reactors and reactor experiments, for conversion or fabrication, or for 
such other piuposes as may be agreed by the parties. The quantity of 
nuclear material transferred shall not at any time be in excess of the 
quantity necessary for reactors or reactor experiments, and such other 
purposes as may be agreed by the parties.

ArHcle 5 requires the parties' agreement for the retransfer of any 
material, facilities, components or special nuclear material transferred
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pursuant to the agreement and any special nuclear material produced 
through the use of any such material or facilities.

This article also specifies that neither party has any plans to enrich 
to 20 percent or greater, reprocess, or alter in form or content material 
transferred pursuant to the agreement or material used in or produced 
through the use of any material or facility so transferred. In addition, 
neither party has any plans to change locations for storage of plutoni
um, uraniimi 233 (except as contained in irradiated fuel elements), or 
high-enriched uranixmi transferred pursuant to the agreement or used 
in or produced through the use of any material or facility so trans
ferred. If plans change, the parties will consult immediately and seek 
agreement within six months on long-term arrangements for such 
activities. The parties imdertake to consider the activities favorably, 
and agree to provide pertinent information on their plans. Each party 
agrees not to act during this period. If a long-term arrangement is not 
agreed, the parties will promptly consult for the purpose of agreeing 
on an interim arrangement. Both parties agree to refrain from actions 
which either party believes would prejudge the long-term arrangement 
or adversely affect cooperation under the agreement. In essence, con
sequently, none of the activities referred to in this paragraph may be 
imdertaken unilaterally; prior approval of the other party is required.

Finally, article 5 precludes the use of material, facilities or compo
nents transferred pursuant to the agreement and material used in or 
produced through the use, of any material, facility or component so 
transferred for any nuclear explosive device, for research specifically 
on or development of any nuclear explosive device, or for any military 
purpose. The agreed minute makes clear that this obligation does not 
involve any nuclear activities and related research and development 
carried out by either party, as a nuclear weapon state, through the use 
of material, facilities, components and technology not subject to the 
agreement.

Article 6 requires that each party maintain adequate physical seciuity 
measures, in accordance with the levels of protection set forth in 
Annex II, with respect to any material, facility or components trans
ferred pursuant to the agreement and with respect to any special 
nuclear material used in or produced through the use of any material 
or facility so transferred. The measures applied shall, as a minimum, 
be comparable to the recommendations set forth in IAEA document 
INFCIRC/225/Rev.l, "̂The Physical Protection of Nuclear Material," 
or in any revision of that document agreed to by the parties. The 
Armex describes physical security levels applicable with respect to the 
use, storage, and transport of nuclear materials classified as categories I 
(requiring the most stringent levels of protection), II, and III. The 
parties agree to consult at the request of either party regarding the 
adequacy of physical seouity measures, and agree to identify those 
agencies and authorities responsible for ensuring that levels of physi
cal security are adequately met and having responsibility for coordi
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nating response and recovery operations in the event of unauthorized 
use or handling of materials subject to the article.

ArHcle 7 accords each party the right to cease cooperation if the 
other party does not comply with the provisions of the agreement. 
Each party undertakes to endeavor to avoid taking actions that would 
affect cooperation tmder the agreement.

ArHcle 8 provides that parties shall consult at the request of either 
party regarding the implementation of the agreement, the development 
of further peaceful nuclear cooperation, and other matters of mutual 
concern. It is recognized that since the parties are both nuclear- 
weapon states, bilateral safeguards are not required. However, in order 
to exchange experience, strengthen technical cooperation between the 
parties, ensure that the provisions of the agreement are effectively 
carried out, and enhance a stable, reliable and predictable nuclear 
cooperation relationship, in cormection with transfers imder the agree* 
ment the parties will use diplomatic channels to establish mutually 
acceptable arrangements for exchanges of information and visits to 
material, facilities and components subject to the agreement. The par
ties also agree to exchange views and information on the establish
ment and operation of their respective national accoimting and control 
systems for source and special nuclear material subject to the agree
ment.

ArHcle 9 provides that the parties shall consult to identify the inter
national environmental implications arising from activities under the 
agreement, and shall cooperate in protecting the international environ
ment from radioactive, chemical or thermal contamination arising from 
such activities and in related matters of health and safety.

ArHcle 10 establishes a thirty-year term for the agreement which 
may be extended by agreement of the parties in accordance with their 
respective applicable procediu-es. In the event of suspension, termina
tion or expiration of the agreement or of cooperation thereimder for 
any reason, articles 5, 6, 7, and 8 shall continue in effect so long as 
any material, facility or components subject to these articles remains 
in the territory of the party concerned or any material, facility or 
components subject to these articles remain subject to that party's 
right to exercise jurisdiction or direct disposition elsewhere.
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117. M em orandum  From President R eagan  to  Secretary  of 
S ta te  Shultz an d  S ecretary  of Energy Herrington: Pro
posed  A greem en t for C ooperation  B etw een the  
United S ta tes  an d  China Concerning Peaceful Uses of 
Nuclear Energy, July  23, 1985

I have considered the proposed Agreement for Cooperation Between 
the United States of America and the People's Republic of Quna 
Concerning Peaceful Uses of Nuclear Energy/^ along with the views, 
recommendations, and statements of the interested agencies.

I have determined that the performance of the agreement will pro
mote, and will not constitute an imreasonable risk to, the common 
defense and security. Pursuant to Section 123 b. of the Atomic Energy 
Act of 1954, as amended (42 U.S.C. 2153 (b)), I hereby approve the 
proposed agreement and authorize you to arrange for its execution.

118. A greem en t for C ooperation  B etw een th e  G overnm ent 
o f th e  United S ta tes  of America an d  th e  G overnm ent 
of th e  P eople’s Republic o f China Concerning P eace
ful Uses of N uclear Energy, July  23, 1985 ^

The Govenunent of the United States of America and the Govern
ment of the People's Republic of China,

Desiring to establish extensive cooperation in the peaceful uses of 
nuclear energy on the basis of mutual respect for sovereignty, non
interference in each other's internal affairs, equality and mutual bene
fit.

Noting that such cooperation is one between two nuclear weapon 
states.

Affirming their support of the objectives of the statute of the Interna
tional Atomic Energy Agency (lAEA),^

Affirming their intention to carry out such cooperation on a stable, 
reliable and predictable basis.

Mindful that peaceful nuclear activities must be undertaken with a 
view to protecting the international envirorunent from radioactive, 
chemical and thermal contamination.

Have agreed as follows:

ACDA files and House Doc. 99-86, p. 21.
 ̂̂  Infra.
 ̂ACDA files and House Doc. 99-86, pp, 3-20. 

2 TIAS 3873; 8 UST 1093; 276 UNTS 3.
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Article 1 

Definitions 

For the purposes of this agreement:
(1) '̂ parties" means the Government of the United States of America 

and the Government of the People's Republic of Quna;
(2) '^authorized person" means any individual or any entity imder 

the jurisdiction of either party and authorized by that party to receive, 
possess, use, or transfer material, facilities or components;

(3) ''person" means any individual or any entity subject to the juris
diction of either party but does not include the parties to this agree
ment;

(4) "peaceful purposes" include the use of information, technology, 
material, facilities and components in such fields as research, power 
generation, medicine, agriculture and industry but do not include use 
in, research specific^y on or development of any nuclear explosive 
device, or any military purpose;

(5) "material" means source material, special nuclear material or by- 
proauct material, radioisotopes other than byproduct material, moder
ator material, or any other such substance so designated by agreement 
of the parties;

(6) "source material" means (i) uranium, thoriimi, or any other ma
terial so designated by agreement of the parties, or (ii) ores containing 
one or more of the foregoing materials, in such concentration as the 
parties may agree from time to time;

(7) "special nuclear material" means (î  plutonium, uranium 233, or 
uranium enriched in the isotope 235, or (ii) any other material so des
ignated by agreement of the parties;'

(8) "byproduct material" mean  ̂ any radioactive material (except 
special nuclear material) yielded ijx or made radioactive by exposure to 
the radiation incident to the process of producing or utilizing special 
nuclear material;

(9) "moderator material" means heavy water, or graphite or berylli
um of a purity suitable for use in a reactor to slow down high velocity 
neutrons and increase the likelihood of further fission, or any other 
such material so designated by agreement of the parties;

(10) "high enriched uranium" means uranium enriched to twenty 
percent or greater in the isotope 235;

(11) "low enriched uraniimi" means uranium enriched to less than 
twenty percent in the isotope 235;

(12) "facility" means any reactor, other than one designed or used 
primarily for the formation of plutoniimi or uranium 233, or any other 
item so designated by agreement of the parties;

(13) "reactor" is defined in Annex 1, which may be modified by 
mutual consent of the parties.

(14) "sensitive nuclear facility" means any plant designed or used 
primarily for uranixun enrichment, reprocessing of nuclear fuel, heavy 
water production or fabrication of nuclear fuel containing plutonium;

(15) "component" means a component part of a facility or other 
item, so designated by agreement of the parties;

(16) "major critical component" means any part or group of parts 
essential to the operation of a sensitive nuclear facility;
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(17) '^sensitive nuclear technology" means any information (includ
ing information incorporated in a facility or an important component) 
which is not in the public domain and which is important to the 
design, construction, fabrication, operation or maintenance of any sen
sitive nuclear facility, or such other information so designated by 
agreement of the parties.

ArHcle 2 

Scope of Cooperation

1. The parties shall cooperate in the use of nuclear energy for 
peaceful purposes in accordance with the provisions of this agreement. 
Each party shall implement this agreement in accordance with its 
respective applicable treaties, national laws, regulations and license 
requirements concerning the use of nuclear energy for peaceful pur
poses. The parties recognize, with respect to the observance of this 
agreement, the principle of international law that provides that a party 
may not invoke the provisions of its internal law as justification for its 
failure to perform a treaty.

2. Transfers of information, technology, material, facilities and com
ponents under this agreement may be undertaken directly between the 
parties or through authorized persons. Such cooperation shall be sub
ject to this agreement and to such additional terms and conditions as 
may be agreed by the parties.

3. Material, facilities and components will be regarded as having 
been transferred piu:suant to this agreement only upon receipt of 
confirmation by the supplier party, from the appropriate Government 
authority of the recipient party, that such material, facilities or compo
nents will be subject to this agreement and that the proposed recipient 
of such material, facilities or components, if other than the recipient 
party, is an authorized person.

4. Any transfer of sensitive nuclear technology, sensitive nuclear 
facilities, or major critical components will, subject to the principles of 
this agreement, require additional provisions as an amendment to this 
agreement.

ArHcle 3

Transfer of Information and Technology

Information and technology concerning the use of nuclear energy 
for peaceful purposes may be transferred. Transfers of such informa
tion and technology shall be that which the parties are permitted to 
transfer and may be accomplished through various means, including 
reports, data banks, computer programs, conferences, visits and assign
ments of persons to facilities. Fields which may be covered include, 
but shall not be limited to, the following:

(1) research, development, experiment, design, construction, oper
ation, maintenance and use and retirement of reactors and nuclear fuel 
fabrication technology;
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(2) the use of material in physical and biological research, medicine, 
agnculture and industry;

(3) nuclear fuel cycle research, development and industrial applica
tion to meet civil nuclear needs, including multilateral approaches to 
guaranteeing nuclear fuel supply and appropriate techniques for man
agement of nuclear wastes;

(4) health, safety, environment, and research and development relat
ed to the foregoing;

(5) assessing the role nuclear power may play in international 
energy plans;

(6) codes, regulations and standards for the nuclear energy industry; 
and

(7) such other fields as may be agreed by the parties.

Article 4

Transfer of Material, Facilities and Components

1. Material, facilities and components may be transferred pursuant 
to this agreement for applications consistent with this agreement. Any 
special nuclear material to be transferred imder this agreement shall be 
low enriched uraniimi except as provided in paragraph 4 of this article.

2. Low enriched uranitim may be transferred for use as fuel in 
reactors and reactor experiments, for conversion or fabrication, or for 
such other purposes as may be agreed by the parties.

3. The quantity of special nuclear material transferred imder this 
agreement shall be the quantity which the parties agree is necessary 
for any of the following purposes: the loading of reactors or use in 
reactor experiments, the efficient and continuous operation of such 
reactors or conduct of such reactor experiments, and the accomplish
ment of such other purposes as may be agreed by the parties.

4. Small quantities of special nuclear material may be transferred for 
use as samples, standards, detectors, targets, radiation sources and for 
such other purposes as the parties may agree.

Article 5

Retransfers, Storage, Reprocessing, Enrichment, Alteration, and No Use for Military
Purposes

1. Material, facilities, components or special nuclear material trans
ferred pursuant to this agreement and any special nuclear material 
produced through the use of such material or facilities may be retrans
ferred by the recipient party, except that any such material, facility, 
components or special nuclear material shall not be retransferred to 
imauthorized persons or, imless the parties agree, beyond its territory.

2. Neither party has any plans to enrich to twenty percent or 
greater, reprocess, or alter in form or content materi^ transferred 
pursuant to this agreement or material used in or produced through 
the use of any material or facility so transferred. Neither party has any 
plans to change locations for storage of plutonium, uraniimi 233
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(except as contained in irradiated fuel elements), or high enriched 
uranium transferred pursuant to this agreement or used in or produced 
through the use of any material or facility so transferred. In the event 
that a party would like at some futxire time to imdertake such activi
ties, the parties will promptly hold consultations to agree on a mutual
ly acceptable arrangement. The parties undertake the obligation to 
consider such activities favorably, and agree to provide pertinent in
formation on the plans during the consultations. Inasmuch as any such 
activities will be solely for peaceful purposes and will be in accordance 
with the provisions of this agreement, the parties will consult immedi
ately and will seek agreement within six months on long-term ar
rangements for such activities. In the spirit of cooperation the parties 
agree not to act within that period of time. If such an arrangement is 
not agreed upon within that period of time, the parties will promptly 
consult for the purpose of agreeing on measures which they consider 
to be consistent with the provisions of the agreement in order to 
undertake such activities on an interim basis. The parties agree to 
refrain from actions which either party believes would prejudge the 
long-term arrangements for imdertaking such activities or adversely 
affect cooperation xmder this agreement. The parties agree that the 
consultations referred to above will be carried out promptly and 
mutual agreement reached in a manner to avoid hampering, delay or 
imdue interference in their respective nuclear programs. Neither party 
will seek to gain commercial advantage. Nothing in this article shall be 
used by either party to inhibit the legitimate development and exploi
tation of nuclear energy for peaceful purposes in accordance with this 
agreement.

3. Material, facilities or components transferred pursuant to this 
agreement and material used in or produced through the use of any 
material, facility or components so transferred shall not be used for 
any nuclear explosive device, for research specifically on or develop
ment of any nuclear explosive device, or for any military purpose.

Article 6 

Physical Security

1. Each party shall maintain adequate physical security with respect 
to any material, facility or components transferred pursuant to this 
agreement and with respect to any special nuclear material used in or 
produced through the use of any material or facility so transferred.

2. The parties agree to the levels for the application of physical 
security set forth in Annex II, which levels may be modified by 
mutual consent of the parties. The parties shall maintain adequate 
physical security measures in accordance with such levels. These 
measures, as minimiun protection measures, shall be comparable to the 
recommendations set forth in IAEA document INFCIRC/225/Revision 
1 entitled '̂ The Physical Protection of Nuclear Material'', or in any 
revision of that document agreed to by the parties.
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3. The parties shall consult at the request of either party regarding 
the adequacy of physical security measures maintained pursuant to 
this article.

4. Each party shall identify those agencies or authorities responsible 
for ensuring that levels of physical security are adequately met and 
having responsibility for coordinating response and recovery oper
ations in the event of imauthorized use or handling of material subject 
to this article. Each party shall also designate points of contact within 
its national authorities to cooperate on matters of out-of-country 
transportation and other physical security matters of mutual concern.

Article 7 

CessaHon of Cooperation

1. Each party shall endeavor to avoid taking any actions that affect 
cooperation under this agreement. If either party at any time following 
entry into force of this agreement does not comply with the provisions 
of this agreement, the parties shall promptly hold consultations on the 
problem, it being understood that the other party shall have the rights 
to cease further cooperation under this agreement.

2. If either party decides to cease further cooperation imder this 
agreement, the parties shall make appropriate arrangements as may be 
required.

Article 8 

Consultations

1. The parties shall consult at the request of either party regarding 
the implementation of this agreement, the development of further 
cooperation in the field of peaceful uses of nuclear energy, and other 
matters of mutual concern.

2. The parties recognize that this cooperation in the peaceful uses of 
nuclear energy is between two nuclear-weapon states and that bilater
al safeguards are not required. In order to exchange experience, 
strengthen technical cooperation between the parties, ensure that the 
provisions of this agreement are effectively carried out, and enhance a 
stable, reliable, and predictable nuclear cooperation relationship, in 
connection with transfers of material, facilities and components under 
this agreement the parties will use diplomatic channels to establish 
mutually acceptable arrangements for exchanges of information and 
visits to material, facilities and components subject to this agreement.

3. The parties shall exchange views and information on the estab
lishment and operation of their respective national accounting and 
control systems for source and special nuclear material subject to this 
agreement.
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Article 9 

Environmental Protection

The parties shall consult, with regard to activities under this agree
ment, to identify the international environmental implications arising 
from such activities and shall cooperate in protecting the intemation^ 
environment from radioactive, chemical or thermal contamination aris
ing from peaceful nuclear cooperation imder this agreement and in 
related matters of health and safety.

Article 10 

Entry Into Force and Duration

1. This agreement shall enter into force on the date of mutual 
notifications of the completion of legal procedures by the parties and 
shall remain in force for a period of thirty years. TTiis term may be 
extended by agreement of the parties in accordance with their respec
tive applicable procedures.

2. Notwithstanding the suspension, termination or expiration of this 
agreement or any cooperation hereunder for any reason, the provisions 
of articles 5, 6, 7, and 8 shall continue in effect so long as any 
material, facility or components subject to these articles remain in the 
territory of the party concerned or any material, facility or compo
nents subject to these articles remain subject to that party's right to 
exercise jurisdiction or to direct disposition elsewhere.

In  W rrNESS W h ereo f , the imdersigned, being duly authorized, have 
signed this agreement.
D o n e  at Washington this 23rd day of July, 1 9 8 5 , in English and 
Qiinese, both equally authentic.

FOR THE GOVERNMENT OF FOR THE GOVERNMENT OF 
THE UNITED STATES OF THE PEOPLE'S REPUBLIC OF 
AMERICA: CHINA:
John S. Herrington Li Peng

ANNEX I 

D E FiN m oN  OF R ea cto r

''Reactor" means:

1. any apparatus, other than a nuclear weapon or other nuclear ex
plosive device, in which a self-sustaining fission chain reaction is 
maintained by utilizing uranium, plutonium or thorium, or any combi
nation thereof; or

2. any of the following major parts of an apparatus described in 
paragraph 1:

(1) a pressure vessel designed to contain the core;
(2) primary coolant pumps;
(3) fuel charging or discharging machines;
(4) control rods.
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A '̂reactor" does not include the steam turbine generator portion of 
a nuclear power plant.

ANNEX II

Pursuant to paragraph 2 of article 6, the agreed levels of physical 
security to be ensured by the competent national authorities in the 
use, storage and transportation of the materials listed in the attached 
table shall as a minimum include protection characteristics as below.

Category III

Use and storage within an area to which access is controlled.
Transportation imder special precautions including prior arrange

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

Category U

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

Transportation imder special precautions including prior arrange
ments among sender, recipient and carrier, and prior agreement be
tween entities subject to the jiuisdiction and regulation of supplier and 
recipient States, respectively, in case of international transport, speci
fying time, place and procedures for transferring transport responsibil
ity.

Category I

Material in this category shall be protected with highly reliable 
systems against imauthorized uses as follows:

Use and storage within a highly protected area, i.e., a protected area 
as defined for category II above, to which, in addition, access is 
restricted to persons whose trustworthiness has been determined, and 
which is imder surveillance by guards who are in close communication 
with appropriate response forces. Specific measures taken in this con
text should have as their objective the detection and prevention of any 
assault, unauthorized access or unauthorized removal of material.

Transportation under special precautions as identified above for 
transportation of categories II and III materials and, in addition, under 
constant surveillance by escorts and under conditions which assure 
close communication with appropriate response forces.
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A g r e e d  M in u t e

During the negotiation of the Agreement for Cooperation between 
the Uruted States of America and the People's Republic of China 
Concerning Peaceful Uses of Nuclear Energy signed today, the follow
ing understanding, which shall be an integral part of the agreement, 
was reached.

The parties agree that the interpretation and implementation of 
article 5(3) shall not involve any nuclear activities and related research 
and development carried out by either party, as a nuclear weapon 
state, through the use of material, facilities, components and technolo
gy not subject to the agreement.

119. W hite House Fact Sheet on th e  Proposed A greem en t 
for C ooperation  B etw een th e  United S ta tes  and  China 
Concerning Peaceful Uses o f Nuclear Energy, July  23, 
1985 ^

— T̂he agreement provides the legal framework for the sale of U.S. 
nuclear reactors, components, nuclear materials and technology to the 
PRC. The agreement also provides for exchange of information and 
technology in various aspects of the nuclear fuel cycle including coop
eration in health, safety and the enviroiunental implications of the 
peaceful use of nuclear power. The agreement also calls for exchange 
of information, regular consultations and visits. It does not provide for 
the transfer of any sensitive nuclear technology or facilities such as 
reprocessing and enrichment plants.

—The agreement is not a commitment to supply nuclear reactors or 
materials. Rather it is a framework agreement which specifies the 
guarantees and controls under which supply may take place. Actual 
sale of reactors, components, and technology is a commercial matter 
that would be negotiated between the U.S. companies and the PRC. 
Individual nuclear exports must be licensed by the Nuclear Regulatory 
Commission after the agreement has gone into effect.

— T̂he agreement contains the provisions which are required for 
agreements with nuclear weapons states by Section 123 of the Atomic 
Energy Act.  ̂ Among these are included guarantees by the cooperating 
partner that:

No nuclear materials or equipment subject to the agreement will 
be used for any nuclear explosive device, or for research on or de
velopment of any nuclear explosive device or for any other mili
tary purpose. No nuclear material or equipment subject to the 
agreement will be transferred beyond the jurisdiction or control of 
the cooperating party without the agreement of the United States.

 ̂ACDA files. The Agreement is printed supra. 
2 42 U.S.C. 2153 (b).
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Adequate physical security will be maintained with respect to any 
nuclear material subject to the agreement. No materials subject to 
the agreement will be enriched, reprocessed, altered in form or 
content or (in the case of weapons-useable materials) stored with
out the prior agreement of the U.S.

—Before any such agreement may be signed, the Atomic Energy Act 
requires that the proposed agreement will be submitted to the Presi
dent by the Secretary of State and the Secretary of Energy and will be 
accompanied by the views and recommendations of the two Secretar
ies, the Nuclear Regulatory Commission and the Director of Arms 
Control and Disarmament Agency. The Director of ACDA will also 
provide the President a Nuclear Proliferation Assessment Statement.® 
The President then authorizes signatxu*e of the agreement. This has all 
been done. Once signed, it will be forwarded to the Congress where it 
must lie for 90 days of continuous session before it may enter into 
effect.

—Diuing the period of negotiations, China has joined the Interna
tional Atomic Energy Agency and has clarified its nuclear export and 
non-proliferation policies. During the visit to Washington of Premier 
Zhao Ziyang in January 1984, he said: ''We do not engage in nuclear 
proliferation ourselves nor do we help other coimtries develop nuclear 
weapons.'' ^

—Senior Chinese officials confirmed to us that this statement ap
plies to all nuclear explosive devices. Premier Zhao repeated his state
ment before the Sixth National People's Congress (NPC) in Beijing in 
May of 1984.® The NPC endorsed the statement, giving it the effect of 
a directive to all organs of the Chinese Government.

— În September of 1984 China made public its decision to require 
the application of IAEA safeguards on its nuclear exports to non
nuclear weapon states.®

— În January of this year, Chinese Vice Premier Li Peng made an 
official press statement which elaborated on China's non-proliferation 
policy. He said: "I wish to reiterate that China has no intention, either 
at present or in the future, to help non-nuclear countries develop 
nuclear weapons. China joined the International Atomic Energy 
Agency last year and was appointed a board-member covmtry. We will 
maintain good relations of cooperation with the agency and abide by 
its stipulations. We have conducted cooperation or negotiations on 
nuclear energy with France, the FRG, the United States, Brazil, Paki
stan and Japan. China's nuclear cooperation with other coimtries, 
either at present or in the future, is confined to peaceful purposes 
alone."

® The statement appears in Document 113. 
 ̂Documenk on Disarmament 1984, p. 8.

® Ibid., p. 410.
 ̂Ibid., p. 693-694.
Document 7.
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120. J a p a n e s e  W orking P aper Submitted to  th e  Confer
ence on Disarm am ent: A pplication of Rem ote Verifi
cation Technology to  Verification of a  Chemical 
W eapons C onvention, July  23, 1985 ^

IntroducHon

Success in the chemical weapons convention negotiations is to a 
major degree dependent on the resolution of the problems concerning 
verification, and many proposals to this end have been made by the 
member States of the Conference on Disarmament.

Among these various proposals, one of the most promising as a 
verification technology for chemical weapons facilities is RECOVER 
(Remote Continual Verification) technology (CD/271), ̂  which tech
nology was originally developed for the Arms Control and Disarma
ment Agency of the United States Government as a global data collec
tion system for the safeguard of nuclear material. A ^'second genera- 
tion '̂ system now being developed in Japan will permit a safe, eco
nomic and reliable transmittal of digital data to a central monitoring 
organization from various sensors placed at facilities, and would thus 
appear suitable for application to verifying the inactive status of 
chemical weapons facilities and the situation of chemical weapons 
stockpiles, elimination processes etc.

An outline of the Safeguards Remote Verification Technology now 
being developed in Japan is given below, together with an examination 
of its possible application to a chemical weapons verification system.

1, Safeguards Remote Verification Technology

Development status
RECOVER technology was first developed in 1981 by the United 

States as a prototype system utilizing the telephone network, while 
further research was taken up by Japan. At present, an advanced 
system utilizing the domestic telephone network and another system 
utilizing satellite commimications are being developed, which develop
ment is to be completed in 1985.

The first generation technology had various limitations, such as the 
low reliability of the hardware and the ability only to transmit '^on- 
ofF' data from the sensors, etc. In contrast, the advanced type now 
being developed has increased the reliability of the hardware so that it 
will be maintenance-free for a period of about one year, and will also 
be able to transmit still images and alpha-nimierical data, as well as 
being able to respond to remote commands from a monitoring centre 
to play back information recorded by closed-circuit television cameras 
at facilities and transmit the necessary information to said organiza
tion.

1 CD/619.
2 See Documenk on Disarmament, 1982, pp. 213-214. 
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The technology has thus become more practical as a verification 
system. Furthermore, with the addition of satellite telecommimication 
hardware costing about Y13,000,000 (approximately $52,000), it would 
be possible to link up the (inter)national monitoring organization with 
facilities located in remote areas where telephone network access 
would be difficult. A system concept illustration of Safeguards Remote 
Verification as is being developed in Japan is shown in Figure 1.̂  
(Figure 2 shows the technology as applied on board a ship).**

System charaderisHcs

The system characteristics of this technology as an automatic remote 
monitoring system is as follows:

(a) Commimication means . . . ordinary public telephone lines, in
cluding satellite circuits, may be used for data traffic of up to approxi
mately 2,400 bits per second, as is the normal case (special lines may 
be used for traffic of greater data intensity).

(b) Automated operation . . . the system is designed to be tamper- 
resistant and, with the use of high-reliability hardware, should require 
maintenance only about once a year; thus reducing the frequency of 
mandatory visits by inspectors.

(c) Protection of transmitted information . . . information to be 
transmitted is scrambled by a combination of a random factor and a 
code key, and the accuracy of the transmitted information is assured 
by various parity checks.

(d) Transmittable information . . . ^'on-off'' data, analogous infor
mation, still images and alpha-nimierical data.

(e) Application . . . transmission of information to a monitoring 
centre of a facility where inspectors are permanently stationed or to a 
(inter)national monitoring organization.

A brief description of the hardware being developed as Safeguards 
Remote Verification Technology is given in Table 1.®

2. Application of Safeguards Remote Verification Technology to a chemical weapons 
verification system

In examining possible application of Safeguards Remote Verification 
Technology to a chemical weapons verification system, it is necessary 
first to clarify in detail what is the exact demand on verification, 
whether it would suffice to detect abnormalities at the facility moni
tored or whether more substantial information is required, as well as 
the overall system of on-site inspection within which framework this 
technology would be applied.

However, for the purposes of this section, such real-life consider
ations will be put to one side and possible application of this technol
ogy will be shown in an exemplar maimer. The demand on verifica
tion is imderstood to be as follows:

® Not printed here. 
 ̂Not printed here. 

® Not printed here.
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(a) as regards chemical weapons stockpile facilities and former pro
duction facilities to be destroyed at a futxire date, verification of their 
inactive status;

as to elimination facilities and permitted production facilities, 
monitoring of their activities;

as to the transshipment of chemical weapons, the monitoring of 
possible container abnormalities both prior to and after comple
tion of transshipment.

(b) commimications between the facilities and morutoring orgaruza- 
tion will be conducted by means of an existing commuiucations net
work.

Possible applicaHons

Given the understanding above, exemplar application of Safeguards 
Remote Verification Technology to various facilities for chemical 
weapons stockpiling, producing, eliminating etc., would be as shown 
in Table 2.®

The estimation of cost was made on the basis of the cost of a 
complete verification system comprising of:

— f̂or facilities, whose size was imderstood to be on a scale similar 
to that of the facilities discussed at the chemical weapons veri
fication workshop at the Tooele Army Depot in November 
1983, sensors, on-site multi-plexers, network control imits and 
satellite commimication systems;

—for transshipment containers, a complete set of optical fibre 
seals.

In this estimation the cost of verification hardware for the various 
facilities were as follows:

—stockpile facilities Y38,000,000 (approximately $152,000)
— p̂ermitted production facilities Y75,000,000 ($300,000)
— f̂ormer production facilities Y46,000,000 ($184,000)
—elimination facilities Y75,000,000 ($300,000)

(It need not be stressed that these figures are in any case just 
illustrative and the real cost will vary according to the scale of the 
facility, its configuration, etc.).

Conclusions

The RECOVER system, which was developed for safeguarding nu
clear material has, in the course of development of such '^second 
generation'' technology as the addition of remote control capability, 
improved reliability and the utilization of satellite communication, 
become a more practical system of Safeguards-related technology and 
the economic aspect, such as the cost of various hardware, is improv
ing rapidly. It is recommended that the Conference on Disarmament 
give due consideration to a possible application of this and related 
technology to the verification of a chemical weapons convention, thus

® Not printed here.
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greatly advancing its work in the field of verification technology for a 
comprehensive ban on chemical weapons.

121. S ta tem en t by  th e  U.S. R epresen ta tive  (Lowitz) to  th e  
C onference on Disarm am ent: Chemical W eapons, Ju ly  
23, 1985 1

Mr. President, we are entering the last weeks of the chemical weap
ons negotiations during this session, and I believe it is important at 
this time for my delegation to make a brief intervention on this 
question. The Director of the United States Arms Control and Disar
mament Agency, Kenneth Adelman, in his address to the Conference 
on Disarmament in February, reaffirmed the primary importance the 
United States places on these negotiations.^ The first priority of the 
United States remains the prompt negotiation of a comprehensive, 
verifiable ban on chemical weapons. Unfortxmately, thus far this year 
we have made little concrete progress toward that goal.

In adopting a negotiating mandate for the Ad Hoc Committee on 
Chemical Weapons, the Conference on Disarmament has recognized 
the importance and urgency of concluding a comprehensive ban on 
chemical weapons. This mandate is a concrete expression of the imi- 
versal revulsion for these terrible weapons, and of the strong desire on 
the part of peoples around the world to be rid of them forever. The 
United States fully supports this objective and is committed to making 
every effort to conclude our negotiations at the earliest possible 
moment.

My Government is particularly concerned about the lack of progress 
in these negotiations in view of the continuing spread of chemical 
weapons to States that had not previously possessed them. This prolif
eration not only threatens stability in key areas of the world, but also 
makes the completion of a comprehensive chemical weapons conven
tion more difficult to achieve. The more States that have such weap
ons, we fear, the more difficult it will be to achieve world-wide 
agreement to ban them totally.

A second factor lending iu*gency to our task is the spreading use of 
chemical weapons. The United States has taken the lead in condemn
ing chemical weapons use wherever it has occurred— în South-east 
Asia, Afghanistan and, most recently, against Iran. Despite the pre
ponderance of evidence presented concerning these instances of use, 
many nations have questioned the reliability of such evidence without 
seeking to examine the facts closely, and, imfortunately, few have 
been impelled to condemn either the use of chemical weapons or the 
tortoise-like pace of the negotiations here in the Conference.

1 CD/PV.323, pp. 7-10.
2 Document 21.
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The Geneva Protocol of 1925 banning the use of chemical weapons 
constitutes an undertaking of vital importance for himianity.^ It em
bodies the mutual commitment of nations to refrain from using chem
ical weapons. It is, accordingly, all the more regrettable that this 
agreement has recently been honoured in the breach. Moreover, the 
Geneva Protocol does not prevent the acquisition, production, stock
piling or transfer of chemical weapons. In terms of international law, it 
is not illegal to acquire chemical weapons. To combat most effectively 
the further spread of chemical weapons, and to preclude the possibili
ty of their use, we must make their acquisition and retention illegal. 
The definitive way to accomplish this objective is through a compre
hensive chemical weapons convention. This is a key factor in the 
desire of the United States to conclude such a convention here at the 
Conference on Disarmament without delay.

The lamentable situation with regard to the use of chemical weap
ons also imderlines the need for the convention to contain a mecha
nism rapidly and imequivocally to determine the facts whenever and 
wherever a violation is suspected. Unfortxmately, the delegation of the 
Soviet Union has repeatedly refused to address the general wish of 
other delegations for reliable verification of provisions in the chemical 
weapons ban, and it has repeatedly criticized as ''not serious'' the 
detailed United States proposals for verification of compliance. It has 
not, however, been forthcoming with concrete alternatives that address 
the need to establish mutual confidence that States are, in fact, in 
compliance with the convention. My delegation encourages all delega
tions to make specific and concrete proposals, so that we may have a 
firm and rational basis for resolving our different views. The United 
States draft convention in CD/500 is not a take-it-or-leave-it proposi
tion, but its provisions do respond to the need for reliable verifica
tion.*̂  We are prepared to consider any alternatives that provide for an 
equal or greater degree of effectiveness. We caimot accept less.

The United States delegation has made more than a few efforts to 
stimulate the negotiating process. Most recently, in our intervention 
on 28 March, we set forth three proposals to accelerate the work of 
the Committee.

The first was to put this work on a more rational basis by schedul
ing a negotiating session in the autumn. As I said then, if there is no 
negotiating session, there can be no progress between August and 
February. I can add that it appears to my delegation that those who 
have hesitated in approving an extended schedule for the work of the 
Ad Hoc Committee on Chemical Weapons are precisely those who 
could be most threatened by the further spread and use of chemical 
weapons, and are among those who should be most interested in 
completing the negotiations as soon as possible.

® For the text of the Protocol, see Documents on Disarmament, 1969, pp. 764-765.
 ̂The draft convention appears iUd., 1984, pp. 269 ff.
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Our second suggestion was that the Committee should focus on 
issues that would be key to progress. The Committee is attempting to 
address the declaration of chemical weapons stocks in Working Group 
"B", and although some progress has been made, we have not yet 
resolved the important issue of the timing of declarations. On the 
equally important issue of chemical weapons production facilities, 
progress has been stalled because in Working Group "A", inexplicably, 
the group of socialist States has refused even to agree that the defini
tion of a chemical weapons production facility would include facilities 
devoted solely to making chemicals which were used solely for chemi
cal weapons. The issue of ensuring that chemical weapons are not 
produced imder the guise of commercial chemical production is like
wise bogged down in Working Group "A".

In Working Group "C", we look forward to an examination of the 
issue of challenge inspection. This is certainly one of the key issues of 
the negotiations, and we should give it the full discussion it deserves. 
A discussion of the principles imderlying the important concept of 
challenge inspection and of the necessity for States rapidly to satisfy 
concerns about compliance with the convention is a clear necessity to 
further our negotiations.

My last suggestion for accelerating work was related to delegations  ̂
willingness to negotiate. 1 note with sadness that the delegation of the 
Soviet Union has remained virtually silent in many of the sessions of 
the Working Groups. This silence has done nothing to further our 
progress, and it raises serious questions whether the Soviet Union, 
despite its claims, is interested in a chemical weapons convention. In 
addition, while it criticizes our verification proposals, the Soviet dele
gation has not introduced a concrete proposal on this subject in the AJ 
Hoc Committee on Chemical Weapons since the United States tabled 
its draft convention last year.

As I said in beginning my statement, the priority United States 
objective is the negotiation of an effective, verifiable ban on chemical 
weapons without further delay. Unfortunately, however, in addition 
to the difficulties we have experienced in the Ad Hoc Committee on 
Chemical Weapons, there may be external obstacles to our negotia
tions. The current imbalance in chemical weapons capabilities between 
the United States and the Soviet Union may well be such an obstacle.

The long discussions that have occurred in our Executive branch and 
in the Congress of the United States over the past 5 years are ample 
evidence of my Government's reluctance to resume production of 
chemical weapons. But during the past 16 years—during, that is, a 16- 
year unilateral moratorium on United States chemical weapons pro
duction— t̂he Soviet Union has continued to produce its own chemical 
weapons and to expand the chemical weapons potential of its large 
deployed chemical warfare forces.

This year's debate in the United States Congress once again imder- 
scores that it is the clear preference of the Administration, the Con
gress and the American people to ban rather than to build chemical
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weapons. If we can achieve a convention here promptly, the United 
States will build no binary chemical weapons. And, in any event, the 
United States binary programme is not an obstacle to concluding our 
negotiations.

Let me further illustrate this point. In the statement made by the 
distinguished representative of the Soviet Union, Ambassador Issrae- 
lyan, on 18 July, an attempt is made to explore alleged differences in 
the positions of the United States and the USSR on the treatment of 
binary chemical weapons in the convention.® The simple fact is that 
the Soviet Union and the United States have expressed essential agree
ment on how to treat these weapons in the convention. The Soviet 
Union seeks to destroy them along with super-toxic lethal weapons. 
So does the United States. The Soviet Union would unequivocally ban 
the production of the key precursors of binary weapons as it would 
super-toxic lethal weapons. So would the United States. There is no 
essential disagreement. By portraying an area of essential agreement as 
one of disagreement, however, the Soviet statement appears to sow 
confusion regarding a problem already solved. In our view, it would 
be better to work together to solve our remaining problems rather 
than trying to create new ones.

The 18 July statement of the Soviet delegation contained other 
unfounded allegations and inflammatory assertions to which my dele
gation has already responded. I regret that it was necessary to do so, 
and I firmly hope that future statements by the Soviet Union and its 
socialist colleagues will not reqtiire further interventions by my dele
gation.

In spite of the meagre results achieved so far this year, there re
mains sufficient time for constructive work during the remaining 
weeks of this session. I urge all delegations to join in serious negotia
tions. Let us together find ways to bring our work closer to a success
ful conclusion.

In this regard, the Conference should adopt a single text for negoti
ating the chemical weapons convention. There is a good foimdation 
for this work in the form of the annex to the 1984 report of the Ad 
Hoc Committee on Chemical Weapons, CD/539.® Such a negotiating 
text, which would encapsulate agreements already reached, would 
ensure that such progress as we make is carried forward to future 
negotiating sessions.

We have a imique opportimity at this point in history, the opportu
nity to eliminate chemical weapons from the face of the Earth. History 
will not judge us kindly if we fail to seize that opportunity. The 
United States delegation is committed to the prompt conclusion of a 
comprehensive, verifiable chemical weapons convention and is pre
pared to demonstrate its commitment. We hope that other delegations 
are prepared to join us.

® Document 111.
® Documents on Disarmament, 1984, pp. 603-644. The annex begins on p. 606.
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122. M essage  From President R eagan  to  th e  C ongress 
Transm itting the  Proposed  A greem en t for C oopera 
tion B etw een th e  United S ta tes  an d  China Concerning 
Peaceful Uses of Nuclear Energy, Ju ly  24, 1985 ^

I am pleased to transmit to the Congress, pursuant to sections 123(b) 
and 123(d) of the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended (42 U.S.C. 
2153(b), (d)), the text of the proposed agreement between the United 
States and the People's Republic of China Concerning Peaceful Uses of 
Nuclear Energy, with accompanying annexes and agreed minute.^ The 
proposed agreement is accompanied by my written determination, 
approval, and authorization,® and the Nuclear Proliferation Assess
ment Statement by the Director of the United States Arms Control 
and Disarmament Agency concerning the agreement.** The joint 
memorandum submitted to me by the Secretaries of State and Energy, 
which includes a summary analysis of the provisions of the agree
ment,® and the views of the Director of the United States Arms 
Control and Disarmament Agency ® are also enclosed.

The proposed agreement with the People's Republic of China has 
been negotiated in accordance with the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Act, 
which sets forth certain requirements for new agreements for coopera
tion with other coimtries.'^

It is the first peaceful nuclear cooperation agreement with a Com
munist country and the only such agreement with another nuclear- 
weapon state (the United Kingdom and France are covered by U.S. 
agreements with EURATOM).

During the last several years, the People's Republic of China has 
developed ambitious plans for the installation of a substantial mmiber 
of nuclear power stations. The proposed agreement reflects the desire 
of the Government of the Uruted States and the Government of the 
People's Republic of China to establish a framework for peaceful 
nuclear cooperation. Diuing the period of our negotiations and discus
sions, China took several important steps that clarify its non-prolifera- 
tion and nuclear export policies. Premier Zhao has made important 
statements of China's non-proliferation policy that make clear that 
China will not contribute to proliferation. Those statements have been 
endorsed by the National People's Congress, thereby giving them 
official status. Based on our talks with the Chinese, we can expect 
that China's policy of not assisting a non-nuclear weapon state to 
acquire nuclear explosives will be implemented in a maimer consistent 
with the basic non-proliferation practices common to the United

 ̂ Weekly CompilaHon of Presidential Documenb, July 29, 1985, pp. 930-931.
2 Document 118.
® Document 117.
 ̂Documents 112 and 113.

® Document 116.
® Document 114.
 ̂See Documenk on Disarmament 1978, pp. 118-164.
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States and other suppliers. Further, in conjunction with China's mem
bership in the International Atomic Energy Agency, effective January
1, 1984, China has said that it will require IAEA safeguards on its 
future nuclear export commitments to non-nuclear weapons states.®

This agreement will have a significant, positive impact on overall 
U.S.-China relations. It will provide the United States and its compa
nies an opportimity to participate in another aspect of China's energy 
programs, with possibly substantial economic benefit. The proposed 
agreement will, in my view, further the non-proliferation and other 
foreign policy interests of the United States.

I have considered the views and recommendations of the interested 
agencies in reviewing the proposed agreement and have determined 
that its performance will promote, and will not constitute an imrea- 
sonable risk to, the common defense and security. Accordingly, I have 
approved the agreement and authorized its execution.

I have also found that this agreement meets all applicable require
ments of the Atomic Energy Act, as amended, for agreements for 
peaceful nuclear cooperation and therefore I am transmitting it to the 
Congress without exempting it from any requirement contained in 
section 123(a) of that Act. This transmission shall constitute a submit
tal for piuposes of both section 123(b) and 123(d) of the Atomic 
Energy Act. The Administration is prepared to begin immediately the 
consultations with the Senate Foreign Relations and House Foreign 
Affairs Committees as provided in section 123(b). Upon completion of 
the 30 day continuous session period provided in section 123(b), the 
60 day continuous session period provided for in section 123(d) shall 
commence.

123. S ta tem en t by  th e  ACDA A ssistan t Director for Nucle
a r  an d  W eapons Control (Dunn) Before Subcommit
te e s  of th e  House Com m ittee on Foreign A ffairs: Re
processing an d  Use of Plutonium in Civil Nuclear Pro
gram s, Ju ly  25, 1985 ^

I am pleased to have this opportunity to testify before the House 
Foreign Affairs Committee on ACDA's role in formulating and imple
menting the President's policies on use of plutoniimi as a civilian 
nuclear fuel.

This Administration's policy begins from a recognition of two facts: 
First, we fully recognize plutonium is a dangerous, weapons-usable 
material. Its acquisition, or acquisition of high enriched uraniimi, is 
one of the essential steps for a coimtry seeking nuclear explosives.

8 Ibid., 1984, p p . 6 9 3 -6 9 4 .
 ̂ACDA files. The statement was made before the Subcommittees on Arms Control, 

International Security and Science and on International Economic Policy and Trade.
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Second, the United States cannot prevent some countries with ad
vanced nuclear power programs from beginning to use plutonium as a 
civilian nuclear fuel. We lack sufficient controls, and to attempt to do 
so would imdermine needed cooperation on other non-proliferation 
issues.

Based on these two facts our policy has sought to work with 
advanced nuclear coimtries to achieve the tightest conditions and pro
cedures for use of civil plutoniimi. We also have taken steps to limit 
its use where demanded by non-proliferation. Let me sketch parts of 
this dual approach, and ACDA's role.

As of 1985, approximately 45,000 kilograms of plutoniimi are con
tained in the spent fuel discharged annually from the world's existing 
commercial power reactors, and this figure is expected to double in the 
next 15 years. The plans for the disposition of this plutonium vary 
from country to country and are based on national policies and com
mercial activities involving nuclear waste disposal, energy security, 
economics, and national security.

At present, many industrialized countries with advanced nuclear 
power programs have included the reprocessing of spent fuel, either 
domestically or abroad, as part of their fuel cycle. In the United 
Kingdom, France, and Japan, decisions were made more than a decade 
ago to reprocess and use the separated plutonium as a fuel for breeder 
and advanced thermal reactors. As a result, large inventories of sepa
rated plutonium are already beginning to build.

For the past several years, ACDA has expended some of its external 
research funds to obtain up-to-date information on foreign fuel cycle 
facilities, services and materials. This data indicated that separated 
plutonium owned by these industrialized countries, including those in 
EURATOM and Japan, will likely exceed 200,000 kilograms by the 
turn of the century. Given the h i^  costs for storing this material and 
the high priority given by these countries to reducing their depend
ence on imported oil and coal, they have begun to take steps to use 
this plutonium as a fuel in their commercial power reactors. In par
ticular, with breeder programs not expanding, their plans are firming 
up for its use in existing thermal reactors.

Our estimates also reveal that most of the separated plutonium 
arising in the next 5-10 years will be of U.S. origin. However, nearly 
70% of this material will be subject to the U.S.-EURATOM countries 
without our prior consent. Only the remaining 30% of this plutonium 
will require U.S. approval for use in countries outside EURATOM. In 
addition, enough non-U.S. origin material will be available in the same 
5-10 year period from the United Kingdom, France, Japan, and the 
Feder^ Republic of Germany to replace all U.S. origin material, if 
necessary, to keep plutonium fuel demonstration programs on track.

Over the longer-term, supplies of non-U.S. material will dominate 
the market. We estimate that of the 235,000 kg. of light water reactor 
plutonium already contracted to be reprocessed by the year 2000, 
approximately 30% is derived from U.S. origin material, 55% is not.
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and the origin of 15% is still unclear. Let me repeat: of the more than 
235,000 kg. of plutoniimi likely to be available between now and the 
year 2000, only 30% is known to be of U.S. origin. An imderstanding 
of this fact is essential to design a sound strategy for reducing risks of 
plutonium use.

Even were it desirable on other grounds, the United States does not 
and will not have the leverage to force these states to renoimce the 
civil use of plutoniimi. Past efforts in the late 1970s to pressure our 
close trading partners not to reprocess spent fuel and use plutonium 
led only to bitter disputes which hindered needed cooperation on non
proliferation. Moreover, both the European countries and Japan have 
very advanced nuclear programs, effective security systems for pro
tecting nuclear material, and firm commitments to non-proliferation.

Instead, we must work cooperatively with these trading partners in 
Europe and Japan to develop and implement effective controls, safe
guards, and physical protection measures to insure that such plutoni
um use occurs without significant increase in proliferation risk. We are 
also working to strengthen the existing consensus on restraint in 
transfers of reprocessing technology and to build a new consensus 
restricting retransfers of plutonium fuels outside of these advanced 
countries. U.S. consent rights that do exist now can be used to serve 
these ends, to influence not whether but how some plutonium is used.

Let me elaborate briefly. At present, separated plutonium under 
safeguards is used or stored at relatively small facilities in EURATOM, 
Japan and India. Consequently, in these facilities effective measures to 
protect, safeguard and control its use can be applied and are.

However, as plutonium use expands, progress needs to be continued 
in improving such measures. For example, improved safeguards need 
to be implemented to accommodate the large throughputs and inven
tories and the remote handling of plutonium which will be character
istic of the next generation of reprocessing and mixed oxide fuel 
fabrication plants. Physical protection measures also will need to be 
strengthened to protect the increased number of shipments and facili
ties storing large quantities of separated plutonium. In addition, ad
ministrative arrangements need to be put in place to monitor the 
increased transfers of plutonium subject to controls of several states.

In support of these steps, ACDA has taken the lead, working closely 
with the Departments of State and Energy, to initiate technical discus
sions with our major nuclear trading partners such as Japan, France, 
the Federal Republic of Germany, and the United Kingdom on safe
guards issues pertinent to the use of plutonium. More than a dozen 
meetings have taken place since 1982.

These meetings have examined safeguards approaches for large re
processing plants and mixed oxide fuel fabrication plants, coordination 
of national technical assistance programs for developing IAEA safe
guards equipment, and the implementation of safeguards in the re
spective countries. They have included useful visits to facilities which 
use or store plutonium. As part of these meetings, the U.S. and Japan
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also agreed on the outlines of a technical approach for reprocessing 
plant safeguards. This approach later was discussed with the IAEA and 
with other countries with advanced nuclear programs.

ACDA experts also routinely provide techiucal assistance to the 
IAEA on safeguards and physical protection issues. For example. Dr. 
Frank Houck of the Nuclear Safeguards and Technology Division of 
ACDA serves as the U.S. representative on the Standing Advisory 
Group on Safeguards Implementation (SAGSI). This group advises the 
Director General on such topics as safeguards approaches, effective
ness evaluation criteria, manpower utilization, etc. In addition, ACDA 
experts assist the IAEA on improving evaluation criteria which are 
used for drafting the annual Safeguards Implementation Report and 
strengthening the IAEA quality assurance program for improving safe
guards implementation.

ACDA also has been deeply involved in the development and im
plementation of techrucal and institutional measures to improve the 
physical protection of plutonium and other nuclear materials. We fully 
support the efforts of the Department of State to speed the ratification 
of the Convention on Physical Protection of Nuclear Materials.  ̂
ACDA's experts have contributed to the design of tighter procedures 
for shipment and transport of nuclear materials during international 
transport through bilateral consultations and exchanges. In particular, 
working closely with technical bodies in Japan, ACDA funded devel
opment of the so-called TRANSEAVER system, which remotely moni
tors the status and location of nuclear materials during shipment on 
high seas. Once fully developed and tested, this system would provide 
prompt warning of Aversion of such a shipment.

In this regard, the United States has also strongly supported, how
ever, reliance on air shipment of plutonium and other sensitive materi
als. U.S. laboratories are working with their Japanese coimterparts to 
develop shipping casks suitable for air transport.

ACDA's efforts are only one part of U.S. efforts. Through this 
overall endeavor, we can establish effective procedures to assure that 
increased use of plutonium in stable regions will not significantly add 
to the risk of proliferation.

In addition, a cooperative approach towards advanced nuclear activi
ties in Europe and Japan has and will make it easier to obtain the help 
of others on essential non-proliferation issues, whether heading off 
particular nuclear exports to countries of concern, upgrading generic 
nuclear exports to coimtries of concern, upgrading generic nuclear 
export and technology controls, or strengthening the Non-Proliferation 
Treaty.®

Nevertheless, there are situations in which the United States would 
oppose use of plutonium. A coimtry may lack adequate non-prolifera
tion credentials; or may not have an advanced nuclear program which

* For the text of the Convention, see Documenh on Disarmament, 1980, pp. 129-138.
 ̂Ibid., 1968, pp. 461-465.
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would warrant such use. In turn, the presence of separated plutonium 
in some coimtries in regions of tension may add to regional political 
instability or pose an imacceptable proliferation risk.

In such circumstances, the Reagan Administration's approach is to 
try where practicable to persuade these coimtries that their security 
interests are best served by steering clear of the use of separated 
plutonium and the indigenous development of plutonium technologies. 
We have sought to make clear, as in our discussions with South Korea 
and Taiwan, that the development of alternative, non-sensitive tech
nologies will still permit these countries' nuclear power programs to 
evolve efficiently and smoothly.

In this regard, the bilateral cooperation called for imder Section 223 
of the Nuclear Waste Policy Act'* can play an important role in 
supporting development of non-sensitive technologies for storing and 
disposal of spent fuel without reprocessing. Such cooperation can 
instill confidence that there are viable technical alternatives to reproc
essing to solve the waste managment problem, as exemplified by the 
approaches of the United States and Sweden. Moreover, while issues 
besides economics could be overriding for coimtries with very ad
vanced nuclear power programs to pursue the reprocessing alternative, 
most recent studies indicate that the direct disposal of spent fuel 
would probably be significantly less costly than closing the fuel cycle 
with reprocessing included.

Finally, let me add lest there be any doubt on this point, the 
Administration is prepared to exercise its legal rights and political 
influence to head off plutonium use where the non-proliferation situa
tion demands.

124. A ddress by  Peruvian P resident Garcia Perez: Propos
al on Regional D isarm am ent [Extract], Ju ly  28, 1985 ^

• • • • • • •

I proclaim the need for a regional agreement to reduce expenditure 
on armaments and freeze the acquisition thereof, in conformity with 
the spirit of the Declaration of Ayacucho signed in 1974, ̂  believing, as 
in the case of indebtedness, that it is essential to proceed from words 
and good intentions to action and example. In keeping with this 
principle, I hereby announce to the peoples of the world our decision 
to reduce substantially all purchases of war materiel, beginning with a

* P.L. 97-425, signed by the President, January 7, 1983.
1 CD/631.
^The text of the Declaration may be found in Documents on Disarmament 1974, pp. 

819-822.
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cut in the number of Mirage aircraft, we are at present negotiating to 
purchase.

• • • • • • •

125. W hite House S ta tem en t on Nuclear W eapon  Testing, 
July  29, 1985 ^

President Reagan ŝ central arms control objective, and the objective 
declared in the U.S.-Soviet joint statement issued in Geneva last Janu
ary, is to eliminate nuclear weapons altogether. We, therefore, have 
proposed at the bargaining table in the nuclear and space talks in 
Geneva radical reductions in the size of existing nuclear arsenals, 
beginning with the most destabilizing ballistic missiles. We believe 
such radical reductions, coupled with possible future strategic defenses 
for both sides, are the most promising avenues to eliminate the danger 
of nuclear war. We regret that the Soviet Union to date has been 
imwilling to negotiate in concrete and detailed terms to achieve such 
reductions in Geneva. In this respect not only have they failed to 
address oiu* desire for deep reductions and enhanced stability, but they 
have not been willing to present specific numerical levels supporting 
their own approach.

While we believe the most direct path is through equitable, verifia
ble reductions, we also believe that verifiable limitations on nuclear 
testing can play a useful, though more modest role. For that reason. 
President Reagan, in his speech to the U.N. General Assembly on 
September 24, 1984, proposed that the Soviet Union and the U.S. 
exchange visits of experts to measure directly at nuclear test sites the 
yields of nuclear weapons tests.^ The President views this proposal as 
a means to increase confidence in verifiable limits on imderground 
testing. To date, the Soviet Union has refused to agree to this practical 
and fair-minded approach.

As a demonstration of our seriousness, the President has extended 
to the Soviet leadership our invitation for a Soviet team to observe 
and to measure a nuclear test at our Nevada test site. This offer, 
which is imconditional, is a imilateral step which clearly demonstrates 
the U.S. intention to go the extra mile. The Soviet experts are invited 
to bring any instrumentation devices that the Soviet Union deems 
necessary to measure the yield of this test. This U.S. initiative demon
strates our commitment to achieving verifiable limitations in nuclear 
testing.

 ̂ Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, August 5, 1985, p. 942. The statement was 
read to reporters by Larry M. Speakes, Principal Deputy Press Secretary to the Presi
dent.

2 Documents on Disarmament, 1984, p. 692.
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We would welcome Soviet interest in joining us in developing and 
putting into place truly verifiable and durable limits on nuclear test
ing. We believe the President's initiative is the most practical approach 
to begin addressing this serious problem. We reiterate there are no 
conditions to this far-reaching offer, and we look forward to a positive 
and timely Soviet response.

126. S ta tem en t by  Soviet G eneral S ecretary  G orbachev: 
Nuclear W eapon  Test M oratorium, July  29, 1985 ^

The continuing nuclear-arms race is fraught with an immense 
danger to the future of world civilization. It is aggravating internation
al tension and increasing the risk of war, while diverting enormous 
intellectual and material resources from constructive purposes.

From the very start of the nuclear age, the Soviet Union has waged 
a consistent and vigorous struggle for an end to the build-up of 
nuclear arsenals, the curbing of military rivalry and the strengthening 
of trust and peaceful co-operation among States. It is this aim that 
governs all of the wide-ranging activities of the USSR within the 
United Nations and at multilateral and bilateral negotiations on the 
limitation and reduction of armaments. The Soviet Union does not 
seek military superiority; it is in favour of maintaining a balance of 
military forces at the lowest possible level.

We are convinced that the cessation of all nuclear-weapon tests 
would be a major contribution to the strengthening of strategic stabili
ty and of peace on earth. It is, after all, no secret that new and even 
more dangerous forms and types of weapons of mass destruction are 
developed and improved in the course of such tests.

In the interests of creating favourable conditions for the conclusion 
of an international treaty on the complete and general prohibition of 
nuclear-weapon tests, the USSR has repeatedly proposed that the 
nuclear-weapon States should agree on a moratoriiun on all nuclear 
explosions, starting from a mutually agreed date. Unfortimately, it has 
not yet been possible to take this important step.

In an effort to help end the dangerous competition in the build-up 
of nuclear arsenals and wishing to set a good example, the Soviet 
Union has decided that it will unilaterally discontinue all nuclear 
explosions, starting from 6 August 1985. We call on the Government 
of the United States to cease its nuclear explosions starting from the 
same date, which is observed throughout the world as the anniversary 
of the Hiroshima tragedy. Our moratorium is declared imtil 1 January 
1986. It will, however, remain in effect beyond that date if the United 
States, for its part, refrains from setting off nuclear explosions.

1 A /40/522.
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It is beyond doubt that a mutual moratorium on all nuclear explo
sions on the part of the USSR and the United States would also set a 
good example for other nuclear-weapon States.

The Soviet Union trusts that the United States will respond posi
tively to this initiative and halt its nuclear explosions.

This would meet the aspirations and hopes of all peoples.

127. Report by  a  TASS C orrespondent on th e  U.S. Invita
tion To O b se rv e  a  N uclear W eapon  Test, Ju ly  29, 
1985 2

The White House announced with much pomp today that the 
Reagan administration has offered the Soviet Union to send its repre
sentatives to be present at a new nuclear weapon test at the range in 
the American state of Nevada. On describing this proposal as '̂ far 
reaching" the assistant White House press secretary, Speakes, contend
ed that it supposedly demonstrated the administration's striving to 
achieve verifiable limitations on nuclear weapon tests.®

It does not take a deep analysis of the American " înitiative'', how
ever, to realise that it does not contain any novelty and pursues the 
sole aim of diverting the public's attention from the Administration's 
reluctance to reach agreement on cardinally important questions of 
limiting the arms race, and in partictdar on the question of limiting 
and baiming nuclear weapon tests.

By again inviting the Soviet Union to exchange "observers" at 
nuclear weapon tests the American Administration suggests actually 
only to register nuclear blasts and thus to legalise them. At the same 
time it has stubbornly resisted and continues to resist steps towards 
baiming nuclear weapon tests. This is illustrated, for instance, by the 
imilateral suspension by the United States of the talks with the USSR 
and Britain on the conclusion of a treaty on the general and complete 
prohibition of nuclear weapon tests.**

128. Lima D eclaration of Latin American S tates: Arms 
Race, M ilitary Expenditures, and  Confidence-Building 
M easures [Extracts], July  29, 1985 ^

The Heads of State of Argentina, Bolivia, Colombia, the Dominican 
Republic, Panama and Uruguay, and the Special Representatives of

2 Moscow TASS in English, July 29, 1985; FBIS Daily Report, July 30, 1985, vol. Ill, p. 
A l. The report was made from Washington by TASS correspondent Aleksandr Lyutiy. 

 ̂Document 125.
^The trilateral talks on a comprehensive test ban took place in 1977-1980. See 

Documents on Disarmament, 1980, p. xxvi
1 A/40/544, pp. 2-3.

Document 127



446 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1985

Brazil, Chile, Costa Rica, Cuba, Ecuador, El Salvador, Guatemala, 
Haiti, Honduras, Mexico, Nicaragua, Paraguay and Venezuela, meeting 
in the city of Lima with Constitutional President Dr. Alan Garcia to 
celebrate with the Peruvian people the democratic transfer of power in 
Peru, which marks a new step forward in the process of consolidating 
democracy in Latin America:

They condemn the growing arms race in conventional and nuclear 
weapons as a threat to international peace and security and a further 
obstacle to development.

They consider that the balanced reduction of military expenditures 
and the allocation of greater resources for the social and economic 
development of their coimtries would be a positive and timely step, 
and they agree to promote the adoption of further confidence-buildiiig 
measures in the region, especially between neighbouring countries.

129. A ddress by  Soviet Foreign M inister S h ev ard n ad ze  a t  
th e  Tenth A nn iversary  M eeting of th e  Conference on 
Security and  C ooperation  in Europe [Extracts], Ju ly  
30, 1985 ^

We point this out also because we will soon mark the 40th anniver
sary of the atomic bombings of Hiroshima and Nagasaki. That tragedy 
left a deep scar in himian memory. The interests of all the coimtries 
and peoples demand that such actions should never be repeated. Ob
viously, if nuclear weapons were actually used today, the conse
quences would be catastrophic for the whole of mankind.

The Soviet Union has strongly advocated the prohibition of nuclear 
weapons ever since their appearance. Throughout these years our 
country has been consistently and energetically struggling against the 
stockpiling of nuclear arsenals and for an end to rivalry in the devel
opment of increasingly advanced systems of these weapons.

The treaty on banning nuclear weapons tests in the atmosphere, in 
space, and under water  ̂ became an important step in that direction, 
but for a nuclear test ban to be truly effective, we are convinced, it 
should be complete and imiversal.

 ̂Pravda in Russian, July 31, 1985, first edition, pp. 4-5; FBIS Daily Report, July 31,
1985, vol. in, pp. CC1-CC6.

2 For the text of the Treaty, see Documents on Disarmament, 1963, pp. 291-293.
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It is perfectly obvious that a moratorium on all nuclear blasts would 
contribute to providing auspicious conditions for the comprehensive 
solution of this problem. The Soviet Union has on more than one 
occasion offered the nuclear powers to take such a measure beginning 
with a definite agreed-upon date. However, there has been no positive 
response to our proposals.

Seeking to contribute towards ending the dangerous rivalry in the 
buildup of nuclear arms arsenals, the Soviet Union has taken another 
bold step and decided to terminate imilaterally all nuclear explosions 
begiiming on August 6 this year. This new major initiative of the 
USSR, prompted by concern for the destinies of the whole of man
kind, was announced yesterday by Mikhail Gorbachev, General Secre
tary of the CPSU Central Committee.®

The moratoriimi, in effect imtil January 1, 1986, will remain in 
effect beyond that date if the United States also refrains from con
ducting nuclear explosions.

The Soviet Union expects the United States to respond positively to 
our initiative and to stop its nuclear explosions. A joint moratorium by 
the USSR and the United States would set a good example for the 
other states possessing nuclear weapons as well.

New U.S. first-strike nuclear missiles began and continue to be 
deployed in Western Europe contrary to the interests of the peoples. 
Every component of the U.S. strategic offensive nuclear potential is 
being intensively built up. NATO is going ahead with a long-term 
program to develop ultramodern conventional weapons, which ap
proximate nuclear weapons in their effects, and has embraced an 
aggressive doctrine for their use. The development of advanced types 
of chemical weapons, including binary weapons, which are plaimed to 
be deployed particularly on the Eiu’opean Continent, is in full swing in 
the USA.

Washington is going to call into question the time-tested treaties, 
those limiting both strategic offensive armaments  ̂ and anti-missile 
defense systems.® In other words, they are about to dump the capital 
that has been accumulated with so much effort in curbing and restrict
ing the arms race.

The U.S. Administration is seeking to carry through by all means its 
"star wars" plans. There are designs to involve allies in that dangerous 
venture. The implementation of these plans is fraught with grave 
adverse consequences for security in Europe and all over the world.

The peoples are expecting a good deal from the Soviet-U.S. talks on 
nuclear and space weapons. The failure so far to make real progress at

® Document 126.
 ̂Documents an Disarmament 1979, pp. 189 ff.

1972, pp. 197 ff.
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those talks cannot help but disappoint them. We are motivated at the 
Geneva talks by the firm desire to reach accords. The desire is mani
fest in well-substantiated constructive proposals both in Geneva and 
elsewhere.

However, what we are faced with is that, contrary to the joint 
accord on the subject and goals of the talks, there is unwillingness to 
discuss and resolve in a business-like manner problems of concern to 
the world; namely, ways to prevent an arms race in space, to terminate 
it on earth, and to limit nuclear weapons and move toward their 
radical reduction and eventual complete elimination.

The Soviet Union has stated more than once at the most prestigious 
level that it is prepared to effect sizeable reductions in both strategic 
and medium-range nuclear systems. What is needed for this is re
straint from opening up another area of the arms race, space. Our 
concrete proposals and our imilateral measures of restraint and good
will in the context of the Geneva talks are known both in America 
and in Europe. What is needed is only reciprocity, a constructive 
response from the United States, and this, regrettably, is not yet 
forthcoming.

The efforts to break the stalemate at the Vienna talks on mutual 
reductions in armed forces and armaments in Central Europe have so 
far been in vain. We cire hearing incessantly in Vienna: Give us 
figures. The USSR and its allies do supply figures— b̂ut they are not to 
the liking of their partners. Clearly, the point is not figures. Our 
partners just have no wish to reach accords.

Many countries think that progress at the Stockholm conference 
could be more dynamic. Some ground has already been covered to 
ensure such progress. It is time to move without delay to the formula
tion of initial accords on major mutually complementary confidence- 
building measures in both the political and military fields. The social
ist coimtries tabled at the conference well-balanced proposals relevant 
to both fields. But, naturally, a constructive contribution is needed 
from all the other states participating in the conference.

1 defined only some most topical issues whose solution would facili
tate the termination of the arms race and the consolidation of Europe
an and international security.

Meetings will be held shortly between General Secretary of the 
CPSU Central Committee Mikhail Gorbachev and President Frangois 
Mitterrand of France and United States President Ronald Reagan. The 
significance of the top-level meetings by far exceeds, of course, the 
framework of bilateral relations. The Soviet leadership proceeds from 
the promise that they should bring about a softening in the present 
dangerous tension in the world and a turn for the better in European 
and world affairs.

I would like to stress once again that the Soviet Union favors 
accords on a fair and equitable basis, which would help all to advance 
towards the desired objective of the total elimination of the nuclear
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war menace and the consolidation of the foundations of universal 
peace.

One more thing should be made clear: If someone hopes to conduct 
talks with the Soviet Union "̂from the position of strength/' let him 
abandon these illusions. In the face of the acceleration of military 
preparations by the NATO Bloc, the Soviet Union and its allies will 
be able to ensure their secxirity, to safeguard their legitimate rights and 
interests. Any attempts to upset the existing military balance and gain 
imilateral advantages will continue to meet effective coimteraction 
from our part.

It is our firm belief, however, that confrontation, either in the 
military, political, or economic spheres, is not the road that Europe 
should take.

• • • • • • •

130. S ta tem en t by  ACDA Director A delm an Before the  
House Com m ittee on Foreign A ffairs: Proposed 
A greem en t for C ooperation  B etw een th e  United 
S ta tes  an d  China Concerning Peaceful Uses of Nucle
a r  Energy, Ju ly  31, 1985 ^

I am pleased to appear before this distinguished committee today to 
discuss the peaceful nuclear cooperation agreement between the 
United States and China—the first agreement with a nuclear-weapon 
state since the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Act.^

Before addressing how this agreement advances important nonpro
liferation interests, I should place it into the broad pictxu"e of enhanced 
U.S.-Chinese consultations on arms control. This type of consultation 
followed on the heels of the President's April 1984 visit to Qiina. 
Soon thereafter, in the simuner of 1984,1 led a delegation of American 
officials to Beijing to concentrate on arms control. The Qiinese recip
rocated by having their arms control experts come here just last 
month.

Nonproliferation has been a key topic in these discussions with the 
Chinese. I explained to the Chinese that nonproliferation is one of the 
highest U.S. priorities as well as the one area of arms control which 
has been perhaps the most successful. This agreement continues that 
record.

This committee has, of course, already received ACDA's Nuclear 
Proliferation Assessment Statement on the agreement, which we pro
vided to the President prior to his approval of the agreement.® The

 ̂Department of State, Current Policy No. 729, pp. 1-2.
 ̂For the text of the Act, see Documents on Disarmament 1978, pp. 11^164. For the 

Agreement, see Document 118.
* Document 112.
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prime question before you now—as before the President on July 23— 
is: "Does this new agreement contribute to U.S. nonproliferation ef
forts?'' I believe the answer is a resoujiding ''yes.'' Why? Because our 
agreement with China helps ensure that they are part of the nonpro
liferation solution rather than part of the problem.

China's Nonproliferation Policy

During the 1960s and 1970s, China rejected nonproliferation norms. 
They actually portrayed proliferation in a favorable light by openly 
declaring that the spread of nuclear weapons around the globe would 
diminish the power of the United States and the Soviet Union and 
enhance the opportimities for revolution. China denied that a world of 
more nuclear-weapon states would enhance the risk of nuclear war.

China also undertook no international legal obligations and had no 
policy to require safeguards and other controls on its nuclear exports. 
This naturally quickened our concerns about Chinese actions that 
could help other coxmtries acquire nuclear explosives. Clearly, herein 
lay the potential for great harm to global nonproliferation efforts in 
both word and deed. And, needless to tell this committee, words are 
exceedingly important in this realm. They affect the strength of the 
international norms and standards upon which nonproliferation ulti
mately rests.

Against this background, the United States opened talks on peaceful 
nuclear cooperation with China— f̂irst in 1981 and then more inten
sively in 1983— ŵith ACDA participating in all stages of the negotia
tions.

After 2 years of negotiations, an agreement was initialed during 
President Reagan's visit to China. It then became necessary to engage 
in further discussions with China to clarify matters related to imple
mentation of its nuclear policies. We did not want to proceed until we 
were completely satisfied. We were willing to wait as long as need be. 
These discussions concluded successfully at the end of Jime.

Over these past 2 years, the Chinese Government has taken a 
number of important nonproliferation steps.

Rrst it made a pledge that it does "not engage in nuclear prolifera
tion" nor does it "help other countries develop nuclear weapons." The 
substance of this pledge has been reaffirmed several times by Chinese 
officials both abroad and within China.In fact, China's sixth Nation
al People's Congress made this policy a directive to all agencies of that 
large and complex government. As such, it constitutes a historic and 
positive change in China's policies. It helps bolster rather than break 
down those critical norms and standards that comprise the nonprolif
eration regime.

Second, in January 1984, China joined the over 100 members of the 
International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA), which plays such a criti
cal role in international nonproliferation efforts. This was a necessary

Documenk on Disarmament 1964, pp. 8, 410, 694.
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Step in China's evolution toward acceptance of the basic norms of 
nuclear supply.

Third, China adopted a policy of requiring IAEA safeguards on its 
nuclear exports to non-nuclear-weapon states.® This, too, was a big 
plus. Not only could a supplier that did not accept this basic norm 
directly contribute to spreading imcontroUed nuclear equipment and 
material to potential nuclear-weapon states; it could also imdermine 
the consensus of supplier coimtries that has been painstakingly con
structed over the past decade.

Fourth, during our hours and hours of discussions, the Chinese have 
made it clear that they will implement their policies in a manner 
consistent with the basic nonproliferation practices we and others 
support so vigorously.

In the short span of 2 years, China has embraced nonproliferation 
policies and practices, which it had eschewed so vociferously for a 
quarter of a century. This clearly is a tiunabout of historic significance 
in our efforts to prevent the spread of nuclear weapons. The Chinese 
are to be applauded for such a change of course.

We can take a measure of pride in this as well. For I believe that the 
lengthy discussions by the United States and other supplier nations 
with China, combined with the prospect of agreements for peaceful 
nuclear cooperation, contributed heavily to these Chinese actions.

Protecting U.S. Interests

We will, of course, watch Chinese practices closely to satisfy our
selves that China's actions are consistent with its words, with our 
expectations, and with our policies and laws. The Chinese know that. 
They know that nuclear cooperation with us rests on their strict 
adherence to basic nonproliferation practices discussed and clarified at 
such great length. The agreement before you rests on that foxmdation. 
It could rest on no other.

As presented in ACDA's Nuclear Proliferation Assessment State
ment, all statutory requirements for such agreements have been fully 
met. Two issues that were subject to protracted negotiations are worth 
mentioning.

• The agreement before you contains a provision for ''mutually ac
ceptable arrangements for exchanges of information and visits" in 
connection with transfers xmder its terms. This was done to help 
ensure that all the agreement's provisions will be scrupulously 
honored. The specifics of visits and information exchanges will be 
worked out with the Chinese before any licenses are issued for 
nuclear exports. They will permit visits by U.S. personnel to sites 
in China wherever our material or equipment, subject to this 
agreement, is located.

• The second issue concerns the right of prior approval over reproc
essing of spent fuel subject to the agreement. The agreement

® See ibid., pp. 693-^94.
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notes that neither party contemplates reprocessing such material. 
In fact, activities of this kind are not likely to become an issue in 
China for at least 15 years. While the language dealing with tWs 
issue does differ from that in other agreements, it is clear that 
China cannot reprocess without U.S. approval.

Other aspects of our assessment statement can be fully explained in 
response to your questions. Let me just add now that U.S. interests are 
fully protected. This agreement includes many written guarantees and 
controls to ensure that material, equipment, or technology supplied by 
the United States will not be misused.

If they are misused, or if China's nonproliferation policies do not 
live up to their pledges and to our expectations, we have clear re- 
coiu'se. We hope and expect that this agreement will lead to signifi
cant peaceful nuclear commerce with China—otherwise the President 
would not have sent it to you— b̂ut the agreement is only an tmibrella 
agreement. That is, it permits, but does not require, the export of any 
nuclear items. Thus, if Chinese behavior ever became inconsistent 
with our imderstandings, we would suspend the licensing of exports. 
The Chinese know that.

Conclusion

China's recent nonproliferation steps are and will be critical to our 
mission of bolstering vital nonproliferation norms and standards. Our 
long talks with the Chinese, as well as the prospects of civil nuclear 
cooperation with the United States and other suppliers, contributed to 
these major improvements in China's nonproliferation policies. Fur
ther, as I said, the agreement will enhance our efforts to cooperate to 
strengthen nonproliferation norms and actions.

Thus, I believe this agreement is fully in U.S. national interests. I 
trust that, after a thorough consideration of all the issues, you and the 
whole Congress will agree.

131. S ta tem en t by  th e  A m bassador a t  Large and  Special 
A dviser to  th e  S ecretary  o f S ta te  on N onproliferation 
Policy an d  Nuclear Energy A ffairs (K ennedy) Before 
th e  House Comm ittee on Foreign A ffairs: P roposed 
A greem en t for C ooperation  B etw een th e  United 
S ta tes  an d  China Concerning Peaceful Uses of Nucle
a r  Energy, July  31, 1985 ^

I am pleased to have this opportimity to speak to you today on the 
proposed agreement between the United States and the People's Re
public of China (P.R.C.) concerning the peaceful uses of nuclear

 ̂Department of State, Current Policy No. 729, pp. 2-4.
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energy. This agreement was signed in Washington on July 23.̂  We 
believe this agreement is important to the interests of both countries 
and supportive of our shared nonproliferation objectives.

The agreement establishes the basis for cooperation in a variety of 
the peaceful applications of nuclear energy. It provides the basis for 
export of nuclear reactors, fuel, components, and the exchange of 
technology including cooperation in health, safety, and the environ
mental implications of the peaceful uses of nuclear energy. The agree
ment is not, however, a commitment to supply. Rather, it provides the 
legal framework within which nuclear cooperation may take place. 
Once the agreement enters into force, nuclear reactors, components, 
and nuclear fuel may be exported under licenses issued by the Nuclear 
Regulatory Commission, in accordance with existing law and regula
tions.

The agreement permits nuclear cooperation between the United 
States and Qiina exclusively in the peaceful uses of nuclear energy. It 
contains reciprocal commitments by the United States and China that 
nuclear facilities and materials subject to the agreement will not be 
used for any nuclear explosive or military purpose. This guarantee, as 
well as other assiu'ances and controls in the agreement, will help 
preserve the distinction between the civil and military use of nuclear 
energy. It is also important to stress that cooperation imder the agree
ment is limited to nonsensitive aspects of the nuclear fuel cycle. It 
expressly excludes the transfer of any sensitive nuclear technology 
such as enrichment or reprocessing. Nor does it in any way require 
that technology of strategic or military sigiuficance be transferred.

Provisions of the Agreement

I would now like to turn to a brief examination of the specific 
provisions of the agreement we have signed with the People's Repub
lic of China. The text of the agreement and supporting doomients 
developed during its review within the executive branch have been 
transmitted to the Congress by the President. The text, in most re
spects, does not differ significantly from new and renegotiated agree
ments for peaceful nuclear cooperation which we have concluded with 
other coimtries since enactment of the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Act 
of 1978 ® and which have been before Congress for review. The 
agreement with China fully meets all the requirements specified in 
Section 123 of the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended, for 
nuclear cooperation agreements with nuclear-weapon states.'*

Specifically, section 123 requires that such agreements contain sev
eral guarantees by the cooperating partner.

The first guarantee is that no nuclear materials or equipment subject to 
the agreement will be used for any nuclear explosive device, for

2 Document 118.
® Documents on Disarmament 1978, pp. 118-164.
 ̂42 U.S.C. 2153.
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research on or development of any nuclear explosive device, or for any 
other military pxirpose. This requirement is met by article 5, paragraph
3, of the proposed agreement with the P.R.C.

The second guarantee required is that no nuclear material or equipment 
subject to the agreement will be transferred beyond the jurisdiction or 
control of the cooperating party without the agreement of the United 
States. This requirement is met by article 5, paragraph 1, of the 
agreement.

The third guarantee required is that adequate physical seciuity will be 
maintained with respect to any nuclear material subject to the agree
ment. This requirement is met by article 6 of the agreement.

The fourth guarantee required is that no nuclear material subject to the 
agreement will be enriched, reprocessed, altered in form or content, or 
(in the case of weapons-usable materials) stored without the prior 
agreement of the United States. This requirement is met by article 5, 
paragraph 2, of the agreement.

The Chinese imderstood U.S. legal requirements, said they had no 
plans to undertake the activities in question, and were concerned that, 
in the event of possible future Chinese changes of plans, the United 
States wotild give a timely response. While the language that was 
negotiated is different from that appearing in other agreements, it 
provides that China may not engage in any of the specified activities 
without the agreement of the United States. If long-term arrangements 
are not agreed, it makes clear that each side will refrain from such 
activities if either side objects— î.e., imtil there is mutual agreement 
between the United States and the P.R.C. Both the United States and 
the P.R.C. imderstand this.

All of these guarantees are reciprocal in nature and would apply to 
Chinese exports to the United States. They are, in substance, identical 
to those in all our other post-1978 agreements. Unlike the other 
agreements concluded since 1978, however, this one is with a single 
nuclear-weapon state, as such states are defined in the Treaty on the 
Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons (NPT).® This agreement does 
not provide for International Atomic Energy Agency safeguards in the 
P.R.C. on nuclear material, equipment, or facilities subject to the 
agreement since they are not required for nuclear-weapon states by 
either the Atomic Energy Act or the NPT. But neither does the 
agreement foreclose such safeguards, were China to imdertake a vol- 
imtary offer with the IAEA as the other nuclear-weapon states have 
done.

The agreement contains provisions for consultations, exchanges of 
information, and visits to the sites of materials, facilities, and compo
nents subject to the agreement. The agreement also provides for ex
changes of views and information on each country's national accoimt- 
ing and control systems and consultations on physical protection 
measures. The piupose of these exchanges of visits and information is

® Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 461-465.
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to ensure that the provisions of the agreement are effectively and 
openly carried out, including the provision that cooperation will be for 
exclusively peaceful purposes. Those provisions have the dtiration 
envisaged in Section 123(a)(1) of the Atomic Energy Act.

Benefits of the Agreement

There are very substantial benefits to be derived from this agree
ment. The agreement will lay the groundwork for strengthening eco
nomic ties between the United States and China and create new 
opportimities for U.S. companies to participate in China's expanding 
energy sector. China has begim the development of a major nuclear 
power program to meet its growing energy needs. The Chinese view 
nuclear energy as playing a key role in China's industrial development 
and modernization program. U.S. firms are already involved in other 
energy projects in China to develop coal, oil, and other energy re
sources, and we believe that participating in a diversified and well- 
balanced energy program in China is supportive of U.S. interests.

A most important benefit of peaceful nuclear cooperation between 
the United States and China is the opportunity it provides for both 
coimtries to work together to prevent the spread of nuclear explosives. 
President Reagan has declared that the nonproliferation of nuclear 
weapons is a fimdamental national security and foreign policy objec
tive of the United States. This consideration was at the top of oiu* 
agenda during our talks with the Chinese and will remain the para
mount concern of the United States. Qearly, cooperation in the peace
ful uses of nuclear energy must rest on a foimdation of shared views 
and principles on the necessity of deterring the threat of nuclear 
proliferation.

Since negotiations began on the proposed agreement, China made 
significant new statements of its nonproliferation policy which show 
that China is opposed to the spread of nuclear explosives to additional 
coimtries. On January 10, 1984, at the White House, Premier Zhao 
stated:

China does not advocate nor encourage proliferation. We do not 
engage in proliferation ourselves, nor do we help other countries 
develop nuclear weapons.®

Premier Zhao reiterated this statement in February in Beijing and at 
the sixth National People's Congress in May."̂  The Premier's speech to 
the National People's Congress is the closest equivalent in China to a 
presidential "State of the Union" address. The statement was endorsed 
by the National People's Congress and published as official policy.

In January 1985, the official Chinese press published a statement by 
Vice Premier Li Peng that China has no present or future intention to 
help non-nuclear-weapon states develop nuclear weapons and that

s Ibid., 1984, p. 8.
Ibid., 410.
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Qiina's present or future cooperation with other countries is confined 
to peaceful purposes.® The Chinese have made clear to us that when 
they say that they will not assist other countries to develop nuclear 
weapons, this also applies to all nuclear explosives. This is a basic 
Chinese policy which we believe will guide China's nuclear coopera
tion in the future.

China has also taken important steps to participate in international 
nonproliferation efforts. It joined the International Atomic Energy 
Agency in January 1984 and has stated that it requires the application 
of IAEA safeguards to nuclear exports to non-nuclear-weapon states.® 
In adopting this policy, China is acting in accordance with existing 
international norms for nuclear trade.

As China imdertakes nuclear cooperation with other coimtries and 
moves into international nuclear affairs, it is vital that we have a 
bilateral forum which allows us to work closely with China to main
tain and strengthen the international nonproliferation regime. The 
agreement itself establishes a formal framework for consultations ena
bling regular exchanges of views and information on matters of 
mutual interest, including means to prevent the spread of nuclear 
explosives.

Our contacts with the Chinese have already demonstrated that they 
appreciate the importance we attach to nonproliferation. We are satis
fied that the policies they have adopted are consistent with our own 
basic views. Formalizing our ties in the peaceful uses of nuclear energy 
through an agreement for cooperation will provide a means to advance 
our shared objectives.

We believe the agreement serves the national security and nonpro
liferation interests of the United States. We believe it deserves the fuD 
support of the Congress.

132. Soviet Pam phlet Entitled ‘*Star Wars^^ D elusions a n d  
D angersi Introduction and  Conclusion [Extracts], 
A ugust 1985 ^

We live in a complicated and uneasy world. Nothing is more impor
tant these days than to ward off the threat of nuclear war hanging 
over mankind, to stop the arms race on Earth, and to prevent its 
spreading to outer space.

The senselessness and danger of any further build-up of armaments, 
nuclear armaments above all, is obvious to every sensible person: such 
quantities of arms have been stockpiled that all living things on Earth 
can be aimihilated many times over. Yet in its chase after the chimera 
of military superiority, the Washington leadership believes—and says

® Document 7.
® Documenk on Disarmament, 1984, pp. 693-694.
1 Pp. 5-7, 53-56.
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SO publicly—that the United States has too few arms. More and more 
new nuclear and conventional weapon systems are being put into 
service as a result. Colossal fxmds are being spent. For what purpose? 
Only to '̂guarantee" the destruction of others, it would appear, and of 
themselves.

Modem science and technology make it possible to develop new 
types of weapons no less dangerous than nuclear arms, based on other 
physical principles and deployable in outer space. The reference is to 
laser, particle beam, superhi^-frequency, radio-frequency and other 
weapons whose destructiveness cannot be even theoretically estimated 
at present. Yet this is the type of weapon on which the United States 
has based its so-called strategic defense initiative.

At present, the world is at a crossroads. Washington's plans of 
militarizing outer space have created additional dangers to the security 
of nations and a critical situation in international relations. If the 
world fails to prevent these plans from being carried out, the arms 
race will enter a qualitatively new phase, and imcontroUable processes 
will arise in the field of armaments, greatly increasing the risk of a 
nuclear war breaking out. The international situation has reached a 
point that prompts the question of where to go from here? It is, 
indeed, high time for those who shape the policy of states to stop and 
think, and rule out any decisions that would push the world toward 
nuclear catastrophe.

It is plain common sense that in the circumstances the only way out 
is to freeze the nuclear arsenals of the sides, to stop preparations for 
the development of strike weapons deployable in outer space, and, on 
this basis, go over at once to reducing the existing stockpiles of 
armaments.

The peaceloving nations pin great hopes on the Soviet-American 
negotiations on nuclear and space arms in Geneva. In accordance with 
the agreement reached on January 8, 1985 by USSR Foreign Minister 
Andrei Gromyko, Member of the CC CPSU Political Bureau and First 
Deputy Chairman of the USSR Council of Ministers, and US Secretary 
of State George Shultz, ̂  the subject of the negotiations is a complex 
of questions concerning space and nuclear arms, both strategic and 
mediiun-range, with all the questions to be considered and resolved in 
their interrelationship.

It is of fundamental importance that the objective of the negotia
tions, as recorded in the joint Soviet-American statement, is to work 
out effective agreements aimed at preventing an arms race in space 
and terminating it on Earth, at limiting and reducing nuclear arms, and 
at strengthening strategic stability. In the final analysis, this must lead 
to the complete destruction of nuclear weapons everywhere.

Progress in the Geneva negotiations and their results will depend 
above all on whether or not both sides rigidly abide by all parts of the 
agreement reached on the subject and objectives of the negotiations.

* Document 3.
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The Soviet Union, for its part, has done and will continue to do 
everything it can for the aforesaid agreement to be carried into effect.

Regrettably, this cannot be said so far of the position of the US 
Administration. In their public statements, its members gloss over or 
pervert the central element of the agreement reached in January on 
considering and resolving all questions at the negotiations as a com
plex, in their interrelationship. They do not mince words in saying 
that the US plans for the military use of outer space will be carried on 
irrespective of the results of the Geneva negotiations. Defense Secre
tary Caspar Weinberger said he ruled out ' t̂he possibility of giving up 
a strategic defense either in the research stage or . . .  in the deploya
ble stage". This can mean only one thing: the scheme is to develop 
and deploy space strike weapons, an entirely new kind of weapons, 
with a simultaneous large-scale build-up and improvement of the 
offensive nuclear capability.

The US strategic forces are fielding qualitatively new weapon sys
tems with Stealth technologies, which are highly accurate, are armed 
with maneuverable, independently targetable nuclear warheads, and 
can covertly attack their targets. In combination with the forward- 
based US PERSHING II and cruise missiles, they make up the compo
nents of a military potential that is obviously designed for a "disarm
ing" first strike.

To justify their policy of militarizing outer space, the US leaders 
resort to outright deceit, portraying their "Star Wars" plans as "defen
sive", "himiane", and so on, and falsely accusing the Soviet Union of 
having long since begim to militarize outer space, so that, ostensibly, 
the United States has no other choice but to "catch up" with it.

These inventions do not stand up to the facts. This pamphlet shows 
the true aims of the US "Star Wars" plan and demonstrates the 
substance of the Soviet and US approaches to the use of outer space; it 
contains an estimate of the calamitous consequences for all nations of 
the US President's "strategic defense initiative", which is being carried 
forward in the setting of a further build-up of US strategic offensive 
aims. The pamphlet also contains a rendering of the Soviet program of 
measures that must be taken if the arms race is to be prevented in 
outer space and stopped on Earth.

• • • • • • •

CONCLUSION

The precipitous development of space technology, the opportimity 
for using outer space extensively for military purposes, coupled with 
the stubborn drive to that end by the United States, have made 
averting the militarization of outer space the most urgent task of our 
time. The development of space strike weapons, if they are not 
baimed, may grow into a strongly destabilizing factor, a catalyst of 
what would in effect be an imcontrollable arms race.
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Washington's dangerous space militarization plans affect the vital 
interests of all mankind. And all peaceloving states must raise their 
voice against this new danger before it is too late, before an irreversi
ble situation is created imder cover of soothing reassurances.

The Soviet Union is calling for a permanent ban on the use of force 
in outer space and from outer space against the Earth, and also from 
the Earth against space objects. No weapons of any kind, whether 
conventional, nuclear, laser, particle beam, or any other, should ever 
be put into orbit and stationed in outer space on manned or im- 
maimed systems. No space strike weapons should be developed, tested 
or deployed either for anti-missile defense or anti-satellite purposes, or 
yet for use against targets on Earth or in the air. The already existing 
weapons of that kind should be destroyed.

If the entire family of space strike weapons is barmed, the Soviet 
Union is prepared to agree to the most radical reductions of nuclear 
weapon systems (strategic and mediimi-range) on a basis of mutuality, 
not short of their complete destruction, and, of coiû se, with strict 
adherence to the principle of equality and equal seauity. Nowadays, 
the problem of limiting and reducing nuclear arms caimot be resolved 
in isolation from the prohibition of space strike weapons. The ques
tions of space and nuclear arms are organically linked, and must be 
considered and resolved at the negotiations as one complex. And of 
crucial, priority significance here is solving the space strike weapons 
question. Their development is wholly contrary to the provisions of 
the ABM Treaty of 1972 ® and also to the agreement jointly reached 
by the USA and the USSR in January 1985 on the subject of objectives 
of the negotiations. To raise a hand against the ABM Treaty means 
opening the gates to an unbridled arms race and leading matters up to 
the disruption of existing treaties and to the refusal to conclude any in 
future.

Firm action must be taken to preserve the ABM Treaty. Today, its 
fate depends on whether or not the Reagan Administration gives up 
its ''Star Wars" plan. Unless the ABM Treaty is saved and militariza
tion of outer space is baimed, nuclear arms negotiations will become 
senseless and will hold no promise.

If the United States were to begin militarizing outer space, upsetting 
the existing military-strategic equilibriimi, the Soviet Union would 
have no choice but to take countermeasures and restore the strategic 
parity. These measures might concern both defensive and offensive 
arms. ''The Soviet Union," as Marshal of the Soviet Union Sergei 
Sokolov, Defense Minister of the USSR, said, "would pick the modes 
of action that best meet the interests of its defense capability, and not 
those which the people in Washington might urge it to take. . . . Oiu* 
measures will be commensurate with the threat that may be created 
for the Soviet Union and its allies." ^

® For the text of the Treaty, see Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 197-201.
 ̂Current Digest of the Soviet Press, vol. XXXVII, No. 18 (May 29,1985) [variant translation].
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Washington has invented a heap of '̂arguments''—albeit false, but 
"arguments" all the same— t̂o justify its "Star Wars" plan. But there is 
one question on which it could find nothing to say. Nor can it say 
anything because anything that sounds in the least credible will inevi
tably overturn the entire propaganda structure artificially erected 
aroimd the "strategic initiative".

The question is natxu’al: how does the USA intend to abide by the 
Geneva imderstanding of January 8, 1985, on preventing an arms race 
in outer space, and what exactly will it do in that respect? So far, the 
world has heard nothing from Washington on this score. Yet it will 
eventually have to say something.

Readers have had the opportimity to acquaint themselves with ob
jective assessments of the scale of the arms race that is now under 
way and of that which will be set in motion if the militarization of 
outer space is allowed to begin. And one needs no political foresight 
or special expertise to see the size of the danger to mankind presented 
by the US military plans in outer space.

This is the time when everyone must take a stand with regard to 
President Reagan's "Star Wars" program. No one can afford to stay on 
the sidelines, to be a neutral bystander, for the question is one of war 
and peace and, therefore, of life and death.

The following questions can help decide what stand to take:
Aren't there enough weapons piled up, and will people be better off 

(and safer) if beside the nuclear sword a far more terrifying space 
sword is raised over the world?

Is it really possible to arrive at the destruction of nuclear weapons 
by building up their stockpile, as suggested by the United States?

Will other countries gain anything if the USA drags them into the 
venture it has called a "strategic defense initiative"?

Will the colossal costs of the venture really provide for the security 
of the American people and the peoples of Western Eiu*ope?

Aren't those authoritative scientists, including American ones, right 
in saying that a "leak-proof" anti-missile defense is impossible to 
create?

Those who take an unprejudiced view of the facts cited in this 
pamphlet will agree that the course of events could be reversed if 
tangible success were achieved at the Soviet-American negotiations on 
space and nuclear arms in Geneva.

The United States must right its attitude at the negotiations.
That would offer an opportimity for reaching mutually acceptable 

accords.
The Soviet Union is ready to go its part of the way.
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133. M essage  From President R eagan  to  th e  C ongress 
Transm itting an  A m endm ent to  th e  A greem en t With 
France Regarding N uclear C ooperation , A ugust 1, 
1985 1

I am pleased to transmit to the Congress, pursuant to Sections 123 
b. and 123 d. of the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended (42 
U.S.C. 2153 (b), (d)), the text of an amendment modifying the 1961 
defense nuclear cooperation agreement between the United States and 
France to provide for cooperation on the safety and security of nuclear 
activities and installations for mutual defense purposes. ̂  I am also 
including a copy of my written approval, authorization, and determi
nation concerning that agreement, as amended. A copy of the joint 
imclassified letter submitted to me by the Secretaries of Energy and 
Defense, which provides a summary position on the amendment, is 
also enclosed. A classified letter and attachments are being transmitted 
directly to the appropriate congressional committees.

The amendment focuses our cooperation on the safety and security 
of each nation^s nuclear activities and installations. It does not allow 
transfer of nuclear components or weapons, or special nuclear materi
als, or source material and, therefore, fully complies with the interna
tional agreements in matters of non-proliferation and does not alter 
other mutual cooperation agreements that exist between the two coun
tries in the field of defense.

I have concluded that the cooperation authorized by the amendment 
is in the United States' interest and have determined that performance 
of the amended agreement will promote and not constitute an unrea
sonable risk to the common defense and security. Accordingly, I have 
approved the amendment and authorized its execution.

I have also found that the amendment meets all applicable require
ments of the Atomic Energy Act, as amended, for agreements for 
defense nuclear cooperation; and therefore, I am transmitting it to the 
Congress without exempting it from any requirement contained in 
Section 123 a. of the Atomic Energy Act. The transmission shall 
constitute submittal for the purposes of Sections 123 b. and 123 d. of 
the Atomic Energy Act. The 30-day continuous session period speci
fied in Section 123 b. shall begin immediately. Upon completion of 
this period, the 60-day continuous session period provided for in 
Section 123 d. shall commence.

 ̂ Weekly CompilaHon of Presidential Documents, August 5,1985, p. 954. 
2 12 UST 1423, HAS 4867, 433 UNTS 29.
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134. W orking P aper Submitted by  th e  Federal Republic of 
G erm any to  th e  C onference on Disarm am ent: Verifi
cation o f th e  N onproduction o f Chemical W arfa re  
A gen ts  by  M eans o f Inspections in Civilian Chemical 
industry , A ugust 1, 1985 ^

L General aspects

Under a convention prohibiting chemical weapons, the branches of 
the civilian chemical industry relevant to the verification of non
production would be subjected to systematic international inspections. 
The scope of surveillance would depend to a large extent on the 
substances selected and their significance for civilian ptirposes, and on 
the intensity of the actual inspection procedures. The inspections can 
apply in the industrial sector both to producers, manufactxuing indus
tries, and end users.

This paper surveys the range of substances involved and the scope 
of svirveillance and outlines the industrial sector that would have to be 
covered. After the entry into force of a convention those substances 
would be selected products of chemicals factories which would be 
subject to regular inspections to prevent their possible misuse for the 
manufacture of chemical weapons.

n. Scope of substances

1. General
The choice of substances for non-production inspections may cover 

products usable exclusively for chemical warfare (single-purpose 
agents), characteristic key precursors for their production, and sub
stances that are of both military and civilian significance (dual-pur- 
pose agents).

However, in order to ensure adequate verification whilst keeping 
inspections within reasonable limits, generally recognized criteria are 
needed for the selection of substances and their incorporation in the 
various inspection procedvires.

2. Criteria for the selection of substances
One objective basis for the selection of substances are the toxicity 

criteria for supertoxic lethal, other lethal and other harmful chemicals 
as defined by the Conference on Disarmament for the purposes of a 
convention baiming chemical weapons. Another should be the assess
ment of the potential military threat posed by a chemical substance.

The proposed convention should contain a definition of the term 
T̂cey precursors''. In the opinion of the Federal Republic of Germany 

the precursors in the final technical reaction stage of the production of 
supertoxic lethal weapons which are characteristic for the toxicity of 
the end-product should be defined as key precursors. The final techni-

1 CD/627.

Document 134



FRG CD WORKING PAPER, AUGUST 1 463

cal reaction stage would be determined by the intermediate product 
which can still be subjected to quantitative inspections in the manu
facturing process. This definition is already contained in working 
paper CD/439 on the transfer problem submitted by the Federal Re
public of Germany in 1984. ̂

This definition encompasses only key precursors that are particular
ly harmful. The key precursors thus defined are generally only used to 
a very limited extent for civilian purposes. Given the small nimiber of 
producers, the scope of the inspections will be kept within reasonable 
limits.

Notwithstanding this general rule, other precursors could be treated 
as key precursors if, within the meaiung of the convention, they 
constituted a risk and if the competent body under the convention 
reaches agreement on this point.

The designated key precursors would be listed and aimexed to the 
convention. No consensus has so far been reached in the Conference 
on Disarmament on the contents of such a list. Several proposals 
concerning the chemical products to be included in the list have 
already been submitted.

3, Superioxic lethal chemicals and key precursors
The supertoxic lethal chemicals that could be used for chemical 

warfare have at the present time little civilian significance. They are 
therefore not produced on an industrial scale for such pvirposes. Under 
special convention provisions which would be based on the proposals 
already worked out in the Conference on Disarmament, their manu
facture would be permitted in limited quantities for protective pxir- 
poses but in a declared, separate facility for this piupose. Consequent
ly, an explicit ban on toxic chemicals and key preciu'sors which are of 
significance for the production of chemical weapons but for which 
there is no civilian demand at the present time would appear to 
suggest itself. Such a ban should be included explicitly in a list and 
ought to cover any quantities in excess of a production of one metric 
ton per aimum. Should the baimed substances acquire a civilian sig
nificance justifying their production, on an industrial scale, the compe
tent body imder the Convention would have to be notified of the 
envisaged production. The manufacture and use of such substances 
would have to be subject to systematic inspections.

The systematic international verification of non-production should 
consist of an exchange of data as well as on-site inspections on a 
random basis in compaiues determined by lot and should be limited to 
the key precursors for the manufacture of supertoxic lethal chemicals 
within the meaning of the definition given above because with regard 
to these substances there is a danger of the convention being circum
vented.

 ̂Printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1984, pp. 100-103.
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Pinacolyl alcohol, for example, might be included in the list in 
application of the exception-from-the-rule principle. It is of little gen
eral use for permitted purposes. If, therefore, it were manufactured in 
large quantities it would be justifiable to require proof that it is 
actually being produced for permitted purposes.

In addition to the systematic monitoring of key preciu’sors including 
on-site inspections, an exchange of data concerning the production 
and use of certain selected precursors should take place in order to 
make inspections of particularly dangerous supertoxic lethal chemicals 
as effective as possible. This might be applied, for instance, to esters 
of phosphorous acid, which are used on a large scale for civilian 
purposes or can be produced analogously to esters of phosphoric acid, 
and similarly to phosphorus trichloride and phosphorus oxychloride as 
well as the B-substituted derivatives of N, N-dialkylamino ethanes for 
the production of VX and analogous substances, some of which are 
used for many different permitted purposes.

Difficulty arises with regard to the question whether the key pre
cursors of mustard gas should be included in systematic non-produc- 
tion verification procediu'es. A restriction to the key precursor thiodig- 
lykol would be insufficient since there are other modem manufactur
ing processes without this compound as intermediate product. Really 
effective monitoring of key precursors of mustard gas would therefore 
also have to be extended to substances which are produced in large 
quantities as basic substances by the chemcial industry and used for 
many different purposes. Such comprehensive monitoring would 
hardly be practicable. It would seem expedient, therefore, to concen
trate on an exchange of data regarding thiodiglykol and sulphur chlor
ides which make for a relatively simple technical process in the pro
duction of mustard gas.

In addition, producer cotmtries could agree on export controls if it 
were established that a country were importing key products for the 
manufacture of mustard gas.

4. Other lethal substances and precursors
In the Conference on Disarmament other potentially dual-purpose 

lethal chemicals as well as selected precursors for the production of 
chemical weapons have been proposed as substances which should fall 
under non-production verification. Contracting States would only be 
required to report statistical data.

The proposed substances, which themselves can also be used as 
chemic^ weapons, are precursors of a mmiber of civilian products. 
Every year they are produced in the thousands of tons. This applies 
principally to hydrogen cyanide, cyanogen chloride, and phosgene. 
Their potential threat must today be seen in a different light in view 
of the availability of much more effective chemical and other weap
ons.

It is therefore doubtful whether it makes sense to include these 
products in an exchange of data. In so far as their inclusion is envis
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aged, one should take into account when collecting data concerning 
their production and use the fact that these chemicals are mass pro
duced.

m. Scope of inspections

1, General
The intensity of inspection procedures must be such as to ensure to 

an adequate degree of certainty that compliance with the contractual 
imdertaking not to produce chemical weapons is systematically and 
internationally verifiable.

Legitimate interests of the chemical industry can be protected if on
site inspections are carried out without the disclosure of secret techno
logical and industrial information. This could be achieved by the 
restrictive selection of substances and the application of inspection 
procedures oriented to the toxicity and potential threat of the sub
stances.

2. VerificaHon of non'producHon of key precursors
Verification of the non-production of chemical weapons starts from 

the physical conditions for the production of such weapons. The 
supertoxic lethal chemicals produced for chemical warfare differ from 
those used for civilian purposes in that they have a much higher level 
of toxicity. For their production, therefore, more has to be invested in 
safety, which is evident in the physical characteristics of the facility. 
The absence of the safety precautions necessary for the production of 
supertoxic lethal chemic^s becomes obvious upon viewing the prem
ises and is therefore clear proof that such substances are not being 
produced in the facility.

In the case of less toxic key preawsors manufactured for civilian 
purposes, which have a lower level of toxicity, the absence of exten
sive safety precautions is not in itself sufficient evidence that they are 
not being used for the production of chemical weapons. Consequently, 
the monitoring of these chemicals must also take other criteria into 
accoimt and be more comprehensive.

Inspections in the production facility should concentrate on the 
quantity of key precursor produced or, where the processing is contin
uous, on the output of finished products. The object of the inspection 
is not the chemical factory as such, only the one relevant and precisely 
defined substance.

The actual test should take place in the crucial reaction phase. It 
should begin at the stage in the overall production process immediate
ly preceding the emergence of the key precursor and cover only this 
phase.

Inspections of key precursors should be conducted on the basis of 
annu^ statistical data and on-site inspections if the total annual quan
tity produced exceeds one metric ton.

To ensiu*e that the manufacturers of key precursors in question 
receive equal treatment, on-site inspections should be carried out on a
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random basis. Companies should be determined by lot, with the com
petent body imder the convention fixing every year the percentage of 
all firms to be subjected to inspections.

The installation of additional measuring instruments by the inspect
ing agencies to monitor the quantities produced does not appear nec
essary and would moreover be impracticable.

The inspection, consisting of statistical data, the review of plant 
records, interviews, viewing of facility areas, as well as sampling and 
ancdysis, must ensure reliable verification of the non-production of 
chemical weapons. However, they should not provide an overall 
survey of the production process and hence insights into a firm's own 
manufacturing processes.

J. Inspections relating to the manufacture of key precursors
The systematic verification of non-production in the chemical in

dustry should serve to confirm that quantities of key precursors that 
are declared to be intended for permitted purposes are actually used as 
stated in the information given. Such inspections must therefore be 
sufficiently accurate and reliable. This is relatively simple in the case 
of key precursors which, as intermediates, are directly and completely 
further processed in the same facility. The procedure becomes even 
more straight forward where the key precursor goes through a contin
uous and automatic reaction process without being isolated. This will 
mostly be the case with substances that are produced in large quanti
ties for a finished product for which there is a consistently high 
demand.

Key precursors with a wide range of uses are sold to other domestic 
firms or exported for further processing more often than those the use 
of which as intermediates applies to only a few fiiushed products. The 
supply of such key precursors to manufactiu^ers makes inspection 
procedures more difficult and costly. In order to ensure their effective
ness they woxild have to be extended to the facilities of manufacturers 
both at home and abroad.

In order to limit the nvimber of companies affected, only those who 
receive quantities of key precursors in excess of one metric ton per 
year should fall within the scope of inspections. On the one hand, 
fixing a much higher limit would include the risk of companies' 
spreading the processing among several plants to keep below the limit. 
Moreover, it might give rise to unjustified mistrust where a key 
precursor which is used for a large variety of products actually is 
processed in many smaller factories. This is true in the case of sub
stances used for the production of pharmaceuticals, for instance.

The need to include further processing in procedures designed to 
verify non-production again shows that a restrictive approach has to 
be adopted when determirung key precursors. The proposal for limit
ing key precursors to such supertoxic lethal chemicals will minimize 
inspections of manufacturing companies because there are narrow
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qualitative and quantitative limits on the use of the substances in 
question for permitted purposes.

4, Inspection relating to the production of other lethal chemicals and precursors
As regards the monitoring of the non-manufacture of other lethal 

chemicals and precxu’sors for the production of chemical weapons, 
various proposals have been submitted recommending an inspection 
procedure which would be restricted to the aimual reporting of statis
tical data.

As these are mostly chemicals that are not only manufactured in 
large quantities but are also used for a variety of civilian purposes, the 
cost of ensuring a—as far as possible complete— r̂ecord would be 
considerable. In order to achieve this, data on the manufactured, proc
essed, imported and exported quantities of every selected substance 
would have to be officially recorded. It is imknown to us whether and 
to what extent countries are at present able to maintain such compre
hensive records or authorized imder their respective data protection 
legislation to transfer said data to an international inspectorate.

Careful thought has yet to be given to the collection and evaluation 
of the data. The proposals submitted to date do not clearly indicate 
how the international body can determine from the total data submit
ted whether a State has violated the convention. Moreover, the collec
tion of comprehensive data must not lead to the disclosure of informa
tion about relationships with buyers in a manner and to an extent that 
might impair national economic interests.

IV. Summary

It is intended that the verification of non-production of chemical 
weapons should take the form of systematic international surveillance 
of specific sectors of the chemical industry, covering a list of selected 
substances to be annexed to a convention.

A convention banning chemical weapons will have to contain guide
lines for determining the scope of such substances.

The guidelines for supertoxic lethal chemicals and their key precur
sors suggested in this paper limit the scope to such substances and 
specific precursors as would be listed in an armex to the convention.

The scope of the inspections must be such as to meet the verifica
tion requirements of the proposed convention, but also allow for the 
legitimate national economic interests of the chemical industry affect
ed.

Surveillance should be limited to two measvires, namely random on
site inspections based on the drawing of lots together with annual 
statistical reports on a scale yet to be agreed.

If the further processing of key preciu’sors within the meaning of 
the above definition were to take place outside the production facility 
monitoring of the manufacture of these products would not be suffi
cient. In this case it would be necessary to extend inspections to 
domestic and foreign processors who have received them. The number
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of producers and manufacturing companies who would thus be subject 
to non-production inspections would be relatively small.

135. N ew s Conference Remarks by  President R eagan: Nu
clear W eapons Test M oratorium [Extract], A ugust 5, 
1985 ^

Q. On a related point, why won't you go along with Gorbachev's 
suggestion for a joint moratorium on nuclear testing? ^

Afh Speakes. Can we make this the last question?
The President All right. That's the last question, all right. But I'm 

delighted to answer that one, too.
The Soviet Union is ahead of us in the development and the mod

ernization of nuclear weapons. They have just finished their tests, or 
they even have a couple left they might try to sneak in before the 6th, 
which was their opening date. But they had fiiushed their tests on 
their 24's and 25's, the 18, which is comparable to our MX. And we 
have not yet begun the testing and certainly haven't completed it in 
some of our weapons of that same type to keep pace with them.

So, their suggestion for a mutual— f̂irst of all, for a single moratori- 
irni for several months— t̂hey finished their tests; they don't have any 
more to do. The asking us to make it mutual meant that we would 
then not be able to catch up with them. And we've had an example of 
that back in the Keimedy era, and this had to do with the testing with 
regard to ABM's and so forth. And we were begging for a treaty, and 
the Soviet Union kept refusing. And they'd completed the tests, and 
then the Congress passed a go-ahead for us. And the Soviets immedi
ately said to President Kermedy, "Oh, yes, we're willing to talk now 
about a moratoriiun on testing."

So, this is why we said to them: "Look, we still have our tests to do, 
same ones that you've been doing. You're welcome to send somebody 
over and watch all our tests."

And I would like to add also that after that limited moratorium, 
which was supposed to end aroimd December or something, if they 
want to make that a permanent moratoriimi or if they want to agree 
with us and have bilateral inspection of each other's testing, we're 
willing to do that.

Q. You said watch all our tests?
Q. You would go for a total moratoriiun, permanent moratorium on 

aD underground tests? All tests?
Q. At the end of the year?

 ̂ Weekly CompilaHon of Presidential Documents, August 12,1985, pp. 965-966.
2 Document 126.
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The President Once when— ŵell, I don't know whether we'd be 
able to complete ours by that time or not— ŵhen we've completed
ours and they're not doing any more--------

Q. Well, they say we've--------
The P residen t ŷes, that would be fine.
Q , completed ours in Nevada.
The President What?
Q. I imderstand our tests have been completed.
The President Oh, no. We're still talking about a Midgetman to 

match their 24 or 25. And we haven't even come to that stage yet.
Q. When might that be? Within a year or--------
The President I don't know. 1 don't know. But, in the meantime, 

let's get back down to real facts. In Geneva is where the decision 
should be made and not with moratoriums of that kind. Let's get 
down to the business, once and for all, of reducing the numbers of 
nuclear weapons, hopefully leading toward a total elimination of 
them. Then there wouldn't be any need for testing.

• • • • • • •

136. S ta tem ent by  P resident R eagan  on the  40th A nniver
sa ry  of th e  Bombing of Hiroshima, A ugust 6, 1985 ^

This week millions aroimd the world will mark the 40th anniversary 
of the first and only uses of nuclear weapons—events that brought to 
an end a long and terrible war. The war over, an unprecedented 
friendship between the free peoples and democratic governments of 
the United States and Japan was bom. Thus, as we reflect on the 
meaning of the events of 40 years ago, we and the people of Japan can 
take pride in having demonstrated that, even between former enemies 
in warfare, lasting reconciliation is possible.

We must never forget what nuclear weapons wrought upon Hiro
shima and Nagasaki, yet we must also remain mindful that our main
tenance of a strong nuclear deterrent has for four decades ensured the 
security of the United States and the freedom of our allies in Asia and 
Europe. In Europe, these years represent the longest period of peace 
since the early 19th century.

Peace has not made us complacent, for we are continually seeking 
ways to reduce still further the risks of war. As I have often stated, 
"A nuclear war carmot be won and must never be fought." This 
anniversary is, therefore, a time not only for reflection but for action.

The United States will take every reasonable step to build a more 
peaceful world. Just last week I extended to the Soviet leadership an 
invitation to send a team of Soviet experts to our Nevada test site to

 ̂ Weekly CmpilaHon of PresidenHal Documents, August 12,1985, p. 968.
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observe and measure the yield of an American nuclear test. My offer 
involved no preconditions; the Soviet experts were invited to bring 
with them any instnmientation devices that they deemed necessary to 
measure the yield of the test. Our objective was straightforward: to set 
in train a process that, regarding limitations on nuclear testing, could 
markedly increase confidence and cooperation between our nations.

It is my hope that the Soviet leadership will accept this invitation in 
the spirit of good will in which it has been tendered. I would also urge 
the leadership of the Soviet Union to work with us to achieve deep, 
verifiable, and equitable reductions in nuclear arsenals; to resolve 
questions relating to compliance with existing arms control agree
ments; and to establish a constructive dialog on ways to reduce the 
risk of accidental war.

We must also be vigilant in our efforts to prevent nuclear prolifera
tion— ând here all nations must share the burden. Those who would 
profit from the transfer of sensitive nuclear technology to trouble 
parts of the globe pose a threat to world peace. Action must be taken, 
and we encoiu'age all nations to join us in requiring comprehensive 
safeguards as a condition of nuclear export.

We look forward to the third review session of the Non-Proliferation 
Treaty,  ̂ which will begin this month. The United States, the Soviet 
Union, and all the nations of the world must work to ensure that the 
atom is never again used as a weapon of war, but as an instrument of 
peace.

137. South Pacific Nuclear Free Zone Treaty, A ugust 6, 
1985 1

PREAMBLE

The Parties h this Treaty,
United in their commitment to a world at peace;
Gravely concerned that the continuing nuclear arms race presents the 

risk of nuclear war which would have devastating consequences for all 
people;

Convinced that all countries have an obligation to make every effort 
to achieve the goal of eliminating nuclear weapons, the terror which 
they hold for humankind and the threat which they pose to life on 
earth;

Believing that regional arms control measures can contribute to global 
efforts to reverse the nuclear arms race and promote the national 
security of each coimtry in the region and the common security of all;

 ̂For the text of the Treaty, see Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 461-465.
 ̂CD/633 and Corr. 2. The Treaty was endorsed by the Heads of Government of the 

South Pacific Forum at its meeting in Rarotonga in the Cook Islands. The Protocols were 
subsequently revised and opened for signature on December 1.
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Determined to ensure, so far as lies within their power, that the 
bounty and beauty of the land and sea in their region shall remain the 
heritage of their peoples and their descendants in perpetuity to be 
enjoyed by all in peace;

Reaffirming the importance of the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of 
Nuclear Weapons (NPT) in preventing the proliferation of nuclear 
weapons and in contributing to world security; ^

NoHng, in particular, that Article Vll of the NPT recognizes the right 
of any group of States to conclude regional treaties in order to assure 
the total absence of nuclear weapons in their respective territories;

NoHng that the prohibitions of emplantation and emplacement of 
nuclear weapons on the seabed and the ocean floor and in the subsoil 
thereof contained in the Treaty on the Prohibition of the Emplacement 
of Nuclear Weapons and Other Weapons of Mass Destruction on the 
Seabed and the Ocean Floor and in the Subsoil Thereof apply in the 
South Pacific; ®

NoHng also that the prohibition of testing of nuclear weapons in the 
atmosphere or xmder water, including territorial waters or high seas, 
contained in the Treaty Banning Nuclear Weapon Tests in the Atmos
phere, in Outer Space and Under Water applies in the South Pacific; ^

Determined to keep the region free of environmental pollution by 
radioactive wastes and other radioactive matter;

Guided by the decision of the Fifteenth South Pacific Forum at 
Tuvalu that a nuclear free zone should be established in the region at 
the earliest possible opportimity in accordance with the principles set 
out in the commimique of that meeting;

Have agreed as follows:

ARTICLE 1 

U sage o f  T erm s

For the purposes of this Treaty and its Protocols:

(a) '̂ South Pacific Nuclear Free Zone" means that areas described in 
Annex 1 as illustrated by the map attached to that Annex;

(b) "territory'' means internal waters, territorial sea and archipelagic 
waters, the seabed and subsoil beneath, the land territory and the air
space above them;

(c) "nuclear explosive device" means any nuclear weapon or other 
explosive device capable of releasing nuclear energy, irrespective of the 
purpose for which it could be used. The term includes such a weapon 
or device in unassembled and partly assembled forms, but does not in
clude the means of transport or deUvery of such a weapon or device if 
separable from and not an indivisible part of it;

* The text of the Treaty may be found in Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 461-465. 
^Ibid., 1971, pp. 7-11.
* Ibid., 1963, pp. 291-293.
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(d) ''stationing'' means emplantation, emplacement, transportation 
on land or inland waters, stockpiling, storage, installation and deploy
ment.

ARTICLE 2 

A p p u c a t io n  o f  th e  T rea ty

1. Except where otherwise specified, this Treaty and its Protocols shall 
apply to territory within the South Pacific Nuclear Free Zone.
2. Nothing in this Treaty shall prejudice or in any way affect the 
rights, or the exercise of the rights, of any State under international 
law with regard to freedom of the seas.

ARTICLES

R en u n c ia tio n  of  N uclea r  E x plosiv e  D ev ices

Each Party undertakes:
(a) not to manufacture or otherwise acquire, possess or have control 

over any nuclear explosive device by any means anywhere inside or 
outside the South Pacific Nuclear Free Zone;

(b) not to seek or receive any assistance in the manufacture or ac
quisition of any nuclear explosive device;

(c) not to take any action to assist or encourage the manufacture or 
acquisition of any nuclear explosive device by any State.

ARTICLE 4

P eaceful  N uclea r  A c n v rriE S  

Each Party undertakes:
(a) not to provide source or special fissionable material, or equip

ment or material especially designed or prepared for the processing, 
use or production of specif fissionable material for peacefid purposes 
to:

(i) any non-nuclear-weapon State imless subject to the safe
guards required by Article ni.l of the NPT, or

(ii) any nuclear-weapon State imless subject to applicable safe
guards agreements with the International Atomic Energy Agency 
(L\EA).

Any such provision shall be in accordance with strict non-prolifera
tion measures to provide assiu’ance of exclusively peaceful non-explo
sive use;

(b) to support the continued effectiveness of the international non
proliferation system based on the NPT and IAEA safeguards system.

ARTICLE 5

P rev en tio n  o f  S ta t io n in g  o f  N uclear  E x plosiv e  D evices

1. Each Party imdertakes to prevent in its territory the stationing of 
any nuclear explosive device.
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2. Each Party in the exercise of its sovereign rights remains free to 
decide for itself whether to allow visits by foreign ships and aircraft to 
its ports and airfields, transit of its airspace by foreign aircraft, and 
navigation by foreign ships in its territorial sea or archipelagic waters 
in a manner not covered by the rights of irmocent passage, archipela
gic sea lane passage or transit passage of straits.

ARTICLE 6

P r ev en tio n  o f T estin g  o f N u clear  E xplosiste D ev ices 

Each Party imdertakes:

(a) to prevent in its territory the testing of any nuclear explosive 
device;

(b) not to take any action to assist or encourage the testing of any 
nuclear explosive device by any State.

ARTICLE 7

P r ev en tio n  o f  D u m pin g

1. Each Party undertakes:

(a) not to dimip radioactive wastes and other radioactive matter at 
sea anywhere within the South Pacific Nuclear Free Zone;

(b) to prevent the dtunping of radioactive wastes and other radioac
tive matter by anyone in its territorial sea;

(c) not to take any action to assist or encourage the dumping by 
anyone of radioactive wastes and other radioactive matter at sea any
where within the South Pacific Nuclear Free Zone;

(d) to support the conclusion as soon as possible of the proposed 
Convention relating to the protection of the natural resources and en
vironment of the South Pacific region and its Protocol for the preven
tion of pollution of the South Pacific region by dtimping, with the aim 
of precluding dumping at sea of radioactive wastes and other radioac
tive matter by anyone anywhere in the region.

2. Paragraphs 1(a) and 1(b) of this Article shall not apply to areas of 
the South Pacific Nuclear Free Zone in respect of which such a Con
vention and Protocol have entered into force.

ARTICLE 8

C o n tr o l  S ystem

1. The Parties hereby establish a control system for the piupose of 
verifying compliance with their obligations under this Treaty.
2. The control system shall comprise:

(a) reports and exchange of information as provided for in Article 9;
(b) consultations as provided for in Article 10 and Annex 4 (1);
^) the application to peaceful nuclear activities of safeguards by the 

IAEA as provided for in Armex 2;
(d) a complaints procedure as provided for in Annex 4.
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A R T IC L E  9  

R epo r ts  a n d  E xcha n ges  o f  In fo r m a t io n

1. Each Party shall report to the Director of the South Pacific Bureau 
for Economic Co-operation (the Director) as soon as possible any 
significant event within its jurisdiction affecting the implementation of 
this Treaty. The Director shall circulate such reports promptly to all 
Parties.
2. The Parties shall endeavour to keep each other informed on matters 
arising under or in relation to this Treaty. They may exchange infor
mation by communicating it to the Director, who shall circulate it to 
all Parties.
3. The Director shall report aimually to the South Pacific Forum on 
the status of this Treaty and matters arising under or in relation to it, 
incorporating reports and commimications made imder paragraphs 1 
and 2 of this Article and matters arising under Article 8(2)(d) and 10 
and Annex 2(4).

ARTICLE 10 

C o n su lta tio n s  a n d  R ev iew

Without prejudice to the conduct of consultations among Parties by 
other means, the Director, at the request of any Party, shall convene a 
meeting of the Consultative Committee established by Annex 3 for 
consultation and co-operation on any matter arising in relation to this 
Treaty or for reviewing its operation.

ARTICLE 11

A m en d m en t

The Consultative Committee shall consider proposals for amend
ment of the provisions of this Treaty proposed by any Party and 
circulated by the Director to all Parties not less than three months 
prior to the convening of the Consultative Committee for this pur
pose. Any proposal agreed upon by consensus by the Consultative 
Committee shall be commimicated to the Director who shall circulate 
it for acceptance to all Parties. An amendment shall enter into force 
thirty days after receipt by the depositary of acceptances from all 
Parties.

ARTICLE 12 

S ig n a tu re  a n d  R a t ih c a t io n

1. This Treaty shall be open for signature by any Member of the 
South Pacific Forum.
2. This Treaty shall be subject to ratification. Instruments of ratifica
tion shall be deposited with the Director who is hereby designated 
depositary of this Treaty and its Protocols.
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3. If a Member of the South Pacific Fonim whose territory is outside 
the South Pacific Nuclear Free Zone becomes a Party to this Treaty, 
Armex 1 shall be deemed to be amended so far as is required to 
enclose at least the territory of that Party within the botmdaries of the 
South Pacific Nuclear Free Zone. The delineation of any area added 
pursuant to this paragraph shall be approved by the South Pacific 
Forum.

ARTICLE 13

W nH D R A W A L

1. This Treaty is of a permanent nature and shall remain in force 
indefinitely, provided that in the event of a violation by any Party of 
a provision of this Treaty essential to the achievement of the objec
tives of the Treaty or of the spirit of the Treaty, every other Party 
shall have the right to withdraw from the Treaty.
2. Withdrawal shall be effected by giving notice twelve months in 
advance to the Director who shall circulate such notice to all other 
Parties.

ARTICLE 14 

R eserv a tio n s  

This Treaty shall not be subject to reservations.

ARTICLE 15 

E n try  in t o  F orce

1. This Treaty shall enter into force on the date of deposit of the 
eighth instnmient of ratification.
2. For a signatory which ratifies this Treaty after the date of deposit of 
the eighth instrument of ratification, the Treaty shall enter into force 
on the date of deposit of its instrument of ratification.

ARTICLE 16

DEPosriARY F u n c tio n s

The depositary shall register this Treaty and its Protocols pursuant 
to Article 102 of the Charter of the United Nations and shall transmit 
certified copies of the Treaty and its Protocols to all Members of the 
South Pacific Forum and all States eligible to become Party to the 
Protocols to the Treaty and shall notify them of signatures and ratifi
cations of the Treaty and its Protocols.

In  WrrNESS W h e r e o f  t h e  u n d e r s ig n e d , b e in g  d u ly  a u th o r i z e d  by 

THEIR G o v e rn m e n ts ,  h a v e  s ig n e d  t h i s  T r e a t y .

D o n e  a t  R a ro t o n g a , th is  six th  d a y  o f  A u gu st , O ne  th o u sa n d  

n in e  h u n d r ed  a n d  eig h ty - fiv e , in  a  single  o r ig in a l  in  th e  E n glish

LANGUAGE.
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ANNEX 1 

SOUTH PACIHC NUCLEAR FREE ZONE

A. The area bounded by a line:

(1) commencing at the point of intersection of the Equator by the 
maritime boundary between Indonesia and Papua New Guinea;

(2) running thence northerly along that maritime boundary to its 
intersection by the outer limit of the exclusive economic zone of 
Papua New Guinea;

(3) thence generally north-easterly, easterly and south-easterly along 
that outer limit to its intersection by the Equator;

(4) thence east along the Equator to its intersection by the meridian 
of Longitude 163 degrees East;

(5) thence north along that meridian to its intersection by the paral
lel of Latitude 3 degrees North;

(6) thence east along that parallel to its intersection by the meridian 
of Longitude 171 degrees East;

(7) thence north along that meridian to its intersection by the paral
lel of Latitude 4 degrees North;

(8) thence east along that parallel to its intersection by the meridian 
of Longitude 180 degrees East;

(9) thence south along that meridian to its intersection by the Equa
tor;

(10) thence east along the Equator to its intersection by the meridian 
of Longitude 165 degrees West;

(11) thence north along that meridian to its intersection by the par
allel of Latitude 5 degrees 30 minutes North;

(12) thence east along that parallel to its intersection by the meridi
an of Longitude 154 degrees West;

(13) thence south along that meridian to its intersection by the 
Equator;

(14) thence east along the Equator to its intersection by the meridian 
of Longitude 115 degrees West;

(15) thence south along that meridian to its intersection by the par
allel of Latitude 60 degrees South;

(16) thence west along that parallel to its intersection by the meridi
an of Longitude 115 degrees East;

(17) thence north along that meridian to its southernmost intersec
tion by the outer limit of the territorial sea of Australia;

(18) thence generally northerly and easterly along the outer limit of 
the territorial sea of Australia to its intersection by the meridian of 
Longitude 136 degrees 45 minutes East;

fl9) thence north-easterly along the geodesic to the point of Lati
tude 10 degrees 50 minutes South, Longitude 139 degrees 12 minutes 
East;

(20) thence north-easterly along the maritime boimdary between In
donesia and Papua New Guinea to where it joins the land border be
tween those two countries;

(21) thence generally northerly along that land border to where it 
joins the maritime boundary between Indonesia and Papua New 
Guinea, on the northern coastline of Papua New Guinea; and
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(22) thence generally northerly along that boundary to the point of 
commencement.

B. The areas within the outer limits of the territorial seas of all 
Australian islands lying westward of the area described in paragraph A 
and north of Latitude 60 degrees South, provided that any such areas 
shall cease to be part of the South Pacific Nuclear Free Zone upon 
receipt by the depositary of written notice from the Government of 
Australia stating that the areas have become subject to another treaty 
having an object and purpose substantially the same as that of this 
Treaty.
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ANNEX 2 

IAEA SAFEGUARDS

1. The safeguards referred to in Article 8 shall in respect of each Party 
be applied by the IAEA as set forth in an agreement negotiated and 
concluded with the IAEA on all source or special fissionable material 
in all peaceful nuclear activities within the territory of the Party, 
under its jurisdiction or carried out under its control anywhere.
2. The agreement referred to in paragraph 1 shall be, or shall be 
equivalent in its scope and effect to, an agreement required in connec
tion with the NPT on the basis of the material reproduced in docu
ment INFCIRC/153 (Corrected) of the IAEA.® Each Party shall take all 
appropriate steps to ensiû e that such an agreement is in force for it 
not later than 18 months after the date of entry into force for that 
Party of this Treaty.
3. For the piuposes of this Treaty, the safeguards referred to in 
paragraph 1 shall have as their purpose the verification of the non
diversion of nuclear material from peaceful nuclear activities to nuclear 
explosive devices.
4. Each Party agrees upon the request of any other Party to transmit to 
that Party and to the Director for the information of all Parties a copy 
of the overall conclusions of the most recent report by the IAEA on its 
inspection activities in the territory of the Party concerned, and to 
advise the Director promptly of any subsequent findings of the Board 
of Governors of the IAEA in relation to those conclusions for the 
information of all Parties.

ANNEX 3 

CONSULTATIVE COMMTTTEE

1. There is hereby established a Consultative Committee which shall 
be convened by the Director from time to time pursuant to Articles 10 
and 11 and Annex 4 (2). The Consultative Committee shall be consti
tuted of representatives of the Parties, each Party being entitled to 
appoint one representative who may be accompanied by advisers. 
Unless otherwise agreed, the Consultative Committee shall be chaired 
at any given meeting by the representative of the Party which last 
hosted the meeting of Heads of Government of Members of the South 
Pacific Forum. A quonun shall be constituted by representatives of 
half the Parties. Subject to the provisions of Article 11, decisions of 
the Consultative Committee shall be taken by consensus or, failing 
consensus, by a two-thirds majority of those present and voting. The 
Consultative Committee shall adopt such other rules of procedure as it 
sees fit.
2. The costs of the Consultative Committee, including the costs of 
special inspections pursuant to Annex 4, shall be borne by the South

^Documents on Disarmament, 1971, pp. 218-244.
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Pacific Bxireau for Economic Co-operation. It may seek special funding 
should this be required.

ANNEX 4 

COMPLAINTS PROCEDURE

1. A Party which considers that there are groimds for a complaint that 
another Party is in breach of its obligations under this Treaty shall, 
before bringing such a complaint to the Director, bring the subject 
matter of the complaint to the attention of the Party complained of 
and shall allow the latter reasonable opportimity to provide it with an 
explanation and to resolve the matter.
2. If the matter is not so resolved, the complainant Party may bring 
the complaint to the Director with a request that the Consultative 
Committee be convened to consider it. Complaints shall be supported 
by an account of evidence of breach of obligations known to the 
complainant Party, Upon receipt of a complaint the Director shall 
convene the Consultative Committee as quickly as possible to consider 
it.
3. The Consultative Committee, taking accoxmt of efforts made imder 
paragraph 1, shall afford the Party complained of a reasonable oppor
timity to provide it with an explanation of the matter.
4. If, after considering any explanation given to it by the representa
tives of the Party complained of, the Consultative Committee decides 
that there is sufficient substance in the complaint to warrant a special 
inspection in the territory of that Party or elsewhere, the Consultative 
Committee shall direct that such special inspection be made as quickly 
as possible by a special inspection team of three suitably qualified 
special inspectors appointed by the Consultative Committee in consul
tation with the complained of and complainant Parties, provided that 
no national of either Party shall serve on the special inspection team. 
If so requested by the Party complained of, the special inspection team 
shall be accompanied by representatives of that Party. Neither the 
right of consultation on the appointment of special inspectors, nor the 
right to accompany special inspectors, shall delay the work of the 
special inspection team.
5. In making a special inspection, special inspectors shall be subject to 
the direction only of the Consultative Committee and shall comply 
with such directives concerning tasks, objectives, confidentiality and 
procedures as may be decided upon by it. Directives shall take account 
of the legitimate interests of the Party complained of in complying 
with its other international obligations and commitments and shall not 
duplicate safeguards procedures to be undertaken by the IAEA pursu
ant to agreements referred to in Aimex 2 (1). The special inspectors 
shall discharge their duties with due respect for the laws of the Party 
complained of.
6. Each Party shall give to special inspectors full and free access to all 
information and places within its territory which may be relevant to
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enable the special inspectors to implement the directives given to them 
by the Consultative Committee.
7. The Party complained of shall take all appropriate steps to facilitate 
the special inspection, and shall grant to special inspectors privileges 
and immimities necessary for the performance of their functions, in
cluding inviolability for all papers and documents and immunity from 
arrest, detention and legal process for acts done and words spoken and 
written, for the purpose of the special inspection.
8. The special inspectors shall report in writing as quickly as possible 
to the Consultative Committee, outlining their activities, setting out 
relevant facts and information as ascertained by them, with supporting 
evidence and documentation as appropriate, and stating their conclu
sions. The Consultative Committee shall report ftdly to all Members 
of the South Pacific Forum, giving its decision as to whether the Party 
complained of is in breach of its obligations imder this Treaty.
9. If the Consultative Committee has decided that the Party com
plained of is in breach of its obligations imder this Treaty, or that the 
above provisions have not been complied with, or at any time at the 
request of either the complainant or complained of Party, the Parties 
shall meet promptly at a meeting of the South Pacific Forum.

PROTOCOL 1

The Parties to this Protocol,
NoHng the South Pacific Nuclear Free Zone Treaty (the Treaty)
Have Agreed as follows:

A rticle  1

Each Party undertakes to apply, in respect of the territories for 
which it is internationally responsible situated within the South Pacif
ic Nuclear Free Zone, the prohibitions contained in Articles 3, 5 and 6, 
in so far as they relate to the manufacture, stationing and testing of 
any nuclear explosive device within those territories, and the safe
guards specified in Article 8 (2)(c) and Annex 2 of the Treaty.

A rticle  2

Each Party may, by written notification to the depositary, indicate 
its acceptance from the date of such notification of any alteration to 
its obligations under this Protocol brought about by the entry into 
force of an amendment to the Treaty pursuant to Article 11 of the 
Treaty.

A rticle 3

This Protocol shall be open for signatiu'e by France, the United 
Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland and the United States 
of America.
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A rticle 4

This Protocol shall be subject to ratification.

A rticle  5

This Protocol shall enter into force for each State on the date of its 
deposit with the depositary of its instrument of ratification.

In  W itn ess  W h ereo f  the undersigned, being duly authorized by 
their Goverrunents, have signed this Protocol.

D o n e  at , this day of One thousand nine himdred and 
eighty- , in a single original in the English language.

PROTOCOL 2

The Parties to this Protocol
Noting the South Pacific Nuclear Free Zone Treaty (the Treaty)
Have Agreed as follows:

A rticle  1

Each Party undertakes not to contribute to any act which constitutes 
a violation of the Treaty or its Protocols by Parties to them.

A rticle  2

Each Party further imdertakes not to use or threaten to use any 
nuclear explosive device against:

(a) Parties to the Treaty; or
(b) any territory witWn the South Pacific Nuclear Free Zone for 

which a State that has become a Party to Protocol 1 is internationally 
responsible.

A rticle  3

Each Party may, by written notification to the depositary, indicate 
its acceptance from the date of such notification of any alteration to 
its obligations under this Protocol brought about by the entry into 
force of an amendment to the Treaty pursuant to Article 11 of the 
Treaty or by the extension of the South Pacific Nuclear Free Zone 
piu-suant to Article 12(3) of the Treaty.

A rticle  4

This Protocol shall be open for signature by France, the People's 
Republic of China, the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, the United 
Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland and the United States 
of America.

A rticle 5

This Protocol shall be subject to ratification.

Document 137



SOUTH PACmC TREATY, AUGUST 6 483

A r t ic l e  6

This Protocol shall enter into force for each State on the date of its 
deposit with the depositary of its instrument of ratification.

I n  W ftness W hereof the undersigned, being duly authorized by 
their Governments, have signed this Protocol.

D one at , this day of One thousand nine himdred and 
eighty- , in a single original in the English language.

PROTOCOL 3

The Parties to this Protocol
Noting the South Pacific Nuclear Free Zone Treaty (the Treaty)
Have Agreed as follows:

A rticle  1

Each Party imdertakes not to test any nuclear explosive device 
anywhere within the South Pacific Nuclear Free Zone.

A r t ic l e  2

Each Party may, by written notification to the depositary, indicate 
its acceptance from the date of such notification of any alteration to 
its obligation under this Protocol brought about by the entry into 
force of an amendment to the Treaty pursuant to Article 11 of the 
Treaty or by the extension of the South Pacific Nuclear Free Zone 
pursuant to Article 12(3) of the Treaty.

A rticle  3

This Protocol shall be open for signature by France, the People's 
Republic of Qiina, the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, the United 
Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland and the United States 
of America.

A rticle  4

This Protocol shall be subject to ratification.

A rticle  5

This Protocol shaU enter into force for each State on the date of its 
deposit with the depositary of its instrument of ratification.

In  W itness W hereof the undersigned, being duly authorized by 
their Governments, have signed this Protocol.

D one at , this day of One thousand nine hundred and 
eighty- , in a single original in the English language.
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138. In ternational Security an d  D evelopm ent C ooperation  
Act o f 1985: Arms Transfers an d  Nuclear Facilities 
[Extracts], A ugust 8, 1985 ^

99 STAT. 198

22 u s e  2765. SEC. 1 13 . REPORT ON INTERNATIONAL VOLUME OF ARMS TRAFHC.

Section 25 of the Arms Export Control Act is amend
ed—

(1) in subsection (a) by striking out "No later than 
February 1" and inserting in lieu thereof ''Except as 
provided in subsection (d) of this section, no later 
than February 1"; and

(2) by adding at the end thereof the following 
new subsection:

''(d) The information required by subsection (a)(4) of 
this section shall be transmitted to the Congress no later 
than April 1 of each year.".

99 STAT. 206

22 u s e  2751 SEC. 129 . CONVENTIONAL ARMS TRANSFERS.

(a) N e g o t ia t io n s .— Ât the earliest possible date, the 
President should, in consultation with the United States 
allies, initiate discussions with the Soviet Union and 
France aimed at beginning multilateral negotiations to 
limit and control the transfer of conventional arms to less 
developed countries.

(b) R e p o r t .—^Within one year after the date of enact
ment of this Act, the President shall submit to the 
Speaker of the House of Representatives and the chair
man of the Committee on Foreign Relations of the 
Senate a report which specifies steps being taken to ful
fill the requirements of subsection (a) and which exam
ines and analyzes the United States policies concerning 
the export of the conventional arms, especially sophisti
cated weapons, and possible approaches to developing 
multilateral limitations on conventional arms sales. This 
report shall examine and analyze—

(1) the lessons of earUer efforts to negotiate re
straints on the export of conventional arms;

1 P.L. 99-83, Sections 113,129, 207.
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(2) the evolution of supplier practices and policies;
(3) the evolution of recipient country attitudes re

garding conventional arms transfers;
(4) the effect upon regional stability and security 

of conventional arms transfers by the United States 
and its allies and the Soviet Union and its allies;

(5) the relationship between arms imports and the 
external debt of recipient countries, the allocation of 
their internal resources, and their economic well
being;

(6) the relationship between arms exports by 
Western European coimtries and the needs of those 
countries to support their domestic military procure
ment programs;

(7) the prospects for engaging the Soviet Union in 
serious discussions concerning arms transfers, both 
globally and as they relate to regional security prob
lems;

(8) possible measures by the United States and 
Western European suppliers to control levels of so
phisticated weapons sales, both regionally and glob
ally; and

(9) the timing and phasing of international con
ventional arms control negotiations.

99 STAT. 213

International
agreements.

21 UST 483

22 UST 762.

SEC. 207. RESTRICTION ON USE OF FUNDS FOR NUCLEAR FACIUnES.

Fimds authorized to be appropriated to carry out chap
ter 4 of part II of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 for 
fiscal year 1986 or fiscal year 1987 may not be used to 
finance the construction of, the operation or maintenance 
of, or the supplying of fuel for, any nuclear facility in a 
foreign coimtry unless the President certifies to the Con
gress that such country is a party to the Treaty on the 
Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons  ̂ or the Treaty 
for the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin America 
(the 'Treaty of Tlatelolco"),® cooperates fully with the 
Intemationd Atomic Energy Agency, and pursues non-

*The text of the Treaty may be found in Documents on Disarmament 1968, pp. 461-465.
® The treaty and its protocols are printed ihxd., 1967, pp. 69-83.
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proliferation policies consistent with those of the United 
States.

LEGISLATIVE HISTORY—S. 960 (H.R. 1555):
HOUSE REPORTS: No. 99-39 accompanying H.R. 1555 
(Comm, on Foreign Affairs) and No. 99-237 (Comm, of 
Conference).
SENATE REPORT No. 99-34 (Comm, on Foreign Rela
tions).
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, Vol. 131 (1985):

May 14, 15, considered and passed Senate.
May 16, July 9-11, H.R. 1555 considered and 

passed House; S. 960, amended, passed in lieu.
July 30, Senate agreed to conference report.
July 31, House agreed to conference report. 

WEEKLY COMPILATION OF PRESIDENTL\L DOCU
MENTS, Vol. 21, No. 32 (1985): Aug. 8, 1985, Presiden
tial statement.

139. A uthorization for an  Im proved U.S.-Soviet Direct 
Communications Link, A ugust 8, 1985 ^

99 STAT. 286

Jo in t  R esolution

Authorizing the Secretary of Defense to provide to the 
Soviet Union, on a reimbursable basis, equipment and 

Aug. 8, 1985 services necessary for an improved United States/Soviet
[sj. Res. 108] Direct Commimications Link for crisis control.
96 stat. 756. Whereas section 1123(a) of the Department of Defense

Authorization Act, 1983 (Public Law 97-252), directed 
the Secretary of Defense ''to conduct a full and complete 
study and evaluation of possible initiatives for improving 
the containment and control of the use of nuclear weap
ons, particularly during crises";

Whereas the Congress directed that the same study 
should address several specific measures for building 
confidence between the United States and the Soviet 
Union, including an improved Direct Commimications 
Link for crisis control;

Whereas the Secretary of Defense responded to that 
congressional mandate with a report entitled ''Report to

1 P.L. 99-^5; 99 Stat. 286.
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the Congress on Direct Commxmications Links and Other 
Measures to Enhance Stability'' in which the Secretary 
proposed several improvements to existing United States- 
Soviet mechanisms for the prevention and resolution of 
crises, including the addition of a facsimile capability to 
the United States/Soviet Union Direct Communications 
Link; ^

Whereas the President of the United States presented 
the recoromendations of the Secretary of Defense to the 
Government of the Soviet Union in May 1983;

Whereas the United States and the Soviet Union com
menced negotiations on bilateral commimications im
provements in August 1983, and on July 17, 1984, con
cluded the Exchange of Notes Between the United States 
of America and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics 
Concerning the Direct Commimications Link Upgrade in 
which the two governments agreed to add a facsimile 
capability to the Direct Commimications Link; ®

Whereas the Congress endorses that agreement and 
remains committed to all possible measiu'es to facilitate 
the resolution of international crises and to limit the 
danger of conflict;

Whereas the Secretary of Defense is responsible for 
the installation, maintenance, and operation of the Direct 
Commimications Link equipment for the United States; 
and

Whereas the Exchange of Notes Between the United 
States of America and the Union of Soviet Socialist Re
publics Concerning the Direct Communications Link Up
grade provides that the United States Government will 
provide to the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, at 
cost, the equipment and services necessary for the Soviet 
Union part of the improved Direct Communications 
Link: Now, therefore, be it 

10 use 133 note. Resolved hy the Senate and House of Representatives of the
United States of America in Congress assembled, That the 
Secretary of Defense may provide to the Soviet 
Union, as provided in the Exchange of Notes Be
tween the United States of America and the Union 
of Soviet Socialist Republics Concerning the Direct 
Communications Link Upgrade, concluded on July 
17, 1984, such equipment and services as may be 
necessary to upgrade or maintain the Soviet Union

* Documents on Disarmament, 1983, pp. 309-324.
1984, pp. 520 ff.
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part of the Direct Communications Link agreed to in 
the Memorandum of Understanding between the 
United States and the Soviet Union signed June 20, 
1963.  ̂ The Secretary shall provide such equipment 
and services to the Soviet Union at the cost thereof 
to the United States.

S ec . 2. (a) The Secretary of Defense may use any fimds 
available to the Department of Defense for the procure
ment of the equipment and providing the services re
ferred to in the first section.

(b) Fimds received from the Soviet Union as pay
ment for such equipment and services shall be cred
ited to the appropriate account of Department of 
Defense.

Approved August 8,1985.

LEGISLATIVE HISTORY—SJ. Res. 108:

HOUSE REPORT No. 99-156 (Comm, on Armed Services).

SENATE REPORT No. 99-49 (Comm, on Armed Services).

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, Vol. 131 (1985): May 16, considered and 
passed Senate. July 29, considered and passed House.

140. N ew s In terv iew  o f Soviet G eneral Secretary  G orba
chev: N uclear W eapons Test M oratorium, A ugust 11, 
1985 1

Question: How would you rate the reaction in the world to the new 
Soviet initiative, the introduction of a moratoriimi on nuclear explo
sions? ^

Answer: If you mean the mood of the public at large, I think there 
is every reason to say that the new initiative by the Soviet Union, 
which has unilaterally halted all nuclear explosions and has called 
upon the United States to join in that action, has been welcomed in 
the world. In many countries, including the United States, eminent 
statesmen, politicians and pubUc figures are expressing support for the 
idea of a moratorium on nuclear weapon testing, for the following of 
the Soviet Union's example by the other nuclear Powers. Our proposal 
concerns a specific, tangible measiu'e. People see in it a hope for the 
slowing and later the halting of the nuclear arms race.

 ̂Ibid., 1 9 6 3 ^ ,  236-238.
 ̂CD/638. The interview was published by TASS on August 14. 
 ̂See Document 126.
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I know that our initiative is not to everyone's liking. Those in the 
West who have linked their policy to the further acceleration of the 
arms race, who are deriving considerable profits from this, do not 
want an end to nuclear testing. They are opposing a moratorixmi 
because they do not want the nuclear-weapon assembly lines to come 
to a stop. They cling to vain illusions of somehow attaining military 
supremacy. At the same time, they are spreading nonsense about the 
Soviet Union's policy, including the moratorium we have declared on 
nuclear explosions.

On our part, the step was sincere and open. We opted for a morato
rium because we are deeply convinced that practical measures must be 
taken to halt the accumulation and the fiuther improvement of nucle
ar weapons. We were not in any way striving to put the American 
administration in a difficult position. The United States President was 
informed in advance of our action by a letter in which we suggested 
to the Americans that they should act in the same way. I should have 
liked the American leadership to respond positively to that appeal. 
The public statements by officials in Washington concerning the mor- 
atoriiun give the impression that the main concern there now is, 
imfortunately, to find the smartest way of evading such a response. It 
would be no mistake to say that the world expects a different attitude.

Question: President Reagan said recently that the United States 
caimot place a moratoriiim on nuclear testing because it needs to 
complete its nuclear programme. He claimed in doing so that the 
Soviet Union had completed an intensive series of nuclear explosions 
and could afford a breathing space.® Is that true?

Answer: The Soviet leadership reviewed this issue carefully and 
comprehensively before taking its decision on the imilateral halting of 
nuclear explosions. It was not at all easy for us to take the step we 
did. To introduce a imilateral moratorium, we had to break off a 
programme of tests without having completed it.

During the course of this year prior to the declaration of the mora
torium, there were virtually as many nuclear explosions in the USSR 
as in the United States. If we take all the nuclear tests that have been 
conducted to date, there have been far more in the United States than 
in the USSR. They are aware of this in the White House.

But, in deciding on a unilateral moratoriiun, the Soviet Union was 
guided not by arithmetic, but by fimdamental political considerations, 
by a desire to contribute to the halting of the nuclear arms race and to 
encourage the United States and the other nuclear weapon coimtries to 
do the same. Our goal is the complete and general cessation of nuclear 
weapon tests and not any kind of breathing space between explosions.

It is being said that the introduction of a moratorivun on nuclear 
explosions is not in the United States interests. But a moratorium is an 
important step towards the halting of the further improvement of 
lethal nuclear weapons. Fiu’thermore, the longer there are no tests, the

® Document 135.
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quicker will be the process of '̂ aging'' of the weapons in stockpiles. 
And finally, a moratorium creates the most favourable conditions for 
the achievement of agreement on the halting of nuclear testing, for 
progress towards the elimination of nuclear weapons in general.

The question then arises what is there in this that is against the 
interests of the United States, of the American people? The only ones 
such a course does not suit are those who rely on the pressiu*e of 
force, who nurture plans for the continual creation of new types of 
nuclear weapons on Earth, who have set their minds on the imleashing 
of an arms race in space. But what has that to do with the genuine 
interests of the strengthening of peace and international security to 
which Washington has repeatedly declared it aspires?

They try to explain away their imwillingness to halt nuclear testing 
by saying that the United States suffers from a nuclear-weapons 
^̂ gap". That is just an excuse. They have talked in the past of a 
bomber gap and then a missile gap. But each time it was a deliberate 
deception, as Washington itself later admitted. In other words, talk of 
''gaps" begins when they are striving to achieve military supremacy, 
when there is no real desire to solve the issues of arms limitation. And 
yet it is just those issues on which the decisions must be taken by the 
political authorities and not on the basis of contrived myths about a 
''Soviet threat", but on the basis of the actual situation, of the geniime 
interests of national security, of the interests of international secxuity.

Question: How do you see the problem of verification in the con
text of the proposal to halt nuclear explosions?

Answer: The existing scientific and technical capability here, in the 
United States and in other coimtries provides the necessary degree of 
certainty that a nuclear explosion, even a low-yield one, will be 
detected, will become known. Those who affirm the contrary know 
that is not how things are.

Unilateral steps to halt nuclear explosions cannot, of course, totally 
resolve the problem of the complete and general cessation of nuclear- 
weapon tests. For that problem to be settled once and for all there 
must be an international agreement. In addition to the relevant obliga
tions, it should also contain an appropriate system of measures— b̂oth 
national and international— f̂or verification. Briefly, we are for the 
monitoring of the cessation of nuclear explosions, but we are against 
the replacement of a halt to testing by the continuation of tests in the 
presence of observers.

It must be remembered that the problem of the complete and gener
al cessation of nuclear-weapon tests is far from new. Some years ago it 
was examined at length in the course of tripartite talks between the 
USSR, the United States and Britain at which verification issues too 
were discussed in the most detailed fashion. On many points the 
parties were close to mutual understanding. But the United States 
broke off the talks and broke them off because the restrictions that 
had been worked out were an obstacle to the Pentagon's plans.
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We have proposed to the United States several times that the talks 
should be resumed. Today, too, we are appealing to them for the same 
thing, so as completely to end nuclear-weapon tests. The holding of 
such talks, the achievement at them of results would be much easier 
in a situation in which the USSR and the United States were not 
conducting nuclear tests. The United States, however, does not want 
to return to the negotiating table. And that means that the United 
States does not want either an end to nuclear testing or a reliable 
verification system. No other conclusion can be drawn.

It is sometimes said that the question of the halting of nuclear- 
weapon tests should be examined at the Conference on Disarmament 
in Geneva. Well, we're willing to discuss it there too. But in Geneva 
the United States and other Western countries have long been sabo
taging the holding of such talks. Consequently, the question is not 
where to consider the cessation of nuclear weapon tests. It is impor
tant to examine this problem seriously and without delay, including at 
the forthcoming Soviet-American meeting.

Question: In your opinion, can we still coimt on a positive settle
ment of the nuclear-test issue?

Answer: I think so. Although the United States present attitude to 
our proposal does not inspire optimism, I should still not like to give 
up hope. And this is why. The responsibility incxmibent on the Soviet 
Union and the United States is too great to evade the resolution of the 
major security issues.

What we are proposing is a genuine possibility of halting the fur
ther build-up of nuclear arsenals, of really starting to resolve the task 
of reducing and, ultimately, eliminating them.

141. Soviet P roposal Subm itted to  th e  U.N. G eneral A s
sem bly: Main Lines an d  Principles of In ternational 
C ooperation  in th e  Peaceful Exploitation of O uter 
Space Under Conditions of its N onm ilitarization, 
A ugust 15, 1985 ^

The breakthrough into outer space and the transition to the practical 
utilization of that limitless expanse constitute one of mankind's most 
outstanding scientific and technical achievements.

During the period, short on a historical scale, that has elapsed since 
the Soviet Union launched the world's first artificial earth satellite in 
1957 and since the VOSTOK spacecraft, manned by Yuri Gagarin, our 
planet's first cosmonaut, rose into orbit in 1961, a giant leap has been 
made in the peaceful exploitation of outer space.

 ̂A /40/192. The proposal was annexed to a letter to the Secretary-General from 
Soviet Foreign M inister Shevardnadze requesting inclusion in the agenda of the 40th 
U.N. General Assembly of an item w ith the above title. A draft resolution was attached 
as an appendix (printed infra).
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Mankind has begun essentially to make circumterrestrial space hab
itable. There are now himdreds of satellites in orbit, and space stations 
in which crews of scientific and technical specialists, including some 
international crews, alternate and work for months at a time, are 
operating on a permanent basis. Interplanetary scientific stations are 
exploring the depths of the solar system. Space vehicles are being used 
for the systematic study of the Moon, Venus and Mars. Mankind's 
horizons in space are becoming ever broader and more majestic.

However, there is today a growing possibility that outer space may 
become a source of terrible military danger. Plans now being pro
claimed and activities now being undertaken are aimed at developing 
and deploying space strike weapons to destroy objects in space and to 
laimch attacks from space against objects in the atmosphere and on 
Earth, including the creation of a large-scale anti-missile system with 
space-based components.

The implementation of plans to militarize outer space would bring a 
sharp increase in the nuclear threat and would deprive the peoples of 
the world of any hope for the coming of a day when nuclear weapons 
will disappear from the face of the Earth. Moreover, the arms race 
would take on a radically new and even more dangerous dimension in 
all its aspects. Into its fires would be cast additional vast resovirces that 
could be used for the peaceful development of mankind and the 
solution of its urgent problems.

Militarization would strike the entire field of space activity like a 
severe and incurable disease and would raise insurmountable obstacles 
to the development of international co-operation in the peaceful ex
ploitation of outer space.

The peoples and Governments of all countries must recognize the 
magnitude of the problem confronting mankind and the full measure 
of their historic responsibility for its solution.

We have arrived at a point in the development of civilization at 
which either the age of large-scale exploitation and utilization of outer 
space for man's benefit will begin or outer space will become a source 
of deadly danger to man.

The Soviet Union is resolutely opposed to competition in weapons 
of any kind, including space weapons. The efforts it is making today 
to prevent the militarization of outer space are a continuation of its 
consistent and purposeful policy aimed at making sure that outer 
space is used for the benefit of mankind. As early as 1958, when it 
blazed the first trails in outer space, the USSR introduced in the 
United Nations a proposal on banning the use of cosmic space for 
military purposes. ̂

Although a radical solution of the problem of keeping space non
militarized proved impossible at that time, the 1960s and 1970s saw 
the conclusion of important treaties which substantially limited the 
possibility of its military use. These were the multilateral treaties on

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1945-1959, vol. II, pp. 973 ff.
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the prohibition of the testing of nuclear weapons in the atmosphere, 
in outer space and under water (1963) ® and on principles governing 
the activities of States in the exploration and use of outer space, 
including the Moon and other celestial bodies (1967),  ̂ the Soviet- 
United States treaty on the limitation of anti-ballistic missile systems 
(1972) ® and a niunber of other agreements.

Those documents created favoiu’able conditions for the first steps in 
organizing mutually beneficial co-operation between States in outer 
space. Even today, if a reliable barrier could be set up to prevent the 
placement of weapons in space. States would have an opportimity to 
combine their efforts and resources in making sure that the results of 
the space activities of all States will be used not for destruction but 
for creation, for the well-being of all the peoples living on oiu* planet.

The USSR is in favoiir of such co-operation. It appeals to all coim- 
tries and peoples with a proposal to do everything they can in order to 
prevent an arms race in outer space and work together for its peaceful 
investigation and exploitation to the advantage of all mankind.

First, The non-militarization of space— t̂hat is to say, abstention on 
the part of States from the production of space strike weapons (in
cluding research), their testing and their deployment— ând the joining 
of forces by States in peaceful space activity would promote the 
spread of mutual understanding and co-operation between them and 
the effective utilization of mankind's material and intellectual re- 
soiu’ces. This would give a new impetus to the development of science 
and technology and would open truly limitless prospects for the utili
zation of space achievements to promote the economic and social 
progress of the world's peoples and to solve the global problems 
confronting mankind, including such urgent problems as the elimina
tion of hunger and disease and the overcoming of the economic back
wardness of developing coxmtries, including assistance to those coun
tries.

Global peaceful co-operation in space research would be set up and 
developed on an increasing scale, from the exchange of scientific and 
technical information and simple forms of co-operation to the combin
ing of States' capacities to solve the large-scale problems involved in 
the exploitation of outer space.

If that is done, it will be in mankind's power to achieve even such a 
long-term goal as the industrialization of circiunterrestrial space, merg
ing space complexes designed for various purposes with the terrestrial 
economies of States, and the operation of orbital factories set up to 
produce new materials and industrial goods under conditions of high 
vacuum and weightlessness. The inexhaustible storehouses of space, 
including the resources of celestial bodies and the energy of the Sim, 
would be placed at the service of mankind.

3 Ibid., 1963, pp. 291-293.
 ̂Ibid., 1967, pp. 38-43.

® m .,  1972, pp. 197-201.
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Second. International co-operation in the peaceful use of outer space, 
as the USSR sees it, could be carried out along the following funda
mental lines:

1. Basic scientific research in outer space, including the Moon and 
other celestial bodies, and the launching of interplanetary spacecraft 
for those purposes.

2. The application of the results of space research and experiments 
and the utilization of space technology, inter alia, in such fields as biol
ogy, medicine, materials science, weather forecasting, study of climate 
and the natural environment, global satellite communications systems 
and solution of the problems involved in remote-sensing of the earth 
to obtain data for geology, agriculture and exploitation of the seas and 
oceans, and assistance in searching for, locating and rescuing victims 
of sea and air disasters.

3. The creation and utilization of space technology, including large 
international orbital scientific stations and manned spacecraft of vari
ous types.

Third. The peaceful exploitation of outer space must be carried out 
with scrupulous regard for previously concluded treaties aimed at 
preventing an arms race in outer space, as well as on the basis of the 
following general principles arising out of the Charter of the United 
Nations:

Refraining from the use or threat of force and settling disputes 
solely by peaceful means;

Equality of rights, respect for sovereignty and non-interference in 
the internal affairs of States;

Conscientious co-operation, mutual assistance and due regard for 
the interests of other States.

Fourth. For the organizing and implementation of co-operation be
tween States, it would be possible to set up a world space organization 
dealing with international co-operation in the peaceful exploration and 
use of outer space under conditions of its non-militarization.

Such an organization would have the following duties:

To ensure, imder conditions of mutual advantage, the access of 
all States on a non-discriminatory basis to the results of scientific and 
technical achievements connected with the study and peaceful exploi
tation of outer space;

(b) To carry out international projects connected with the imiting of 
efforts and resources for the scientific investigation of outer space and 
the utilization of space technology;

(c) To provide assistance of every kind to developing countries in 
gaining access to the exploration and use of outer space and in using 
the practical results of such activity to speed the economic and soci^ 
development of those countries, according to their needs and without 
any conditions limiting their sovereignty;

(d) To co-ordinate on an international scale the activities of other 
international organizations in connection with the peaceful utilization 
of outer space;
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(e) To help, where necessary, in monitoring the observance of agree
ments which have abeady been concluded or will be concluded, with a 
view to preventing an arms race in space.

Ftftk The USSR proposes the convening of a representative interna
tional conference, with the participation, among others, of the States 
with major space capabilities, in order to consider in all its aspects the 
question of international co-operation in the peaceful exploitation of 
space under conditions of its non-militarization and the harmonization 
of the main lines and principles of such co-operation.

That conference would also consider the question of establishing a 
world space organization dealing with international co-operation in 
the peaceful exploration and use of outer space, bearing in mind that 
the practical establishment of such an organization will be possible 
only when agreements effectively ensuring the non-militarization of 
space have been reached.

The peaceful exploitation of space, as people already know from 
experience, can yield many benefits for the development and improve
ment of life on earth. The Soviet Union is convinced that outer space, 
the common property of mankind, must be placed at the service not of 
war, but of peace and security and of the economic and social progress 
of all peoples. The road to that goal leads through the collective 
efforts of all States on our planet.

In a spirit of goodwill and with a recognition of its responsibility for 
the fate of our planet, the Soviet Union appeals to all coimtries and 
peoples to set about solving this historic problem. Endeavoiuing to 
make its contribution to the common cause, it puts forward for con
sideration by the United Nations the present proposals concerning the 
main lines and principles of international co-operation in the peaceful 
exploitation and utilization of outer space under conditions of its non
militarization.

142. Soviet Draft Resolution Subm itted to  th e  U.N. G eneral 
A ssem bly: In ternational C ooperation  in th e  Peaceful 
Exploitation of O uter Space Under Conditions o f its 
N onm ilitarization, A ugust 15, 1985 ^

The General Assembly,
Determined to ensvire that the exploitation and use of outer space will 

be an area of broad, equitable and mutually beneficial international 
co-operation under conditions of peace.

 ̂A /40/192. The draft resolution was appended to the proposal submitted on the 
same day (printed supra). On October 9, the Soviet Union submitted it to the First 
Committee as draft resolution A /C.1/40/L.1. On November 19, it submitted a revised 
version which it subsequently withdrew. See Document 245.

Document 142



496 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1985

Recognizing the urgent need to prevent, before it is too late, an arms 
race in outer space, which would lead to a sharp intensification of the 
danger of nuclear war, undermine the prospects for limiting and re
ducing armaments in general and create insurmoimtable barriers to the 
development of international co-operation in the peaceful exploitation 
of outer space.

Guided by a desire to ensure that the exploration and use of outer 
space will most effectively serve the scientific, technical, economic and 
social progress of all peoples and the solution of the global problems 
facing mankind, including the tasks of development and of overcom
ing economic backwardness,

1. Calls upon all States, in particular those with major space capabili
ties, to do everything possible for the adoption of effective measures 
to prevent an arms race in outer space, thereby creating conditions for 
broad international co-operation in the exploration and use of outer 
space for peaceful purposes;

2. Expresses its convicHon that, under conditions in which the non
militarization of outer space is effectively ensured, a major practical 
step in the peaceful exploitation of space and the development of 
international co-operation in that field would be the setting up of a 
world space organization to harmonize, co-ordinate and imite the 
efforts of States in respect of peaceful space activities, including the 
provision of assistance in that field to developing coimtries, and also 
to facilitate the necessary monitoring of compliance with agreements 
which have already been concluded or will be concluded with a view 
to preventing an arms race in outer space;

3. Decides to convene not later than 1987 an international conference 
with the participation of States with major space capabilities and of 
other interested coimtries to consider in all its aspects the question of 
international co-operation in the peaceful exploration and use of outer 
space imder conditions of its non-militarization and the harmonization 
of the main lines and principles of such co-operation. The conference 
would also consider the question of setting up a world space organiza
tion, bearing in mind that the practical establishment of such an 
organization will be possible when agreements which effectively 
ensure the non-militarization of outer space have been reached;

4. Establishes an open-ended preparatory committee with the partici
pation of States with major space capabilities for the purpose of 
convening the international conference;

5. Requests the preparatory committee to submit a report on the work 
carried out and appropriate recommendations to the General Assembly 
at its forty-first session;

6. Invites all States to commimicate to the Secretary-General not later 
than 1 March 1986, for transmittal to the preparatory committee, any 
views and suggestions with regard to the convening of the interna
tional conference;
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7. Decides to include in the provisional agenda of its forty-first 
session an item entitled '̂International co-operation in the non-milita
rization and peaceful exploitation of outer space''.

143. Foreign Relotions A uthorization Act, Fiscal Y ears 1986 
an d  1987: Title VII, Arms Control and  D isarm am ent 
[Extract], A ugust 16, 1985 ^

SEC. 701 . SUPPLEMENTAL AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRLATIONS FOR 

nSC A L YEAR 1985 .

Section 49(a)(1) of the Arms Control and Disarmament 
Act (22 U.S.C. 2589(a)(1)) is amended to read as follows:

"(1) for the fiscal year 1985, $23,789,000, of which 
amoimt $4,321,000 shall be available only to pay 
necessary expenses incurred in connection with arms 
control negotiations with the Government of the 
Soviet Union on strategic arms reductions, interme- 
diate-range nuclear forces, and space and defensive 
weapons;".

SEC. 702 . AUTHORLZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS FOR FISCAL YEARS 

1986 AND 1987 .

Section 49(a)(2) of the Arms Control and Disarmament 
Act (22 U.S.C. 2589(a)(2)) is amended to read as follows:

"(2) for the fiscal year 1986, $25,614,000, and for 
the fiscal year 1987, $25,614,000, oiF which amoimts 
$6,146,000 shall be available in each fiscal year only 
to pay necessary expenses incurred in cormection 
with arms control negotiations conducted with the 
Government of the Soviet Union on strategic arms 
reductions, intermediate-range nuclear forces, and 
space and defensive weapons; and".

SEC. 703 . REPORTS ON ADHERENCE TO AND C O M PL L ^C E  WTTH 

AGREEMENTS.

The Arms Control and Disarmament Act (22 U.S.C. 
2551 et seq.) is amended by adding at the end thereof 
the following new section:

22 u s e  2592. "SE C . 52 . REPORTS ON ADHERENCE TO AND C O M PL L ^C E  WTTH

AGREEMENTS.

Report. "The Congress determines that the achievement and
maintenance of successful controls upon armaments re
quires official and public confidence that the parSS are

 ̂P.L. 9 ^9 3 , sec. 701-708; 99 Stat. 444-448, 457. The original Arms Control and 
Disarmament Act may be found in Documents on Disarmament I96I, pp. 482-495.
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President of U.S.
International
agreements.

P.L. 99-93 Sec. 
704

Defense and na
tional security.

International
agreements.

Defense and na
tional security.

expected to adhere to their commitments and that the 
parties will be held accountable for failure to meet obli
gations. Without such confidence, existing arms control 
accords are eroded, and the prospects are jeopardized for 
new agreements which can place further controls on the 
competition in nuclear and conventional weapons and 
which can increase international stability. In accordance 
with this determination—

'̂ (1) the President shall submit, not later than Jan
uary 31 of each year, to the Speaker of the House of 
Representatives and the chairman of the Committee 
on Foreign Relations of the Senate a report prepared 
by the Director, in coordination with the Secretary 
of State, the Secretary of Defense, the Secretary of 
Energy, the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, 
and the Director of Central Intelligence, on the ad
herence of the United States to obligations imder- 
taken in arms control agreements and on any prob
lems related to compliance by other nations with the 
provisions of bilateral and multilateral arms control 
agreements to which the United States is a party;

"(2) the section of the report dealing with United 
States adherence shall include information on the 
policies and organization of each relevant agency or 
department of the Uiuted States to ensure adherence, 
a description of national security programs with a 
direct bearing on adherence questions and of steps 
being taken to ensure adherence, and a compilation of 
any substantive questions raised during the previous 
year regarding United States adherence, together with 
an assessment of such issues and the need for any 
corrective action; and

''(3) the section of the report dealing with problems 
of compliance by other nations shall include, in the 
case of each treaty or agreement about which compli
ance questions exist—

^̂ (A) a description of each significant issue raised 
and efforts made and contemplated with the other 
party to seek a resolution of the difficulty;

''(B) an assessment of damage, if any, to United 
States security and other interests; and 

''(C) recommendations as to any steps which should 
be considered to redress any damage to United
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P.L. 99-93 Sec 
704

5 u s e  5316.

2 u s e  651

States national security and to reduce compliance 
problems.

The report required by this section shall be provided in 
unclassified form, with classified annexes, as appropri
ate/'.
SEC. 704 . PAY FOR DEPUTY DIRECTOR AND ASSISTANT DIRECTORS.

(a) A m endm ents to  TnxE 5.— T̂itle 5 of the United 
States Code, is amended—

(1) in section 5314, by adding at the end thereof the 
following: '^Deputy Director of the United States 
Arms Control and Disarmament Agency.'';
(2) in section 5315—

(A) by striking out
"Deputy Director of the United States Arms Control 
and Disarmament Agency."; and

(B) by adding at the end thereof the following:

"Assistant Directors, United States Arms Control 
and Disarmament Agency (4)."; and
(3) in section 5316, by striking out

"Assistant Directors, United States Arms Control 
and Disarmament Agency (4).".

(b) C o m pliance w it h  Budget Act— Âny new spending 
authority (within the meaning of section 401 of the Con
gressional Budget Act of 1974) which is provided under 
the amendments made by this section shall be effective 
for any fiscal year only to such extent or in such 
amounts as are provided in appropriation Acts.
SEC. 705 . NEW BUILDING IN  GENEVA FOR THE USE OF THE UNITED 

STATES ARMS CONTROL NEGOTLA.TING TEAMS.

(a) F in d in g s .— T̂he Congress finds that—
(1) the United States is party to vital talks on arms 
control in Geneva, Switzerland;
(2) these talks include negotiations on strategic nu
clear weapons, intermediate range nuclear weapons, 
space and defense systems, a bilateral United States- 
Soviet fonmi, called the Standing Consultative Com
mission, and a multilateral forum, called the Confer
ence on Disarmament;
(3) the United States delegations to these talks 
occupy buildings and spaces insufficiently secure, 
modernized, or large enough to permit those delega
tions to conduct their work efficiently;
(4) the United States delegations to the strategic, 
intermediate and space and defense talks in particu
lar occupy space in the Botanic Building that is also 
occupied by offices of nimierous other, non-United
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States organizations, and shares common walls and 
parking facilities with these delegations;
(5) arms control negotiations require sophisticated 
security facilities, telecommunications equipment, si
multaneous translation capabilities and other special
ized services; and
(6) the Soviet Union, for its part, has made available 
for its negotiating team a modem, secure, well- 
equipped building dedicated for the use of its arms 
control negotiating teams.

(b) S e n s e  o f  C o n g r e s s .— Ît is the sense of Congress 
that—

(1) in order to facilitate the effective work of the 
United States arms control negotiating teams, and to 
provide for them a dedicated structure capable of 
supporting their vital tasks on a permanent basis, 
the Secretary of State should submit to the Congress 
a report on the feasibility, cost, location, and re
quirements of a structure to house the United States 
arms control negotiating teams in Geneva;
(2) this report should be submitted as soon as possi
ble; and
(3) this matter should be included in the consider
ation of the 1985 supplemental appropriation proc
ess.

SEC. 7 06 . STUDY OF MEASURES TO ENHANCE CRISIS STABIUTY AND 

CONTROL.

(a) S t u d y .— T̂he Secretary of State and the Director of 
the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency shall con
duct a detailed and complete study and evaluation of 
additional measures which both enhance the security of 
the United States and reduce the likelihood of nuclear 
weapons use by contributing to crisis stability or crisis 
control capabilities, including specific consideration of 
the following measures:

(1) Increased redimdancy of direct commimications 
link circuits, including tihe creation of new surviv- 
able circuits and terminals, located outside the na
tional capitals which have access to the command 
and control system of the coimtry in which they are 
located.
(2) Establishment of redimdant, survivable direct 
commimications links between and among all nucle
ar-armed states.
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(3) Conclusion of an agreement creating '̂non- 
target" sanctuaries only for certain direct communi
cations link circuits to enhance survivability of com
munications.
(4) Creation in advance of standard operating proce
dures for communicating, and possibly cooperating, 
with the Soviet Union and other states in the event 
of nuclear attacks by third parties on either the 
United States or Soviet Union.
(5) Addition to the Incidents At Sea agreement of a 
prohibition on the "locking on'" of fire control radars 
on ships and planes of the other side, an agreement 
on the separation of naval forces during specified 
periods of crisis, and other such measures relevant to 
the hicidents At Sea agreement. ̂
(6) Placement by the United States and the Soviet 
Union of immaimed laimch sensors in the land- 
based missile fields of both countries.
(7) Establishment of anti-submarine operations free 
zones designed to enhance the security of ballistic 
missile submarines.
(8) Installation of permissive action links aboard the 
ballistic missile submarines of the United States, 
which might possibly be activated or deactivated at 
various levels of alert, and encouragement of the 
Soviet Union to do the same.
(9) Establishment of training programs for National 
Command Authority officials to familiarize them 
with alert procedures, communications capabilities, 
nuclear weapons release authority procedtu'es, and 
the crisis control and stability implications thereof.
(10) Include in standard operating procedure the re
location in a crisis of a National Command Author
ity official outside Washington, D.C. to a secure 
location with access to the strategic command and 
control system, and aimoimce the institution of this 
procedure to relevant foreign governments.

(b) R eport.— T̂he Secretary of State and the Director of 
the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency shall submit 
a report of the study and evaluation imder subsection (a) 
to the Committees on Armed Services and Foreign Rela
tions of the Senate and the Committees on Armed Serv

2 TIAS 7379, 23 UST 1168, 852 UNTS 151; TIAS 7624, 24 UST 1063.
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ices and Foreign Affairs of the House of Representatives 
by January 1, 1986. Such report should be available in 
both a classified, if necessary, and unclassified format.
SEC. 707 . POLICY TOW ARD BANNING CHEMICAL W EAPONS.

(a) F in d in g s .— T̂he Congress finds that—
(1) chemical weapons are among the most terrible 
weapons in today's military arsenals;
(2) it is the objective of the United States to elimi
nate the threat of chemical warfare through a com
prehensive and verifiable ban on chemical weapons;
(3) the United States is vigorously pursuing a multi
lateral agreement to ban chemical weapons;
(4) the negotiation of a verifiable, bilateral agree
ment between the United States and the Soviet 
Union would be a significant step toward achieving 
a worldwide ban on chemical weapons;
(5) bilateral discussions relating to a ban on chemical 
weapons took place in July and August of 1984 
between the United States and Soviet delegations to 
the Conference on Disarmament; and
(6) such endeavors could serve the seauity interests 
of himiankind.

(b) S e n s e  o f  C o n g r e s s .— Ît is the sense of the Congress 
that the President—

(1) should be commended for his efforts to negotiate 
a multilateral agreement banning chemical weapons;
(2) should continue to pursue vigorously such an 
agreement; and
(3) should seek the continuation and development of 
bilateral discussions between the United States and 
the Soviet Union to achieve a comprehensive and 
verifiable ban on chemical weapons.

SEC. 7 0 8 . POLICY REGARDING A JOINT STUDY BY THE UNITED STATES 

AND THE SOVIET UNION OF THE CONSEQUENCES OF NUCLEAR 

W INTER.

It is the sense of the Congress that the President 
should propose to the Government of the Soviet Union 
during any arms control talks held with such Govern
ment that—

(1) the United States and the Soviet Union should 
jointly study the atmospheric, climatic, environmen
tal, and biological consequences of nuclear explo
sions, sometimes known as ''nuclear winter", and 
the impact that nuclear winter would have on the 
national security of both nations;
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(2) such a joint study should include the sharing and 
exchange of information and findings on the nuclear 
winter phenomena and make recommendations on 
possible joint research projects that would benefit 
both nations; and
(3) at an appropriate time the other nuclear weapon 
states (the United Kingdom, France, and the People's 
Republic of Qiina) should be involved in the study.

• • • • • • •

LEGISLATIVE HISTORY—H.R. 2068 (H.R. 1931) (S. 
1003):
HOUSE REPORTS: No. 99-40 accompanying H.R. 1931 
(Comm, on Foreign Affairs) and No. 99-240 (Comm, of 
Conference).
SENATE REPORT No. 99-39 accompanying S. 1003 
(Comm, on Foreign Relations).
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, Vol. 131 (1985):

May 2, 8, 9, considered and passed House.
Jime 6, 7, 10, 11, S. 1003 considered in Senate; H.R. 

2068, amended, passed in lieu.
July 31, Senate agreed to conference report.
Aug. 1, House agreed to conference report.

144. Report to  th e  Conference on Disarm am ent by  th e  A d  
Hoc Comm ittee on th e  C om prehensive Program  of 
D isarm am ent [Extracts], A ugust 16, 1985 ^

I. Organization of Work and Documents

1. In accordance with the provisions of its mandate, as adopted by 
the Conference on Disarmament at its 245th plenary meeting, on 28 
February 1984, the Ad Hoc Committee on the Comprehensive Pro
gramme of Disarmament resumed its work on 7 March 1985 under the 
Chairmanship of Ambassador Alfonso Garcia Robles (Mexico). Miss 
Aida Luisa Levin, United Nations Department of Disarmament Affairs, 
served as the Committee's Secretary.

2. The Ad Hoc Committee held 25 meetings between 7 March and 15 
August 1985.

3. 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:

1 C D /634, pp. 1-3.

Document 144



504 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1985

Bangladesh  ̂ Burundi, Cameroon, Finland, Norway, Portugal, Senegal, 
Spain and Turkey.

• • • • • • •

II. SubstanHve Work During the 1985 Session

5. In pursuing the elaboration of the Comprehensive Programme of 
Disarmament, the Ad Hoc Committee took as the basis of its work the 
text annexed to the 1983 report of the previous ad hoc Working Group 
to the Committee on Disarmament (CD/415), which was an integral 
part of the Committee's report to the thirty-eighth session of the 
General Assembly (CD/421).

6. The Ad Hoc Committee concentrated its work on the resolution of 
various outstanding questions. Contact Groups, open to all interested 
delegations, were established to elaborate pending texts in chapter V, 

'̂Measures and stages of implementation". A Contact Group was also 
set up to deal with paragraph 6 of the Introduction and paragraph 5 of 
chapter VI, "Machinery and Procedures". In addition, consultations 
were held among concerned delegations with a view to reconciling 
differences on certain points.

7. The Ad Hoc Committee had an initial discussion of the draft of 
the Introduction, which had been prepared by the Chairman of the Ad 
Hoc Committee during the second special session of the General As
sembly devoted to disarmament in his capacity as Chairman of the 
Working Group on the Comprehensive Programme of Disarmament 
during that session, and which had not yet been considered. Different 
views of a preliminary nature were expressed in the course of the 
discussion and, therefore, no conclusion was reached. As noted above, 
paragraph 6 was considered in a Contact Group in conjunction with 
paragraph 5 of the chapter on Machinery and Procedures.

8. Intensive efforts were made in the Contact Groups and in consul
tations among concerned delegations, to reach agreement on the text 
of the respective paragraphs of the Programme. In some cases, it was 
possible to arrive at agreed texts. In others, the relevant texts reflect 
points of difference or remain pending. The results of the work are 
contained in the annex to this report.  ̂ It was imderstood that delega
tions could not take final positions imtil agreement was reached on 
outstanding points of difficulty and imtil the document was complete.

III. Conclusion

9. Early in the work of the Ad Hoc Committee, the Chairman sug
gested the desirability of concluding the elaboration of the Compre
hensive Programme of Disarmament diuing the 1985 session so that 
the Conference might be in a position to submit the Programme to the 
General Assembly on the occasion of the fortieth anniversary of the

* Not printed here.
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United Nations. However, in view of the fact that during the 1985 
session, despite intensive efforts, only modest progress was achieved, 
the prospects for realizing that objective do not seem very encourag
ing. If, imfortunately, that ultimately turned out to be so, it seems 
imperative that the work on the elaboration of the Programme be 
resimied at the beginning of the 1986 session with the firm intention 
of discharging the Committee^s mandate and enabling the Conference 
to submit a complete draft of the Comprehensive Programme of Dis
armament to the General Assembly ''not later than at its forty-first 
session''.

145. Lome D eclaration A dop ted  by  th e  OAU Regional 
Conference on Security, D isarm am ent, and  D evelop
m ent in Africa, A ugust 16, 1985 ^

1. The Conference recognizes the close interrelationship and interde
pendence between the objectives of security, disarmament and devel
opment, not only in Africa but world-wide, and expresses its convic
tion that their realization is essential for durable peace and security 
everywhere in the world.

2. The Conference considers peace and security as the highest prior
ity objective of independent African States and the foimdation for 
socio-economic development. The Conference affirms its conviction in 
the legitimate right of every State to seciuity and self-defence and 
stresses the position that the progressive reduction of arms must be to 
enhance peace and security through the minimum level of armaments 
and armed forces.

3. The Conference stresses that the concept of security in the region 
must go beyond military security and the prevention of armed con
flicts to encompass a sustained commitment by States of the region to 
African, national, bilateral and multilateral programmes of socio-eco- 
nomic development, justice, equity and human dignity.

4. The objective of disarmament efforts in the region should take 
into accoimt existing realities in other regions and avoid placing Africa 
in a real or perceived permanent security disadvantage. There should 
be a collaborative effort that eliminates inter-State arms competition 
in the region, fosters the peaceful settlement of disputes and enhances 
a imited approach in dealing with threats to the region's peace and 
security.

5. The Conference recognizes that Africa's military expenditures are 
relatively low compared to those of other regions of the world, taking 
into consideration particularly the multiple threats and the permanent 
aggression of the racist South African regime. At the same time the

 ̂U.N. Department for Disarmament Affairs. Conference on Security, Disarmament, and 
Development in Africa: Meeting of Experk, pp. 113-117.
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Conference takes note that vis-a-vis the current situation, security re
quirements of African States impose extremely heavy burdens at the 
detriment of the social and economic development of African States.

6. The Conference considers that an improved international climate, 
especially in the relations among the major Powers, in particular the 
two super-Powers, as well as in the relations between North and 
South, would enhance the prospects for security, disarmament and 
development in Africa, and the world as a whole. The Conference 
takes note of recent signs towards relaxation of tension in great power 
relations, as reflected in the seemingly widening scope of contacts and 
negotiations between the two super-Powers. The Conference, howev
er, calls for a more sustained process of negotiations among the major 
Powers, especially between the two super-Powers, in the disarmament 
field since the continued possession of nuclear weapons and the con
tinuing nuclear and conventional arms race constitute a constant de
stabilizing factor for all regions and the greatest danger to hiunan 
survival.

7. The Conference, recognizing the universality of the objectives of 
security, disarmament and development, emphasizes the virgency and 
indispensability of international co-operation in efforts towards their 
attainment. In this connection, the Conference believes that despite 
inadequate progress, the United Nations remains the appropriate 
forum for global common endeavours towards a new world order free 
from war and want, more just and equitable, and hence, more peace
ful.

8. The Conference, at the same time, imderlines the importance of 
regional efforts at peace-keeping and conflict resolution among States 
in accordance with the principles of the OAU charter. Some efforts 
aimed at building confidence, promoting friendly relations and co
operation and finding solutions to local disputes among the States of 
the regions concerned can play a vital role in enhancing the objectives 
of security, disarmament and development in the region.

9. The Conference considers that closer co-operation between the 
United Nations and regional and interregional organizations will allow 
for more effective utilization of the wide international experience, 
capabilities and resources of the United Nations to the service of 
regional efforts. In this connection, the Conference welcomes the ex
isting co-operation between the United Nations and the Organization 
of African Unity and attaches much importance to the continuing 
expansion of such co-operation to cover also activities and pro
grammes in security-related fields.

10. The Conference reaffirms that Africa is currently confronted by 
a critical socio-economic situation which has developed in part be
cause of natural conditions such as drought, cyclones and desertifica
tion and is being aggravated by conditions and instances of instability 
and conflict in the region. While taking note with appreciation and 
commending efforts deployed by the OAU Heads of State and Gov
ernment and assistance provided regionally and from other coimtries
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and regions as well as international organizations, to alleviate the 
immediate problems of famine, the Conference recognizes the primary 
responsibility of African States for long-term rehabilitation and devel
opment in the coimtries concerned and in the region as a whole.

11. The Conference considers that it is the existence of insecxirity 
that compels African States to divert their meagre resources to meet 
the burdens of military expenditures for the purpose of maintaining 
internal stability and the defence of their independence, sovereignty 
and territorial integrity.

12. The Conference views the minority apartheid regime and its poli
cies in South Africa as one of the main causes for insecurity, aggres
sion, economic destabilization and an arms race in Africa. The regime 
thus threatens regional as well as international peace and security, 
especially since achieving a nuclear weapon capability, and it contin
ues to expand its overall military establishment. The Conference ex
presses its conviction that the elimination of the apartheid system in 
South Africa and the attainment of immediate independence by Na
mibia in accordance with the pertinent resolutions of the United Na
tions and the Organization of African Unity would greatly reduce the 
climate of tension and conflict in southern Africa and enhance the 
prospects for disarmament, 4^yelopment, security and peaceful co
operation throughout Africa.

13. The Conference expresses deep concern over the active collabo
ration between the South African racist regime, Israel and some West
ern Powers in the establishment and continued development of the 
South African nuclear weapon capability. The Conference views such 
collaboration as worsening the already explosive situation in the 
region and firmly condemns it.

14. The Conference emphasizes the importance of the need for 
concrete action to promote peace, security and disarmament in Africa 
with a view to reinforcing durable conditions and structures for inter- 
African development and co-operation in the region. The Conference 
is convinced that declarations on peace, secxirity and co-operation and 
African regional agreements of non-aggression and assistance on mat
ters of defence should be supported with more concrete and practical 
measures without delay and re-activate consideration of the Draft 
Convention on the Denuclearization of Africa or consider an appropri
ate legal instnmient that would define Africa as a nuclear-free zone.

15. The Conference expresses its firm conviction that only through 
arrangements and mechanisms that mitigate inter-African tensions can 
the region maintain a credible and positive role in a world confronted 
by the deadly East/West rivalry that African States cannot control but 
whose outcome could decisively affect the destinies of African States 
as well.

16. As the Conference has taken place on the fortieth armiversaries 
of the use of the first atomic weapons in Hiroshima and Nagasaki, the 
end of the Second World War and the birth of the United Nations, 
the Conference views this gathering as an especially solemn and aus
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picious opportunity for Africa to join the rest of the world in an 
urgent recommitment and rededication to the principles and objectives 
enshrined both in the Charter of the United Nations and the charter 
of the Organization of African Unity. It calls on all States to replace 
despair with hope, to end fear and want, to build bridges of friend
ship, peaceful coexistence and co-operation in a world free from nu
clear weapons and "'to save succeeding generations from the scourge of 
war''.

146. Program  of Action A dop ted  by  the  OAU Regional 
C onference on Security, D isarm am ent, an d  D evelop
m ent in Africa, A ugust 16, 1985 ^

The Conference on Seciuity, Disarmament and Development in 
Africa,

Recalling that the fundamental objective of African States since their 
accession to independence has always been the quest for peace as a 
practical course of action that would allow them to devote their 
energies and resources fully to the urgent task of improving the well
being of their peoples.

Reaffirming the continuing validity and urgent need for firm recom
mitment to the concrete implementation of the piuposes of the Orga
nization of African Unity as provided in article II of the OAU charter, 
as follows:

(a) To promote the unity and solidarity of African States;
(b) To co-ordinate and intensify their co-operation and efforts to 

achieve a better life for the peoples of Africa;
(c) To defend their sovereignty, their territorial integrity and inde

pendence;
(d) To eradicate all forms of colonialism from Africa; and
(e) To promote international co-operation, having due regard to the 

Charter of the United Nations and the Universal Declaration of 
Human Rights,

Considering that this first high-level regional political gathering on 
security, disarmament and development in Africa has provided a valu
able opportimity for OAU Member States to reflect collectively on 
three of the most critical issues affecting Africa's present and future 
aspirations and strategies for peace and progress.

Bearing in mind its Lome Declaration on Security, Disarmament and 
Development in Africa,^

Adopts this Programme of Action for Peace, Security and Co-oper- 
ation in Africa by which the Conference, as a matter of priority:

 ̂U.N. Department for Disarmament Affairs. Conference on Security, Disarmament and 
Development in Africa: Meeting of Experts, pp. 117-122.

2 Supra.
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1. Calls for a continuous and sustained process of diplomatic contact 
and negotiation within the framework of OAU towards arriving at 
politically binding commitments fostering regional peace, security and 
co-operation within the context of a future Conference on Security 
and Co-operation in Africa;

2. Calls urgently upon African States, individually, bilaterally, sub- 
regionally and regionally, to implement measures aimed at realizing 
internal and inter-State peace, security, co-operation and solidarity in 
the region;

3. Calls upon African States to keep OAU informed of decisions or 
agreements reached by them bilaterally or subregionally relating to 
defence or military co-operation with a view to facilitating its co
ordinating role in regional defence, in accordance with the OAU char
ter;

4. Calls for intensified co-operation with and assistance from the 
United Nations towards the realization of concrete and effective meas
ures initiated by African States themselves to ensure peace and securi
ty in the region;

5. Calls upon the Secretary General of OAU, with the assistance and 
co-operation of the Secretary-General of the United Nations and the 
United Nations Institute for Disarmament Research, to elaborate and 
submit to the 44th OAU Coimcil of Ministers, concrete proposals 
which could serve as a basis for discussions and negotiations among 
Member States on the following:

fa) Possibilities and arrangements for defence co-operation and co- 
or^ ation  at the subregional and regional levels;

(b) Possibilities and arrangements for the reduction of military ex
penses by Member States at the subregional and regional levels;

(c) Possibilities and arrangements for preventing arms transfers to 
mercenary forces and other non-govemmental groups in independent 
African States;

(d) Concrete measures for the implementation of the OAU Declara
tion of 1964 on the Denuclearization of Africa and the re-activation of 
the Draft Convention on the Denuclearization of Africa or the drafting 
of an appropriate legal instnmient that would define Africa as a nucle- 
ar-weapon-free zone.

6. Calls upon the Secretary-General of the United Nations to create 
as soon as possible a United Nations regional centre in Africa for 
peace and disarmament, in accordance with United Nations General 
Assembly resolution 39/63 J which envisages the establishment of a 
regional organ under the World Disarmament Campaign Programme 
of the United Nations and OAU resolution AHG/Res.138 (XXI) of the 
Assembly of Heads of State and Government of the Organization of 
African Unity requesting that such a centre be established in Africa;

7. Welcomes with appreciation the offer of the Government of Togo 
to host the proposed United Nations regional centre for peace and 
disarmament and to provide the United Nations at no cost with office 
space for the centre;

Document 146



510 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1985

8. Stresses the utmost importance of the proposed centre to serve as 
a focal point for promoting co-ordination and harmonization of re
search, study, documentation and information activities in the interre
lated fields of peace, security, disarmament and development, in co
operation with the institutions of the United Nations especially the 
United Institute for Training and Research, the United Nations Insti
tute for Disarmament Research and the United Nations University;

9. Calls upon African scientists, researchers and institutions to 
submit to the OAU Assembly of Heads of State and Government 
through the OAU Secretary-General within one year, views and sug
gestions on the possible establishment of a subregional or regional 
programme for nuclear research for peaceful purposes in Africa;

10. Calls upon all States, the International Atomic Energy Agency 
(IAEA) and other agencies or institutions in all States to terminate any 
form of collaboration with the racist regime of South Africa in the 
nuclear field imtil that regime opens up all its nuclear facilities to 
IAEA safeguards and inspections and abandons its policies of aggres
sion, internal oppression and apartheid;

11. Calls upon all States, institutions and the international commu
nity as a whole to terminate all purchases of uranium from the racist 
regime of South Africa until that regime ends its illegal occupation of 
Namibia and abandons apartheid;

12. Calls upon the United Nations Security Coxmcil to assume its 
responsibilities under the United Nations Charter with regard to the 
maintenance of peace and security and to take the necessary measures 
to deter the racist regime of South Africa in accordance with Chapter 
VII of the United Nations Charter from its breaches of and threats to 
international peace and security;

13. Calls upon the Permanent Members of the United Nations 
Security Council in general, and the two super-Powers in particular, to 
assimie their responsibilities under the Charter with regard to interna
tional security, and take effective action to stop South Africa's ex
panding military and nuclear programmes and activities;

14. Calls for concrete implementation of United Nations General 
Assembly resolution 39/151 G on the review of the role of the United 
Nations in the field of disarmament, initiated by a group of African 
countries and adopted at the thirty-ninth session of the General As
sembly by consensus, as a matter of highest priority;

15. Calls for the strengthening of the capacity of the United Nations 
for effective action in the field of disarmament, which, inter alia, 
should enable the world organization to render adequate assistance 
and co-operation with regional organizations especially OAU in the 
fields of security, disarmament and development;

16. Supports the convening, in 1986, of an International Conference 
on the Relationship between Disarmament and Development, as 
agreed to by the United Nations General Assembly in its resolution 
39/160;
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17. Recommends to the Assembly of Heads of State and Govern
ment of the Organization of African Unity to designate 15 August, the 
date of the adoption of the Lome Declaration on Security, Disarma
ment and Development in Africa, as an African Day of Peace and 
Disarmament.

147. W hite House S ta tem en t on A ntisotellite W eapon  Test
ing, A ugust 20, 1985 ^

The President today submitted to the Congress, in accordance with 
the 1985 Department of Defense Authorization Act, the certification 
required by the Congress prior to a test against an object in space of 
the normuclear miniature vehicle antisatellite (ASAT) system which is 
now in development.^ The miniatxu’e vehicle is laimched from an F-15 
aircraft. In the certification, the President attests to the Congress that:

— T̂he Uiuted States is endeavoring in good faith to negotiate 
with the Soviet Union a mutual and verifiable agreement with 
the strictest possible limitations on antisatellite weapons con
sistent with the national security interests of the United States;

— P̂ending agreement on such strict limitations, testing against ob
jects in space of the F-15-laimched miniature homing vehicle 
ASAT warhead is necessary to avert clear and irrevocable harm 
to the national security;

—Such testing would not constitute an irreversible step that 
would gravely impair prospects for negotiations on antisatellite 
weapons;

—Such testing is fully consistent with the rights and obligations 
of the Uiuted States imder the 1972 Antiballistic Missile 
Treaty,® as those rights and obligations exist at the time of test
ing.

The Soviet Union has for many years had the world's only oper
ational antisatellite system. There is also a growing threat from present 
and prospective Soviet satellites which are designed to support directly 
the U.S.S.R.'s terrestrial forces. The United States must develop its 
own ASAT capability in order to deter Soviet threats to U.S. and allied 
space systems and, within such limits imposed by international law, to 
deny any adversary advantages arising from the offensive use of 
space-based systems which could imdermine deterrence. Systematic, 
continued testing is necessary for us to be able to proceed with ASAT 
development and finally to validate operational capability, in order to 
restore the necessary military balance in this area.

 ̂ Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, August 26, 1985, pp. 991-992. The statement 
was made by the principal deputy press secretary to the President.

 ̂P.L. 98-525, Sec. 205.
® For the text of the Treaty, see Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 197-201.
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A number of serious problems, including definitional and monitor
ing difficulties plus the need to coimter existing Soviet targeting satel
lites, contribute to the conclusion that a comprehensive ban on devel
opment, testing, deployment, and use of all means of coimtering satel
lites is not verifiable or in our national security interest. Moreover, no 
arrangements or agreements beyond those already governing military 
activities in outer space have been foimd to date that are judged to be 
in the overall interest of the United States and its allies and that meet 
the congressionally mandated requirements of verifiability and con
sistency with the national security. We will continue to study possible 
ASAT limitations in good faith to see whether such limitations are 
consistent with the national security interests of the United States.

The United States is presently engaged in negotiations with the 
Soviet Union at Geneva on nuclear arms reductions, defense and space 
issues. We believe that ASAT testing can constitute an incentive to 
the Soviet Union to reach agreements on a wide range of issues.

148. Swedish W orking P ap er Subm itted to  th e  Conference 
on D isarm am ent: A C om prehensive A pproach for 
E laborating Regimes for Chemicals in a  Future Chemi
cal W eapons Convention, A ugust 20, 1985 ^

For the purpose of the Convention the relevant chemicals have in 
CD/539 been divided into five categories, i.e. super-toxic lethal, other 
lethal and other harmful chemicals, key preou’sors including key com
ponents for binary and multicomponent chemical systems for chemical 
weapons, and, preciu*sors.̂  This has proved to be a very useful 
categorization. However, attempts to apply one and the same set of 
measures to all relevant chemicals in each one of the five categories 
have failed.

There is now a growing recognition that the diversity within a 
category and the different purposes for which these chemicals are 
produced need to be taken into account when elaborating the meas
ures to be applied in order not to hamper the development of the 
peaceful chemical industry while at the same time ensuring that 
chemicals are not produced for chemical weapons purposes. There is 
also concern that one and the same chemical might be subject to 
qualitatively different measures depending on the piupose of its pro
duction and that this might create ^loopholes'' in the Convention. 
Time has therefore come to refine the concepts somewhat and to look 
for alternative ways of structiuing the relationship between the cate
gories of chemicals and the measiu*es to be applied to them.

‘ CD/632.
* Documents on Disarmament 1984, pp. 603 ff.
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This paper suggests an alternative approach for the elaboration of 
regimes of measures to be applied to the different chemicals involved. 
This approach allows for bringing together chemicals from different 
categories under one and the same regime, as well as for applying 
different regimes to different chemicals within one and the same 
category. This could be achieved through a regrouping of the chemi
cals without in any way changing the definitions and the five catego
ries already agreed upon.

Such a regrouping also opens the way for a comprehensive way of 
dealing with the chemicals, so that one and the same chemical would 
be subject to the same regime in all parts of the Convention (i.e. as 
regards declarations, elimination, permitted production and verifica
tion).

The philosophy of the approach is simple. Based on existing defini
tions the chemicals are arranged in three groups. To each group a 
regime for the declarations, elimination, production and verification is 
devised. Regime I is the most stringent and demanding one and ap
plies to all Group I-chemicals. Regime II is also stringent but some
what less burdensome and applies to all the Group Il-chemicals. 
Regime III is the least stringent of the three and applies to the Group 
Ill-chemicals.

The three Groups and some main elements in their respective Re
gimes are described below. The main purpose of this paper is to 
outline the basic approach, not to suggest solutions for each and every 
detailed problem. The arrangement of the chemicals into groups is 
made irrespective of which procedures will eventually be agreed upon 
for establishing lists or otherwise identifying individual chemicals 
within the categories. Furthermore, this working paper deals only with 
chemicals and the means of their production. Munitions and other 
devices are not covered. It is understood, however, that declarations 
and elimination of existing munitions and other devices should follow 
Regime I when applicable.

GROUP I CHEMICALS—RfiGIME I

Group I Chemicals

1. Super-toxic lethal chemicals developed, produced or stockpiled for 
chemical weapons purposes. Examples: Tabun, Soman, Sarin, VX.
2. Super-toxic lethal chemicals which are found to be presumptive 
chemical weapons. Examples: Amiton, skin penetrating carbamates.
3. Other lethal and harmful chemicals developed, produced or stock
piled only for chemical weapons purposes: Examples: Adamsite, BZ.
4. Key precursors with no or very limited use for permitted ptirposes. 
Key components of binary and/or multicomponent chemical weapons. 
Examples: DF, QL, pinacolylalcohol.

Regime I
DeclaraHons, All stocks of Group I chemicals should be declared: 

aggregate quantities of each compound within 30 days and detailed
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composition and location of each stock to be eliminated before the 
commencement of each elimination period. All facilities for production 
of Group I chemicals should also be declared and the declarations 
should contain information about the facilities, locations and produc
tion capacities as well as the compounds produced.

Elimination, All stocks of Group I chemicals should be eliminated 
through destruction. Exceptions to this rule should be very few. One 
such exception would be a provision allowing for Group I chemicals to 
be retained for protective and possibly other permitted purposes. Fa
cilities for production of Group I chemicals should also be completely 
destroyed.

Production of Group I chemicals should be prohibited, the exceptions 
being very few and limited. Such production for protective and possi
bly other permitted purposes (e.g. pharmaceutical) should take place at 
a single small-scale production facility. The annual aggregate amoimt 
of Group I chemicals produced, retained or acquired through transfer 
or possessed at any one time should be limited to 1 ton.

Furthermore extremely limited production in laboratory quantities 
(grams/year) could be envisaged in laboratories approved by the State 
Party. Transfer of Group I chemicals should be prohibited except for 
limited quantities to other State Parties. The Consultative Committee 
should be notified in advance of all such transfers.

The verification measures applied to the Group I chemicals and the 
facilities for their production should be the most stringent imder the 
Convention. International inspectors should be present during elimina
tion processes. Permitted production should be carefully monitored 
and subject to systematic international on-site inspection.

GROUP n CHEMICALS—RfiGIME II

Group II Chemicals

1. Super-toxic lethal chemicals (other than those in Group I) which are 
presently developed, produced or stockpiled only for permitted pur
poses but which warrant special attention to ensure that they are not 
developed, produced or stockpiled for chemical weapons piuposes in 
the future. Example: Strophantin (a glycocide for heart ailments).
2. Key precvirsors (other than those in Group I) used for permitted 
purposes but which have also been produced for chemical weapons 
purposes. Example: thiodiglycol.

Regime II

Declarations of Group II chemicals should encompass all key precur
sors in chemical weapons stocks as under Regime I, as well as stocks 
for permitted purposes and aggregate annual production of each of the 
Group n chemicals stating also their respective end uses. Facilities for 
production of Group II chemicals should be declared as under Regime 
I if production has been for chemical weapons piuposes (key precur
sors) or if the production exceeds certain quantities.
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EliminaHon, Key precxirsors in chemical weapons stockpiles should be 
eliminated either through destruction or through diversion to permit
ted purposes. Facilities having produced key precursors for chemical 
weapons purposes should be eliminated through destruction or dis
mantling if the total production capacity exceeds what is consistent 
with production for permitted purposes.

Production of Group II chemicals should take place at a single small- 
scale facility or at other especially approved facilities. The possibility 
of limiting production to a certain amoimt aimually or at any one time 
could also be considered, in which case provisions for granting excep
tions in specific cases might prove needed.

To ensure that these chemicals are not developed into new types of 
chemical weapons or produced for chemical weapons purposes the 
verificaHon needs to be stringent. Data reporting as well as systematic 
international on-site inspection is envisaged. If a chemical is found to 
be a presumptive chemical weapon it should immediately be moved to 
Group I and be subject to measures under Regime I.

GROUP III CHEMICALS—RfiGIME III 

Group in  Chemicals

1. Other lethal chemicals used for permitted purposes but which have 
also been produced for chemical weapons purposes. Examples: phos
gene, hydrogen cyanide.
2. Other harmful chemicals used for permitted purposes, but which 
have also been produced for chemical weapons purposes. Example: 
phosgeneoxime.
3. Preau*sors. Examples: phosphorus oxychloride, phosphorus trichlo
ride.

Regime III

Declarations of Group III chemicals should encompass all the chemi
cals in chemical weapons stocks, as imder Regime I as well as stocks 
for permitted purposes and aggregate annual production of each of the 
Group m chemicals, stating also their respective end uses. Facilities for 
production of Group III chemicals should be declared as under Regime 
I if the production has been for chemical weapons purposes or exceeds 
certain quantities, stating the aggregate capacity for each compound as 
well as the locations of the facilities.

Elimination, The elimination of the Group III chemicals in chemical 
weapon stocks could be carried out through destruction or diversion 
for permitted purposes. Elimination of facilities having produced these 
chemicals for chemical weapons purposes shall take place through 
destruction or dismantling if the total production capacity exceeds 
what is consistent with production for permitted purposes.

Production, No limitations in amoimt or place of production is envis
aged.
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VerificaHon, The verification measures applicable under Regime III 
would comprise data-reporting on each individual chemical and sys
tematic international on>site inspection.

Chemicals and their regimes in a future chemical convention

GROUP I GROUP n GROUP m

GROUPS OF Super-toxic lethal Super-toxic lethal O ther lethal and
CHEMICALS chemicals chemicals harmful chemicals

developed. presently used for
produced or develop^. permitted
stockpiled for produced or purposes but
chemical weapons stockpiled only which have also
purposes for permitted been produced for

purposes but chemical weapons
whose future purposes
development and
production
warrants special
attention

Super-toxic lethal Key precursors used Precursors
chemicals found for permitted
to be presumptive purpose but
chemical weapons which have also 

been produced for 
chemical weapons 
purposes

O ther lethal and
harmful chemicals
developed.
produced or
stockpiled only
for chemical
weapons purposes

Key precursors w ith
no or very limited
use for permitted
purposes, key
components for
binary and/or
multicomponent
chemical weapons

REGIME I REGIME n REGIME m

DECLARATIONS
—of chemicals in Aggregate quantity Key precursors: As As Regime I 

chemical of each Regime I
weapons stocks. compound within

30 days Detailed 
declarations at 
each stock before 
each elimination 
period
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Chemicals and their regimes in a future chemical convention—
Continued

—of stocks for Aggregate quantity Aggregate quantity As Regime II
permitted of each within 30 days
purposes/ compound within and then
annual 30 days aggregate aimual
production. production

—of production —compounds As Regime I As Regime I
facilities for —^location of
chemical facilities
weapons —^facilities'
purposes. production

capacity
—of production —compounds As Regime I if If production

facilities for —^location of production exceeds certain
chemical facilities exceeds certain quantities:
weapons —^facilities' quantities Aggregate
purposes. production

capacity
capacity and 
locations

verification of To be elaborated To be elaborated To be elaborated
declarations.

ELIMINATION
—of chemicals in Destruction Destruction or Destruction or

chemical Exceptions: diversion of the diversion
weapons stocks. maximum 1 ton 

annually may be 
retained for 
protective 
purposes

key precursors

—of chemical Destruction Destruction or As Regime II
weapons dismantling if
production capacity not
facilities. consistent with 

production for 
permitted 
purposes

Verification of
elimination
—of chemical Permanent presence Data reporting,

weapons of international 
inspectors during 
the elimination 
process

systematic 
international on
site inspection

—of chemical To be elaborated To be elaborated To be elaborated
weapons
production
facilities.
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Chemicals and their regimes in a future chemical convention—
Continued

PRODUCTION
— f̂or protective No production,

purposes. Exceptions:
Aggregate annual 
quantity 1 ton 
(including the 
amounts 
otherwise 
acquired), at a 
small-scale 
facility

—for other At a laboratory
permitted scale grams/year
purposes.

—^transfer................ To States Parties in
limited quantities

Verification
—of production  Monitoring and

systematic 
international on
site inspection 

—of non- Challenge
production.

Production at a Requisition from
small-scale industry
facility or 
requisition from 
industry

Single small-scale or No limitations 
especially 
approved 
facilities. Possibly 
quantity-limits 

To be elaborated

Data reporting 
systematic 
international on
site inspection 

Challenge

To be elaborated

Data reporting, 
systematic 
international on
site inspection 

Challenge

149. S ta tem en t by  th e  Soviet R epresen ta tive  (Issrae lyan ) 
to  th e  C onference on D isarmam ent: Com prehensive 
Test Ban, A ugust 20, 1985 ^

Mr. President, our statement today is devoted to a problem that 
rightly occupies first place in the agenda of the Conference on Disar
mament, the problem of the halting of nuclear weapon tests. Today 
this problem is truly at the centre of international life. In its solution 
people see a real practical step towards the halting of the arms race, 
towards nuclear disarmament.

An open and sincere position, a specific, tangible measure—that is 
how large areas of international opiiuon are describing the new peace 
initiative by the Soviet Union, which two weeks ago unilaterally 
discontinued nuclear explosions. In many of the world's coimtries, 
statesmen and public figures are welcoming our initiative and persist
ently expressing support for a moratorium on nuclear-weapon testing.

1 CD/PV.331, pp. 16-19.
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for the following of the Soviet Union's good initiative by the other 
nuclear Powers.

We note with satisfaction that the Soviet Government's decision has 
also had a positive echo among many delegations here, at the Confer
ence on Disarmament. We wish to express our profound gratitude to 
the distinguished heads of the delegations of Poland, the German 
Democratic Republic, Czechoslovakia, Mexico, Pakistan, Burma and 
others who have officially expressed great appreciation for this step by 
the Soviet Union.

International public opinion has also assessed at its true worth the 
fact that the USSR was not in any way striving to put the United 
States in a difficult position. No, the moratoriimi was perfectly capa
ble of becoming a joint bilateral action if the United States had taken 
up the Soviet initiative. After all, the United States President was 
informed in advance of that initiative by a letter in which it was 
suggested to the Americans that they should act in the same way. 
However, I should like to hope that the negative reaction expressed by 
the United States official representatives is not their last word. There 
is still a possibility of maintaining the moratoriimi in force beyond 1 
January if the United States, for its part, also refrains from setting off 
nuclear explosions.

I would not wish. Sir, to make an historical review of all the Soviet 
Union's efforts aimed at securing any comprehensive nuclear-test ban. 
That would take too long. We are sure that the distinguished repre
sentatives are well acquainted with the history of the past few dec
ades, decades during which the Soviet Union has been, as it still is, 
upholding with exceptional consistency the cause of the discontinu
ance of nuclear testing because of its firm belief that that is the surest, 
simplest and most practical way to curb the nuclear arms race. I think 
that even those who, for ideological or political reasons, do not share 
our way of looking at things cannot dispute this incontrovertible fact.

As long ago as 1955 the USSR advocated the discontinuance of 
nuclear testing as a priority, independent measure, with no linkage 
with other disarmament issues.^ We have unfailingly been following 
this, our fundamental course ever since.

The moratorium declared on 6 August ® represents our new contri
bution towards the achievement of this general goal and I can assure 
you, gentlemen, that we shall not slacken our efforts in the future 
either in our struggle for the discontinuance of nuclear-weapon tests 
and, in consequence, the beginning of the process of curtailing the 
nuclear arms race. I stress, our goal is not any kind of breathing space 
between explosions, but the halting for all time of all test explosions 
of nuclear weapons.

* Documenb on Disarmament, 1945-1959, vol. I, p. 571.
® It was announced July 29, printed in Document 126, to be effective August 6.
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Consequently, when here, within this chamber, some Western rep
resentatives try to cast aspersions on the Soviet Union's clear position, 
that is so unconvincing as hardly to warrant serious consideration.

They say, for example, that the moratoriimi does not lend itself to 
verification. Well, then, let us see whether the opponents of the 
moratorium have the slightest groimds for expressing doubt concern
ing the unwavering observance by the Soviet Union of the obligation 
it has solemnly taken upon itself.

They assert that the problem of monitoring nuclear tests is always 
"̂ super complicated''. For several decades now the saboteiu ŝ of the 
discontinuance of nuclear-weapon tests have looked to this argument 
as their ''friend in need". But it has long since failed them. The 
scientific and technical facilities that exist in the United States give 
them the necessary degree of certainty that a nuclear explosion, even a 
low-yield one, will be detected and they are well aware of this in the 
United States. Just recently, the IntemaHonal Herald Tribune wrote that 
the United States system for detecting nuclear explosions includes 
seismic observatories in 35 coimtries. The article states, in particular, 
the authoritative opinion of a famous American seismologist. Jack 
Evemden, to the effect that, using this widespread network of seismic 
stations, and particularly a new array in Norway, the United States 
can detect all Soviet tests, "even fuUy decoupled ones". The Soviet 
Union, too, has adequate means for detecting nuclear explosions.

They declare, without a moment's hesitation, that the Soviet stance 
is one of "propaganda", while the West's proposals are "practical". 
But what is the real situation? In practice, it is the Soviet Union that 
has discontinued all nuclear explosions until 1 January of next year 
and is willing to prolong that moratoriimi. The USSR is willing in 
practice, immediately, at any moment to sit down at the negotiating 
table with a view to concluding as soon as possible a treaty on the 
complete and general prohibition of nuclear-weapon tests for all time, 
and it is not laying down any preconditions for that. It is willing to 
conduct the negotiations in any forum that would be acceptable to the 
other side, whether in the context of trilateral talks or in multilateral 
talks at the Conference on Disarmament, or simultaneously in both 
those forums. The USSR has in practice introduced for consideration 
by the Conference on Disarmament the basic provisions of a treaty in 
this field.^ Together with other socialist countries, it has submitted for 
decision by the Conference on Disarmament a mandate for an appro
priate ad hoc committee that provides for the holding of practical 
negotiations. The Soviet Union also supports the mandate for such an 
ad hoc committee that has been submitted by a group of non-aligned 
and neutral States.

What, in practice, is the position at the Conference on Disarmament 
of western delegations? One of the representatives expressed disagree
ment here with the words of M.S. Gorbachev to the effect that "in

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1983, pp. 123-127.
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Geneva, the United States and other western countries have long been 
sabotaging the holding of such talks",® i.e. talks about the conclusion 
of a treaty on the complete and general prohibition of nuclear-weapon 
tests. In this connection it is, I think, sufficient to recall the mere fact 
that, in the past two years alone, western delegations have frustrated 
five times the achievement of agreement on the commencement of 
talks in the relevant subsidiary organs for the purpose of elaborating 
an agreement, namely: at the 255th meeting, on 3 April 1984; at the 
276th meeting, on 26 July 1984 (twice); and at the 301st meeting, on 
21 March 1985 (twice).

Although all in all the situation does not, imfortimately, give 
groimds for great hope, the Soviet delegation would none the less like 
to conclude its statement today on an optimistic note.

In the course of this year, the Conference on Disarmament has 
given no small attention to the question of a nuclear-weapon test ban. 
Many delegations, including the Soviet delegation, have spoken on 
this matter several times. From the multiplicity of views that were 
expressed in the course of the discussion a number of conclusions may 
be drawn. The chief among them is that the problem of banning 
nuclear tests must be resolved and resolved without delay. A radical 
solution of the question would be the banning of nuclear tests by all 
persons and in all places, for only such a solution would place any 
serious obstacle in the way of the creation, development and perfect
ing of new types and systems of nuclear weapons and so slow down, 
and ultimately bring to nothing the nuclear arms race.

Another important conclusion to which many representatives came 
in their statements—and one with which we fully agree— îs that the 
building material for the elaboration of a treaty is already to hand. It 
is the draft basic provisions for a nuclear-weapon test-ban treaty 
which the Soviet Union introduced in 1982 [1983] and in which 
accoimt is taken of the degree of agreement attained in the course of 
the trilateral talks; it is the draft treaty on a nuclear-test ban intro
duced by the delegation of Sweden.® It is, finally, the constructive 
views and proposals expressed by many States concerning the specific 
content of a nuclear-weapon test-ban treaty, including the issues of 
verification of such a treaty.

And one further important conclusion present in the statements of 
most delegates is that the reason why there is no treaty is not that 
there is no basis for its elaboration or that there are any supposedly 
insuperable difficulties in devising verification measures, but the ab
sence of political will on the part of certain Powers fundamentally to 
resolve the problem of baiming tests.

The Soviet declaration of a uiulateral moratorium provides the Con
ference on Disarmament with a most powerful impulse to commence

® Document 140.
® Documenb on Disarmament 1983, pp. 468-478.
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business-like, to-the-point negotiations with a view to prohibiting 
nuclear tests by all persons everywhere.

The problem of restrairung the arms race, of preventing nuclear war 
and of disarmament is so serious that humanity has no right to permit 
the endless postponement of its solution. As M.S. Gorbachev empha
sized in his recent answers to questions from a TASS correspondent, 
''the responsibility incumbent on the Soviet Union and the United 
States is too great to evade the resolution of the major security 
issues''.

"What we are proposing", the Soviet leader stated, "is a genuine 
possibility of halting the further build-up of nuclear arsenals, of really 
starting to resolve the task of reducing and, ultimately, eliminating 
them".*̂

In view of the widespread interest which, as demonstrated in par
ticular by today's meeting and that of 15 August, Mr. Gorbachev's 
answers to the questions from the TASS correspondent have aroused 
in the Conference on Disarmament, the Soviet delegation has request
ed the secretariat to circulate those answers as an official docimient of 
the Conference.

150. S ta tem ent by  th e  British R ep resen ta tive  (Edis) to  the  
Conference on Disarm am ent: The H ague Conference 
of 1899 [Extract], A ugust 20, 1985 ^

It is quite common for speakers in our Conference to end with a 
literary allusion or quotation. I shall not attempt to follow them on 
this occasion. But I should like to finish by sharing with delegations a 
description of an earlier disarmament conference that took place nearly 
100 years ago, at The Hague in 1899.

There are some remarkable echoes in the proceedings of that confer
ence with our work here. There was, for example, a proposal for a 
freeze on the number of battleships or dreadnaughts, which I suppose 
one can consider the ICBMs of their time. The proposal came from 
Great Britain, which had an existing superiority in this category of 
weapons, but was strongly opposed by Germany and a number of 
other coimtries.

At that time, too, there was a new development in technology on 
the military horizon which was causing deep concern. This was the 
use of the lower atmosphere for military piuposes—by the laimching 
of projectiles or explosives from hot-air balloons. And here I quote 
from Barbara Tuchman's book. The Proud Tower:

’ Document 140.
1 CD/PV.331, p. 23.

Document 150



AD HOC COMMITTEE REPORT, AUGUST 22 523

Here was something, almost imtried, that abnost everyone was 
willing to ban, esped^y the Russians, for whom the prospect of 
adding a new dimension to warfare was altogether too much. As 
the Russian delegate. Colonel Jilinsky, almost plaintively put it, 

the opinion of the Russian Government, the various means of 
injuring the enemy now in use are sufficient/' As regards air war
fare, most of the delegates were willing to agree and a permanent 
prohibition was voted. The committee congratulated itself. Then 
suddenly, at the next meeting, the US delegate. Captain Crozier, 
having had serious second thoughts after consultation with an
other US delegate. Captain Mahan, raised an objection. They were 
proposing to ban forever, he said, a weapon of which they had no 
experience. New developments and inventions might soon make 
airships dirigible, enabling them to be steered by motor power 
over die area of battle and to take part at a critic^ moment with 
possibly decisive effect, thus in the long run sparing lives and 
shortening the conflict. Would it be in the humanitarian interest 
to prevent such a development? Instead of permanent prohibition. 
Captain Crozier proposed a five-year ban at the end of which 
period they would have a better idea of the capabilities of air
ships. This time impressed, the delegates agreed.

Mr. President, it may not be so easy for the eloquence of delegates 
to convince others of their views at our Conference. But at least this 
accoimt may do something to give perspective to our work here, and 
remind us that others before us have grappled with problems of a not 
entirely dissimilar nature.

151. Report to  th e  C onference on D isarm am ent by  the  A d  
H oc Com m ittee on Radiological W eapons [Extracts], 
A ugust 22, 1985 ^

/. Introduction

1. In accordance with the decision taken by the Conference on 
Disarmament at its 299th plenary meeting held on 14 March 1985, as 
contained in document CD/577, the Ad Hoc Committee on Radiological 
Weapons was re-established, for the duration of the 1985 session, 
with a view to reaching agreement on a convention prohibiting the 
development, 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 
1985 session.

n. Organization of Work and Documentation

2. At its 306th plenary meeting on 4 April 1985, the Conference on 
Disarmament appointed Ambassador Richard Butler of Australia as

1 CD/635.*
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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 16 meetings from 19 April to 16 
August 1985. 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, Portugal, Spain and Swit
zerland.

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 39/151 J of the General Assembly of 
17 December 1984. Paragraphs 1 and 2 of that resolution read as 
follows:

1. Takes note of that part of the report of the Conference on Disar
mament that deals with the question of radiological weapons, in 
particular the report of the Ad Hoc Committee on Radiological 
Weapons and its recommendation that, in view of the fact that 
the Committee's mandate was not fulfilled, the Conference on 
Disarmament should re-establish the Ad Hoc Committee on Radio
logical Weapons at the beginning of its 1985 session; ^
2. Requests the Conference on Disarmament to continue its negotia
tions on the subject with a view to a prompt conclusion of its 
work, taking into account all proposals presented to the Confer
ence to this end, the result of which should be submitted to the 
General Assembly at its fortieth session;

• • • • • • •

M. Work During the 1985 Session

7. At its second meeting, on 14 Jime, the Ad Hoc Committee decided, 
at the suggestion of the Chairman, to proceed on the basis of a 

'̂unitary" approach to the two major questions before it, i.e. the 
prohibition of radiological weapons in the '̂traditional̂ ' sense and the 
prohibition of attacks against nuclear facilities. Accordingly, it agreed 
to allocate equal time for the consideration of both questions without, 
however, procedurally dividing the work of the Committee into two

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1978, p. 426.
® General Assembly Resolution 35/46, of December 3,1980.
 ̂See Documents on Disarmament, 1984, p. 578.
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separate ''tracks" or giving priority to either of them. It further agreed 
that this decision was without prejudice to: the final positions pf 
delegations on a treaty or treaties as such; the ''link" between the 
above two questions; delegations' positions on the appropriate maimer 
of dealing with them.

8. At its third meeting, on 18 Jtme, the Ad Hoc Committee adopted 
the following programme of work for its 1985 session:

Within the questions of the prohibition of radiological weapons in 
the "traditional" sense and the prohibition of attacks against nuclear 
facilities, the following problems should be discussed without prejudg
ing the final position of delegations as regards the "link" between the 
two aspects of the issue:

—^Definitions and Criteria 
—Scope 
—^Peaceful uses
—Cessation of the nuclear arms race and nuclear disarmament 
—Compliance and verification.

9. The Chairman submitted a nimiber of suggestions for draft treaty 
elements which provided the basis for discussion during the meetings 
of the Ad Hoc Committee and resulted in the compilation of draft 
provisions, undertaken by the Chairman, to reflect the state of delib
erations on the two major questions before the Ad Hoc Committee. 
This compilation is contained in the Annex to this report. It is imder- 
stood that the Annex is not binding on any delegation. Furthermore, 
the issue of compliance and verification was only briefly touched 
upon.

IV. Conclusions and Recommendations

10. It was recognized that the work accomplished by the Ad Hoc 
Committee in 1985 made a further contribution to the solution of the 
issues entrusted to it. It is therefore recommended that the Conference 
on Disarmament should re-establish the Ad Hoc Committee on Radio
logical Weapons at the beginning of its 1986 session and that the 
Annex to this report be considered as a basis for further work.

ANNEX

SCOPE

1. Each State Party to this Treaty undertakes never under any 
circimistances to develop, produce, stockpile, otherwise acquire or pos
sess, transfer or use radiological weapons.

[2. Each State Party to this Treaty also undertakes never imder any 
circumstances to employ deliberately, by its dissemination, any radio
active material, not defined as a radiological weapon in Article . . .  of 
this Treaty, to cause destruction, damage, or injury by means of the 
radiation produced by the decay of such material.]
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[3. Each State Party fiirther undertakes never under any circum
stances to release or disseminate radioactive material causing destruc
tion, damage or injury, by means of the radiation produced by the 
decay of such material, by attacking nuclear facilities as they are 
defined in Article . . .  of this Treaty.]

[3. Each State Party to this Treaty imdertakes never under any 
circumstances to attack nuclear facilities.]

[3. [bis] This prohibition against attack shall not apply to nuclear 
facilities giving regular significant and direct support to military oper
ations in time of war if such attack is the only feasible way of 
terminating such support and providing that such attacks do not lead 
to the release of radioactivity.]

[4. The provisions of this Treaty shall not apply to nuclear explosive 
devices or to radioactive material produced by them.]

5. Each State Party to this Treaty also imdertakes not in any way to 
assist, encourage or induce any person. State, group of States, or 
international organization to engage in any of the activities which the 
States Parties to the Treaty have imdertaken not to engage in under 
the provisions of paragraphs 1, 2 and 3 of this Article.

D EFIN rnO N S

For the purposes of this Treaty:
(a) the term '^radiological weapon" 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 [prepared] [designed] 
for employment, by its dissemination, to cause destruction, 
damage, or injury by means of the radiation produced by the 
decay of such materid.

J b) The term '̂ nuclear facilities'' means nuclear facilities [for peace- 
pxuposes] on land which are:

(i) nuclear reactors;
(ii) intermediate spent fuel storages; [facilities for transport and 

storage of nuclear fuel];
(iii) reprocessing plants;
(iv) waste deposits and
(v) enrichment facilities.]]

[[and which are imder IAEA safeguards] [and which in accordance 
with Annex . . . are included in a Register maintained by the Deposi
tary. Annex . . . constitutes an integral part of the Treaty.]] ®

PEACEFUL USES

[1. Nothing in this Treaty should be interpreted as affecting the 
in^enable rights of all States Parties to apply and develop their

® In this context, CD/RW /W P.67 contains Qiairm an's suggestions for draft elements 
of an Annex relating to Article II (b). [Footnote in source document.]
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programmes for the [peaceful] uses of nuclear energy for economic 
and social development [as well as for the use of sources of radiation 
from radioactive decay for peaceful purposes] [consistent with the 
need to prevent the [vertical, horizontal and geographic] proliferation 
of nuclear weapons] [in all its aspects], [with the need to achieve 
measures of nuclear disarmament] [with the overriding need of nuclear 
disarmament measiires], and in conformity with their priorities, inter
ests and needs [consistent with the provisions of the present Treaty].] 

[2. Each State Party undertakes [to contribute] [to promote] [to the 
fullest possible extent to the strengthening of international] co-oper
ation in the peaceful uses of nuclear energy [radioactive materials] 
taking into accoimt the particular needs of the developing coimtries.] 

[3. Each State Party imdertakes to contribute to the fullest possible 
extent to the development of adequate measures of protection for all 
States against the harmful effects of radiation.]

CESSATION OF THE NUCLEAR ARMS RACE AND NUCLEAR DISARMAMENT

[1. The States Parties to this Treaty imdertake to piu'sue urgently 
negotiations for the cessation 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 disarmament.]

[2. Nothing in this Treaty shall be interpreted as in any way limit
ing or detracting from existing rules of international law applicable in 
armed conflict or limiting or detracting from obligations assumed by 
the States Parties imder any other international agreement. Nor shall it 
be interpreted as in any way affecting existing international law relat
ing to nuclear weapons or detracting from obligations to prevent the 
use or threat of use of such weapons and the achievement of nuclear 
disarmament.]

152. Report to  the  Conference on Disarm am ent by  th e  A d  
Hoc Comm ittee on Effective In ternational A rrange 
m ents To A ssure N on-N uclear-W eapon S ta tes  A gainst 
th e  Use or Threat of Use of Nuclear W eapons, A ugust 
22, 1985 ^

I. IntroducHon

1. At its 326th plenary meeting, on 1 August 1985, the Conference 
on Disarmament decided to re-establish for the remainder of its 1985 
session, an Ad Hoc committee to continue to negotiate with a view to 
reaching agreement on effective international arrangements to assure 
non-nuclear-weapon States against the use or threat of use of nuclear 
weapons. The Conference further decided that the Ad Hoc committee

1 CD/640.
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would report to the Conference on the progress of its work before the 
conclusion of the 1985 session (document CD/628).

n. Organization of Work and Documents

2. Also at its 326th plenary meeting, the Conference on Disarma
ment appointed Ambassador Mansur Ahmad (Pakistan) as Chairman 
of the Ad Hoc Committee. Mr. M. Cassandra, United Nations Depart
ment for Disarmament Affairs, served as Secretary to the Ad Hoc 
Committee.

3. The Ad Hoc Committee held 3 meetings between 12 and 22 
August 1985.

4. 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 1985 session: Austria, Bangladesh, Cameroon, Finland, 
Greece, Norway, Senegal and Spain.

5. The Committee had before it the dociunents of previous sessions 
related to the item.^

III. Substantive Work

6. Owing to the time constraint imposed by the late establishment 
of the Ad Hoc Committee, the Chairman held informal consultations 
with delegations with a view to determining the most efficacious 
manner to address the item diuing the remaining part of the session. 
As a result of his informal consultations, the Chairman concluded that 
the positions espoused by the nuclear-weapon States during previous 
years had not changed. However, an overwhelming number of delega
tions, including those of the nuclear-weapon States, stressed the im
portance of the agenda item and their readiness to engage in a sub
stantive dialogue on the issue. Those delegations believed that nuclear 
disarmament and the complete elimination of nuclear weapons was the 
most effective guarantee against the use or threat of use of nuclear 
weapons. They believed that imtil nuclear disarmament was achieved 
on a universal basis, it was imperative for the international commimity 
to develop effective measures to assure the security of non-nuclear- 
weapon States against the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons 
from any quarter. Those delegations reaffirmed the need to find a

 ̂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-W eapon 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 Committee on Disarmament (CD/417). The list of documents submitted to 
the 1984 session is contained in the report of the Ad Hoc Committee to the Conference 
on Disarmament (CD/536 and Corr.l). [Footnote in source docimient. The lists of 
documents referred to are not included nere.]
An extract of CD/285 is printed in Documenk on Disarmament, 1982, pp. 264-268; and of
CD/417 ibid., 1983, pp. 730-736.
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common approach, acceptable to all, which could be included in an 
international instrument of a legally binding character.

7. During the course of consultations, several delegations observed 
that in their view in the absence of a nuclear disarmament process, no 
useful purpose could be served by a substantive consideration of the 
item and that the most effective assurance of security against the use 
or threat of use of nuclear weapons is nuclear disarmament and prohi
bition of the use of nuclear weapons. In addition, some delegations 
recalled the statements of the Group of 21, contained in docxmients 
CD/280 and CD/407 and said that imtil the nuclear-weapon States 
were ready to change their positions, there would be no prospects of 
reaching agreements on effective international arrangements to assiu-e 
non-nuclear-weapon States against the use or threat of use of nuclear 
weapons and that further negotiations in the Ad Hoc Committee on 
this item were unlikely to be fruitful so long as the nuclear-weapon 
States do not exhibit a genuine political will to reach a satisfactory 
agreement. Other delegations said that in their view the earlier re
establishment of an Ad Hoc Committee on the subject might have 
permitted some progress.

rV. Conclusions and RecommendaHons

8. Against the afore-mentioned background the Ad Hoc Committee 
recommends to the Conference on Disarmament that ways and means 
should continue to be explored to overcome the difficulties encoim- 
tered in its work in carrying 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. The Ad Hoc 
Committee generally agreed that the Conference on Disarmament 
should keep this item under active consideration at the 1986 session 
taking into account the mandate of the Ad Hoc Committee as well as 
present and future relevant recommendations of the General Assem
bly.

153. S ta tem ent by th e  Brazilian R ep resen ta tive  (d e  Souza 
e  Silva) to  th e  C onference on Disarmam ent: Nuclear 
Free Zones [Extract], A ugust 22, 1985 ^

• • • • • • •

As is well known, Brazil has actively promoted and supported the 
establishment of the first, and so far the only, international agreement 
that explicitly prohibits nuclear weapons in an inhabited region of the 
world, namely Latin America. Brazil participated fully in the negotia

1 CD/PV.332, pp. 26-27.
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tion of the Treaty of Tlatelolco,^ which we have signed and ratified, 
and which we pledged to observe strictly until the necessary condi
tions for its entry into force are fulfilled. Moreover, no doubts have 
ever arisen concerning our compliance with the purposes and provi
sions of the Treaty.

Brazil considers that such zones may become useful instnmients for 
curbing the proliferation of nuclear weapons, in its horizontal, vertical 
and geographic aspects, provided that they are respected not only by 
the coimtries of the region themselves but also, and particularly, by 
the nuclear-weapon Powers.

When I refer to geographic proliferation, it is because we shovild 
bear in mind the ominous practice of the nuclear Powers in later years, 
of increasingly disseminating their atomic arsenals on the territories of 
their allies and of some friends, and into the airspace and in interna
tional and territorial waters all over the world as well. This practice 
has been pursued and implemented regardless of the security interests 
of the countries concerned, and even without their knowledge.

The geographic spread of those arsenals, combined with defence 
programmes in outer space being developed by the super-Powers, 
might suggest the idea that if such weapons are ever to be used, they 
might be used by proxy or, in any event, be launched from bases 
conveniently located outside the territories of the super-Powers them
selves. Thus, theatre nuclear exchanges become thinkable anywhere in 
the world, and would no longer be confined to the region that is now 
saturated with such weapons and that has been so far considered as 
the only possible scenario for their use.

Against such dire prospects, nuclear-weapon-free zones can provide 
some measure of containment to the geographic dissemination of 
atomic arsenals. It is imperative that all countries, nuclear and non
nuclear alike, work together to achieve the desired effectiveness of 
such zones, wherever they already exist or are in the process of 
establishment, as is the case of the South Pacific. Compliance by the 
nuclear-weapon Powers with the objectives of the zones is therefore 
an indispensable element of their non-proliferation value.

Accordingly, I welcome the statement made this morning by the 
distinguished Under-Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs of Sweden, 
Mr. P. Schori. Speaking on the basic purpose of the proposed Nordic 
nuclear-weapon-free zone, which is to improve the security of the 
Nordic States, Mr. Schori said, and I quote, '̂the States included in 
such a zone should undertake to keep their territories absolutely free 
of nuclear weapons. The nuclear-weapon States should imdertake 
fully to respect the nuclear-weapon-free States of the zone." ®

In this regard, Brazil has consistently held the view that adequate 
and effective verification procedures are essential to achieve confi-

* For the text of the Treaty and its Protocols, see Documents on Disarmament 1967, pp. 
69-83.

3 CD/PV.332, p. 9.
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dence that the agreements are being complied with by all parties 
concerned, thus strengtheiung the regime instituted by the zone. We 
have stated this opinion in this Conference and in the General Assem
bly of the United Nations, and most recently at the ninth session of 
the Organization for the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin 
America (OPANAL), held in Mexico City.

Agreements aimed at establishing denuclearized zones might profit 
by taking into account the Latin American experience. In our conti
nent it has not been possible to determine with any degree of certain
ty whether the Powers that possess nuclear weapons have or have not 
introduced them in the zone of application of the Treaty of Tlatelolco. 
This situation persists in view of the increasing geographic prolifera
tion and of the policies of the nuclear-weapon Powers regarding the 
whereabouts of their weapons, coupled with the absence of verifica
tion procedures that would ascertain their compliance with the com
mitments they accepted in the Protocols annexed to the Treaty. I 
would like to quote, in this cormection, the very pertinent observation 
made this morning, on the subject of verification, by the distinguished 
representative of the Uiuted States, Ambassador Lowitz: "If a nation is 
to rely on arms control agreements rather than unilateral actions for its 
security, this requires assurance that other nations are abiding by their 
commitments." ^

Unilateral statements of compliance, of a general character, that 
caimot be verified, are simply not sufficient to generate confidence 
and promote the objectives of any treaty in the field of disarmament 
and security. As the nuclear-weapon Powers themselves have so fre
quently contended, unilateral statements of compliance amoimt to 
self-verification.

The Final Docimient of the first special session of the General 
Assembly devoted to disarmament states that '̂the process of estab
lishing such zones in different parts of the world should be encour
aged with the ultimate objective of achieving a world entirely free of 
nuclear weapons.'' ® This clearly indicates that the concept of nuclear- 
weapon-free zones should be conducive to the adoption of concrete 
measures of nuclear disarmament, and that the creation of such zones 
cannot in any way be interpreted as condoning or legitimizing the 
possession of nuclear weapons by any country outside the zone.

I am confident that such principles are in the forefront of the 
endeavoiu’s of the coxmtries of the South Pacific Forum.

p. 17.
® Documents on Disarmament, 1978, p. 422.
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154. Report to  th e  C onference on D isarm am ent by  th e  A d  
H oe Com m ittee on Chemical W eapons [Extracts], 
A ugust 23, 1985 ^

I. IntroducHon

1. At its 289th plenary meeting on 7 February 1985, the Conference 
on Disarmament adopted the following decision on the re-establish- 
ment of the Ad Hoc Committee on Chemical Weapons (CD/551):

The Conference on Disarmament, keeping in mind that the ne
gotiations of a Convention should proceed with a view to its final 
elaboration at the earliest possible date, in accordance with United 
Nations General Assembly resolutions 38/187/B and 39/65 C, and 
in discharging its responsibility to conduct as a priority task the 
negotiations on a multilateral convention on the complete and ef
fective prohibition of the development, production and stockpil
ing of chemical weapons and on their destruction, and to ensure 
the preparation of the convention, decides to re-establish, in ac
cordance with its rules of procedure, for the duration of its 1985 
session, the Ad Hoc Committee to continue the full and complete 
process of negotiations, developing and working out the conven
tion, except for its fin^ drafting, taking into account all existing 
proposals and drafts as well as future initiatives with a view to 
giving the Conference a possibility to achieve an agreement as 
soon as possible. This agreement, if possible, or a Report on the 
progress of the negotiations, should be recorded in the report 
which this Ad Hoc Committee will submit to the Conference at the 
end of the second part of its 1985 session.

n. Organization of Work and Documentation

2. In accordance with the decision mentioned above (CD/551), Am
bassador Staiuslaw Turbanski of Poland was appointed Chairman of 
the Ad Hoc Committee. Mr. Abdelkader Bensmail, Senior Political 
Affairs Officer, Department for Disarmament Affairs, continued to 
serve as Secretary of the Committee.

3. The Ad Hoc Committee held 12 meetings from 27 February to 19 
August 1985. The Ad Hoc Committee benefited from the inclusion in 
delegations of national experts. In addition, the Chairman held a 
nimiber of informal consultations with delegations.

4. At its 310th plenary meeting on 23 April 1985 of the Conference 
on Disarmament, the Chairman of the Ad Hoc Committee reported on 
the progress of its work.

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 work of the Ad Hoc Committee: Aus
tria, Burundi, Denmark, Finland, Greece, New Zealand, Norway, Por-

1 CD/636*, pp. 1-2, 5-7.
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tugal, Senegal, Spain, Switzerland, Turkey, United Republic of Came
roon.

• • • • • • •

III. Substantive Work During the 1985 Session

o. in accordance with its mandate, the Ad Hoc Committee continued 
the negotiation and further elaboration of the Convention, utilizing 
Aimex I and Annex II of CD/539  ̂ as well as other existing and new 
proposals presented by delegations. To this effect, it retained the basic 
structure that was established by the Committee in 1984, and accepted 
the Chairman's proposal to set up three Working Groups which dealt 
with specific aspects of the Convention as follows:

Ta) Working Group A: Scope, Definitions, Non-Production, Permit
tee! Activities (Chairman: Mr. Petar Poptchev, Bulgaria)

(b) Working Group B: Elimination of Stocks and Production Facili
ties (Chairman: Mrs. Elisabet Bormier, Sweden)

(c) Working Group C: Compliance (Chairman: Mr. Frank Elbe, Fed- 
eral Republic of Germany)

In addition, the prohibition of use of chemical weapons and the 
problem of herbicides were considered at Open-ended Consultations 
of the Ad Hoc Committee under the chairmanship of Mr. Noegroho 
Wisnoemoerti (Indonesia).

9. In accordance with the outline for the organization of work 
during the 1985 session (CD/CW/WP.98) and on the basis of the 
results achieved in the Working Groups, at the Open-ended Consulta
tions as well as in some cases on proposals put forward by the 
Chairman, preliminary formulations of provisions of the futxire Con
vention were assembled in Appendix I,® following the preliminary 
structure of the Convention.

The reports of the Working Groups and of the Chairman of the 
Open-ended Consultations constitute Appendix II.'*

IV. Conclusions and Recommendations

10. Appendix I reflects the present stage of negotiations on a Chem
ical Weapons Convention; however the draft texts contained therein 
do not bind delegations who retain the right to revert to these texts.

11. The Ad Hoc Committee recommends to the Conference on Disar
mament:

(a) that Appendix I be used as a basis for further negotiation and 
dr^ting of the Convention;

(b) that the reports of the Working Groups and of the Chairman of 
the Open-ended Consultations as contained in Appendix II, including

* See Documents on Disarmament 1984, pp. 603-644. Annex II is not included. 
® Not printed here.
 ̂Not printed here.
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the proposed draft formulations, together with other relevant existing 
and future documents of the Conference be equally utilized in the fur
ther elaboration of the Convention;

(c) that the Ad Hoc Committee resume its work imder the Chairman
ship of Ambassador Staiuslaw Turbanski (Poland) and imder its 
present mandate, for a session of limited duration diuing the period 
13-31 January 1986; that the work cover issues imder Articles IV, VI, 
including the relevant parts of Article II, and Article IX; furthermore 
that informal consultations be imdertaken on these issues by the 
Chairman 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 Ad Hoc Committee be re-established before the end of 
the second week of the 1986 session with its 1985 mandate, and that 
Ambassador R.I.T. Cromartie (United Kingdom) be appointed as its 
Chairman.

155. Report to  th e  C onference on D isarm am ent by  th e  A d  
H oe Com m ittee on P revention o f an  Arms Race in 
O u ter Space [Extracts], A ugust 26, 1985 ^

I. Introduction

1. At its 304th plenary meeting on 29 March 1985, the Conference 
on Disarmament adopted the following decision:

In the exercise of its responsibilities as the multilateral disarmament 
negotiating forum in accordance with paragraph 120 of the Final Doc
ument of the first special session of the General Assembly devoted to 
disarmament, the Conference on Disarmament decides to establish an 
Ad Hoc Committee imder item 5 of its agenda entitled 'Trevention of 
an arms race in outer space'".

The Conference requests the Ad Hoc Committee, in discharging that 
responsibility, to examine, as a first step at this stage, through sub
stantive and general consideration, issues relevant to the prevention of 
an arms race in outer space.

The Ad Hoc Committee will take into account all existing agree
ments, existing proposals and future initiatives and report on the 
progress of its work to the Conference on Disarmament before the end 
of its 1985 session.

II. Organization of Work and Documents

2. At its 314th plenary meeting on 20 June 1985, the Conference on 
Disarmament appointed Ambassador Saad Alfarargi (Egypt) as Chair
man of the Ad Hoc Committee. Miss Aida Luisa Levin, United Nations 
Department of Disarmament Affairs, served as the Committee's Secre
tary.

1 CD/641, pp.l, 4-17.
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3. The Ad Hoc Committee held 20 meetings between 24 June and 26 
August 1985.

4. 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: 
Austria, Denmark, Finland, Greece, Ireland, New Zealand, Norway and 
Spain.

• • • • • • •

111. Substantive Work During the 1985 Session

6. Following an initial exchange of views, the Ad Hoc Committee, at 
its sixth meeting, adopted a programme of work for the 1985 session 
(CD/OS/WP.5) containing the following points:

(a) Consideration of issues relevant to the prevention of an arms 
race in outer space;

(b) existing agreements relevant to the prevention of an arms race in 
outer space;

(c) proposals and future initiatives on the prevention of an arms race 
in outer space.

In order to give equal treatment to those subjects, the Committee 
further decided to allocate three meetings to each.

7. In accordance with the programme of work, delegations ex
changed views regarding issues relevant to the prevention of an arms 
race in outer space.

8. Some delegations stressed that outer space was the common 
heritage of mankind and that, consequently, the exploration and ex
ploitation of outer space should be preserved for exclusively peaceful 
purposes to promote the scientific, economic and social development 
of all countries. Some of the above delegations noted that up to the 
present, outer space had been an area free of weapons but that there 
was a growing threat of the emergence of '̂active" space systems, 
mainly for anti-ballistic and anti-satellite warfare. In their view, such 
developments posed an imminent risk that the military competition 
between the two major nuclear-weapon States would extend into 
outer space. All the above delegations expressed concern at the exten
sive use of outer space for military purposes that was already taking 
place. They pointed out that the majority of space objects now in 
orbit, while not meant as weapons or as weapons platforms, served 
military fimctions and constituted integral parts of weapons systems 
on earth and of strategic doctrines associated with the use of nuclear 
weapons.

9. Some delegations emphasized that the development of new space 
weapon systems will lead to an acceleration of the arms race, both 
horizontally and vertically, at the cost of existing legislation relating to 
outer space, arms limitation agreements and the disarmament process 
as a whole; amplify prevailing military asymmetries between the two
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major space Powers and their allies, on the one hand, and the non- 
aligned and neutral States, on the other; and will lead to the introduc
tion of new weapon technologies into regions not directly concerned 
with either of the two major space Powers, further imdermining their 
security.

10. There was also criticism by some delegations concerning the use 
of reconnaissance and surveillance satellites by space Powers to moni
tor strategically-vital information about countries that have no way of 
controlling or having access to such information. Furthermore, the 
attention of the Committee was drawn to the fact that there had been 
instances where satellites had been used in support of military oper
ations against developing coimtries. In this view, that situation, which 
had important implications for the seciuity of most countries, did not 
reflect recognition of the common interest of all mankind in the 
progress of the exploration and use of outer space for peaceful pur
poses, as stated in the preamble of the 1967 Treaty on Principles 
Governing the Activities of States in the Exploration and Use of Outer 
Space, including the Moon and Other Celestial Bodies.^

11. Delegations of the group of socialist coimtries fully shared the 
view that outer space is the common heritage of mankind and that, 
consequently, its exploration and use should be preserved for exclu
sively peaceful purposes in order to promote scientific, economic and 
social development of all coimtries. They noted that up to the present, 
outer space has been an area free of weapons and that urgent meas
ures have to be taken in order to prevent the extension of the arms 
race to outer space.

12. The same delegations emphasized that there was increasing con
cern at the threat of the spread of the arms race to outer space. In 
their view, this threat stemmed from the programme known as the 

'̂Strategic Defence Initiative'', which is not a research programme as it 
is stated but aimed at the development and deployment in space of a 
new class of armament—attack space weapons.

13. These delegations elaborated on the adverse political, military, 
economic and other consequences that, in their opinion, an arms race 
in space would have. These consequences included destabilization of 
the strategic situation; increased threat of the outbreak of nuclear war; 
acceleration of the arms race in all directions and growth of nuclear 
arsenals; imdermining of existing treaties and of the prospects for arms 
limitation and reduction, and increase of military tension; vast unpro
ductive expenditures; damage to the peaceful use of space and obsta
cles to international co-operation in the peaceful use of space.

14. Some other delegations shared the view that outer space was the 
common heritage of marJdnd and that, consequently, the exploration 
and use of outer space should be preserved for exclusively peaceful 
purposes to promote the scientific, economic and social development 
of all countries. They also shared the genuine concerns expressed on

2 For the text of the Treaty, see Documenk on Disarmament, 1967, pp. 38-43.

Document 155



OUTER SPACE REPORT, AUGUST 26 537

the part of many countries on the subject of the prevention of an arms 
race in outer space. They noted, however, that outer space is presently 
not, in fact, an area free of weapons. They stressed that the first task 
of the Ad Hoc Committee was to clarify ambiguities surroimding the 
existing legal regimes in outer space in terms of what was permitted, 
what was prohibited, what grey areas might exist and what gaps 
required attention. They pointed out that there was no agreement on 
the meaning of such basic terms as ^̂ peaceful piuposes'' or ^̂ militariza
tion". It was noted that many activities in space, while of a military 
character, served a variety of fimctions that contributed to stability 
and to monitoring the implementation of disarmament agreements. In 
that context, these delegations mentioned the problem of the protec
tion of satellites and pointed out that there were differing views 
regarding the protection already afforded by the existing legal regime, 
whether that protection needed to be strengthened and, if so, what 
scope it should be given. In their view, the consideration of proposals 
for additional measures to prevent an arms race in outer space presup
poses that the Committee reaches a prior common imderstanding of 
what is permitted and what is prohibited.

15. With respect to the question of whether there was a threat of an 
arms race in outer space, one delegation noted that it believed that 
outer space should only be used for peaceful purposes and to that end 
it was engaged in bilateral negotiations. It was ready in the Ad Hoc 
Committee to discuss issues relating to outer space in a manner con
sistent with, and complementary to, the bilateral negotiations. It 
stressed that the Strategic Defence Initiative was only a research pro
gramme that was consistent with all international obligations of its 
country, including existing treaties. It pointed out that one coimtry 
possessed currently operational capabilities in this area and, for many 
years, had been conducting research into advanced technologies for 
strategic defence.

16. One delegation answered that its coimtry had not been conduct
ing research into advanced technologies for strategic defence.

17. Some delegations stressed that the ambiguities surrounding the 
existing legal regime could only be resolved or clarified in the process 
of elaboration of new agreements, as none other than States Parties to 
existing treaties had the competence to interpret those legal instru
ments. Those delegations believed that as far as the international 
community was concerned, the calling into question of the meaning of 
the terms in international instruments by States Parties themselves, 
placed these instruments in jeopardy. Therefore, these delegations em
phasized that reference to ambiguities in existing legal instruments 
would be devoid of meaning and even have the effect of diverting 
attention if made outside the framework of negotiations of further 
agreement or agreements to prevent an arms race in outer space. In 
this context they expressed the need to engage in the preliminary task 
of clarifying ambiguities surroimding weaponization of outer space 
and the '̂ state of art'' in space weapons within the context of negotia
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tion. In particular, the need to reach agreement on the meaning of 
such basic terms as ^̂ peaceful ptirposes'', '̂militarization'', or "weapons 
of mass destruction", especially since recent developments in weapon 
technology have blurred the traditionally accepted interpretation of 
those terms among the space powers.

18. All delegations welcomed the initiation of bilateral negotiations 
on space and nuclear arms and recognized their importance. At the 
same time, they stressed the importance of, and need for, a multilater
al approach to issues relating to the prevention of an arms race in 
outer space.

19. Many delegations considered that the two negotiating parties 
should bear constantly in mind that not only their national interests 
but also the vital interests of all the peoples of the world are at stake 
and, accordingly, should keep the General Assembly and the Confer
ence on Disarmament duly informed of the progress of their negotia
tions, without prejudice to the progress of the negotiations. These 
delegations further believed that bilateral negotiations do not in any 
way diminish the urgent need to initiate multilateral negotiations in 
the Conference on Disarmament on the prevention of an arms race in 
outer space.

20. With respect to existing agreements, multilateral as well as 
bilateral, relevant to the prevention of an arms race in outer space, thje 
Group of Socialist delegations emphasized that there exists already an 
international legal regime which places certain limitations on various 
arms and military activities in outer space. In their view, however, all 
the agreements are not sufficient to put an effective barrier against the 
extension of the arms race into space, as they leave open cert^  
channels, such as the development and deployment in outer space of 
weapons or systems of weapons not defined as weapons of mass 
destruction, or the deployment of certain weapons-systems to be used 
against objects in space, or used from space against objects on Earth. 
They have concluded, therefore that concrete measures are needed 
urgently to prevent such developments as they would entail danger
ously destabilizing consequences.

21. Some delegations answered that there already exists a substantial 
body of law— b̂oth customary and treaty law—that is applicable to 
activities in space. Adherence to this body of law provides assurance 
that outer space will only be used for peaceful purposes.

22. With respect to the legal regime applicable to outer space, it was 
stressed that, as affirmed in the 1967 Outer Space Treaty, activities in 
the exploration and use of outer space should be carried out in accord
ance with international law, including the Charter of the United Na
tions. In this connection, some delegations noted the relevance of the 
provisions of Article 2 (4) of the United Nations Charter concerning 
the non-use of force.

23. Some delegations considered that those provisions constituted a 
central element of the legal regime in outer space. They noted that the 
prohibition of the use of force was subject to Article 51 of the
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Charter, which recognizes the inherent right of individual and collec
tive self-defence in case of armed attack. They expressed the view that 
Article 2 (4) of the Qiarter already afforded protection to space ob
jects and that, therefore, this should be taken into account when 
considering the need for additional measures for the protection of 
satellites against the use of force.

24. Other delegations, while recognizing the importance of the gen
eral principle on the non-use of force, as laid down in the United 
Nations Charter, noted that it did not preclude the militarization of 
outer space, as evidenced by the conclusion of international agree
ments specifically relating to outer space, inter alia, the 1967 Outer 
Space Treaty. It was also noted that Article 2 (4) did not prohibit the 
development, testing and deployment of strike space weapons. Fur
thermore, in regard to the reference to Article 51 of the Charter, they 
reiterated that this Article could not be invoked to justify the use or 
threat of use of force from outer space.

25. In the consideration of existing agreements, delegations dis
cussed a number of multilateral and bilateral instnmients, inter alia, the 
Treaty Banning Nuclear Weapon Tests in the Atmosphere, in Outer 
Space and Under Water (1963),  ̂ the Treaty on Principles Governing 
the Activities of States in the Exploration and Use of Outer Space, 
including the Moon and Other Celestial Bodies (1967), the Convention 
on Registration of Objects Launched into Outer Space (1975),̂ * the 
Convention on the Prohibition of Military or Any Other Hostile Use 
of Environmental Modification Techniques (1977),® the Agreement 
Governing the Activities of States on the Moon and Other Celestial 
Bodies (1979) ® and the Treaty Between the United States of America 
and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics on the Limitation of Anti- 
Ballistic Missile Systems (1972).*̂  In this connection, reference was 
made to docvunents CD/OS/WP.6 and CD/OS/WP.7.

26. Considerable attention focused on the 1967 Outer Space Treaty 
and the significance of the Treaty was generally imderlined. At the 
same time, various delegations stated that the Treaty contained terms 
that lent themselves to different interpretations. In addition, a number 
of delegations believed that, because of its limited scope, the Treaty 
was not sufficient to prevent an arms race in outer space. They 
pointed out that, while the Treaty, together with the Moon Treaty, 
provided for the complete demilitarization of the Moon and other 
celestial bodies, as well as for their orbits and trajectories, as far as the 
orbit aroimd the Earth was concerned, it only prohibited the place
ment there of any object carrying nuclear weapons or any other kind 
of weapons of mass destruction, or the stationing of such weapons in 
outer space in any other manner. In their view, therefore, there was a

® Documents on Disarmament 1963, pp. 291-293.
4 28 UST 695, TIAS 8480.
® Documenk on Disarmament, 1977, pp. 322-326.
® General Assembly Resolution 34/68, reprinted ibid., 1979, pp. 736-745. 

m ., 1972, pp. 197-201.
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risk that the Treaty could be considered by some to leave open a 
number of options for the military use of outer space. This, however, 
in the judgement of these delegations, would run coimter to the spirit 
of the Treaty, since its Preamble sets down that outer space should be 
used for peaceful purposes. Two delegations held that the arms control 
regime applicable to outer space was far more comprehensive than the 
arms control regime on Earth. In this view, the Outer Space Treaty, 
together with the Partial Test Ban Treaty which, inter alia, prohibit^  
nuclear explosions in outer space, had the effect of making outer space 
a nuclear-weapon-free zone.

27. Various delegations referred to the 1975 Registration Convention 
requiring States of registry to furnish to the Secretary-General of the 
United Nations information concerning space objects, including their 
general fimction. Those delegations felt that this Convention, if ade
quately implemented, could serve as a valuable confidence-building 
measure in that it would give greater transparency to outer space 
activities.

28. Some delegations held that the examination of the existing legal 
regime undertaken by the Ad Hoc Committee had confirmed the need 
to clarify ambiguities and arrive at consensus interpretations of what 
was permitted and what was prohibited. Many delegations held that 
the work of the Committee would be most successful if it proceeded 
by imdertaking a complete examination of the present legal regime 
aimed at a common understanding of that regime. Other delegations 
believed that the discussion had shown that the existing body of 
international law applicable to outer space contained many loopholes 
to prevent effectively an arms race in outer space. Therefore, they 
believed that it was imperative to commence negotiations immediately 
with a view to arriving at agreement or agreements that will prevent 
such an arms race in outer space. Many other delegations pointed out 
that the Committee should instead direct its work towards practical 
measures preventing an arms race in outer space in all its aspects as 
recommended by United Nations General Assembly resolution 39/59.

29. A nimiber of views and proposals were brought to the attention 
of the Committee (CD/274,8 CD/476,» A/39/243, CD/607; CD/ 
357,11 CD/PV.263, CD/540, para. 109; CD/540, para. 110; CD/579; 
CD/PV.252, CD/PV.301, CD/OS/WP.8; CD/PV.279; CD/PV.318; 
CD/PV.325).

30. Stressing the need to block all channels for the extension of the 
arms race into outer space, delegations of the group of socialist coun
tries drew attention to the draft treaties on the prohibition of the 
stationing of weapons of any kind in outer space, submitted in 1981, 
contained in document CD/274, and on the prohibition of the use of

 ̂Ibid., 1981, pp. 334-336.
® Identical witn A/38/194, reprinted iUd., 1983, pp. 684-689. 

Document 105.
See Documents on Disarmament, 1983, pp. 209-213.
Document 51.

Document 155



OUTER SPACE REPORT, AUGUST 26 541

force in outer space and from space against the Earth, submitted in 
1983, contained in document CD/476, and to the proposal on the use 
of outer space exclusively for peaceful piuposes for the benefit of all 
mankind, submitted in 1984.̂ ® They also referred to their proposal, 
which called for an agreement on the prohibition and elimination of 
an entire class of weapons, namely, attack space systems of any 
kind—conventional, nuclear, laser, particle-beam or any other form— 
whether maimed or immanned. Such space systems should not be 
developed, tested or deployed, either for anti-missile defence or as 
anti-satellite systems, or for use against targets on Earth or in the air 
and systems that had already been developed should be destroyed. In 
their view, all these proposals provided a constructive basis for work
ing out an agreement or agreements for the prevention of an arms race 
in outer space. In their opinion, which was shared by other delega
tions, a first step in that direction would be for other States to join in 
the uiulateral moratorium already declared by one State on the 
launching of anti-satellite weapons in outer space, which would be in 
force as long as other States acted in the same way. These delegations 
were of the view that the 1983 draft treaty submitted to the Confer
ence in document CD/476 was a good basis for conducting negotia
tions on the problem imder consideration.

31. In cormection with the latter proposal, some delegations ob
served that the text concerned had serious deficiencies, inter alia, be
cause of its unequal approach, the imprecision of its definitions, and
its lack of effective verification proposals.

32. Some other delegations rejected those assertions and pointed out 
that, if such preliminary observations had any groimd at all, they 
could be considered in the course of the negotiations with a view to 
elaborating a generally agreed comprehensive agreement to prevent an 
arms race in outer space.

33. Various delegations referred to suggestions or proposals concern
ing the prohibition of anti-satellite systems and the protection of 
satellites. The view was expressed that the main task should be to 
negotiate an international treaty banning all space weapons, including 
weapons directed against targets in space. Such a ban should cover the 
development, testing and deployment of ASAT weapons on Earth, in 
the atmosphere and in outer space and should include the destruction 
of existing ASAT systems. Fiu*thermore, in this view, damage, distvirb- 
ance and harmful interference in the normal functioning of permitted 
space objects should be forbidden in international agreements in order 
to strengthen the Outer Space Treaty and confirm the International 
Telecommimications Convention. ̂  ̂

34. Some delegations noted that there were a number of questions 
that would have to be addressed in the consideration of a ban on 
ASAT systems, inter alia, the definition of anti-satellite weapons, the

A/39/243. Reprinted in Documents on Disarmament 1984, pp. 730-731.
28 UST 2495, TIAS 8572.
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problem of dual-purpose spacecraft and the problems posed by the 
fact that ABM and ASAT technologies shared common elements. It 
was suggested that, taking into account the need to assure the verifi
ability of eventual treaty commitments, the first objective should be to 
prohibit untested anti-satellite systems, i.e., systems capable of hitting 
satellites in high orbit. The desirability of a ban on such systems was 
stressed on the groimds that high altitude satellites performed a 
nimiber of stabilizing fimctions. The view was expressed that an 
agreement banning the development, testing and deployment of high- 
altitude ASAT systems should be regarded as a first step towards more 
comprehensive agreements to prevent an arms race in outer space.

35. Various delegations noted that bilateral agreements, such as the 
1972 ABM Treaty and the two SALT agreements,^® provided protec
tion for satellites of the parties that served as national technical means 
of verification and suggested the desirability of multilateralizing that 
immunity to cover the satellites of third coimtries.

36. On this question, the view was also expressed that the Confer
ence on Disarmament should, in its exploration of issues relevant to 
arms control in outer space, consider the possibility of the protection 
from attack of all satellites which contributed to the preservation of 
strategic stability and which were instrumental in monitoring arms 
control and disarmament agreements. Furthermore, this same protec
tion should be extended to the ground stations essential for the oper
ation of those satellites.

37. One delegation, recalling that nuclear-weapon States had used 
military satellites in support of military actions against developing 
countries, held that this was a major consideration to be taken into 
account in connection with the question of the protection of satellites. 
It further stated that international peace and security could not be 
allowed to depend on such concepts as strategic stability for they lay 
at the heart of the action/reaction process that perpetuated the nuclear 
arms race and with it the danger of the armihilation of mankind.

38. In connection with the statement in the paragraph above, some 
delegations pointed out that strategic stability is an objectively impor
tant factor in maintairung and strengthening peace and international 
security, and that they continued to strive to maintain military balance 
at the lowest possible level.

39. Other delegations added that the concept of strategic stability 
and the means of its implementation employed by their coimtries were 
fully consistent with the obligations of all States to settle international 
disputes by peaceful means and to refrain from the use or threat of 
use of force against the territorial integrity or political independence of 
any State.

40. Some delegations were of the opinion that all aspects of the 
arms race in outer space should be dealt with in order to achieve a

The ABM Treaty is also known as a "SALT Agreement/' The three Agreements may
be found in Documents on Disarmament 1972, pp. 197 ff., and 1979, pp. 189 ff.
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comprehensive regime to prevent an arms race in outer space. In their 
view, the principles of demilitarization should be extended to encom
pass outer space as a whole.

41. Various delegations held that verifiability was a fimdamental 
criterion that should be applied in the consideration of proposals 
relating to the prevention of an arms race in outer space. They pointed 
out that, as discussed in document CD/OS/WP.7, in the case of most 
existing agreements, for example, the ENMOD Convention and the 
Outer Space Treaty, verification provisions were limited. They sug
gested that, at the present stage of technical development, some sort of 
international direct inspection should be applied, including on-site 
inspection, whenever feasible. Some delegations believed that consid
eration should be given to the establishment of an international 
agency to verify compliance so that all Parties may have access to the 
results of verification. In that connection, a nimiber of delegations 
referred to the proposal for the establishment of an international 
satellite monitoring agency. Many delegations supporting the proposal 
for the establishment of an international satellite monitoring agency, 
pointed out that it would, inter alia, overcome the credibility gap that 
besets the existing national technical means of verification. They, 
however, held that an imposition of verifiability as a fimdamental 
criterion would have the effect of creating an insurmountable obstacle 
to all attempts at negotiating agreements to prevent an arms race in 
outer space. They alluded in this context to the relevant paragraphs of 
the Final Docimient of the first special session of the General Assem
bly devoted to disarmament. Other delegations noted in the same 
context that one relevant paragraph of the Final Dociunent of the first 
special session of the General Assembly of the United Nations devoted 
to disarmament (paragraph 31) states that ''Disarmament and arms 
limitation agreements should provide for adequate measures of verifi
cation satisfactory to all parties concerned in order to create the neces
sary confidence and ensure that they are being observed by all parties. 
The form and modalities of the verification to be provided for in any 
specific agreement depend upon and should be determined by the 
purposes, scope and nature of the agreement. Agreements should pro
vide for the participation of parties directly or through the United 
Nations system in the verification process. Where appropriate, a com
bination of several methods of verification as well as other compliance 
procedures should be employed".^®

42. Some delegations, noting the inadequacy of the information 
furnished to the Secretary-General of the United Nations imder the 
1975 Convention on the Registration of Objects Launched into Outer 
Space, suggested the need to consider ways and means of improving 
the implementation and, as appropriate, augmenting the provisions of 
the Convention so that the international commimity may have de
tailed information on the nature and purposes of space activities. They

The Final Document appears ibid., 1978, pp. 411 ff.
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believed that this would be a valuable confidence-building measiu-e 
and would facilitate verification.

43. Some delegations also mentioned suggestions concerning the 
possibility of developing, as a confidence-building measure, ''rules of 
the road" for space objects.

44. Some delegations believed that, in view of the advanced tech
nology involved in the exploration and use of outer space, and the fact 
that only a few States were in a position to benefit therefrom, it was 
necessary in the consideration of proposals to contemplate ways and 
means of strengthening international co-operation in the peaceful uses 
of outer space, so that all States would have access to all areas of 
space technology without discrimination to promote their economic 
and social development according to their needs, interests and prior
ities. It was also suggested that surveillance and reconnaissance activi
ties by satellite should be entrusted to an international body that 
could set up data banks from which any coimtry would be able to 
obtain information relevant to its needs. Such a body could also be 
used to provide advance information on crisis situations, so as to
enhance the crisis management role of the United Nations.

45. Some delegations, outlining their general approach to the consid
eration of proposals relating to the prevention of an arms race in outer 
space, stated that, in their view, a proposal should meet three criteria. 
First, the proposal should apply equally to all parties. Second, it 
should be verifiable. Third, there was the question whether the pro
posal, even if it applied equally and was verifiable, woxild, if imple
mented, enhance stability and security. These delegations were of the
opinion that all of the proposals on this subject must meet those
criteria.

46. Some delegations questioned the validity of the notion of stabil
ity put forward by nuclear-weapon States and their allies as a criterion 
to assess the need for and desirability of measures to prevent an arms 
race in outer space. In their view, it was an integral element of 
strategic concepts and doctrines that reflected the narrow security 
perceptions of the two alliances vis-a-vis each other. These delegations 
believed that questions relating to the prevention of an arms race in 
outer space should be considered in a much broader perspective taking 
full accoimt of the concerns and interests of non-aligned and neutral 
countries.

47. In connection with this statement, some delegations recalled that 
their position concerning the prevention of an arms race in outer space 
takes fully into account the interests of all coimtries and peoples and 
had nothing to do with the ''narrow security perceptions" mentioned 
above.

48. Other delegations reiterated that the criteria used by them in 
implementing their efforts for the prevention of an arms race in outer 
space were as follows:

>hat outer space is the conunon heritage of all mankind; 
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—that the exploration and use of outer space should be preserved 
for exclusively peaceful purposes in order to promote the scien
tific, economic and social development of all countries.

Furthermore, in their view, none of their strategic concepts or doc
trines were at variance with these criteria.

49. In the opinion of many delegations, the consideration of the 
proposals put forward before the Ad Hoc Committee had shown that 
there were areas of agreement on a niunber of major aspects of the 
problem and that, consequently, there was a good basis for pursuing 
the elaboration of an agreement or agreements to prevent an arms race 
in outer space. Many other delegations were of the view that the 
discussion, while useful, had been general and preliminary in nature. 
Some pointed out that for future discussions proposals should be 
elaborated and refined.

50. A number of delegations emphasized the need for the space 
powers to demonstrate the necessary political will, not only to avoid 
further militarization of outer space, but also to recognize that the 
pursuit of their interests in this sphere cannot take precedence over 
the interests of the international community.

51. Various delegations believed that, in view of the complexity and 
technical nature of the subject, the work of the Ad Hoc Committee 
would benefit greatly from the participation of experts. Accordingly, 
they suggested that at an early stage diuing the next session consider
ation should be given to ways and means of organizing that participa
tion.

*  *  )k

52. Many delegations stressed that they had accepted the mandate 
because it expressly indicated that there would be a first exploratory 
stage and that ^̂ as a first step at this stage^  ̂ it would be necessary to 
examine, ^ t̂hrough substantive and general consideration, issues rele
vant to the prevention of an arms race in outer space". In their 
view, it was clear from the explicit reference in the last line in the 
mandate, that the stage referred to must end at the same time as the 
1985 session of the Ad Hoc Committee and that next year negotiations 
should begin with a view to the ^'conclusion of an agreement or 
agreements", as appropriate, to prevent an arms race in outer space, as 
specifically stated in resolution 39/59 approved by 150 votes in favour 
and none against.

53. Other delegations stressed that in their view, the accepted man
date was a relevant and realistic one that permitted a considerable 
amount of concrete work which would not interfere, imdercut or in 
any way prejudge the bilateral negotiations under way between the 
United States of America and the USSR on this issue. Furthermore,

Document 61.
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those delegations made clear their hope that the mandate would not 
expire at the end of the 1985 session should the Committee not have 
completed the kind of exploratory work envisaged by those delega
tions in the mandate.

54. Delegations of the socialist countries, fully sharing the opinion 
expressed in paragraph 52 above, upheld the view that the Conference 
on Disarmament should re-establish the Ad Hoc Committee at the 
beginrung of its 1986 session with an appropriate mandate enabling it 
to start negotiations on concrete practical measures urgently needed to 
prevent an arms race in all its aspects in outer space, as recommended 
by the relevant resolution of the United Nations General Assembly. 
Furthermore, the group of socialist coimtries proposed that Ambassa
dor L. Bayart (Mongolia) be appointed as Chairman of the Ad Hoc 
Committee on Prevention of an Arms Race in Outer Space for its 1986 
session.

55. Other delegations, taking note of the above-mentioned proposal 
of the socialist countries, stated that further consultations would be 
necessary in order to examine this matter.

rV. Conclusion

56. The Ad Hoc Committee had a wide-ranging discussion that con
tributed to clarifying the complexity of a number of problems and to a 
better understanding of positions. The importance and urgency of 
preventing an arms race in outer space was recognized by the Com
mittee and, consequently, all efforts should be made to assure that 
substantive work on the agenda item entitled ^Trevention of an Arms 
Race in Outer Space" will continue at the next session of the Confer
ence.

156. S ta tem en t by th e  M exican R epresen ta tive  (G arcia 
Robles) to  th e  C onference on Disarmament: Nuclear 
Free Zones, A ugust 27, 1985 ^

It will very shortly be 20 years since, on 21 February 1967,1 had the 
privilege of submitting to the Eighteen-Nation Committee on Disar
mament, '̂ for the information of the representatives of member 
States'", as I then said, the Treaty for the Prohibition of Nuclear 
Weapons in Latin America which had been opened for signature one 
week before in the Mexican Foreign Ministry situated in the historic 
quarter of Mexico City that bears the Aztec name of Tlatelolco.^ 
Thanks to this Treaty, there was to come into existence the first 
nuclear-weapon-free zone covering densely populated areas.

1 CD/PV.333, pp. 26-29.
 ̂The texts of the Treaty and its Protocols may be found in Documents on Disarmament

1967, pp. 69-83.
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The event I have just recalled and the fact that, pursuant to article 
26 of the Treaty, the Government of Mexico has the honour to serve 
as the depository of that instrument, explain adequately the profoimd 
satisfaction with which we received the happy news that, on 6 August 
1985, the fortieth anniversary of the explosion of the first nuclear 
bomb over Hiroshima, there was opened for signature at Rarotonga, in 
the Cook Islands, the international instrument that bears the title of 
^̂ South Pacific Nuclear Free Zone Treaty'' and that it had already been 
signed by eight Heads of Government, those of Australia, New Zea
land, Fiji, the Cook Islands, Kiribati, Niue, Western Samoa and 
Tuvalu.^

This satisfaction has been confirmed by the thorough examination 
that we have been able to make of the complete text of the Treaty, 
including its four Annexes and three Protocols, which, as requested by 
the representative of Australia to the Conference on Disarmament, 
Ambassador Richard Butler, and the Charge d'Affaires of the Perma
nent Mission of New Zealand to the United Nations Office at Geneva, 
Mr. Brett Thomas Lineham, has been reproduced and circulated in 
document CD/633.

Indeed, this examination brought us to the conclusion not only that 
the two years of persistent effort by the Latin American States that 
comprised the Preparatory Commission for the Denuclearization of 
Latin America, known by the acronym COPREDAL, made possible 
the successful outcome of the elaboration of the Treaty of Tlatelolco, 
but also that many of the lessons deriving from the experience ac
quired diuing that period can be of use in facilitating the arduous task 
of the States from other regions which, as those of the South Pacific 
have just done, wish to contribute towards nuclear disarmament 
throu^ the effective process of establishing nuclear-weapon-free 
zones.

As an illustration of what I have just said, and without that dimin
ishing in any way the merit of the work by the South Pacific Fonmi, I 
should like to mention a few concrete examples:

Firstly, I feel that I must stress how positive and extremely encour
aging for the creation of nuclear-weapon-free zones is the fact that, 
like the Latin American States, the States of the South Pacific conclud
ed that it was not an indispensable prerequisite for the establishment 
of such a zone that all the States situated therein should form part of 
it from the outset;

The South Pacific Treaty includes in its first article a definition of 
what is meant by a ''nuclear weapon" that corresponds in essence to 
the definition contained in Article 5 of the Treaty of Tlatelolco and, 
like that Treaty, specifies that the means of transport or delivery of 
the explosive device is not covered by the definition "if separable 
from and not an indivisible part of it";

® See Document 137.
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The two Treaties coincide—article 30 of the Treaty of Tlatelolco and 
article 13 of the South Pacific Treaty— în declaring that they are ''of a 
permanent nature and shall remain in force indefinitely", although 
both of them provide for the possibility of denunciation by any of 
their Parties in the cases specified in the two articles I have cited;

Both Treaties are categorical in declaring—article 27 of the Treaty of 
Tlatelolco and article 14 of the South Pacific Treaty— t̂hat they ''shall 
not be subject to reservations";

When the two instnmients of which I am speaking were being 
drawn up, similar conclusions were reached concerning maritime or 
aerial transit by foreign ships or aircraft. The only difference is that, 
where the South Pacific is concerned, the conclusion is stated in article
5, paragraph 2 of the Treaty and that, where Tlatelolco is concerned, it 
was not included in the Treaty but in a declaration by the Preparatory 
Commission indicating that, as regards this matter,

it shall be understood that there shall apply the relevant princi
ples and rules of international law, according to which it is for the 
territorial State, in the free exercise of its sovereignty, to grant or 
refuse such transit in each particular instance, subject to a request 
on the part of the interested State for permission to effect such 
transit, imless otherwise agreed in a treaty between those States;

Finally, both the Treaty of Tlatelolco and the South Pacific Treaty 
contain provisions that establish a control system of remarkable effi
ciency. The relevant provisions are to be foimd, as regards Tlatelolco, 
in Articles 12 to 18 of the Treaty and, in connection with the South 
Pacific, in Articles 8, 9 and 10 of the Treaty as supplemented by the 
provisions of Armex 2, IAEA safeguards, and of Aimex 4, which bears 
the title "Complaints Procedure".

The comparison and analysis of these provisions permits a conclu
sion similar to that which U Thant, then Secretary-General of the 
United Nations, expressed at the opening ceremony, held on 2 Sep
tember 1969, of the first session of the General Conference of the 
Agency for the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin America 
(OPANAL), when, after declaring that the Treaty of Tlatelolco was 
unique because it covered "an important inhabited part of the Earth", 
he added that:

it is also unique because the Agency that is being established at 
this session vnil have the advantage of possessing a permanent 
and effective control system with a series of novel features. In ad
dition to applying the system of safeguards of the International 
Atomic Energy Agency, the regime established by the Committee 
contains provisions concerning special reports and investigations 
and, in the event of suspicion, special inspections. This Treaty in
cludes a series of aspects of the system known as the 'verification 
by challenge', which is one of the new concepts that arouse the 
most hope in the complicated question of verification and control.
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As regards the three Protocols of the South Pacific Treaty, Protocols 
1 and 2 correspond in their general lines and their respective objectives 
to the two Additional Protocols to the Treaty of Tlatelolco.

Protocol 3 to the new Treaty is intended solely to record the under
taking of the States that are Parties to it '̂ not to test any nuclear 
explosive device anywhere within the South Pacific Nuclear Free 
Zonê '. In the case of the Treaty of Tlatelolco, there is no Protocol of 
this kind, for it would have been redundant since, in Additional 
Protocol II, the nuclear-weapon States undertake on becoming Parties 
to that Protocol '̂not to contribute in any way in the territories to 
which the Treaty applies . . .  to the performance of acts involving a 
violation of the obligations of Article 1 of the Treaty '̂, in which the 
testing of all nuclear weapons is strictly prohibited.

It is really a pity that the Conference on Disarmament, which has 
been termed the sole multilateral negotiating body in the field, should 
have been incapable of negotiating a single draft treaty or convention 
in the years that have elapsed since the holding of the first special 
session of the General Assembly devoted to disarmament at which, in
1978, its membership and fimctions were decided.

Something similar happened with the bilateral negotiations between 
the two super-powers when, after signing the SALT II Treaty in
1979,  ̂ one of them refused to ratify it; and with what are known as 
the trilateral negotiations on the cessation of nuclear-weapon testing, 
which have now been suspended for five years through the action of 
the same super-power.

If, then, it would seem for the moment that the only attainable 
nuclear disarmament measures are those that are being implemented— 
paradoxical though that may be— b̂y the non-nuclear-weapon States, 
we must, both here and in the Third Review Conference of the Non- 
Proliferation Treaty,^ which opens this afternoon, and, above all, at 
the fortieth regular session of the United Nations General Assembly, 
give our firm and imequivocal support to treaties such as that which 
the 14 States members of the South Pacific Forum have just made a 
reality.

Let us hope that, to the nuclear-weapon-free zone that has been 
created and that established in Tlatelolco almost 20 years ago, there 
will be added at a not-too-distant date those other three zones of the 
same nature that have been appearing year after year in the agenda of 
the General Assembly: Africa, the M id^e East and Southern Asia. The 
Nordic coxmtries and the Balkans represent two other regions where 
there has also been frequent discussion of the possibility and advis
ability of adopting a similar status. If those five projects were convert
ed into reality and the nuclear-weapon-free zones envisaged in them 
were added to the two that already exist, a giant step would, we feel.

® Documenk on Disarmament, 1979, pp. 189 ff.
* For the final declaration of iiiis review conference, see Document 178. For the text

of the Non-Proliferation Treaty, see Documenk on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 461-465.
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have been taken towards the realization of the ultimate objective 
outlined in the final document approved by consensus in 1978, and 
unanimously and categorically reaffirmed in 1982 of attaining "a. 
world entirely free of nuclear weapons through the process of estab
lishing" in various parts of the Earth zones free from these terrible 
instruments of mass destruction.®

157. M essage  From President R eagan to  th e  Third Review 
C onference of th e  Parties to  th e  T reaty  on th e  Non- 
Proliferation o f Nuclear W eapons, A ugust 28, 1985 ^

It gives me great pleasure to address this message to the delegates to 
the third Non-Proliferation Treaty Review Conference—an event that 
also commemorates the 15th anniversary of that Treaty.  ̂The Nonpro
liferation Treaty is a historic accomplishment. It is a critical corner
stone in our common effort to prevent the further spread of nuclear 
weapons, while providing an essential framework for parties to reap 
the benefits of the peaceful atom. By reducing the dangers of the 
spread of nuclear weapons and the risks of nuclear war, it contributes 
to the security and safety of all nations and all peoples.

My central arms control objective has been to reduce substantially 
and ultimately to eliminate nuclear weapons and rid the world of the 
nuclear threat. Toward that end, the United States has proposed in 
Geneva radical reductions in the number of existing nuclear weapons. 
This, I believe, is the most direct and best course to pursue if we are 
to eliminate the danger of nuclear war.

At the same time, I believe that verifiable limitations on nuclear 
testing can play a useful, although more modest, role. For this reason, 
on July 29, I reiterated my desire to get a process going which will 
enable the United States and the Soviet Union to establish the basis 
for effectively verifying limits on undergroimd testing.® We have 
invited the Soviet Union to send observers, with any instnmientation 
devices they wish to bring, to measure a nuclear test at our site. This 
invitation has no conditions.

Yet another critical objective of the United States is to build a 
stable, more cooperative relationship with the Soviet Union. Of the 
shared interests between our two coimtries, avoiding war and reducing 
the level of arms are among the greatest. As I have said before, 
cooperation begins with commimication, and I look forward to meet
ing with General Secretary Gorbachev this November.

»Ibid., 1978, p. 422; ibid., 1982, pp. 421-425.
 ̂Department of State Bulletin, November 1985, p. 35. The message was read to the 

conference by ACDA Director Adehnan in his statement of the same date.
 ̂For the text of the Treaty, see Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 461-465 

® Document 125.
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All parties to the NPT now share the responsibility of taking stock, 
of looking in a fair and balanced way at how well the treaty's vital 
goals are being met, and of considering how we might do even better.

As the operation of this important Treaty is reviewed, the conference 
should also celebrate the fact that it is a tremendous success. The 
United States remains firmly committed to the objectives embodied in 
this treaty and to its vision of a more stable and secure world for all 
nations.

158. S ta tem en t by  ACDA Director A delm an to  th e  Third 
Review  C onference o f th e  Parties to  th e  T reaty  on 
th e  N on-Proliferation of Nuclear W eapons, A ugust 
28, 1985 ^

Forty years ago, the world witnessed the birth of a new kind of 
weapon of imprecedented and imtil-then imimaginable destructive
ness. Since then all nations and all peoples of the world have had to 
face the promise and the peril of the atom.

Over the next 4 weeks, the distinguished delegates gathered here 
have the solemn responsibility to discuss the most important subject 
of our era—the nuclear challenge. Together we will evaluate the con
tribution to meeting that challenge made by the Treaty on the Non
proliferation of Nuclear Weapons.^ President Reagan has set forth my 
coimtry's thoughts on the tasks ahead, which I would like to share 
with you.

[Here Ambassador Adelman read the President's message, printed 
supra.\

As President Reagan says, it is incumbent upon us once again to 
take stock of the NPT. This task is especially useful now, as we are 
more than halfway between its entry-into-force and 1995 when the 
subject of extending the Treaty must be addressed.

Surely there is a diversity of views on how to meet the nuclear 
challenge, which will be reflected in this hall over the coming month. 
Indeed, there should be.

As free people, we Americans understand and accept the importance 
of a diversity of views. This conference's concrete outcome—^whether 
there is a final declaration or what type it may be— îs far less impor
tant than our holding an honest and balanced review— ŵith, as 1 say, 
its panoply of opinion. There is no question in my mind that such a 
review will reveal that we all share a great stake in the Non-Prolifera- 
tion Treaty and that it serves the security interests of all coxmtries.

Why? Because it has made our world safer. No treaty can be asked 
to do more. As one of our Founding Fathers, John Jay, stated in the

 ̂Department of State Bulletin, November 1985, pp. 35-38.
 ̂Printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 461-465.
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Federalist Papers, Among the many objects to which a wise and free 
people find it necessary to direct their attention, that of providing for 
their safety seems to be the first/' ®

The treaty was designed to serve three purposes:

• To stop the spread of nuclear weapons;
• To help member nations acquire peaceful nuclear capabilities; and
• Lead to fvirther progress in comprehensive arms control and disar

mament measures.

How has it done with these three goals?

Stopping the Spread of Nuclear Weapons

Best, surely, on the first goal, the central element of the Treaty 
which benefits all nations. In the late 1950s and early 1960s, it was 
feared that there could be no stopping the spread of nuclear weapons. 
A special committee of the U.S. National Planning Association, for 
example, predicted in 1958 that ''by 1970, most nations with apprecia
ble military strength will have in their arsenals nuclear weapons— 
strategic, tactical, or both."  ̂ Similar concerns partly led to a 1961 UN 
General Assembly resolution, sponsored by Ireland, which called at
tention to the dangers of proliferation and the need to stop it.® 
President John F. Kennedy, just 2 years later, warned of a world 
which, by 1975, would have 15-20 nations with nuclear weapons.®

Such a fearful expectation could have resulted in diplomatic fatalism 
and political stagnation. But it did not. World leaders were wise 
enough to take positive actions to head off the looming danger. The 
residt was the Non-Proliferation Treaty. And since its entry into force 
in 1970, the Treaty has truly played a crucial role in stopping the 
bomb's spread. Who then would have believed that in the ensuing 15 
years, only one additional coimtry—India—^would detonate a nuclear 
explosive device? Very few persons, but it turned out so.

As a result, today all of us are more secure. In part, this is due to 
the Treaty's wide adherence, the readiness of more than 125 coxmtries 
to renoxmce the acquisition of nuclear explosives and to accept Inter
national Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) safeguards on all their peace
ful nuclear activities.*  ̂ These moves have helped check both the do
mestic pressures and international concerns that can, and otherwise 
might have, triggered pursuit of nuclear weapons. The Treaty's non
proliferation and safeguards provisions have likewise served as a foim- 
dation for soimd nuclear supply policies.

 ̂ 'T h e  Federalist No. 3 /' The Federalist [The Modem Library] (New York: Random 
House, n.d.), p. 13.

 ̂NPA Special Project Committee on Security Through Arms Control, 1970 Without 
Arms Control: Implications of Modem Weapons Technology (Planning pamphlet No. 104, Wash
ington, D.C.: National Planning Association, 1958), p. 42.

® Documents on Disarmament, 1961, p. 694.
6 Ibid., 1963, p. 113.

Ibid., 1971, pp. 218-244.
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Even more important, with its continually growing membership—16 
more coimtries have joined since the last review conference— t̂he 
Treaty reflects an increasingly universal norm of nonproliferation. A 
world of many nuclear powers is avoidable and must be avoided. For a 
state to embark on the path to these weapons would be met with 
international concern, not acquiescence. To acquire them would be 
met with international condemnation, not praise. These norms, valued 
at the time of the NPT's creation, have been reinforced every year 
since.

All coimtries have an interest in preventing the further spread of 
nuclear weapons. We in the United States know that a world of many 
nuclear powers would threaten our seciuity and that of our allies. But 
the spread of nuclear weapons would equally— îf not even more so— 
threaten the neighbors of a new weapons state and would sooner or 
later imdermine the security of the new owners themselves. Indeed, 
longstanding suspicions and tensions would be heightened; the risk of 
conflict increased. The result would be less security for each of us and 
consequently for all of us.

This simple fact, as I have said, is widely recogiuzed. It imderlies the 
cooperation among us to maintain and strengthen the NPT and other 
defenses against the bomb's spread. It is reflected in the efforts of 
many of us—East and West, aligned and nonaligned—to convince 
more countries to join the Treaty. Indeed, it is demonstrated by each of 
our country's adherence to this Treaty, making it the most widely 
accepted arms control treaty ever.

But pledges of commitment to the Treaty are not enough. We need 
to match our words with actions. The United States has done so, as 
documented in the information we have provided to the preparatory 
committee.

First since the 1980 review, we have tightened further oiu* export 
procedures to make it even less likely that any U.S. exports would 
contribute to the risk of further proliferation. We have also worked 
with other NPT suppliers to upgrade the so-called trigger lists,® cre
ated to help parties meet their obligations imder Article III.

Second, we have lU’ged all nuclear suppliers to agree to require com
prehensive, or fuU-scope, safeguards on all of a non-nuclear-weapons 
state's peaceful nuclear activities as a condition for significant new 
supply commitments. Parties to the NPT already accept such compre
hensive or full-scope safeguards on their peaceful activities; to require 
acceptance by nonparties as condition of supply would equalize the 
treatment of the two. Further, the job of the IAEA woxild be made 
easier and greater assurance provided of a coimtry's peaceful inten
tions in the nuclear field. We continue to believe that all suppliers 
should adopt this approach.

Third, also since the last review conference, the safeguards agreement 
that permits routine inspections of U.S. peaceful nuclear facilities has

* IAEA, INFCIRC/209 and amendments.
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been implemented.® The IAEA now has the right to apply safeguards 
at more than 230 of our private and government-owned nuclear facili
ties. We welcome inspections at those facilities selected by the IAEA 
as a means to demonstrate U.S. support for effective safeguards, and 
will continue to do so. We urge others to do likewise. We are pleased 
by the recent conclusion of a Soviet volimtary safeguards agreement 
with the IAEA/® and we hope that the Soviets will make additional 
types and nimibers of facilities eligible for safeguards. We hope that 
China, too, will accept IAEA safeguards on some of its nuclear facili
ties.

Fourth, the United States in 1981 ratified Protocol I of the Treaty of 
Tlatelolco which creates a nuclear-weapons free zone in Latin Amer
ica. By this act, we have pledged not to store or deploy nuclear 
weapons in U.S. territories in the zone. We had earlier ratified Proto
col II of this Treaty, thereby committing the United States not to use 
or threaten to use nuclear weapons against parties to the Tlatelolco 
Treaty. A few weeks ago, another regional initiative was annoimced: a 
draft nuclear-free zone for the South Pacific. We are ready to study 
this new draft treaty with interest and an open mind.

So the NPT has been a great success in meeting the first goal of 
halting the spread of nuclear weapons. And in the words of one of 
Parkinson's famous laws, the success of a policy can be measured by 
the catastrophes that do not happen. The proliferation so widely 
expected in past decades—that catastrophe— ĵust has not happened.

Peaceful Uses of Nuclear Energy

What about the second goal of the Treaty—to foster the peaceful 
uses of nuclear energy? Here the picture is very good.

From the early days of the Atoms for Peace program, the United 
States has helped other countries gain the peaceful benefits of nuclear 
energy—to meet their needs in power, in medicine and health care, in 
science, in industry, and in agriculture. We believed then, as we 
believe now, that NPT coimtries, especially developing countries, 
have a legitimate right to pursue these peaceful uses, and that NPT 
parties should receive special benefits.

During the lifetime of the Treaty, peaceful nuclear cooperation 
among NPT parties has steadily expanded. The nonproliferation com
mitments of the parties to the Treaty have provided confidence that 
peaceful nuclear assistance and exports would not be raisused to 
produce nuclear explosives. This confidence has made it possible for 
nuclear supply to take place.

The historical record bears out a growth in assistance to parties. 
During the past 15 years, tens of thousands of students from develop-

® Documents on Disarmament, 1977, pp. 738-775.
Document 26.

 ̂̂  The Treaty and its Protocols are printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1967, pp. 69- 
83.

Document 137.
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ing countries were trained in nuclear and related sciences, and that 
number continues steadily growing. Nearly 20 developing member 
states now have research reactors. And since 1980, the IAEA has 
provided nearly $150 million in technical assistance, more than dou
bling the fimding of the preceding decade, the great bulk going to 
NPT parties.

Partly as a result, the Republic of Korea now generates a significant 
part of its electricity from nuclear energy. Mexico, the Philippines, and 
Egypt are moving to build nuclear power plants. Still others may 
follow in the years ahead.

Here too, the United States has greatly helped, as a few examples of 
our activities since 1980 clearly show:
• Virtually all U.S. nuclear export financing— t̂otaling more than $1 

billion— ĥas been given to NPT parties.
• Special training arrangements have been set up to foster technolo

gy transfer only with parties to the NPT or the Treaty of Tlate- 
lolco.

• We have granted hundreds of fellowships for technical training 
under the IAEA nearly exclusively to NPT parties.

• All U.S. extra budgetary fimding of technical assistance projects
not fimded by the IAEA has gone to NPT parties.

• We have modified our regulations to make it easier to license ex
ports to NPT parties.

• We have pledged nearly $22 million to the IAEA's technical as
sistance program.

In essence, on this second goal of the NPT, we have taken many 
concrete measures and devoted considerable resources to promote 
peaceful nuclear programs of real utility to developing coimtries. As 
always, still more can be done. We will continue to work with others 
to help ensure that all of us together take full advantage of the atom's 
peaceful promise.

Halting the Arms Race

The third— b̂ut by no means last—goal of the Nonproliferation 
Treaty is expressed by Article VFs call for ''negotiations in good faith 
on effective measures relating to cessation of the nuclear arms 
race. . . ." The United States has imdertaken a vast panoply of arms 
control negotiations to this very end. We have met, and will continue 
to meet, our obligations tmder Article VI. Nonetheless we fully share 
the sentiments felt throughout this room and sure to be voiced in this 
hall that the results of those negotiations have been disappointing.

This goal of substantial arms control exists quite independently of 
the NPT, although it is clearly reinforced by it. No other nation, or 
even set of nations, has more motivation for real steps to stop and 
reverse nuclear competition than we do. No other nation or set of 
nations has a greater desire for progress imder Article VI.
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I would go even further: No nation or set of nations desires progress 
in arms control more than the United States of America. Preventing 
nuclear war and moving toward the goal of eliminating nuclear weap
ons are President Reagan^s top priorities. As he has said so often, 
nuclear war can never be won and must never be fought.

Many of you will point out over the coming month how slender has 
been progress toward the goal of eliminating nuclear weapons since 
the treaty entered into force. We can only agree with the thrust of 
that sentiment, though perhaps not with the explanations.

Still we should not 'ignore the fact that some progress has been 
made. The Antiballistic Missile (ABM) Treaty set limits on the de
ployment of missile defenses; the SALT Treaties limited, but imfortu- 
nately did not reduce, the growth of strategic offensive forces.^®

No one can deny that there simply are too many nuclear weapons in 
the world today. No one can deny that we need to get on with the 
most urgent task of reducing and eventually eliminating those weap
ons. No one can deny that what is needed now are options not words.

The United States is totally committed to the task. We are not only 
negotiating intensely and flexibly, but we have acted on our own and 
with our allies to reduce nuclear weapons. Since the NPT was negoti
ated in the 1960s, the United States has imilaterally reduced its total 
nuclear arsenal by one-fourth. Since the NPT was negotiated, we 
have, again on our own, reduced the total destructive power in our 
nuclear arsenal by well over one half. And since the last review 
conference, the United States, along with its NATO allies, withdrew 
1,000  nuclear warheads from Europe and subsequently decided in 1983 
to pull out another 1,400.

Since the last review conference, and again here today, the United 
States has proposed that the Soviet Union send observers, with any 
instnunentation devices they wish to bring, to measure one of our 
nuclear tests. If the Soviets agree, which we hope, this can begin a 
process to help effectively verify limits on imdergroimd nuclear test
ing.

For our part, we remain committed to a complete ban on nuclear 
testing as a long term goal. But we do not agree it should be the next 
step in our efforts to reduce the nuclear threat. A nuclear test ban 
would not reduce the nimiber of nuclear weapons. And our most 
urgent task must be deep reductions of those existing nuclear arsenals.

For that reason, since the last review conference, the United States 
has tabled first in the Strategic Arms Reduction Talks (START) and the 
Intermediate-Range Nuclear Forces (INF) talks, and now in the Geneva 
nuclear and space talks, far-reaching proposals to reduce radically the 
number of strategic ballistic missiles, their warheads, and their de
structive potential. It is these systems that pose the gravest threat 
today. Other U.S. proposals would eliminate a whole category of

^®The ABM Treaty and the other SALT Agreements are printed in Documents on
Disarmament, 1972, pp. 197 ff., and 1979, pp. 189 ff.
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nuclear weapons—so-called intermediate-range nuclear forces. Our 
goal is action on arms control: negotiating concrete agreements which 
are effective, verifiable, and equal in treatment of both sides.

In just a few weeks, in this city, the next roimd of the nuclear and 
space talks will resume. We know that the stakes are high. We remain 
convinced that agreements can be reached which would strengthen 
stability and serve all coimtries' security. We stand ready to make the 
commitments necessary to produce such agreements.

Conclusion

So now, 15 years after the Treaty's entry into force, what is the 
record of achievement in pursuit of its three goals? A high score is 
warranted on the first goal of halting the spread of nuclear weapons; a 
clearly positive rating on advancing the peaceful uses of nuclear 
energy; but despite on-going negotiations, less progress than wanted 
in reaching soimd arms control accords. What is the overall assess
ment? On balance, has the NPT successfully served the interests of its 
parties?

Before reaching that final evaluation, let us look back again over the 
four decades since the dawn of the atomic age. Since then nuclear 
weapons, thankfully, have not been considered just megapowerful 
conventional arms. They have not been used in over four decades.

At the same time, the four decades of nuclear peace have seen four 
decades of coimtless smaller wars, costing hundreds of thousands of 
lives. The list of countries—nuclear and non-nuclear— învolved in 
such conflicts would run many pages. Just think for a moment of the 
consequences to all of our citizens and to the world if nuclear weapons 
had been used in any of these conflicts.

Herein lies the ultimate overall evaluation of the NonproUferation 
Treaty. It has served very well as a cornerstone of the success that we 
have enjoyed thus far in preventing that further spread of nuclear 
weapons. It equally has provided and continues to provide a moral 
and political imperative for the existing nuclear-weapons states to 
negotiate additional measures to reduce and eventually eliminate the 
threat of nuclear war. Both aspects serve the security of each and 
every coimtry represented in this hall and are in the interest of those 
nonmembers as well. Nor should we forget the Treaty's contribution to 
making available the benefits of the peaceful atom.

Therefore, in the view of the United States, and taken as a whole, 
the NPT has been very successful. Without it, the world would quite 
simply be a much more dangerous place. This is an essential point that 
we all must never lose sight of even if we are disappointed with 
progress in one particular area or another.

Over the coming weeks here, let us recognize the successes of the 
treaty while we acknowledge where greater progress still is needed. 
The United States will present its views frankly and will listen to your 
views intently.
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Most importantly, let us rededicate ourselves to the treaty's princi
ples and goals. They were sound when the treaty was bom. They 
remain soimd today. We will stand with you in this rededication. We 
will stand with you too in making our actions implement those princi
ples in the future. And we will stand with you in building on the 
treaty's successes. This, the world expects of us. We can afford to do 
no less.

159. In terview  of Soviet G eneral Secretary  G orbachev  by 
Time M agazine: U.S.-Soviet Relations [Extracts],
A ugust 28, 1985 ^

Q. How would you characterize U.S.-Soviet relations at this junc
ture, and what are the primary events that are defiiung that relation
ship?

A. Had you asked me this question some two months ago, I would 
have said that the situation in our relations was becoming somewhat 
better and that some hopes of positive shifts were appearing. To my 
deep regret, I could not say that today.

The truth should be faced squarely. Despite the negotiations that 
have begun in Geneva and the agreement to hold a sxmunit meeting, 
relations between our two coimtries are continuing to deteriorate, the 
arms race is intensifying, and the war threat is not subsiding. What is 
the matter? Why is all this happening? My colleagues and I are quite 
exacting and self-critical when it comes to our own activities not only 
in this coimtry but also outside of it, and we are asking ourselves 
again and again if [the decline in relations]  ̂ is somehow connected 
with our actions. But what is there that we can reproach oiu*selves 
with in this context? In this critical situation Moscow is trying to 
practice restraint in its pronoxmcements about the U.S.; it is not resort
ing to anti-American campaigns, nor is it fomenting hatred for your 
coimtry. We believe it very important that even in times of political 
aggravation the feeling of traditional respect harbored by the Soviet 
people for the American people should not be injured, and as far as I 
can judge, that feeling is largely a mutual one.

And is it bad that when the disarmament negotiations have resxmied 
and preparations are imder way for a first summit meeting in six 
years, we are persistently seeking ways to break the vicious circle and 
bring the process of arms limitation out of the dead end? That is 
precisely the objective of our moratorium on nuclear explosions and of 
our proposal to the U.S. to join it and to resvune the negotiations on a 
complete ban on nuclear tests as well as of the proposals regarding

 ̂ Time, September 9, 1985, pp. 23-29. Copyright 1985 Time Inc. All rights reserved. 
R ep rin t^  by permission from Time. The answers to the first set of questions were 
provided in writing.

2 These and following brackets are in source document.

Document 159



GORBACHEV TIME INTERVIEW AUGUST 28 559

peaceful cooperation and the prevention of an arms race in space. We 
are convinced that we should look for a way out of the current 
difficult situation together.

It is hard therefore to understand why our proposals have provoked 
such outspoken displeasure on the part of responsible U.S. statesmen. 
Attempts have been made to portray them as nothing but pure propa
ganda. Anyone even slightly familiar with the matter would easily see 
that behind our proposals there are most serious intentions and not 
just an attempt to influence public opinion. All real efforts to limit 
nuclear weapons began with a ban on tests— ĵust recall the 1963 Treaty 
that was a first major step in that direction.® A complete end to 
nuclear tests would halt the nuclear arms race in the most dangerous 
area, that of qualitative improvement, and it would also seriously 
contribute to maintaining and strengthening the nonproliferation of 
nuclear weapons.

If all that we are doing is indeed viewed as mere propaganda, why 
not respond to it according to the principle of ^̂ an eye for an eye, and 
a tooth for a tooth'7 We have stopped nuclear explosions. Then you 
Americans could take revenge by doing likewise. You could deal us 
yet another propaganda blow, say, by suspending the development of 
one of your new strategic missiles. And we would respond with the 
same kind of '̂propaganda.'' And so on and so forth. Would anyone 
be harmed by competition in such "propaganda"? Of course, it could 
not be a substitute for a comprehensive arms-limitation agreement, 
but it would be a significant step leading to such an agreement.

The U.S. Administration has regrettably taken a different road. In 
response to our moratoriimi, it defiantly hastened to set off yet an
other nuclear explosion, as if to spite everyone. And to our proposals 
concerning a peaceful space, it responded with a decision to conduct a 
first operational test of an antisatellite weapon. As if that were not 
enough, it has also laimched another "campaign of hatred" against the 
U.S.S.R.

What kind of impression does all this make? On the one hand, that 
of some kind of confusion and uncertainty in Washington. The only 
way I can explain this is anxiety lest our initiatives should wreck the 
version of the Soviet Union being the "focus of evil" and the source 
of universal danger, which in fact underlies the entire arms race 
policy. On the other hand, there is an impression of a shortage of 
responsibility for the destinies of the world. And this, frankly speak
ing, gives rise again and again to the question whether it is at all 
possible in such an atmosphere to conduct business in a normal way 
and to build rational relations between countries.

You asked me what is the primary thing that defines Soviet-Ameri- 
can relations. I think it is the immutable fact that whether we like one 
another or not, we can either survive or perish only together. The

® I.e., the Limited Test Ban Treaty. For text, see Documents on Disarmament, 1963, pp.
291-293.
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principal question that we must answer is whether we are at last ready 
to recognize that there is no other way to live with each other and 
whether we are prepared to switch our mentality and our mode of 
acting from a warlike to a peaceful track. As you say, live and let live. 
We call it peaceful coexistence. As for the Soviet Union, we answer 
that question in the affirmative.

Q. What do you think will be the results of your Geneva meeting 
with President Reagan in November? What spedfic actions should the 
U.S. and the Soviet Union take to improve relations?

A. Its outcome, after all, will depend to a great extent upon what is 
taking place now. Everyone would probably agree that the political 
atmosphere for talks takes shape well in advance. Neither the Presi
dent nor I will be able to ignore the mood in our respective cotmtries 
or that of our allies. In other words, actions today largely determine 
the ^ ŝcenario" for our November discussions.

I will not hide from you my disappointment and concern about 
what is happening now. We cannot but be troubled by the approach 
that, as I see it, has begim to emerge in Washington. That is a scenario 
of pressure, of attempts to drive us into a comer, to ascribe to us, as 
so many times in the past, every mortal sin—from imleashing an arms 
race to ^^aggression" in the Middle East, from violations of human 
rights to some scheming or other even in South Africa. This is not a 
state policy, it is a feverish search for '̂forces of evil.''

We are prepared to have a meaningful and businesslike talk. We can 
also present claims: we have something to say about the U.S. being 
responsible for the nuclear arms race, and about its conduct in various 
regions of the world, and support to those who in effect engage in 
terrorism, and about violations of himian rights in America itself, as 
well as in many countries close to it. But here is what I am thinking 
about: Is it worthwhile for the sake of that to set up a summit 
meeting? Abusive words are no help in a good cause.

But there is every indication that the other side is now preparing for 
something quite different. It looks as if the stage is being set for a 
bout between some kind of political ''supergladiators'' with the only 
thought in mind being how best to deal a deft blow at the opponent 
and score an extra point in this "bout." What is striking about this is 
both the form and the content of some statements. The recent "lec- 
txire" of Mr. [Robert] McFarlane [the President's National Security 
Adviser] is a case in point. It contains not only the full "set of 
accusations" we are going to be charged with in Geneva but also what 
I would call a very specific interpretation of the upcoming negotia
tions. It appears that even the slightest headway depends exclusively 
upon concessions by the Soviet Union, concessions on all questions— 
on armaments, on regional problems and even on our own domestic 
affairs.

If all this is meant seriously, then manifestly Washington is prepar
ing not for the event we have agreed upon. The summit meeting is 
designed for negotiations, for negotiations on the basis of equality and
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not for signing an act of someone's capitulation. This is all the more 
true since we have not lost a war to the U.S., or even a battle, and we 
owe it absolutely nothing. Nor for that matter, does the U.S. owe us.

But if the bellicose outcries are not meant seriously, then they are 
all the more inappropriate. Why flex muscles needlessly? Why stage 
noisy shows and transfer the methods of domestic political struggles 
to the relations between two nuclear powers? In them the language of 
strength is useless and dangerous. There is still time before the summit 
meeting, and quite a lot can be done for it to be constructive and 
useful. But this, as you will understand, depends on both sides.

Q. What is your view of the Strategic Defense Initiative [Star Wars] 
research program in the context of U.S.-Soviet relations?

A. We carmot take in earnest the assertions that the SDI would 
guarantee invulnerability from nuclear weapons, thus leading to the 
elimination of nuclear weapons. In the opinion of our experts (and to 
my knowledge, of many of yours), this is a sheer fantasy. However, 
even on a much more modest sc^e, in which the Strategic Defense 
Initiative can be implemented as an antimissile defense system of 
limited capabilities, the SDI is very dangerous. This project will, no 
doubt, whip up the arms race in all areas, which means that the threat 
of war will increase. That is why this project is bad for us and for you 
and for everybody in general.

From the same point of view we approach what is called the SDI 
research program. First of all, we do not consider it to be a research 
program. In our view, it is the first stage of the project to develop a 
new ABM system prohibited under the Treaty of 1972.̂ * Just think of 
the scale of it alone—$70 billion to be earmarked for the next few 
years. That is an incredible amoimt for pure research, as emphasized 
even by U.S. scientists as well. The point is that in today's prices 
those appropriations are more than four times the cost of the Manhat
tan Project [the program for development of the atom bomb] and 
more than double the cost of the Apollo program that provided for the 
development of space research for a whole decade— ûp to the landing 
of man on the moon. That this is far from being a pure research 
program is also confirmed by other facts, including tests scheduled for 
space strike weapons systems.

That is why the entire SDI program and its so-called research 
component are a new and even more dangerous round of the arms 
race. It is necessary to prevent an arms race in space. We are confident 
that such an agreement is possible and verifiable. (I have to point out 
that we trust the Americans no more than they trust us, and that is 
why we are interested in reliable verification of any agreement as 
much as they are.)

Without such an agreement it will not be possible to reach an 
agreement on the limitation and reduction of nuclear weapons either. 
The interrelationship between defensive and offensive arms is so obvi

* Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 197-201.
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ous as to require no proof. Thus, if the present U.S. position on space 
weapons is its last word, the Geneva negotiations will lose all sense.

Yet I would not wish to end [these written answers] on a negative 
note. I should like to convey to the readers of your magazine wishes 
of good endeavor, happiness and a peaceful future. On behalf of the 
Soviet leadership and the Soviet people, I would like once again to tell 
all Americans the most important thing they should know: war will 
not come from the Soviet Union. We will never start war.

The General Secretary formally passed his answers to Time's written questions, 
signed by him, across the table. 'Tm giving this to you in a green folder," said 
Gorbachev. "Not even a hint of the export of revolution." He then began the spoken 
interview with an opening statement.

I have a great many requests for various speeches, statements and 
interviews, but let me just say why—and I took coimsel with my 
colleagues in the Soviet leadership on this—we decided to respond to 
the request put in by Time.

First of all, when I first saw the way your questions were formulat
ed, I felt—^maybe I'm mistaken, and if 1 am, correct me—that the 
questions themselves reflected concern about the state of Soviet- 
American relations. Unfortunately, that is something that we don't 
hear all that often in our contact and conversations with representa
tives of U.S. political or other circles. I felt that that in itself was very 
important if the questions themselves reflected concern. There is an
other reason of no less importance. And that is cormected with our 
assessment of the situation in the world. That situation today is highly 
complex, very tense. I would even go so far as to say it is explosive. 
And as we see it, the situation in the world has a tendency toward 
deterioration. I do not want to set out our views as to the source of 
this present situation. I believe that you yourselves understand, and 
you are familiar with the situation as it stands today. So therefore I 
believe that it would be best of all to try and give a response to the 
question of where we stand, in what kind of a world we're living, at 
what stage we are in world development.

I would not like to overdramatize the situation in my response to 
this major question on which a great deal depends. So I believe that if 
we were to touch upon the question of leaders of two such great 
nations as the U.S. and the Soviet Union, then surely in all of their 
way of thinking, in their analyses, in the practical conclusions that 
they draw therefrom, their starting point should be an awareness of 
the tremendous responsibility that rests upon them as leaders of two 
such nations.

It is in that spirit that I would like to try to answer the question 
that I myself formulated just a short while ago. Today it is a reality 
that the development of science and technology has reached a level 
where the broad-scale introduction of new achievements, particularly
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in the military field, can lead to an entirely new situation and an 
entirely new phase in the arms race [Star Wars].

I endeavored in my replies to your [written] questions to be very 
sincere and very frank in the hope that this will not be treated as ''one 
more propaganda exercise by Moscow/' I endeavored to say that at 
present, even today, it is very hard indeed to reach accord, to come to 
terms. There are so many accretions, so many exacerbations, such a 
lack of confidence, that it is even hard to begin moving toward each 
other. But if we were to come in the future to this new phase, and to 
open up a new stage in the military sphere, then surely the question 
is: Could we really deal with these matters? Would not there be a 
temptation on one or the other side to believe, "At last we have 
overtaken our partner. Is is not time then to seek to achieve superiori
ty and to imtie our hands in the field of foreign policy?"

Given the present exacerbated state of relations between our two 
coimtries and the present aggravations in the world at large, we must 
admit that today, thus far, there do exist certain restraints on the 
actions of either side. There is strategic parity. That is, after all, the 
foundation of equal security. There are also s ^  in effect such treaties 
as the ABM Treaty, the SALT II provisions,^ the Non-proliferation 
Treaty,® the banning of nuclear weapons tests in three environments. To 
this day, so far, they are in operation. But even today, attempts are 
being made to remove these restraints or at least to raise the question 
of overturning the treaties, of abrogating them.

So when opportunities appear to take the path of creating and 
developing absolutely new types of arms, well then, of course, a new 
era will come about. We must give thought to this. So if the situation 
were to arise, if somebody were to give in to these illusions—and they 
can be nothing but illusions, because history shows that if one side 
has plans, the other side has coimterplans; if one side wants to take 
some measures, the other side takes coimtermeasures; if there is a 
poison, there is an antidote—that is the lesson of history. So the 
question is: Where do we go from here?

And this brings me to the second point, my second reason why I 
decided to give this interview. That reason is that time is passing, and 
it might be too late. The train might have already left the station. If 
we are realists—and we hope we all are, we all want to live, none of 
us wants to be destroyed—then we must muster the political will and 
the wisdom and stop this process, and begin the process of eliminating 
weaponry, and the process of improving, invigorating relations be
tween the Soviet Union and the U.S.

Perhaps we have too high an opinion of ourselves, but we feel that 
we are realists, both in terms of our policies and in terms of our 
practical actions. We believe that we do not simply limit ourselves to 
appeals, mere appeals for disarmament and improvement in relations. 
We act likewise.

 ̂Ibid., 1979, pp. 189 ff.
 ̂Ibid., 1968, pp. 461-465.
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We want to show our intentions and we also want to show by our 
actions what steps we are counting on the American side to take. Yet 
all our attempts to somehow escape this present bad situation in 
Soviet-American relations, attempts to somehow lead matters toward 
ending the arms race, toward relaxing tensions, toward disarmament— 
all these attempts come up against a negative position of the U.S. 
Administration. We keep hearing one and the same answer: '̂No, no, 
no. It's propaganda, propaganda, propaganda.'' Surely the most re
sponsible people in the land cannot, should not, conduct themselves in 
that way in respect to their opposite numbers.

This reminds me—^maybe it's a little out of place, but it reminds me 
of a story, a true story. For quite a few years there was one Minister 
of Finance in the Russian Federation government. His name was Ivan 
Ivanovich. He was rather old and would doze off at the meetings of 
the Coimcil of Ministers. Whenever you would wake him up, no 
matter what you asked him about, he would always say, "No money, 
there's no money." We would hope that the American Administration 
has not given us its final word.

We hope that our understanding of these matters and of the direc
tion in which we want things to move will, through your magazine, be 
brought to the attention of the U.S. public. This is the view of the 
Soviet leadership, so when I say these things it is a responsible state
ment.

We must not allow things to go so far as confrontation between our 
two countries. This is a reflection of the interest of our two peoples 
and of the politicians who represent them. It is after all the people of 
the two countries who put the politicians into the positions they hold 
today. So it is in our interests to express those wishes in practical 
ways. We must seek ways to put an end to the arms race, to seek 
disarmament, to switch Soviet-American relations onto a normal track. 
Surely, God on high has not refused to give us enough wisdom to find 
ways to bring us an improvement in our relations, an improvement in 
relations between the two great nations on earth, nations on whom 
depends the very destiny of civilization. We for our part are ready to 
take that role.

What I said is particularly acute and topical because we get infor
mation about the political atmosphere in Washington, and that infor
mation disconcerts and disappoints us. [Reading from papers in front of him.] 
Here are some of the reports we've heard emanating from Washington 
just this last week. In one report the White House intimates that there 
can be no agreements with the Soviet Union on limitation of U.S. 
strategic programs, and the most that can be expected is agreement on 
a kind of agenda for the future. That agenda is to be considered over a 
period of many years, if not decades. Meanwhile and parallel with 
such a discussion, new types of arms would be developed, including 
space systems.

Now that is not some kind of information cooked up by any Soviet 
correspondent in Washington. That information is based on what is
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written by the American media. Or here is a report about some 
statements made by [U.S. Under Secretary for Political Affairs Mi
chael] Armacost and [U.S. Strategic Weapons Negotiator John] Tower 
in interviews. Some other statements. We can discern that some of 
these statements are actually designed to make the product look 
better, or designed to hide the actual true meaning behind the words. 
But the main thrust of what they want to say is that it is essential to 
do everything possible to ward off, even to prevent, the slightest 
opportimity of reaching any accord with the Soviets on space-weapons 
bans or on the ban on nuclear testing. Now from these pronounce
ments made by Tower it appears that nothing depends on whatever 
the Soviet Union does at the talks in Geneva or in the military field. 
The U.S. will still go on developing antisatellite systems. It will go on 
developing space weapons systems. So here you see how certain 
people in the U.S. are driving nails into this structure of our relation
ship, then cutting off the heads. So the Soviets must use their teeth to 
pull them out.

So how are we to react to this kind of thing? We must all of us do 
all we can to end this present negative process in our bilateral rela
tions, and proceed toward ending the arms race, and proceed seriously 
toward disarmament. I do believe it is in the best interests of the 
Soviet Union and the U.S. After all, there have been coimtless at
tempts in the past to bring us to our knees, to bring us to the point of 
utter exhaustion. But all such attempts have been in the past, and will 
be in the future, doomed to utter failure. We have never accused the 
U.S. of being an ''evil empire." We understand what the U.S. is, what 
the American people are, and the role they are playing and will play 
in the world. We are certaiiJy in favor of beginning a new phase in 
Soviet-American relations. But let me repeat that perhaps if a new 
phase appears, a phase still worse than the present one, this goal will 
be all the harder to achieve, if it is possible at all. Then a process 
might be launched that would be simply impossible even to conceive 
of today. That is why we are calling upon the U.S. to reach an accord 
with us on the basis of equal security, to reach an accord first and 
foremost on all three components, the most dangerous strategic offen
sive arms, medium-range arms and space weapons.

Q. You have spoken just now about ''certain people" in Washington 
who seem to you to be trying to imdermine the progress of U.S.- 
Soviet relations, but President Reagan himself has said on a number of 
occasions that there is no hostility toward the Soviet Union, that he is 
not seeking imilateral advantage or superiority over the Soviet Union. 
How do you take these assurances from the President? Do you accept 
them? More broadly, what are your impressions so far of President 
Reagan?

A. Let me just say at least that our attention certainly was drawn to 
certain positive elements contained in some of the President's remarks. 
We note some of his public statements in 1983 and 1984— recall one 
speech I think was made at the United Nations—so we do duly
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respond to those positive elements when we see them. One of those 
statements was that war was inadmissible, that nuclear war was not 
winnable, and of course we gave our attention to the statement. Then 
we also paid due attention to his statement that the U.S. was not 
seeking superiority over the Soviet Union. These are very positive 
elements, and we believe that we could and should find positive 
elements in other spheres as well. They could all give us opportimities 
to cast a responsible glance at the state of our relations and especially 
toward the future and to find a basis to overcome the present negative 
phase in the state of relations between the Soviet Union and the U.S.

That is indeed why we agreed to hold the forthcoming summit 
meeting in the first place. We did so because we felt that we coxild do 
a lot by trying to meet each other halfway. That, again, is why we 
have reacted so sharply to some of the statements being made these 
days in connection with the simunit. So we see that there are some 
who want to generate a situation to persuade the U.S. and the Ameri
can public that, as [Columnist] Mary McGrory put it, even if the only 
thing to come out of the stimmit was an agreement to exchange ballet 
troupes, then even so people would be gleeful and happy.

We for our part have very serious intentions in respect to the 
simimit. We are making very serious preparations for that meeting, 
and we shall be prepared to submit some very serious proposals, 
regardless of what some of Reagan's advisers to the right or to the 
left— îf I am correct he does not have any advisers on the left— 
regardless of what any of his advisers try to sell to him. If we did not 
believe in the possibility of bringing about an improvement in our 
relations, we never would have agreed to have the Geneva summit in 
the first place. That is our considered position.

About my impression of President Reagan, I have not had a chance 
to meet him or talk to him or see him in person, so it is hard for me to 
give you any human impressions, but politically of course I can say 
what my impression is. 1 regard him as President of the U.S., a man 
elected to his high office by the American people, and therefore our 
attitude toward President Reagan is prompted by our feeling of respect 
for the people of the U.S. We are therefore prepared to do business 
with him and to treat him with the respect that is befitting him.

Q. You said that you wished to reach accords in three areas, includ
ing space weapons. Yet from much of the commentary that one reads 
coming from the Soviet Union, there seems to be really no room for 
any agreements on space weapons because the only thing you want 
with regard to them is to stop them, to stop all research even in the 
narrowest and almost academic sense.

A. If there is no ban on the militarization of space, if an arms race 
in space is not prevented, nothing else will work. That is our firm 
position and it is based on our assessment, an assessment that we 
regard as being highly responsible, an assessment that takes into ac- 
coimt not only our own interests but the interests of the U.S. as well. 
We are prepared to negotiate, but not about space weapons or about
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what specific types of space weapons could be deployed into space. 
We are prepared to negotiate on preventing an arms race in space.

In Geneva the Soviet Union proposed a ban on the development, 
including research, testing and deployment, of space strike weapons. 
Therefore, as we see, oiu* proposed ban would embrace all stages in the 
birth of this new kind of arms.

Research is something we regard as part of the overall program for 
the development of space weapons. When, therefore, we see tens of 
billions of dollars being earmarked for such research, it is clear to us 
what the design is of the authors of such research and what is behind 
the specific policy pursued with regard to outer space.

Now, when the question comes up about research, and the question 
of harming research, what we have in mind is not research in funda
mental science. Such research concerning space is going on and it will 
continue. What we mean is the designing stage, when certain orders 
are given, contracts are signed, for specific elements of the systems. 
And when they start building models or mockups or test samples, 
when they hold field tests, now that is something— ŵhen it goes over 
to the designing stage— t̂hat is something that can be verified. So we 
believe this process is verifiable. So if money is appropriated for such 
research, then that research has to culminate in the designing of 
mockups, models that are elements of the system, and that can be 
verified through national technical means of verification. There will 
have to be field tests of various components. After all, if we can now, 
from our artificial earth satellites, read the nimibers on automobiles 
down on earth, surely we can recognize these things when they come 
to that stage. So therefore we can say flatly verification is proper.

But the main thing is that if all this work on space weaponry were 
to stop at this stage, then no one would have any more interest in 
going over to the next stage in the process of designing and develop
ing, because nobody would think of appropriating any more money 
for these purposes if it were known that money could not subsequent
ly be used. But on the other hand, if billions and billions of dollars 
had already been spent on research, then nobody is going to stop 
because all that money had been invested in SDI. And so then, once 
space weapons are deployed, once they are in space, then nobody 
could control that process. And that is what I mean when I say that 
we would come to an impredictable phase in relations. And of course 
you have to bear in mind that the other side is not going to be dozing 
all this time. That is something you may be very sure of.

When they talk about the purely scientific research nature of the 
SDI at this stage, they do so to somehow conceal that what is under 
way today is the whole process of developing space-weapons systems. 
The very fact that the U.S. is now plaiming to test a second-genera- 
tion anti-satellite system is fraught with the most serious conse
quences. We will surely react. This test, in effect a test of a second- 
generation ASAT system, means in fact testing an element of a space- 
based ABM.
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This we are witnessing against the background of a negative re
sponse to our proposal for the U.S. to join the moratorium on nuclear 
explosions. The U.S. does not want to join that moratorixmi for one 
simple reason, among others: the U.S. needs nuclear testing to provide 
the nuclear element for space lasers. It has to be used to produce an X- 
ray laser effect. All these are elements in the space-based antiballistic 
missile defense. Think then what would happen if the whole thing 
goes full steam ahead. We believe America should give honest thought 
to these matters before proceeding further.

I guess that somebody in the U.S. must have thought they would be 
able to forge ahead of the Soviet Union, to bring pressure to bear on 
the Soviet Union through these programs. That is something that 
would never succeed: come what may, we will find an accurate re
sponse to any challenge. But if that transpires, it will mean the burial 
of all negotiations, and when we might retimi to the negotiating table, 
nobody can say.

All this may of course suit the U.S. military-industrial complex, but 
we, on our part, have no intention of working for the U.S. military- 
industrial complex. Our proposals, we firmly believe, are in the best 
interests not only of the Soviet Union and the Soviet people, but 
equally in the best interests of the American people and the U.S.

That is why our proposals cause the most irritation on the part of 
the military-industrial complex in the U.S. We notice that by the 
behavior of some in the U.S. Administration. There are some there 
that can certainly be regarded as representatives of the U.S. military- 
industrial complex. We can feel their presence.

But we do have a large reserve of constructive ideas, and will 
continue to invite the U.S. Administration to take a different ap
proach. If a different approach is taken by the U.S. Administration, 
that will open up tremendous possibilities in the field of strategic 
arms, medium-range arms, in the entire area of armaments. It will 
open wide an avenue for a broad-based process for improving rela
tions between our two coimtries.

I was recently in the town of Dnepropetrovsk, and in the street 
there a worker asked me, '̂Now what is all this Star Wars that people 
are talking about, this new idea that Reagan is proposing. Star Wars? 
Aren't you afraid the U.S. might trick us in the talks?'' And I said, 
"No, have no fear. We will not allow that to happen. We will not 
allow ourselves to be tricked."

But if the other side displays readiness to seek solutions to these 
problems, we will be equally prepared, come what may, to leave no 
stone unturned to seek accommodation. I firmly believe oiu" position is 
humane. It is not selfish, it meets the interests of the U.S. as it does 
the interests of the Soviet Union and indeed all nations. Surely the 
U.S. has areas where it can invest money. We know that you have 
your own problems; perhaps we are less familiar with your problems 
than we are with ours, but we certainly do know that you have some
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problems. And we know that you have an area where you can invest 
money.

Q. The events of recent weeks, such as the U.S. aimouncement of 
the ASAT test and the spy dust charges, could hardly have been 
helpful in terms of preparations for the summit meeting. Is this type 
of thing seriously damaging?

A. As far as preparations for the upcoming meeting, let me assure 
you that we certainly attach tremendous importance to it. We have 
high hopes and serious hopes about the outcome, even though we do 
hear from the other side that they are taking a much more modest 
view of the meeting. They are not giving it that much significance, 
and we hear words to the effect that it is going to be an introductory 
meeting, only an agenda for the future, things to that effect. Well, we 
believe that to travel all the way to Geneva just to get acquainted, just 
to look at the beauties of Lake Geneva, the beauty of Swiss moim- 
tains, that is not adequate to the leaders of two such great nations. It 
is an expensive luxiuy. We will do all in our power to make the 
simunit meeting instnmiental in improving relations between the 
Soviet Union and the U.S.

Q. In an article to be released this weekend in Foreign Affairs maga
zine, former President Nixon says that an agreement reducing arms, 
but not linked to restraints on political conduct, would not contribute 
to peace. In effect he is saying that the first priority of a summit 
should not be arms control, but potential flash points and pressure 
points between the U.S. and the Soviet Union. Do you share that 
view?

A. It is interesting for me to hear what President Nixon is doing 
these days. As for the topics that we are going to take up in our 
discussions with President Reagan, we are working on that right now. 
We are in contact with the State Department, the White House, and 
this is an ongoing process. I would not like at this point to go into any 
of the details of this preparatory work.

Your mentioning Nixon certainly gives me some associations and 
some memories of a different kind. After all, it was in a very difficult 
period of our relationship that we managed to find, with Nixon when 
he was President, the solutions to some very important issues. I recall 
still further back in 1961 the meeting between Khrushchev and Presi
dent Kennedy in Vienna. That was a very difficult time as well. There 
was the Caribbean crisis, yet in 1963 we saw the partial Test-Ban 
Treaty. Even though that was again a time of crisis, the two sides and 
their leaders had enough wisdom and the boldness to take some very 
important decisions. History is very interesting in that way, when you 
attempt to draw lessons from it.

• • • • • • •
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160. S ta tem ent by  th e  Chairm an of the  Brazilian N ational 
Nuclear Energy Commission (N aza re  A lves) Before 
th e  Foreign Relations Comm ittee o f th e  Brazilian 
C ham ber o f Deputies: Brazilian Nuclear Policy [Ex
trac ts], A ugust 29, 1985 ^

. . . The IAEA has two basic functions—development and control. 
The emphasis on control could be detrimental to development objec
tives. For Brazil, adherence to the IAEA opened promises of access to 
indispensable technology and Brazil has never objected to a system of 
nondiscriminatory safeguards that assures peaceful use of materials, 
equipment and information received. What would be utterly unaccept
able is a system that hindered economic or social development. Brazil 
considers inadmissible any obstacle to the free use of peaceful nuclear 
technology, with the exception of standard, universal and nondiscrim
inatory safeguards.

. . . Fulfillment of the guarantee to NPT signatory developing 
coimtries of access to nuclear technology from industrial countries 
under Art. 4 has been an enormous frustration. . . . Brazil from the 
begiiming took a position against the regime established by the NET, 
seeing as unacceptable the discrepancies that the Treaty establishes 
between the obligations and responsibilities of military nuclear coun
tries and of the remaining countries.^

. . . Brazil signed and ratified the Tlatelolco Treaty; ® however, 
with its policy of not accepting discriminatory measiu'es, it qualified 
its entry into force, in accordance with Article 28, to fulfillment of by 
all parties, without exception from their obligations, [sic]

. . . India's explosion of a nuclear device in 1974 prompted a surge 
of pressures for new controls on nuclear facilities and materials. . . . 
This led to creation of the London Club and a paradox between the 
rules of that group and Article 4 of the NPT on interchange of 
material, equipment, etc. Also, the concept of technological informa
tion requiring safeguards was introduced, not only for installations 
where the information was applied, but also for subsequent genera
tions in which derived knowledge or procedures would be applied. 
The definition of relevant technological information as that not avail
able to the public shows the desire of industrial coimtries to maintain 
the secrecy of their nuclear activities—scientific, technical and indus
trial. Nuclear supplier coimtries maintain strict secrecy, even on appli
cations for peaceful uses of nuclear energy, to the point of not evert 
employing commercial patents. As a consequence, supplier nations 
stopped furnishing, for example, uraniimi enriched to more than 20, 
making it difficult to operate research reactovs and restricting the

1ACDA files.
2 The Non-Proliferation Treaty to which he refers is printed in Documenk on Dbarma- 

ment 1968, pp. 461-465.
3 Ibid., 1967, pp. 69-83.
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production of radioisotopes. These limitations are also applied to NPT 
signatory countries.

. . . One might think there exists a conflict between commercial 
interests and proliferation concerns, since no state wishes to be disad
vantaged compared to its competitors, imilaterally reducing its exports 
or adding extra conditions. Because of this, the principal exporting 
coimtries meet frequently to adopt a common nuclear export policy 
which reduces the probability of proliferation without risking any
one's export position. This export policy of coimtries possessing nucle
ar technology produced changes in the philosophy and the methodolo
gy of safeguards applied by the IAEA. The new philosophy became a 
part of the safeguards agreement signed by Brazil, West Germany and 
the IAEA, where a system of control was established that exceeds the 
requirements of the NPT. In addition, this system includes safeguards, 
not only for installations, materials, and equipment, but also on the 
transfer of technology.

. . .  In the chain reaction of restrictive mechanisms that have 
always affected Brazil's nuclear policy xmfavorably, IAEA studies 
began on international plutonium storage, spent fuel management, and 
rules for supply assurance. This escalation of controls is not solely 
politically motivated to maintain the nuclear oligarchy. They also have 
economic and social motivations to impose obstacles and delay to 
autonomy in advanced technology. This technology is necessary for 
economic development and modem industrialization not to mention 
applications in health and agriculttue.

. . . Brazil has maintained a clear, coherent and constant position in 
favor of disarmament and nonproliferation. For this reason, it supports 
the adoption of imiversally accepted safeguard measures. But it cannot 
accept the imposition of discriminatory and inhibiting mechanisms on 
its technological development in the area of peaceful use of nuclear 
energy. As a consequence, Brazil respects its joint commitments to the 
IAEA, whose credibility is indispensable for the universal benefits 
arising from peaceful uses of nuclear energy.

161. S ta tem en t by  th e  C anad ian  R epresen ta tive  (B eesiey) 
to  th e  C onference on D isarmam ent: C onference Proce
dures, A ugust 30, 1985 ^

In my statement today, I will address briefly the question of possi
ble improvements in the procedures and processes of the Conference 
on Disarmament which might enable us all to concentrate more time 
and energy in the future to substantive issues, and less on procedures. 
In so doing I am not speaking as Western Co-ordinator.

1 CD/PV.335, pp. 10-11.
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On 4 April this year I noted the extent to which the Conference on 
Disarmament becomes mired in procedural discussions. Since then 
other delegations have made similar comments, most recently the 
delegations of Brazil and Venezuela. No one suggests that even a 
wholly perfect process would necessarily achieve a breakthrough in 
any of the negotiations going on in the Conference, but it does seem 
increasingly clear that the procedural gridlock which arises repeatedly 
in the Conference reflects, to some degree, our own agreed procedures.

An article which will be published shortly in the United Nations 
periodical Disarmament reads in part as follows:

Some of the procedural problems of the Conference on Disarma
ment are:

(a) the rigid application to procedure as well as substance of its 
rule of decision by consensus, applied in practice as a rule of una
nimity, permitting the veto by cmy delegation of procedural deci
sions such as mandates of subsidiary bodies and other similar 
issues;

(b) the Presidency of the Conference changes each month, 
thereby greatly adding to the difficulties inherent in the important 
role of the President in attempting to direct debate, co-ordinate 
consultations and structure negotiations;

(c) the subsidiary organs of the Conference, with only very few 
and occasional exceptions, must be established anew at the open
ing of each spring session, resulting in sometimes lengthy negotia
tions not always leading to the re-establishment of a pre-existing 
subsidiary organ;

(d) the Chairmanships of subsidiary organs (both ad hoc commit
tees and working groups) if and when they are established, 
change each year in almost every case, thus greatly adding to the 
problems of the Chairmen in charge of negotiations on complex 
technical and controversial issues;

(e) on procedural questions (and sometimes on substance) the 
ConiFerence on Disarmament emulates other United Nations 
organs through its institutionalization of ^group dynamics', pursu
ant to which the ^Western' and ^Socialist' and 'Group of 2V (with 
only China as the exception) all speak through sin^e spokesmen 
or co-ordinators, who themselves change at least once each year, 
thus virtually ensuring the least common denominator approach 
to many questions;

1 would now add to these points, another, namely:

(f) the report writing exercise appears to have become gradually 
more cumbersome and time consuming every year, to the point 
where the Conference spends a disproportionate amount of time 
to produce a report which may well confuse its intended readers 
rather than present a clear and factual record of the work done 
during the session.
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The article already mentioned goes on to say:
The question arises whether any radical changes in the proce

dures of the Conference on Disarmament can be made in the light 
of its history, owing its origin, as it does, to the first special ses
sion of the United Nations General Assembly on Disarmament.

I offer these observations in a constructive spirit and certainly as no 
intentional criticism of any delegation or any group of delegations. I 
suggest that we all might usefully reflect on these questions during 
the intersessional period, particularly their cumulative effect on our 
work which can give rise to the wholly false impression that we may 
at times be more concerned with process than progress. Let us leave 
with some optimism for the future based, however, on a determination 
to do better.

162. TASS S ta tem en t on U.S. A ntisatellite  W eapon  Testing, 
Sep tem ber 4, 1985 ^

The intent to hold shortly tests of the ASAT anti-satellite system 
aiming it at a real target in outer space has been officially annoimced 
in Washington. This decision of the American Administration is noth
ing but an action directly leading to the commencement of the deploy
ment of a new class of dangerous armaments—strike space weapons.

Washington is taking yet another step to escalate the arms race and 
spread it to outer space. And this step is being taken despite the fact 
that the Soviet Union's imilateral commitment not to place anti-satel
lite systems in space has been in force for already two years.

This step is being made by the American Administration in condi
tions when the far-reaching Soviet proposal on the full prohibition of 
strike space weapons, including anti-satellite sytems, and the liquida
tion of the existing such systems, is lying on the negotiating table in 
Geneva.

In other words, to our restraint in practical actions, to our construc
tive proposals at the talks, the American side is responding with a 
demonstration of its imwillingness to reach agreements, to display 
mutual restraint.

In an attempt to delude the public at large and its own legislative 
bodies the American Administration contends that at the Geneva talks 
it supposedly is pressing for strict limitations on anti-satellite weap
ons.

In reality both at the Geneva talks and during the course of the 
exchange through diplomatic channels the United States has flatly 
refused and continues doing so to study any whatsoever measures of 
barming and limiting anti-satellite weapons and presents matters in

 ̂Moscow TASS in English, September 4, 1985; FBIS Daily Report, September 5, 1985, 
vol. in, p. AAl.
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such a way as though it is impossible to solve this task. Thereby it 
deliberately creates an artificial impasse in this question.

There is nothing chance in this stand taken by the United States. It 
obviously counts not only on acquiring weapons for anti>satellite 
warfare in the near future but also on developing, imder the guise of 
testing anti-satellite systems, anti-missile systems of air and other 
basing that are prohibited by the ABM Treaty.^ This shows once 
again Washington's genuine attitude to the talks on nuclear and space 
arms in Geneva. This shows the absence of readiness and desire on its 
part to reach agreements on real steps to prevent an arms race in outer 
space and to stop it on earth.

Late in August the Soviet side again called on the American Admin
istration to weigh the inevitable negative consequences of its planned 
tests of anti-satellite arms for political and military stability in the 
world and the prospects of the Geneva talks. In this call the United 
States Administration was warned once again that the unilateral Soviet 
moratoriimi on anti-satellite systems can remain in force only for as 
long as other coimtries, including the United States, act likewise.

TASS is authorised to state that if the United States holds tests of 
anti-satellite weapons against a target in outer space the Soviet Union 
will consider itself free of its imilateral commitment not to place anti
satellite systems in space. The entire responsibility for the further 
development of events will rest entirely on the American side.

163. D eclaration of th e  C onference of Foreign M inisters of 
N on-A ligned Countries: Peaceful Uses of Nuclear 
Energy [Extract], Sep tem ber 7, 1985 ^

The Ministers, recalling the decisions of the non-aligned coimtries, 
stressed the exceptional importance of international co-operation 
among the non-aligned and other developing coimtries in the field of 
peaceful uses of nuclear energy. This co-operation is of special signifi
cance in fields where these countries can achieve a greater degree of 
self-sufficiency.

The Ministers affirmed the inalienable right of all states to apply 
and develop their programmes for peaceful uses of nuclear energy for 
economic and social development in conformity with their priorities, 
interests and needs. All states should have unhindered access to and 
be free to acquire technology, equipment and materials on a non- 
discriminatory basis for peaceful uses of nuclear energy, taking into 
account the particular needs of the developing countries. They de

2 The Treaty is printed in Documents on Disarmament 1972, pp. 197-201.
 ̂ACDA files. TTie conference was held in Rwanda, September 4-7.

Document 163



REAGAN STATEMENT, SEPTEMBER 9 575

plored the pressures and threats against developing countries aimed at 
preventing them from pursuing their programmes for the development 
of nuclear energy for peaceful purposes.

They also expressed their concern in this respect regarding the 
obstacles which the developed coimtries place in the way of transfer 
of technologies related to the peaceful uses of atomic energy by fixing 
conditions which are incompatible with the sovereignty of the devel
oping coimtries. Each coimtry's choices and decisions in the field of 
peaceful uses of nuclear energy should be respected without jeopardiz
ing fuel cycle policies or international agreements and contracts for the 
peaceful uses of nuclear energy.

The Ministers also stressed the need for observance of the principles 
of non-discrimination and free access to nuclear technology and reaf
firmed the right of each coimtry to develop programmes for the use of 
nuclear energy for peaceful purposes in conformity with their own 
freely determined priorities and needs.

In this cormection, the meeting reiterated that non-proliferation 
should not be made a pretext for preventing states from exercising 
their full rights to acquire and develop nuclear technology for peaceful 
piuposes geared to economic and social development in accordance 
with their priorities, interests and needs, determined in a sovereign 
manner.

The Ministers expressed their satisfaction at the progress in the 
preparations for the United Nations Conference for the promotion of 
international co-operation in the peaceful uses of nuclear energy for 
social and economic development, in the interest of developing coim
tries and the international community as a whole. They expressed 
their satisfaction at the results of the work of the preparatory commit
tee of the conference and underlined the necessity for continuing 
detailed preparations, with the active participation of all coimtries, in 
order to fully realize the goals of the conference. Proceeding from the 
positions of the seventh summit of non-aligned countries, the partici
pants in the conference reaffirmed their conviction that the results of 
the conference should contribute to free and unhampered access on a 
just and non-discriminatory basis to nuclear technology, equipment 
and materials needed for the development of national programmes of 
peaceful uses of nuclear energy.

• • • • • • •

164. S ta tem ent by  P resident R eagan  on th e  C onference on 
D isarm am ent in Europe, Sep tem ber 9, 1985 ^

On September 10th the Conference on Disarmament in Europe will 
reconvene in Stockholm for its seventh session. The Stockholm Con

 ̂Weekly CompilaHm of Presidential Documenk, September 1 6 ,1985, pp. 1057-1058.
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ference can contribute importantly to creating a more stable and secure 
Europe and to improving the East-West relationship. The coming 
months will determine whether the Conference will be successful in 
fulfilling its great potential as an instrument for enhancing peace in 
Europe.

The issues before the Stockholm Conference are important and 
complex. They directly affect the vital security interests of the partici
pants— t̂he U.S., Canada, plus 33 European nations. If these issues are 
to be resolved and a meaningful agreement achieved in time for the 
review meeting next year of the Conference on Security and Coopera
tion in Europe (CSCE), serious and detailed negotiations on concrete 
confidence-building measures must begin very soon.

Towards this end, the members of the Atlantic alliance worked 
together in Stockholm to put forward six specific proposals which 
meet the mandate of the Conference to enact practical, concrete, mili
tarily significant measures to reduce the risk of military confrontation 
and surprise attack in Europe.  ̂ These Western proposals go well 
beyond the modest confidence-building measures enacted in Helsinki 
10 years ago.  ̂ They are aimed at increasing openness in relations 
among all the participating states, reducing the suspicion and mistrust 
which divide East from West, and lowering the risk of conflict arising 
from miscalculation, misimderstanding, or misinterpretation.

In preparing for this new round, the United States delegation has 
consulted closely with our allies to explore how best to advance the 
work of the Conference. The alliance remains flexible and open to 
constructive ideas from others. We are in close contact with the other 
participating states and look forward to continuing this substantive 
dialog in the upcoming round.

The U.S. delegation to the Stockholm Conference continues to have 
the full support of my administration in its efforts to achieve an 
agreement which will promote the security of all.

165. Executive O rder 12532 Prohibiting Trade and  Certain 
O ther Transactions Involving South Africa [Extract], 
S ep tem ber 9, 1985 ^

SecHon 1. Except as otherwise provided in this section, the following 
transactions are prohibited effective October 11, 1985:

2 For these NATO proposals, see Documents on Disarmament 1984, pp. 42-44.
® The arms control portions of the Final Act of the conference are included in 

Documents on Disarmament, 1975, pp. 304-308. For the complete text of the Final Act, see 
Department of State Bulletin, September 1 ,1975, pp. 323-350.

 ̂Department of State, Current Policy No. 735, pp. 2-3.
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(a) The making or approval of any loans by financial institutions in 
the United States to the Government of South Africa or to entities 
owned or controlled by that Government. This prohibition shall enter 
into force on November 11, 1985. It shall not apply to fi) any loan or 
extension of credit for any educational, housing, or nealth facility 
which is available to all persons on a nondiscriminatory basis and 
which is located in a geographic area accessible to all population 
groups without any legal or administrative restriction; or (ii) any loan 
or extension of credit for which an agreement is entered into before 
the date of this Order.

The Secretary of the Treasury is hereby authorized to promulgate 
such rules and regulations as may be necessary to carry out this sub
section. The initi^ rules and regiilations shall be issued within sixty 
days. The Secretary of the Treasury may, in consultation with the Sec
retary of State, permit exceptions to this prohibition only if the Secre
tary of the Treasury determines that the loan or extension of credit 
will improve the welfare or expand the economic opportunities of per
sons in South Africa disadvantaged by the apartheid system, provided 
that no exception may be made for any apartheid enforcing entity.

(h) All exports of computers, computer software, or goods or tech
nology intended to service computers to or for use by any of the fol
lowing entities of the Government of South Africa:

(1) The military;
(2) The police;
(3) The prison system;
(4) The national seciuity agencies;
(5) ARMSCOR [Arms Corporation of South Africa] and its 

subsidiaries or the weapons research activities of the Coimcil for 
Scientific and Industrial Research;

(6) The administering authorities for the black passbook and 
similar controls;

(7) Any apartheid enforcing agency;
(8) Any local or regional government or '^homeland" entity 

which performs any function of any entity described in para
graphs (1) through (7).

The Secretary of Commerce is hereby authorized to promulgate such 
rules and regulations as may be necessary to carry out this subsection 
and to implement a system of end use verification to ensure that any 
computers exported directly or indirectly to South Africa will not be 
used by any entity set forth in this subsection.

(c)(1) Issuance of any license for the export to South Africa of goods 
or tedmology which are to be used in a nuclear production or utiliza
tion facility, or which, in the judgment of the Secretary of State, cire 
likely to be diverted for use in such a facility; any authorization to 
engage, directly or indirectly, in the production of any special nuclear 
materid in South Africa; any license for the export to South Africa of 
component parts or other items or substances especially relevant from 
the standpoint of export control because of their significance for nu
clear explosive purposes; and any approval of retransfers to South 
Africa of any goods, technology, specid nuclear material, components, 
items or substances described in this section. The Secretaries of State,
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Energy, Commerce, and Treasury are hereby authorized to take such 
actions as may be necessary to carry out this subsection.

(2) Nothing in this section shall preclude assistance for International 
Atomic Energy Agency safeguards or IAEA programs generally avail
able to its member states, or for technical programs for the purpose of 
reducing proliferation risks, such as for reducing the use of highly en
riched uranium and activities envisaged by Section 223 of the Nuclear 
Waste Policy Act (42 U.S.C. 10203) or for exports which the Secretary 
of State determines are necessary for hiunanitarian reasons to protect 
the public health and safety.

J
l) The import into the United States of any arms, ammimition, or 
tary vehicles produced in South Africa or of any manufacturing 
data for such articles. The Secretaries of State, Treasury, and Defense 

are hereby authorized to take such actions as may be necessary to 
carry out this subsection.

• • • • • • •

166. S ta tem en t b y  th e  U.S. R ep resen ta tive  to  th e  Confer
ence on D isarm am ent (Lowitz) Before a  Special Panel 
of th e  House Com m ittee on Arm ed Services: U.S. Ac
tivities in th e  C onference [Extract], S ep tem ber 10, 
1985 ^

•  e •  e •  e •

Issue of Chemical Weapons

Of the broad spectrum of items on its agenda at the present time, 
the one of most importance, in my view, is that of chemical weapons. 
The clear objectives of the Administration in this area are to negotiate 
promptly a comprehensive ban on these weapons that have such 
terrible effects, as well as to seek to prevent their further proliferation, 
and, so long as a comprehensive ban is not in place, to maintain an 
adequate retaliatory capability to deter their use by the Soviet Union.

The work of the CD on chemical weapons is carried out largely in a 
subsidiary body—the chemical weapons ad hoc committee—which has 
the task of developing a convention. As you know, the United States 
introduced a complete draft of such a convention when Vice President 
Bush appeared before the conference in April 1984.  ̂ At the urging of 
our delegation, the chemical weapons committee has now produced, 
for the first time, a comprehensive text—albeit one containing many

 ̂Department of State Bulletin, November 1985, pp. 30-31. Ambassador Lowitz spoke 
before the Special Panel on Arms Control and Disarmament of the Procurement and 
Military Nuclear Systems Subcommittee.

 ̂For the draft convention, see Documents on Disarmament, 1984, pp. 269-299. For Vice 
President Bush's address, see ibid., pp. 299-307.
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bracketed portions and incomplete sections— ŵhich the committee has 
agreed will serve as the basis of its further work.

In an effort to continue the chemical weapons negotiations on a 
timely basis, the CD has agreed that informal consultations within the 
framework of the chemical weapons committee will be held this fall 
for 3 weeks, as well as a formal committee session in January, before 
the CD begins its 1986 session in February.

In reviewing the chemical weapons negotiations this past year, 1 see 
a modest amount of progress, although largely of a procedural charac
ter. It is regrettable that the negotiations continue to move much too 
slowly. It is regrettable that the continuing spread and use of chemical 
weapons has not yet imparted a greater sense of urgency to the CD's 
work.

I mentioned the Administration's position concerning oiu* need to 
maintain an adequate retaliatory chemical weapons capability to serve 
as a deterrent to the use of these weapons by the Soviet Union. In 
addition, as I review this session's negotiations, it appears that imme
diately following the House of Representatives vote to authorize the 
production of binary chemical weapons, the Soviet Union reacted in a 
polemical fashion and for a few weeks adopted a stance of silent 
withdrawal from active negotiations. Then I believe the Soviet Union 
assessed the situation and concluded that, since U.S. resumption of 
chemical weapons production might well become a reality, it was in 
their interest to participate in the negotiations rather than to remain 
silent. The Soviet delegation then resimied negotiating and the modest 
progress achieved in the committee occurred largely in the closing 
weeks of this year's session with the active participation of the Soviet 
delegation. This seems to indicate that U.S. resumption of chemical 
weapons production may provide some incentive to the Soviet Union 
to become serious about a chemical weapons convention.

I must caution against making too much of the largely procedural 
progress made by the chemical weapons committee dtuing 1985. The 
comprehensive ban that we seek, of necessity, will be a complex 
agreement, as it must ensure both the destruction of existing chemical 
weapons stockpiles and that new stocks are not illegally produced in 
the peaceful chemical industry. The negotiation of such a ban is 
perforce a complex and lengthy imdertaking. At present, on the most 
important substantive issues— v̂erification in particular—there contin
ues to be little agreement. While we search for mutually acceptable 
solutions, we continue to view as essential the need for mandatory, 
short-notice challenge inspection provisions—that would apply to any 
government-owned or -controlled facility—to complement the more 
routine types of verification of such matters as the destruction of 
stockpiles and the nonproduction of chemical weapons in the chemical 
industry. On the other hand, we have made clear in Geneva that it is 
the level of verification required to satisfy security concerns, not 
necessarily our specific language, that is important.
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Let me add that the delegation, of course, maintains close contacts 
with many other delegations in the CD on these negotiations as well 
as on other matters. We have had a bilateral dialogue on the chemical 
weapons issue with the delegation of the Soviet Union, and I should 
be pleased to expand on those discussions in closed session.

Other Agenda Issues

Let me discuss with you very briefly two other agenda items which 
have received a considerable degree of attention in the conference.

The first is that of the prevention of an arms race in outer space. 
Qearly, a primary focus on this important matter is the bilateral 
nuclear and space talks which are to resume shortly in Geneva. How
ever, we recognize that many states have an interest in the outer space 
environment. This year the CD carried out an initial examination of 
outer space issues relevant in a multilateral arms control context. The 
United States fully participated in these activities, but thus far we do 
not see the possibility of identifying any particular subject as appro
priate for beginning a multilateral negotiation. I expect the question of 
outer space to continue as a major issue in the CD.

The second item is that of a comprehensive nuclear test ban. We 
have made it clear in Geneva that our position continues to be that a 
complete cessation of nuclear explosions is a long-term objective of 
the Uruted States. We have stressed that the achievement of deep 
reductions in the nuclear arsenals of the Soviet Union and the United 
States is a more meaningful approach to nuclear arms control and 
should take precedence. At the CD, we have continued to support the 
need for substantive work on a range of test ban issues, including the 
scope of an eventual ban, and verification and compliance. In particu
lar, we have endorsed, and supported with significant financial and 
technical resources, the group of experts in seismology and data proc
essing that has been developing ways of exchanging seismic data on a 
global basis for verification of a comprehensive test ban.

On balance, I believe that the Conference on Disarmament had a 
year of modest success, particularly in the area of the chemical weap
ons negotiations. We attempted, and I believe succeeded, in making 
clear the U.S. positions on the issues dealt with in the CD and 
maintained uiufied positions with our allies. I am looking forward to 
the resumption of formal work in the Conference in February.

• • • • • • •
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167. S ta tem en t by  th e  U.S. R ep resen ta tive  to  th e  M utual 
and  Balanced Force Reductions Talks (Blackwill) 
Before th e  Arms Control Panel of th e  House Commit
te e  on Arm ed Services: Current S tatus o f th e  Talks 
[Extract], S ep tem ber 10, 1985 ^

e •  e •  •  e •

The current Western proposal in Vienna calls for a single, compre
hensive treaty, to be preceded by prior agreement between the two 
sides on the number of all ground combat and combat support forces 
in the area of reductions. The West is willing to set aside initially the 
issue of ground combat service support forces and air force personnel, 
where we believe much of the East-West data discrepancy may exist. 
The proposal, which was originally tabled in 1982 and modified in 
April of last year, also calls for staged reductions— î.e., beginning with 
U.S. and Soviet reductions, followed by those of the other MBFR 
participants—to eventual common ceilings of 700,000 groimd forces 
and 900,000 combined groimd and air force personnel for each side in 
the reductions area. The Western proposal also contains a set of 
interrelated ''associated measures,'' including provisions for onsite in
spection, which are aimed at strengthening confidence and stability 
without unduly restricting normal peacetime activities.

The current Eastern position is based on a proposal tabled by the 
Warsaw Pact in February of this year. It calls for a limited, initial 
agreement focusing on U.S. and Soviet reductions only and a freeze on 
the forces of both alliances, deferring negotiations on further reduc
tions. The proposal for Soviet reductions of 20,000 troops in return for 
U.S. reductions of 13,000 falls 10,000 Soviet troops short of the NATO 
position on irutial U.S.-Soviet reductions. Moreover, the provision for 
a general freeze would contractualize the existing conventional mili
tary imbalance and provide a disincentive for the Warsaw Pact to 
negotiate seriously any further reductions.

The latest Eastern position also demands reductions and a freeze on 
armaments, a move I believe clearly is aimed at derailing NATO 
conventional modernization efforts. The February, Eastern proposal, 
however, makes no move to meet Western verification requirements 
and, indeed, arguably represents a hardening of the Eastern position. 
The East's proposed freeze, for example, would be without numbers 
and would be verified by a combination of NTM and "political good
will." As for the data issue, the East proposes to "resolve" this prob
lem simply by dismissing it entirely.

I should stress that our NATO allies attach great political and 
military importance to MBFR. It is the one East-West arms control 
forum in which they are able to participate actively. As are our allies.

 ̂Department of State Bulletin, November 1985, pp. 32-33.
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the Reagan Administration is currently concluding a review of the 
Vienna negotiations and how to conduct them in the months ahead. 
No conclusions have yet been reached, and we will be consulting and 
coordinating closely with our NATO friends.

168. S ta tem en t by  ACDA Director A delm an Before a  Sub
com m ittee of the  House Com m ittee on Foreign Af
fairs: A ntisatellite  Arms Control, S eptem ber 11, 
1985 1

It is a pleasure to appear before the House Foreign Affairs Commit
tee to discuss antisatellite (ASAT) arms control. I believe that the most 
significant recent event in this area was the President's certification, as 
required by the Department of Defense 1985 authorization act.̂  Thus 
I would like, in my testimony, to focus today both on the progress of 
the negotiations in Geneva and that certification and its implications 
for arms control. First, however, I would like to review Administration 
thinking on space arms control.

Background

For 25 years, the United States has stationed satellites in space for 
peaceful purposes, including support of national security and arms 
control. Laimch detection satellites provide immediate warning of a 
ballistic missile attack. Communication and navigational satellites sup
port the command and control of U.S. and allied military forces. Other 
satellites provide U.S. national technical means (NTM) to assist in 
verification of compliance with existing arms control agreements.

The United States has been a contributor and party to several major 
international agreements that govern space activities, including the UN 
Charter, Outer Space Treaty,  ̂ Limited Test Ban Treaty,'* and Antibal- 
listic Missile Treaty.® At U.S. initiative, bilateral talks with the Soviet 
Union on ASAT arms control were held during 1978-79. The United 
States supported the recent formation of an ad hoc committee to discuss 
space arms control in the 40-nation Conference on Disarmament (CD) 
in Geneva.

* Deparhnent of State Bulletin, November 1985, pp. 26-29. The statement was made before 
the Subcommittee on Arms Control, International Security, and Science.

2 P.L. 98-525, Sec. 205.
 ̂For the text, see Documents on Disarmament, 1967, pp. 38-43.
Ibid., 1963, pp. 291-293.

« Ibid., 1972, pp. 197-201.
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a s . Policy

U.S. national space policy was articulated by President Reagan on 
July 4, 1982,® and reaffirmed in his March 31, 1984, report to Con
gress on U.S. policy and ASAT arms control: ''The United States will 
consider verifiable and equitable arms control measures that would 
ban or otherwise limit testing and deployment of specific weapon 
systems, should those measures be compatible with United States 
national security.''

Guided by these criteria, the United States has studied a range of 
possible options for space arms control. Factors which complicate 
ASAT arms control include significant difficulties of verification, di
verse sources of threats to U.S. and allied satellites, and threats to U.S. 
and allied terrestrial forces posed by Soviet targeting and reconnais
sance satellites.

Depending on the scope and effectiveness of an agreement, a verifi
able space arms control agreement, if complied with, might limit spe
cialized threats to satellites and constrain future threats to such key 
satellites as those for early warning. Limitations on specialized threats 
to satellites, together with satellite survivability measures, could help 
preserve and enhance stability. Agreements could also raise the politi
cal threshold for attacks on space objects and meet some international 
concerns about imconstrained military activity in space.

On November 22, 1984, the United States and U.S.S.R. agreed to 
enter new negotiations with the objective of reaching mutually accept
able agreements on the full range of issues concerning nuclear and 
space arms.® The January 7-8 meeting between Foreign Minister Gro
myko and Secretary Shiiltz began this process by reaching an imder- 
standing as to the subject and objectives of the negotiations.^

It was agreed that the objective of the negotiations is to work out 
effective agreements aimed at preventing an arms race in space and 
terminating it on Earth, at limiting and reducing nuclear arms, and at 
strengthening strategic stability. The negotiations are being conducted 
by a delegation from each side divided into three groups, one of which 
is addressing defense and space issues.

Arms Control Issues

The 1978-79 ASAT arms control talks revealed major U.S.-Soviet 
differences, and subsequent study has brought space arms control 
issues into sharper focus. Space arms control involves difficulties.

VerificaHon, Verification problems are aggravated for space systems 
because satellites that serve U.S. and allied security are few in number; 
cheating, even on a small scale, could pose a disproportionate risk. For 
example, a ban on all ASAT systems would require elimination of the

«Ibid,, 1982, p . 418.
7 Ibid., 1984, p . 205.
8 Ibid., p . 834.
® Document 3.
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current Soviet ASAT interceptor system, but no satisfactory means has 
been foimd to effectively verify Soviet compliance with such an un
dertaking. The Soviet interceptor is relatively small and laimched by a 
booster and launch pad used for other space missions. We do not 
know how many interceptors have been manufactured, and the 
U.S.S.R. could maintain a covert supply.

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 
imilateral advantage if the agreement ceased to remain in force for any 
reason— f̂or example, through sudden abrogation—and obtain a head 
start in building or deploying a type of weapon which had 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.

DefiniHon, Defining a space weapon for arms control purposes is very 
difficult. Space weapons could include coorbital and direct ascent 
interceptors (i.e. modified ballistic and ABM missiles), directed energy 
weapons, active electronic and coimtermeasures, and weapons which 
could be carried on manned space complexes. The problem is com- 
poimded because non-weapon space systems, including civil systems, 
may have characteristics difficult to distinguish from those of weap
ons. Furthermore, many systems not designed to be ASAT weapons 
have inherent (or residual) ASAT capabilities.

Disclosure of Information. Information regarding certain U.S. space sys
tems that are associated with national security is among the most 
sensitive information within the government. Measures with the ob
jective of enhancing verification of an ASAT arms control agreement 
that required any form of access to U.S. space systems could create an 
unacceptable risk of compromising the protection of that information.

Vulnerability of Satellite Support Systems. ASAT arms control would not 
ensure survivability of other elements in a space system. Groimd 
stations, laimch facilities, and communications links may, in some 
cases, be more vulnerable than the satellites themselves.

Soviet Non^Weapon Military Space Threat. Certain current and projected 
Soviet space systems, although not weapons, are designed to support 
Soviet terrestrial forces in the event of a crisis or conflict. These 
satellites are designed to provide radar and electronically derived tar
geting intelligence to Soviet weapon platforms for attacking U.S. and 
allied surface fleets and land forces. In response to this threat and as a 
counter to the Soviet ASAT, the United States has been developing 
the miiuatiu*e vehicle (MV) system. The purposes of this system are to 
deter threats to U.S. and allied space systems by having the capability 
to respond in kind to a Soviet ASAT attack and to help deter conven
tional and nuclear conflict by placing at risk Soviet satellites which 
support hostile military forces.
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Soviet and U.S. ASATSystems

Current Soviet ASAT capabilities include an interceptor system 
which is the only operational ASAT system in the world; in addition, 
they include groimd-based test lasers with probable ASAT capabilities, 
possibly the nuclear-armed GALOSH ABM interceptors, which might 
need only software changes to be used in an ASAT role, and the 
technological capability to conduct electronic warfare against space 
systems. 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, or have 
been, developed by the U.S.S.R.

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 
groimd-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*

The U.S. ASAT system presently imder development consists of an 
MV non-nuclear warhead mounted on a two-stage short-range attack 
missile (SRAM)/Altair booster. This is carried aloft and launched from 
a specially modified F-15 aircraft. The MV will be capable of attack
ing satellites in low altitude orbits. The system is currently imdergoing 
testing. It is to be deployed at one air force base on each coast of the 
United States.

The United States conducted the second test of the MV on Novem
ber 13, 1984. No target was involved; the object was to demonstrate 
sensor ability to acquire and track an infrared source. Following the 
President's recent certification to Congress, the United States plans to 
conduct a test of the MV against a space object this month. 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.
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The Strategic Defense Initiative and ASA T

President Reagan's speech of March 23, 1983, established the direc
tion for what we now call the Strategic Defense Initiative (SDI).^° 
New technologies are becoming available that justify a major research 
effort in ballistic missile defense. The SDI research program is also a 
prudent hedge against Soviet breakout from the ABM Treaty. (The 
Soviet Union currently is upgrading its operational ABM system at 
Moscow and is piu’suing aggressive research and development pro
grams in both traditional ABM systems and in advanced ABM tech
nologies such as high energy lasers.)

The U.S. SDI is a program for research on a broad range of technol
ogies which have potential for defense of both the United States and 
our allies.

The purpose is to explore possible means by which deterrence could 
be erJianced. The United States has made no decision to develop or 
deploy an ABM system. The SDI program is structured to support 
informed decisions by the early 1990s on whether to develop and 
deploy advanced defensive systems.

Research under the SDI will be consistent with all current U.S. 
treaty obligations, including the ABM Treaty. The SDI complements 
U.S. policy calling for significant reductions in offensive nuclear arma
ments. This is because defenses whose effectiveness could be main
tained at less cost than needed to proliferate offenses have potential 
for reducing the value of ballistic missile forces and thus increasing 
the likelihood of negotiated reductions. Both the SDI and our ASAT 
program aim at enhancing deterrence and strengthening strategic sta
bility, but in different ways. Many of the technologies involved in the 
SDI research and the ASAT program are related. However, the ASAT 
program is a near-term effort to develop an ASAT weapon intended to 
redress a specific military imbalance as discussed above, and it has no 
ABM capability. The SDI, on the other hand, is a long-term research 
program. The U.S. position on ASAT arms control should neither 
prejudge the results of SDI research nor preclude the research itself.

Progress in the Negotiations

In the defense and space negotiations, the U.S. approach has focused 
on the need to address the instability that exists in the current strate
gic situation; the United States has stressed the importance of revers
ing the erosion of the ABM Treaty regime and correcting other Soviet 
actions that violate existing arms control agreements. The Uiuted 
States has explained its view of the relationship between offensive and 
defensive forces, the potential contribution of defensive forces to our 
mutual security, and how—if new defensive technologies prove feasi
ble—the sides might manage to stable transition over time toward 
increased reliance on defenses, [sic]

An excerpt of the speech may be found in Documents on Disarmament 1983, pp. 199-
201.
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The Soviet Union, in an effort to stop the U.S. SDI research pro
gram, has proposed and continues to demand a comprehensive ban on 
research, development, testing, and deployment of what they call 
'^space-strike arms.'' They have made U.S. acceptance of such a ban a 
precondition for progress—or even detailed discussion—on offensive 
nuclear arms reductions but have not addressed verification problems. 
The United States has responded that research is permitted imder the 
ABM Treaty and that a ban on SDI research is imacceptable as it 
would be neither verifiable nor desirable and that such preconditions 
will only delay getting down to the kind of discussions that can lead 
to progress toward reductions in nuclear arsenals.

The President's CerHficaHon

On August 20 the President, as required by Congress, certified to 
Congress as follows:

• The United States is endeavoring in good faith to negotiate with 
the Soviet Union a mutual and verifiable agreement with the 
strictest possible limitations on ASAT weapons consistent with 
the national security interests of the United States.

• Pending agreement on such strict limitations, testing against ob
jects in space of the F-15 launched miniature homing vehicle 
ASAT warhead by the United States is necessary to avert clear 
and irrevocable harm to the national seciuity.

• Such testing would not constitute an irreversible step that would 
gravely impair prospects for negotiations on ASAT weapons.

• Such testing is fully consistent with the rights and obligations of 
the United States under the Antiballistic Missile Treaty of 1972 as 
those rights and obligations exist at the time of such testing.

I would like to review the reasoning behind this certification. 
Endeavoring to Negotiate the Strictest Possible Limitations. As you know, the 

United States is presently involved in negotiations at Geneva on a 
whole range of nuclear and space issues, including preventing an arms 
race in space.

We have been unable, to date, to identify a specific ASAT proposal 
which meets the requirements identified by the Congress in 1984— 
that any agreement be verifiable and consistent with U.S. national 
security. We are seriously exploring with the U.S.S.R. arms control 
arrangements intended to prevent an arms race in space. We will 
continue to study possible ASAT limitations in good faith to see 
whether such limitations are consistent with the national security 
interests of the United States, and we will continue to explore with 
the Soviets their proposals and the problems associated with them. We 
are, therefore, acting in conformit̂ *̂  the first certification require
ment.

 ̂̂  Document 147.
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Necessity of MV Testing. The primary purposes of a U.S. ASAT capa
bility 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 advantages arising from the offensive use of space- 
based systems which could undermine deterrence.

The U.S.S.R. has the world's only operational ASAT system with an 
effective capability to seek and destroy critical U.S. space systems in 
near-Earth orbit. In addition, since space systems are vulnerable to a 
broad range of threats from direct attack to electronic warfare to 
nuclear effects, the Soviet Union could have developed—^without our 
knowledge—a variety of other means to attack our satellites.

There is also a growing threat posed by present and prospective 
Soviet satellites which, while not weapons themselves, are designed to 
support directly the U.S.S.R.'s terrestrial forces in the event of conflict. 
These include ocean reconnaissance satellites which use radar and 
electronic intelligence in efforts to provide targeting data for use in 
attacking U.S. and allied siu'face fleets. They also include photographic 
and electronic intelligence satellites which provide targeting data and 
other information useful in supporting Soviet land forces. These Soviet 
space assets constitute a clear threat to our national security and that 
of our allies.

The United States must take the steps necessary to avert a situation 
in which the Soviet Union has full freedom to conduct effective 
attacks on our space systems knowing that their space objects, includ
ing those that provide targeting data, are not vulnerable to U.S. attack. 
The resultant instability from this asymmetry creates a risk of irrevo
cable harm to the United States. U.S. development of a credible ASAT 
system is a necessary integral part of the steps needed to avert this 
situation. Therefore, testing of the MV against objects in space by the 
United States is necessary to avert clear and irrevocable harm to the 
national security of the United States and its allies.

Impact on the Negotiations. The ASAT testing which we intend to xm- 
dertake follows by more than a decade the initiation by the U.S.S.R. 
of its testing of a coorbital ASAT system which has for some time 
been the world's only operational ASAT system. The Soviets, more
over, as noted above, have tested and, in some cases deployed, other 
systems which have inherent ASAT capabilities. The existence of such 
Soviet capabilities and their testing effectively preclude the possibility 
that testing by the United States of its MV ASAT will constitute an 
irreversible step.

In addition, we believe that testing can constitute an incentive to 
the Soviet Union to reach agreements on a wide range of issues and 
thus would not impair prospects for a successful conclusion to the 
negotiations now imderway.

Compatibility with the ABM Treaty. The testing against objects in space 
of the U.S. ¥-15 MV ASAT system will not give the system the 
capability to counter strategic ballistic missiles or their elements in
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flight trajectory and vsdll not constitute a test in an ABM mode. 
Therefore, such testing is not prohibited by the ABM Treaty.

Space arms control is a difficult area; I hope these remarks have 
helped clarify Administration thinking on it.

169. Executive Branch Legal M em orandum  on Issues Relat
ing to  the  Proposed  A greem en t for C ooperation  Be
tw een  th e  United S ta tes  an d  China Concerning Peace 
ful Uses of N uclear Energy, Sep tem ber 12, 1985 ^

A number of questions have been raised as to whether the proposed 
Agreement for Cooperation between the Government of the United 
States of America and the Government of the People's Republic of 
China Concerning Peaceful Uses of Nuclear Energy  ̂ meets the re
quirements set forth in section 123 of the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, 
as amended (''AEA").  ̂ In particular, it has been asserted that the 
agreement does not meet the requirements of paragraph (a) (1) of this 
section, concenung safeguards, or the requirements of paragraph (a)
(7) of this section, concerning reprocessing and other fuel cycle activi
ties. Acting upon the unanimous advice of the Secretaries of State and 
Energy  ̂ and the Director of the Arms Control and Disarmament 
Agency,® the President concluded that these requirements of law had 
been met. This memorandimi sets forth in detail the reasoning behind 
that conclusion. The Nuclear Regulatory Commission also concluded 
that these statutory requirements had been met.

Safeguards

Section 123(a)(1) of the AEA, as amended by the Nuclear Non- 
Proliferation Act of 1978 ( '̂NNPA"),® specifies that the proposed 
agreement for cooperation must contain:

a guaranty by the cooperating party that safeguards as set forth in 
the agreement for cooperation will be maintained with respect to 
all nuclear materials and equipment transferred pursuant thereto, 
and with respect to all specif nuclear material used in or pro
duced througji the use of such nuclear materials and equipment, 
so long as the material or equipment remains imder the jurisdic
tion or control of the cooperating party, irrespective of the dura
tion of other provisions in the agreement or whether the agree
ment is terminated or suspended for any reason. . . .

 ̂Nuclear Energy CooperaHon With China: Hearing Before the Special Subcommittee on US-Pacific 
Rim Trade of the Committee on Energy and Commerce, House of Representatives. . . . pp. 125-149.

2 Document 118.
3 42 U.S.C. 2153.
^ Document 116.
® Docvunent 112.
® Documents on Disarmament, 1978, pp. 118-164.
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Article 8 of the agreement contains the following provisions:

2. The parties recognize that this cooperation in the peaceful uses 
of nuclear energy is between two nuclear weapon states and that 
bilateral safeguards are not required. In order to exchange experi
ence, strengthen technical cooperation between the parties, ensure 
that the provisions of this agreement are effectively carried out, 
and eiUiance a stable, reliable, and predictable nuclear cooperation 
relationship, in connection with transfers of material, facilities and 
components under this agreement, the parties will use diplomatic 
chaimels to establish mutually acceptable arrangements for ex
changes of information and visits to material, facilities and com
ponents subject to the agreement.
3. The parties shall exchange views and information on the estab
lishment and operation of their respective national accoimting and 
control systems for source and special nuclear material subject to 
this agreement.

Paragraph 2 of article 10 provides:

2 . Notwithstanding the suspension, termination or expiration of 
this agreement, or any cooperation hereunder for any reason, the 
provisions of Articles 5, 6, 7, and 8 shall continue in effect so long 
as any material, facility, or components subject to these articles 
remain in the territory of the party concerned or any material, fa
cility or components subject to these articles remain subject to the 
party's right to exercise jurisdiction or to direct disposition else
where.

The AEA requires that safeguards ''as set forth in the agreement" be 
maintained for the life of items subject to the agreement, irrespective 
of the duration of the agreement itself. Under the Nuclear Non- 
Proliferation Treaty and section 127(1) of the AEA, 42 U.S.C. 
2156(1), International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) safeguards are 
only required as a condition for nuclear exports to non-nuclear 
weapon states. Therefore, IAEA safeguards are not provided for in this 
agreement with a nuclear-weapon state. Article 8(2), however, pro
vides for arrangements for exchanges of information and visits by U.S. 
Government officials to material, facilities and components subject to 
the agreement. The article provides that mutually acceptable arrange
ments for such visits and information exchanges are to be established 
''in connection with transfers"; consequently, these arrangements will 
be a prerequisite for the approval by the U.S. of any exports vmder the 
agreement. The U.S. has assumed no obligation to approve exports and 
need not do so until it is satisfied that appropriate arrangements are in 
place. Article 8(2), together with article 10(2), which provides that 
certain provisions, including this one, shall continue for the life of the 
items to which they apply, meets the requirement of section 123(a)(1).

It has been argued, however, that the "safeguards" required by 
section 123(a)(1) are those equivalent to the safeguards of the IAEA, as

 ̂Ibid., 1968, pp. 461-468.
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provided for in the safeguards agreement between the United States 
and the IAEA.® Thus, it is asserted that an agreement for cooperation 
must contain the basic features of material accountancy, containment 
and surveillance of nuclear material and inspections, and that while 
each featiu'e of the proposed agreement need not track the U.S. agree
ment with the IAEA, an agreement not containing those basic ele
ments does not meet the requirement of section 123(a)(1). Conse
quently, it is asserted that the proposed agreement for cooperation 
with China does not meet this requirement of U.S. law. This assertion, 
however, is incorrect. The interpretation of section 123(a)(1) on which 
it is based is neither supported by the text of the law nor the practice 
of the United States in its agreements for peaceful nuclear cooperation 
since enactment of the AEA in 1954.

The text of the statute on its face clearly does not require either 
IAEA safeguards or safeguards having equivalent characteristics. No 
specific safeguards system is mandated by section 123(a)(1). The sec
tion requires only that '̂ safeguards as set forth in the agreement for 
cooperation'' have a specified duration. The fact that IAEA or equiva
lent safeguards are not required is also seen by comparing section 
123(a)(1) with sections 123(a)(2) and 127(1) (42 U.S.C. 2153(a)(2), 
2156(1)), each of which specifically requires "IAEA safeguards". Other 
provisions of the AEA and NNPA make specific reference to "IAEA 
safeguards".® These provisions make clear that where Congress in
tended a section in the law specifically to require IAEA safeguards, it 
so provided. Similarly, where the equivalent of IAEA safeguards could 
satisfy a provision of law. Congress so specified. Section 126(a)(2) 
allows the Nuclear Regulatory Commission, in making export licensing 
determinations, to find that "the criteria in section 127 of this Act or 
their equivalent . . . are met," 42 U.S.C. 2155(a)(2). In sharp distinc
tion to providing that agreements for cooperation must contain a 
requirement for IAEA safeguards or their equivalent, section 123(a)(1) 
only requires "safeguards as set forth in the agreement."

Prior to its amendment by the NNPA in 1978, the AEA required 
that agreements for cooperation include "a guarantee by the coopera
ting party that seouity safeguards and standards as set forth in the 
agreement for cooperation will be maintained." The practice imder 
this provision since 1954 makes clear that safeguards "as set forth in 
the agreement" varied widely from no safeguards at all, to safeguards 
primarily implemented by the cooperating party, to elaborate bilateral 
safeguards provisions with detailed U.S. inspection rights.

® Agreement Between the United States and the bitemational Atomic Energy Agency 
for the Application of Safeguards in the United States of America, Nov. 18, 1977— 
U.S.T.— T.LA.S. No. 9889. [Footnote in original.] The text of the Agreement may also 
be found in Documenk on Disarmament 1977, pp. 738-775.

»22 U.S.C. 3241, 3281(a)(1)(D), 42 U.S.C. 2139(b)(1), 2153b(a)(2), 2157(a)(1), 
2158(1)(C). [Footnote in origin^.]

10 Section 123(a)(2), P.L. 83-703, 68 Stat. 919. [Footnote in original.]
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Three agreements for peaceful nuclear cooperation concluded under 
the language of the 1954 Act contained no safeguards at all in the 
sense of inspection rights or material accoimtancy. The agreement for 
cooperation with the United Kingdom merely contained the following 
provision:

All classified material, equipment, devices and classified informa
tion exchanged imder this Agreement shall be safeguarded with 
applicable security arrangements between the Conunission and 
the Authority.

The agreement with Canada merely provided that:

The seciuity safeguards and standards prescribed by the security 
arrangements by the Commission and the Atomic Energy Agency 
Control Board of Canada in effect on June 15, 1955, will be main
tained with respect to all classified information and materials, in
cluding equipment and devices exchanged imder this Agree
ment.̂ ^

The agreement with Belgium contained a similar provision.
A whole series of other agreements had different ^ ŝafeguards'' pro

visions. Articles VI and VII(A) of the U.S. agieement with Greece may 
be taken as an example:

ArHcle VI

A. The Government of the Kingdom of Greece agrees to maintain 
such safeguards as are necessary to assure that the uraniimi en
riched in the isotope U-235 leased from the Commission shall be 
used solely for the purposes agreed in accordance with this Agree
ment and to assure the safekeeping of this material
B. The Government of the Kingdom of Greece agrees to maintain 
such safeguards as are necessary to assiu-e that all other reactor 
materials, including equipment and devices, purchased in the 
United States imder this Agreement by the Government of the 
Kingdom of Greece or authorized persons imder its jurisdiction 
shall be used solely for the design, construction, and operation of 
research reactors which the Government of the Kingdom of 
Greece decides to construct and operate and for research in con
nection therewith, except as may otherwise be agreed.
C. In regard to research reactors constructed pursuant to this 
Agreement the Government of the Kingdom of Greece agrees to 
maintain records relating to power levels of operation and bum- 
up of reactor fuels and to make annual reports to the Commission

 ̂̂  Article IX(A), Agreement for Cooperation on the Civil Uses of Atomic Energy 
Between the United States and the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern 
Ireland, June 15, 1955, 6 U.ST. 2709, T.l.A.S. No. 3321. [Footnote in original.]

Article XII(A), Agreement for Cooperation Concerning Civil Uses of Atomic Energy 
Between the United States and Canada, June 15, 1955, 6 U.S.T. 2595, T.l.A.S. No. 3304. 
ppootnote in original.]

Article XI(A), Agreement for Cooperation Concerning the Civil Uses of Atomic 
Energy Between the United States and Belgium, June 15, 1955, 6 U.S.T. 2551, T.I.A.S. 
No. 3301. [Footnote in original.]
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on these subjects. If the Commission requests, the Government of 
the Kingdom of Greece will permit Commission representatives to 
observe from time to time the condition and use of any leased 
material and to observe the performance of the reactor in which 
the material is used.

ArHcle VU

Guaranties Prescribed by the United States Atomic Energy Act of 1954 

The Government of the Kingdom of Greece guarantees that:

A. Safeguards provided in Article VI shall be maintained.

If « H* 14

These provisions show that the primary responsiblity for the mainte
nance of safeguards was given not to an international agency or to the 
United States, but to Greece, the recipient government. If the AEC 
requested, Greece agreed to permit Commission representatives ''to 
observe from time to time the condition and use'' of leased material. 
These provisions, including safeguards maintained by the recipient and 
occasional visits by the United States, are characterized as "safe
guards" in Article VII(A). Similar provisions were included in agree
ments with Argentina, Austria, Brazil, Chile, Colombia, Costa Rica, 
Cuba, Derunark, the Dominican Republic, the Federal Republic of 
Germany, Guatemala, Indonesia, Iran, Israel, Italy, Japan, Korea, Leba
non, New Zealand, Pakistan, Panama, Peru, the Philippines, Portugal, 
Spain, Sweden, Thailand, Turkey, Uruguay, Venezuela, Vietnam and 
West Berlin.̂ ® In each of these agreements, the provisions in question 
are called "safeguards" in the agreement itself.

Other agreements concluded during the same period contained what 
would now be considered more traditional bilateral safeguards provi
sions. Thus, for example, the 1956 agreement for cooperation between 
the United States and France contained traditional bilateral safeguards 
provisions including design review, records requirements and inspec
tion rights.̂ ® In Article XI(A) these provisions are also called "safe-

Agreement for Cooperation Between the United States and Greece Concerning 
Civil Uses of Atomic Energy, August 4, 1955, 6 U.S.T. 2635, T.I.A.S. No. 3310. [Foot
note in original.]

Background Material for the Review of the International Atomic Policies and 
Programs of the United States, Report to the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy, 
Congress of the United States, Vol. 2, Joint Committee print, 86th Cong., 2d Sess., 
October 1960, at 432-34; article VIII, D^a), Agreement for Cooperation Between the 
United States and Indonesia Concerning Civil Uses of Atomic Energy, June 8, 1960, 11 
U.S.T. 2024, T.I.A.S. No. 4557; article VIII, IX(a), Agreement for Cooperation Between 
the United States and Panama Concerning Civil Uses of Atomic Energy, June 24, 1959, 
14 U.S.T. 876, T.I.A.S. No. 5370. See, e.g., article VI, VII(A), Amem ent for Cooperation 
Between the United States and Israel Concerning Civil Uses of Atomic Energy, July 12, 
1955, 6 U.S.T. 2641, T.I.A.S. No. 3311. [Footnote in original.]

Article X(A), Agreement for Cooperation Between the United States and France 
Concerning Civil Uses of Atomic Energy, June 19, 1956, 7 U.S.T. 3097, T.I.A.S. No. 
3689. [Footnote in original.]
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guards''. By 1960, there were 13 agreements in effect with this type 
of safeguards provision.^®

From the foregoing it is evident that the clause ''as set forth in the 
agreement" was interpreted to give U.S. negotiators broad discretion to 
vary the safeguards provisions in agreements for peaceful nuclear 
cooperation as was deemed appropriate to the circumstances. Some 
agreements had no safeguards in the sense of material accoimtancy 
and inspection. Some had recipient-applied safeguards, and others had 
bilateral U.S. safeguards. All were included in U.S. agreements for 
cooperation in satisfaction of the same paragraph of the AEA and all 
were referred to as "safeguards" in a generic sense.

There is no evidence in the history of the 1954 Atomic Energy Act 
to suggest that Congress intended in any way to limit the discretion of 
the negotiators or to assign a special meaning to "safeguards".

When the AEA was amended in 1978 by the NNPA, the clause 
"security safeguards and standards" was replaced by the shorter refer
ence "safeguards". This simplification was due to the fact that the 
term"safeguards" had become accepted for reference to the provisions 
adopted since 1954 in fulfillment of the requirement of the 1954 act. 
There is no indication in the legislative history that this change was 
intended to be substantive. The Senate report on the NNPA merely 
indicates, in referring to the preexisting text: "The existing provision 
simply requires that 'security safeguards and standards as set forth in 
the agreement will be maintained.'" The report does not focus on the 
change in language to the word "safeguards", but rather on the addi
tion of the requirement that safeguards be maintained "so long as the 
items remain imder the jurisdiction or control of the cooperating party, 
irrespective of the duration of other provisions in the agreement or 
whether the agreement is terminated or suspended for any reason." 
Further, the crucial point is that the modifying phrase "as set forth in 
the agreement" was retained, bringing with it the historical flexibility

Agreement for Cooperation Between the United States and France Concerning Civil 
Uses of Atomic Energy, June 19, 1956, 7 U.S.T. 3097, T.I.A.S. No. 3689. [Footnote in 
original.]

Backgroimd Material for the Review of International Atomic Policies and Programs 
of the United States, Report to the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy, Congress of the 
United States, Vol. 2, Joint Committee print, 86th Cong., 2d Sess., October 1960, at 466. 
[Footnote in original.]

Senate Report No. 95-467, 95th Cong., 1st Sess., October 3, 1977, at 21-22. The 
Senate report relates to the final version of the bill subsequently enacted as the NNPA. 
The House Report in describing all the changes being made to section 123 of the Atomic 
Energy Act, focuses on the new requirement for the duration of safeguards and says 
''this is one of the significant additions to section 123.'' In describing the new provision, 
the House Report indicates that it pertains to "safeguards required under the agree
ment." In describing the purpose of the change, the House Report indicates that it will 
ensure the continuation of IAEA safeguards even if the U.S. terminates exports or the 
agreement expires. House Report No. 95-587, 95th Cong., 1st Sess., August 5, 1977, at 
11-12. The reference to IAEA safeguards is merely illustrative and does not alter the fact 
that the plain statutory language is more general. The focus of the Congress was on 
ensuring the perpetuity of s^eguards, not on redefining the meaning of "safeguards" in 
section 123(a)(1). [Footnote in original.]
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that had been available to vary the ^̂ safeguards'' provisions as appro
priate for each agreement.

The language of the proposed agreement for cooperation between 
the United States and China is similar to the language of the agree
ment for cooperation with Greece quoted above and other similar 
agreements in the sense that the Greek agreement depended on the 
cooperating party to account for the material provided by the United 
States and envisaged visits by United States officials from time to 
time. The language in the proposed U.S.-China agreement goes far 
beyond that in the agreements the U.S. had with the U.K., Canada 
and Belgiimi, which had no requirements for material accoimting, 
containment and surveillance or inspections. Each of those agreements 
were sufficient for the purposes of U.S. law and the proposed agree
ment with China clearly meets the provisions of U.S. law as well. 
None of these provisions is equivalent to IAEA safeguards and none is 
equivalent to fall-back bilateral safeguards foimd in current agree
ments with non-nuclear-weapon states. Such equivalency is clearly 
not required, as has been demonstrated by the foregoing review of the 
statutory text and the U.S. practice in the field.

Hie proposed agreement with China contains provisions that assure 
that nuclear material, facilities and components supplied by the United 
States will not be misused. In addition to articles 8(2) and 5(2), which 
are discussed in this memorandum, there are commitments that these 
items will not be used for any military or explosive purpose, will not 
be retransferred without U.S. consent, and will be subject to agreed 
levels of physical security. All these provisions will continue in effect 
as long as the item in question remains in China, even if the agree
ment itself expires. Moreover, the agreement expressly excludes coop
eration in sensitive technologies, nor does it in any way require that 
technology of military or strategic significance be transferred. While it 
provides a framework for potential U.S. nuclear export, it does not 
commit the U.S. to export any item. Taken together, these provisions 
establish a regime for nuclear cooperation that is suitably stringent 
and appropriate for reciprocal dealing with a nuclear-weapon state.

Reprocessing and Other Fuel Cycle AcHvifies

Section 123(a) (7) and (8) of the AEA, as amended by the NNPA, 42 
U.S.C. 2153(a) (7) and (8), require than an agreement for cooperation 
include:

(7) except in the case of agreements for cooperation arranged pur
suant to subsection 91 c., 144 b., or 144 c., a guaranty by the co
operating party that no material transferred pursuant to the agree
ment for cooperation and no material used in or produced through 
the use of any material, production facility, or utilization facility 
transferred pursuant to the agreement for cooperation will be re
processed, enriched or (in the case of plutonium, uranium 233, or 
uraniimi enriched to greater than twenty percent in the isotope 
235, or other nuclear materials which have been irradiated) other
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wise altered in form or content without the prior approval of the 
United States;
(8) except in the case of agreements for cooperation arranged pur
suant to subsection 91 c., 144 b., or 144 c., a guaranty by the co
operating party that no plutoniimi, no uranium 233, and no urani- 
um eruiched to greater than twenty percent in the isotope 235, 
transferred pursuant to the agreement for cooperation, or recov
ered from any source or special nuclear materid so transferred or 
from any source or specid nuclear material used in any produc
tion facility or utilization facility transferred pursuant to the 
agreement for cooperation, will be stored in any facility that has 
not been approved in advance by the United States. . . .

In compliance with these provisions, the proposed agreement be
tween the United States and China contains the following provisions 
in article 5(2):

Neither party has any plans to enrich to twenty percent or great
er, reprocess, or alter in form or content material transferred pur
suant to this agreement or material used in or produced through 
the use of any material or facility so transferred. Neither party 
has any plans to change locations for storage of plutonium, urani- 
im\ 233 (except as contained in irradiated fuel elements), or high 
enriched uranium transferred pursuant to this agreement or used 
in or produced through the use of any material or facility so 
transferred. In the event that a party would like at some future 
time to undertake such activities, the parties will promptly hold 
consultations to agree on a mutually acceptable arrangement. The 
parties imdertake the obligation to consider such activities favor
ably, and agree to provide pertinent information on the plans 
during the consultations. Inasmuch as any such activities will be 
solely for peaceful purposes and will be in accordance with the 
provisions of this agreement, the parties will consult immediately 
and will seek agreement within six months on long-term arrange
ments for such activities. In the spirit of cooperation the parties 
agree not to act within that period of time. If such an arrange
ment is not agreed upon within that period of time, the parties 
will promptly consult for the purpose of agreeing on measures 
which they consider to be consistent with the provisions of the 
agreement in order to imdertake such activities on an interim 
basis. The parties agree to refrain from actions which either party 
believes would prejudge the long-term arrangements for under
taking such activities or adversely affect cooperation under this 
agreement. The parties agree that the consultations referred to 
above will be carried out promptly and mutual agreement reached 
in a maimer to avoid hampering, delay or undue interference in 
their respective nuclear programs. Neither party will seek to gain 
commercial advantage. Nothing in this article shall be used by 
either party to inhibit the legitimate development and exploitation 
of nuclear energy for peaceful purposes in accordance with this 
agreement.
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Under this provision, reprocessing, enrichment, alteration in form or 
content and (for weapons usable material) storage of materials subject 
to the agreement carmot be undertaken without the prior agreement of 
the United States. When one party wishes to imdertake any of these 
activities, the parties undertake to consult immediately for the purpose 
of '^agree[ing] on a mutually acceptable" long-term arrangement; since 
such an arrangement cannot be concluded before the U.S. agrees, the 
U.S. has a right of prior approval with respect to the long-term 
arrangement. The U.S. and China will try to reach agreement in six 
months; during that time, they agree that neither party will undertake 
any of the activities in question. Thus, dxiring this period, none of 
these activities can take place without U.S. prior approval. If agree
ment is not reached on long-term arrangements within the six-month 
period, the parties will promptly consult ^̂ for the purpose of agreeing 
on measures . . .  [to permit these] activities on an interim basis." The 
activities may not be imdertaken without the interim measures and 
those measures must be agreed to by both parties. Until there has 
been such agreement, the parties are obligated to "refrain from actions 
which either party believes would prejudge the long-term arrange
ments or adversely affect cooperation imder the agreement." There can 
be no doubt that if China proceeded without the agreement of the 
United States, this would adversely affect cooperation under the 
agreement. Thus, after the initial six-month period, the fuel cycle 
activities in question still cannot occur without agreement on interim 
"measures", and the U.S. has a right to withhold its agreement to any 
activity that is proposed.

It was clearly understood by both parties that such activities couJd 
not occur without U.S. agreement. During the negotiations, both 
China and the U.S. recognized that the issue of implementing these 
consent rights would not arise in any practical sense for substantially 
more than a decade. The Chinese, however, were concerned that the 
standard formulation of the consent right provision originally pro
posed by the U.S. would give the U.S. the ability to control the 
evolution of the future domestic Chinese nuclear program by mere 
failure to respond to any approval request they might make. The 
resulting text obviates that risk.

In stun, none of the activities may be undertaken, at any time, 
imless the United States first agrees— t̂he United States is assured the 
right to approve or disapprove before any of the specified activities is 
imdertaken. The AEA requires that the United States Government 
have the right to approve of these activities before any of them is 
imdertaken. That is precisely what article 5(2) provides for, thus satis
fying the requirements of U.S. law.

Questions have been raised, however, as to whether article 5(2) is 
sufficiently clear and unambiguous to meet the U.S. legal requirements 
and about language which relates to the manner in which the parties 
will implement article 5(2).
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Paragraphs (7) and (8) of section 123(a) do not dictate the precise 
language that must be used in an agreement. That language is subject 
to negotiation. What coimts is that the substantive requirements of 
the law are met. The language of article 5(2) ensures that the United 
States may exercise an approval right before the activity in question is 
carried out. The obligation to ^̂ seek agreement . . .  on long-term ar
rangements'' is not an obligation to agree. Similarly, the prohibition on 
imilateral actions which ''prejudge the long-term arrangements . . .  or 
adversely affect cooperation" assures that China may not conduct any 
of the activities in question imtil and imless the U.S. has given its 
consent. The U.S. is given discretion to decide what interim activity 
would "adversely affect cooperation"— n̂o agreement is required on 
this point, and our decisions are thus not subject to argimient; this 
phrase is sufficiently broad to include any non-proliferation or nation
al security concern that the U.S. believes could adversely affect coop
eration. Together, these provisions establish a framework of prior U.S. 
approvals which is what the law requires. Since the agreement text 
ensures that the activities in question may not be undertaken without 
the prior approval of the United States, it is sufficient to meet the 
requirement of law, even though the language is not the same as in 
previous agreements.

In pre-1978 agreements, a variety of different formulae were used to 
establish a U.S. reprocessing consent right, and all were recognized by 
Congress as meeting the export requirement established by the NNPA 
in section 127(5), 42 U.S.C. 2156(5), for a prohibition on reprocessing 
"imless the prior approval of the United States is obtained." For 
example, some agreements required that reprocessing be performed in 
facilities of the cooperating party only upon a joint determination of 
the parties that the provisions of the article pertaining to safeguards 
could be effectively applied, or in other facilities as mutually agreed 
between the parties.Another group of agreements required that any 
such reprocessing be performed at the discretion of the AEC in either 
AEC facilities or facilities acceptable to the AEC on terms and condi
tions to be later agreed. Yet another group of agreements provided

Article D((E), Agreement for Cooperation Between the United States and Argentina 
Concerning Civil Uses of Atomic Energy, June 25, 1969, 20 U.S.T. 2587, T.I.A.S. No. 
6721; article VIII(F), Agreement for Cooperation Between the United States and Brazil 
Concerning Civil Uses of Atomic Energy, July 17, 1972, 23 U.S.T. 2477, T.I.A.S. No. 
7439; article Vni(F), Agreement for Cooperation Between the United States and FiiUand 
Concerning Civil Uses of Atomic Energy, April 8, 1970, 21 U.S.T. 1368, T.I.A.S. No. 
6896; article 11(E), Agreement for Cooperation Between the United States and India 
Concerning C i^  Uses of Atomic Energy, A u ^st 8, 1963, 14 U.S.T. 1484, T.I.A.S. No. 
5446; article VIII(C), Agreement for Cooperation Between the United States and Japan 
Concerning Civil Uses of Atomic Energy, February 26,1968, 19 U.S.T. 5214, T.I.A.S. No. 
6517, amended, 23 U.S.T. 275, T.I.A.S. No. 7306, and 23 U.S.T. 2323, T.I.A.S. No. 7758. 
[Footnote in original.]

2 ̂  See, e.g., article VlIIfH), Agreement for Cooperation Between the United States and 
Norway Concerning Civil Uses of Atomic energy. May 4, 1967, 18 U.S.T. 531, T.I.A.S. 
No. 6260, amended, 21 U.S.T. 817, T.I.A.S. No. 6849; article IX(F), Agreement for 
Cooperation Between the United States and the Philippines Concerning Civil Uses of 
Atomic Energy, Jime 13, 1968, 19 U.S.T. 5389, T.I.A.S. No. 6522. [Footnote in original.]
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that the reprocessing could be performed in facilities acceptable to 
both parties upon a joint determination of the parties that the safe
guards provisions of the agreement could be effectively applied. The 
Senate report on the NNPA recognized that ^̂ although the actual 
language in our existing agreements for cooperation varies, and seldom 
corresponds precisely to the language of these criteria, it is our under
standing that each of these basic requirements and rights are contained 
[except in the U.S. cooperation agreements with the IAEA and EURA- 
TOM]." Thus, Congress recognized that agreement language does 
not have to be the same as the U.S. statutory language, but rather has 
to carry forward its substance. Exports have been licensed by the 
Nuclear Regulatory Commission based on the findings by it and the 
Executive Branch that various formulations in preexisting agreements 
all met the statutory requirement for a consent right.

Undeniably, the Congress wanted the U.S. reprocessing approval 
right to be imqualified and set forth in the agreement imambiguous- 
ly.̂ '* However, it is also clear that the Congress recognized that the 
provisions in question had to be negotiated with foreign governments 
and that the language would neither always follow the statutory 
language nor always be the same. Moreover, in terms of legal suffi
ciency, the Congress, the Executive Branch and the Nuclear Regula
tory Commission have found consent rights to exist in cases where 
some might argue they are less than clear and imqualified. To be sure, 
the language in the China agreement is different from that in other 
agreements. However, since the substantive effect of the provision 
that has been negotiated is to ensure that the activities in question 
caimot be carried out imless the United States approves in advance, 
the requirements in section 123(a) (7) and (8) are met.

The foregoing conclusion is not altered by the language in article 
5(2) relating to the manner in which decisions on reprocessing and 
other fuel cycle activities are reached. Article 5(2) provides that the 
parties '̂imdertake the obligation to consider such activities favor
ably." This in no way mandates the result of that consideration. It 
merely recognizes that the United States and China have no predispo
sition to prevent all reprocessing, alteration, eiuichment, and storage. 
The text makes clear that pertinent information on the proposed 
activities will be provided and that the parties Tvill consult for the 
purpose of agreeing on the arrangements. The United States has the 
ultimate ability to decide whether or not to agree. The Executive 
Branch of the United States Government is bound to follow the legal

See, e.g., article IX(Q/ Agreement for Cooperation Between the United States and 
Austria Concerning Peacenil Uses of Atomic Energy, July 11, 1969, 21 U.S.T. 10, T.LA.S. 
No. 6815, amended, 25 U.S.T. 2337, T.LA.S. No. 7912; article VIII(C), Agreement for 
Cooperation Between the United States and Spain Concerning Ci'sol Uses of Atomic 
Energy, March 20, 1974, 25 U.S.T. 1063, T.LA.S. No. 7841. [Footnote in original.] 

Senate Report 95-467, 95th Cong., 1st Sess., October 3, 1977, at 16. [Footnote in 
original.]

House Report 95-587, 95th Cong., 1st Sess., August 5, 1977, at 14. [Footnote in 
original.]
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standards in the AEA and NNPA and policy applicable at the time of 
a request in deciding on whether or not it is in a position to agree.

Article 5(2) further provides that consultations on long term and 
interim arrangements will be ^̂ carried out promptly and mutual agree
ment reached in a manner to avoid hampering, delay, or imdue inter
ference in their respective nuclear programs/' This does not compel 
the United States to agree to any proposed particular arrangement. 
Obviously, the United States has no intention of interfering in the 
Chinese domestic civil nuclear program. The clause recognizes that the 
United States would have no say with regard to matters not subject to 
the agreement for cooperation. It is based on an IAEA document,̂ ® 
and has appeared in a variety of formulations in most of our peaceful 
nuclear cooperation agreements since 1978. The clause does not 
imdercut the explicit requirements for agreement on arrangements 
(whether long-term or interim) and does not release either party from 
its obligation not to act unilaterally.

Article 5(2) contains a further clause indicating that neither party 
will seek to gain commercial advantage. This clause was included to 
make clear that the United States would not refuse to agree, for 
example, to enrichment, reprocessing, or storage in China for the 
pxirpose of gaining commercial advantages for companies that were 
engaging in that activity in the U.S. and competing for international 
business. Rather, the U.S. includes consent rights in nuclear coopera
tion agreements for non-proliferation and national security purposes 
and that is how they would be administered. The clause in no way 
undercuts the U.S. prior approval right. Fiu’ther, it should be noted 
that such a clause has been included in a U.S. agreement for coopera
tion subsequent to the NNPA and has not evoked any criticism.

The last sentence in paragraph 2 of article 5 provides that nothing in 
the article shall be used to inhibit the legitimate development and 
exploitation of nuclear energy for peaceful purposes in accordance 
with the agreement. This provision caimot be construed to require

25 See paragraph 4, the Structure and Content of Amements Between the Agency 
and States Required in Connection with the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear 
Weapons, IAEA Doc. INFCIRC/153 (corrected), June 1972, at 2. Similar language is 
included in IAEA safeguards agreements. [Footnote in original.]

See articles 7(5), 9(6), Agreement for Cooperation Between the United States and 
Egypt Concerning Peaceful Uses of Nuclear Energy, June 29, 1981,—^U.S.T.—, T.I.A.S. 
No. 10208; articles 7(5), 9(7), Agreement for Cooperation Between the United States and 
Peru Concerning Peaceful Uses of Nuclear Energy, June 26, 1980,—^U.S.T.— T.I.A.S. No. 
10300; articles 7(5), 9(7), Agreement for Cooperation Between the United States and 
Morocco Concerning Peaceful Uses of Nuclear Energy, May 30, 1980,—^U.S.T.—, T.I.A.S. 
No. 10018. In Congressional consideration of post-1978 agreements for peaceful nuclear 
cooperation, no question has ever been raised about the inclusion of this clause. [Foot
note in original.]

See paragraph 12, Agreed Minute, Agreement for Cooperation Between the United 
States and Egypt Concerning Peaceful Uses of Nuclear Energy, June 29, 1981,—^U.S.T.— 
T.I.A.S. No. 10208. [Footnote in original.1

In article IV(1) of the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons, the 
United States recognized the right of states to develop research, production and use of 
nuclear energy for peaceful purposes in conformity with appropriate non-proliferation 
undertakings. July 1, 1968, 21 U.S.T. 483, T.I.A.S. No. 6839. [Footnote in original.]
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that the United States agree to any particular proposed Chinese nucle
ar activity. The phrase '̂ in accordance with this agreement'' makes 
clear that the agreement's explicit reqiiirements for agreement on long
term arrangements or interim measures apply and that neither party is 
released from its obligation not to act unilaterally. Instead  ̂ the sen
tence indicates that the intention of each party is not to administer the 
article with the purpose of inhibiting the other's domestic develop
ment and exploitation of nuclear energy for peaceful purposes. The 
U.S. would be expected to administer the provision for the purpose of 
promoting its non-proliferation and security objectives.

Conclusion

In simunary, therefore, the objections that have been raised to the 
proposed peaceful nuclear cooperation agreement between the United 
States and China relating to its legal sufficiency under section 123(a) 
of the Atomic Energy Act are without merit. The agreement has been 
carefully reviewed by all concerned agencies and all have concluded 
that the agreement meets all requirements of law.

170. Letter From G eneral Secretary  Honecker of the  
G erm an Democratic Republic to  Chancellor Kohl of 
th e  Federal Republic of G erm any: Establishm ent of a  
C hem ical-W eapon-Free Zone in Central Europe, Sep
tem ber 12, 1985 ^

Desiring to fulfil its responsiblility for peace and relaxation of ten
sions in Central Europe and to meet the security interests of its own 
people and indeed of all European peoples, the Government of the 
German Democratic Republic proposes to the Government of the Fed
eral Republic of Germany to make a joint contribution to disarmament 
and arms limitation.

The question of prohibiting and eliminating chemical weapons has 
long been a subject of international discussion. The States Parties to 
the Warsaw Treaty as well as other States have made proposals to this 
end.

The Governments of the German Democratic Republic and the 
Czechoslovak Socialist Republic have held consultations on this ques
tion and decided to present the following to the Government of the 
Federal RepubUc of Germany:

The Governments of the German Democratic Republic and the 
Czechoslovak Socialist Republic hold the view that practical pos-

 ̂A /C .l/40/2, Annex I. Czechoslovakian Prime Minister Strougal sent a similar letter 
to Chancellor Kohl on the same day (Annex II). A letter dated September 25, 1985, 
addressed to the President of the Conference on Disarmament from representatives of 
Czechoslovakia and the German Democratic Republic transmitted a joint text of the two 
letters, noting that it was sent September 13, 1985,
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sibilities do exist for the elimination of chemical weapons, par
ticularly for the establishment of a chemical-weapon-free zone in 
Europe. This could be a way to arrive at the removal of the chem
ical weapon stocks existing in the region and to ensure that no 
new, extremely perilous types of such weapons, notably binary 
weapons, will be deployed on European soil. TWs has also been 
reflected in the talks between the Socialist Unity Party of Germa
ny and the Social Democratic Party of Germany on the establish
ment of a zone free of chemical weapons, which climaxed in the 
presentation of the political initiative known to you.

Next to nuclear weapons, chemical weapons are the most dan
gerous means of mass destruction. It is a matter of utmost urgen
cy to prohibit and completely eliminate them. What is needed are 
resolute efforts both on a global and regional scale. The Govern
ments of the German Democratic Republic and Czechoslovakia 
take a consistent stand for a comprehensive convention on the 
prohibition of the development, production and stockpiling of 
chemical weapons and their destruction. Moreover, they are con
vinced that regional agreements on the establishment of chemical- 
weapon-free zones would be concrete steps towards confidence- 
building and towards a world-wide ban on these weapons. In this 
light the Governments of the German Democratic Republic and 
Czechoslovakia are prepared to conclude an agreement with the 
Government of the Federal Republic of Germany, which would 
result in the elimination of chemical weapons on the territories of 
these cotmtries that are situated right along the dividing line be
tween the two military-political alliances.

In making this proposal they, neighbours of the Federal Repub
lic of Germany, want to encourage, in Central Europe, arms re
ductions as concrete action to safeguard peace and security.

We strongly believe that the proposal submitted by the two 
Governments can lead to a corresponding agreement. Such an 
accord would be important in strengthening security in Europe 
and would add to the joint efforts which aim to free Europe of 
the risks of the use of chemical weapons.

The Governments of the German Democratic Republic and 
Czechoslovakia invite the Government of the Federal Republic of 
Germany to enter into negotiations on the establishment of a zone 
free of chemical weapons, which should comprise the territories of 
these three States, to begin with. In these negotiations the 
German Democratic Republic and Czechoslovakia are ready to put 
forward their ideas on the problems involved. It is their under
standing that the Federal Republic of Germany for its part will 
submit specific proposals and reflections of its own, and that the 
agreement on the establishment of a chemical-weapon-free zone 
should be open to all other interested States for accession.

The Government of the German Democratic Republic hopes for a 
positive response from the Government of the Federal Republic of 
Germany and suggests to open negotiations on the matter. The neces
sary arrangements could be made through diplomatic channels.
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171. S ta tem en t by  P resident R eagan  on th e  N uclear and  
Space Arms Talks, S eptem ber 13, 1985 ^

I met today with my senior negotiators to the nuclear and space 
arms talks in Geneva—^Ambassadors Max Kampelman, John Tower, 
and Maynard Glitman. I gave them my instructions for the third 
round of the negotiations, which begins on September 19, and dis
cussed with them the prospects for progress in this round.

I reiterated to Ambassadors Kampelman, Tower, and Glitman my 
strong desire to move with renewed effort to reduce nuclear arms. 
Achieving real reductions in both strategic and intermediate nuclear 
forces is our overriding objective in Geneva. We have placed a number 
of positive and far-reaching proposals on the table for significant and 
verifiable reductions. Our negotiators have unprecedented authority 
for give and take in trying to reach these objectives. There is no 
reason why a serious reduction process cannot begin promptly, as 
these nuclear arms exist today and are of considerable concern to both 
sides. At the same time, I have emphasized my desire to strengthen 
the dialog with the Soviets in Geneva on the full range of issues 
involving defense and space arms.

I am hopeful that we may indeed be able to move forward in this 
round. Soviet leaders have recently given public indications that they 
may be considering significant nuclear reductions, and we have en
couraged them to translate this expression into concrete proposals at 
the negotiating table in Geneva. Now is the time for them to spell out 
their intentions; now is the time for both sides to move forward. 
Concrete Soviet proposals would get the talks moving and would 
make a positive contribution to the intensified U.S.-Soviet dialog 
which has been imderway in recent months.

I am looking forward to my meeting with General Secretary Gorba
chev in November. Arms control will, of course, be one of the impor
tant parts of our agenda at that meeting, and progress at the negotiat
ing table in Geneva in this round would provide a positive, additional 
stimulus to a productive discussion in November.

As I have stressed before, my administration is committed to bring
ing down dramatically the levels of nuclear arms through equitable 
and verifiable agreements. We have made serious proposals, we are 
patient, and we are ready for serious give and take. With a comparable 
Soviet attitude, much can be accomplished and soon.

 ̂Weekly CompilaHon of PresidenHal Documents, September 1 6 ,1985, p. 1074.
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172. N ew s C onference Remarks by  President R eagan: 
S trategic D efense initiative. A ntisatellite  W eapons 
Testing, and  N uclear and  Space Arms Talks [Extracts], 
S ep tem ber 17, 1985 ^

Strategic Defense Initiative

Q. Mr. President, as you head toward the summit, one of the big 
questions is whether you would be willing to explore the possibility of 
a tradeoff on the space weapons or big cuts in the Soviet arsenal. And 
rd like to follow up.

The P resident Helen, no, we're talking about the Strategic Defense 
Initiative now. Tm sorry that anyone ever used the appellation Star 
Wars for it because it isn't that. It is purely to see if we can find a 
defensive weapon so that we can get rid of the idea that our deter
rence should be the threat of retaliation, whether from the Russians 
toward us or us toward them, of the slaughter of millions of people by 
way of nuclear weapons. And rather than that kind of negotiation, I 
think at this siunmit meeting what we should take up is the matter of 
turning toward defensive weapons as an alternative to this just plain 
naked nuclear threat of each side saying we can blow up the other. 
And I would hope that if such a weapon proves practical, that then we 
can realistically eliminate these horrible offensive weapons—nuclear 
weapons—entirely.

And I also have to point out that with regard to whether that would 
be a bargaining chip—^which I don't see it as that at all— îs the fact 
that the Soviet Union is already ahead of us in this same kind of 
research. They have been doing it much longer than us, seeking a 
defensive weapon also.

Q. And you're really saying, then, that you are not going to negoti
ate and that you really want to test just to see if it's practical. But 
aren't you really paving the way toward a militarization of the heav
ens, because the Soviets are botmd to build up a weapon—offensive to 
coimter the Star Wars.

The P resident No, the strategic defense that we're seeking is some
thing that can, just as an antiaircraft gun once could protect you 
against bombers, could be used against these offensive weapons—the 
missiles. And it doesn't mean no negotiation at all. As a matter of fact, 
the side that has not been negotiating—^with all of our months and 
months of meetings in Geneva and the arms talks— îs the Soviet 
Union.

We have offered at least six versions of a possible reduction and six 
different ways to enlist their interest in negotiating with us in a

 ̂ Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, September 23, 1985, pp. 1101-1103, 1106. 
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reduction of warheads. They have come back with nothing. They 
simply won't discuss it or negotiate.

But the original idea of weapons in space dealt with the thought 
that, in addition to the present missiles that we have, that somebody 
would place weapons of that kind in orbit in space with the ability to 
call them down on any target wherever they wanted to in the world, 
and we agreed.

This isn't anything of what we're talking about. We're talking about 
a weapon that won't kill people; it'll kill weapons. And, as I say, they 
have been exploring this, but there's a great deal of room for negotia
tion. The room would be if and when such a weapon does prove 
feasible, then prior to any deployment, to sit down with the other 
nations of the world and say, "Here. Now, isn't this an answer?"

I don't see it as being something that we would add to our arsenal 
to increase our ability over them. I see it as the time then that you 
could say, "Isn't this the answer to any of us having nuclear weap
ons?"

• • • • • • •

AnHsatellite Weapons Testing

Q. Mr. President, the United States has just had its first successful 
test of an antisatellite weapons system. We showed the Soviet Union 
that we could do it. Would this not be an ideal time to stop further 
ASAT tests and negotiate a ban on such weapons?

The President Well, here again, this is going to take a lot of 
verification if you're going to try to do that, because, here again, we 
were playing catch-up. They already have deployed an antisatellite 
missile. They can knock down and have knocked down satellites that 
have been sent up in their testing, and they've completed all of that 
testing. And this was our test, and I don't know whether others are 
necessary to complete the thing, but we couldn't stand by and allow 
them to have a monopoly on the ability to shoot down satellites when 
we are so dependent on them for commimication, even weather and so 
forth.

Gary [Gary Schuster, Detroit News]!

U.S.-US.S.R. Negotiations on Nuclear and Space Arms

Q. Mr. President, thank you. You sent the arms negotiators back to 
Geneva for the start of the third round of talks that begin in 2 days. 
Did you send them with any new proposals?

The President No, because they have a great flexibility, and 1 sent 
them back with the same thing that we sent them in in the first place, 
and that is that we are to be flexible. We know that there is a 
difference in the Soviet Union's— t̂he emphasis they place on various 
weapons systems. They have all the same ones we do—airborne, 
submarine launched, and so forth. Theirs is a little different strategy
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than ours. So, we said that we proposed a number of warheads as an 
opener for discussion, that we would reduce to a certain number. As I 
said earlier, we have presented at least six different ways in which 
that could be done, and we have made it plain that we're willing to 
meet whatever are their specific problems with regard to their mix of 
weapons, that we would find ways to accommodate the differences 
between us in our strategies.

And so far they have not made a single comment or proposed a 
different number. They have just been there. And I don't know how 
much more flexible we can be, but we're there waiting for them to 
say, well, that ntimber's wrong; let's try another number, or make a 
proposal of their own. And in spite of the language that's been used in 
some of the international broadcasts recently by leaders in the Krem
lin, none of those proposals, nothing of that kind has ever come to the 
table for negotiations.

• • • • • • •

Strategic Defense Initiative

Q. Mr. President, why couldn't all the weapons and all the technol
ogy that are currently imder rubric of the Strategic Defense Initiative 
be used offensively as well as defensively and thereby defeat your 
rationale for a strategic defense? Why couldn't lasers and electronic 
beam weapons be used offensively and defeat the purpose of the 
program?

The President Well, I'm sure there must have been some research 
in things of that kind, but we're definitely seeking a defensive 
weapon. And one of the things that I believe should be taken up at 
the summit is to make it plain that we're both willing to look at 
certainly a mix and see if we can't place more dependence on defen
sive weapons, rather than on destructive weapons that could wipe out 
populations.

Q, But, sir, isn't it fair to assume that the Russians, out of their own 
sense of military security, are bound to consider the possibility that 
weapons developed under SDI could be used offensively as well as 
defensively?

The President Well, I'm not a scientist enough to know about what 
that would take to make them that way. That isn't what we are 
researching on or what we're trying to accomplish. And at the moment 
I have to say the United States— în spite of some of the misinforma
tion that has been spread aroimd—the United States is still well 
behind the Soviet Union in literally every kind of offensive weapon, 
both conventional and in the strategic weapons. And we think that we 
have enough of a deterrent, however, that the retaliation would be 
more than anyone would want to accept. So, for 40 years we've 
maintained the peace, but we've got more years to go, and this threat 
hangs over all of us worldwide, and some day there may come along a
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madman in the world someplace—everybody knows how to make 
them anymore—that could make use of these.

It's like when we met in 1925, after the horror of World War I, and 
in Geneva decided against poison gas any more as a weapon in war. 
And we went through World War II and down to the defeat of our 
enemies without anyone using it, because they knew that everyone 
had it. But they also knew something else. We outlawed poison gas in 
1925,2 everybody kept their gas masks. I think of this weapon as 
kind of the gas mask.

173. Report by  U.N. S ecretary  G eneral Perez de  Cuellar: 
Study on th e  N aval Arms Race [Extract], Septem ber 
17, 1985 1

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

308. In carrying out a comprehensive study, as requested by the 
General Assembly in resolution 38/188 G, the Group of Experts has 
had to cover a broad compass. In essence, this report is an overview of 
a very wide and complex subject from which several significant con
clusions of a general nature may be drawn.

309. It is useful to recall that some 71 percent of the earth's surface 
is sea and over two-thirds of the world's himian population live 
within 300 kilometres of a sea coast. The importance of the sea, its 
uses and resources, to the human race caimot be over-emphasized. A 
major proportion of the world's international trade goes by sea; fisher
ies provide a vital sotirce of protein to many himdreds of millions of 
people; an increasing amoimt of the world's energy supplies are de
rived from sea areas; and as technology develops and expands so, too, 
will the means of further developing the mineral resources of the sea
bed and the sea itself. The world's oceans have already played an 
important role in human exploration and development, and it can be 
expected that the role they will play in the future will be of even 
greater significance to manl^d.

310. The specific value of the sea to an individual State varies 
widely from coimtry to country according to geographical situation, 
extent of development, maritime outlook, economic dependence or 
independence and many other factors. Some States accord great impor
tance to their sea lines of commimication and marine industries and

* The President is referring here to the Geneva Protocol of 1925. For the text of the
Protocol, see Documents on Disarmament, 1969, pp. 764-765.

1 A/40/535, pp. 87-91.
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consequently will go to great lengths to protect them, both politically 
and if necessary militarily. To others, the seas often represent a chal
lenging opportunity for the fulfilment of some of their basic aspira
tions for economic advancement. To many, the seas can also represent 
a potential source of threat to their national security and territorial 
integrity.

311. Into this picture, the advent of the Convention on the Law of 
the Sea  ̂ has introduced a series of major and interconnected new 
elements. Large areas of what have been parts of the high seas will 
now become subject to the specific legal regime of the exclusive 
economic zone in which coastal States will enjoy full economic rights 
while recognizing important freedoms of the high seas. The provision 
by which coastal States may extend their territorial sea up to a 
breadth of 12 miles; the new concept of '̂ transit passage''; the intro
duction of ''archipelagic waters"; the definition of "the continental 
shelf"; the provisions of the Convention concerning the development 
of the sea-bed and ocean floor and subsoil thereof, beyond the limits 
of national jurisdiction—all these are new factors. Although some of 
these aspects have not yet received acceptance by all States, without 
doubt the implementation of the Convention on the Law of the Sea 
will have far-reaching effects on the international conduct of maritime 
affairs.

312. In addition to these factors and of particular relevance to the 
present study, there is the use of the seas by the navies of the world. 
The majority of the world's States possess naval forces, albeit of 
widely differing capabilities. The existence of such forces in the exer
cise of sovereign rights is legitimate and recognized by the Group; 
however, there are sometimes conflicts of interest between naval ac
tivities and non-military uses of the sea, just as there are conflicts 
between latent security threats and the freedom of navigation. Naval 
activities should take accoimt, inter alia, of the legitimate interests of 
coastal States, and it is important that such activities should be com
patible with the provisions of the Convention on the Law of the Sea.

313. Naval presence and activities are not new, but recent years 
have witnessed several fimdamental technological developments which 
have had major effects on the international maritime situation. The 
most important of these changes, in a technical sense, has been the 
development of nuclear energy. In its uses for ship propulsion, par- 
ticxilarly in submarines, and for nuclear warheads it has multiplied the 
capabilities of naval vessels and the weapons they carry. In specific 
form, these are represented by the nuclear-armed ICBMs deployed on 
board the nuclear-powered submarines of five States. As stated earlier 
in this report, some 40 per cent of the combined United States and 
Soviet potential totals of strategic missiles are sea-borne. Together

2 The Law of the Sea: United Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea With Index and Final Act of 
the Third United Nations Conference on the Law of the Sea (U.N. publication. Sales No. E. 83. V. 
5).
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with the strategic nuclear warheads distributed among the navies of 
the other three nuclear-weapon States, a significant proportion of the 
world's strategic nuclear capability is at sea, by far the largest part of 
it on board United States and Soviet SSBNs.

314. The threat to international seciuity represented by these weap
ons, and the continuing development of improved SLBMs with en
hanced guidance and greater accuracy, make even more urgent the 
need for successful bilateral and multilateral negotiations leading to 
effective measures of nuclear disarmament.

315. In addition to strategic nuclear forces, there are large numbers 
of tactical nuclear weapons at sea. This fact, coupled with ever- 
diminishing warning time within which a prospective target must 
react, imparts a particularly dangerous dimension to the arms race at 
sea. Whereas strategic missiles are carried by submarines of specific 
design and purpose, tactical nuclear weapons may be on board a wide 
variety of ships, submarines, aircraft or helicopters of the navies of the 
five nuclear-weapon States. Furthermore, in the near future the situa
tion will be made more complex by the arrival in operational service 
of versatile, comparatively inexpensive, highly accurate, sea-laimched 
cruise missiles. These missiles, able to carry either conventional or 
nuclear warheads for use against naval or shore targets, will greatly 
complicate the difficulties of verification and therefore also the diffi
culties of negotiating effective measures of disarmament.

316. The proliferation of nuclear weapons at sea, particularly the 
aspect of the geographical dispersion of such weapons, will give rise to 
moxmting concern, particularly among many non-nuclear-weapon 
States which in being States parties to the Treaty on the Non-Prolif- 
eration of Nuclear Weapons ® or otherwise have declared their inten
tions not to acquire or develop nuclear weapons themselves yet find 
that such policies have not stemmed the widening circles of nuclear- 
weapon deployments.

317. Rapid technological innovation and development, particularly 
in missiles and electronics, have greatly enhanced the war-fighting 
capabilities of navies, as described in some detail in chapter III. The 
navies of the United States and the Soviet Union in this respect are 
much more powerful than the navies of other States and have the 
capacity, not possessed by other navies, for prolonged operations in all 
the oceans of the world. At the same time, however, there are many 
asymmetries between the two navies, and between the naval forces of 
their allies, which do not render meaningful any efforts to make direct 
comparisons. These asymmetries include differing concepts of sea 
power, different geographical factors, different peacetime and wartime 
tasks, differing naval compositions in the nature of the vessels and 
aircraft that make up the respective fleets, and different policies to
wards national seciuity within which the individual navies discharge 
their responsibilities. To an extent these asymmetries are also present

 ̂For text, see Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 461-465.
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in some of the world's coastal navies which, by means of technological 
advance, are in the process of acquiring a small but potent ability to 
carry out naval actions close to their own shores.

318. In discharging its mandate to assist the Secretary-General in 
carrying out a comprehensive study, the Group of Experts has endea
voured to present a survey of naval strengths and activities as they 
exist against a backcloth of the maritime situation as a whole. Navies 
have their legitimate parts to play in the exercise by States of the 
inherent right of individual or collective self-defence. However, the 
development of naval capabilities to carry out such duties has, in the 
geopolitical circimistances since 1945, become a competitive accumula
tion and qualitative refinement of arms with a momentimi of its own. 
It is this aspect, as described earlier in this report, which constitutes 
the naval arms race. In tiun, this is itself part of the general arms race 
described by the General Assembly in the Final Document of the 
Tenth Special Session in 1978  ̂ and which consumes improductively 
so much of the world's himian, financial and material resources.

319. Naval strength, which by some is seen as an essential guarantor 
of the protection of vital economic, political or security interests, is 
sometimes seen by others as a source of threat to international security 
or a means of potential intervention or interference in the intemd 
affairs of States. The latter perceptions are particularly true for States 
that do not have strong naval forces of their own. In this context, as 
has been described in chapter VI, certain naval practices are considered 
to be inimical to the maintenance of international security and to be 
incompatible with the rights of those who have interests in the peace
ful uses of the sea and the peaceful development and exploitation of 
its resources.

320. In the context of naval activities, the security regime at sea is 
based on three pillars of international law: the general restrictions on 
the use of force, customary law of the sea, and arms control and 
disarmament treaties agreed between States. The entry into force of 
the Convention on the Law of the Sea will give strong additional 
support to this structure. To give further support, the rules on the 
non-use of force should be strengthened; existing arms restrictions 
should be carefully maintained and new measures negotiated; and the 
early entry into force and full implementation of the Convention on 
the Law of the Sea should be encouraged.

321. As this century approaches its close, the need for improved and 
more effective internationally accepted ocean management policies will 
become ever more apparent. In no way must the widened national 
responsibilities that will be introduced by the entry into force of the 
Convention on the Law of the Sea be misused as justification for the 
expansion and utilization of naval force. Yet within a framework of 
improved international security, there is much that might be done by 
naval ships and aircraft to assist in the peaceful uses of the sea for the

 ̂The text of the Final Document may be foimd iM , 1978, pp. 411 ff.
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benefit of humanity. There is also much that could be done by the 
experienced maritime States to assist in promoting such endeavours.

322. There are thus two basic objectives for action. The first is the 
achievement by negotiation of (a) effective measures of nuclear disar
mament at sea in order to halt and reverse the nuclear arms race until 
the total elimination of nuclear weapons and their delivery systems 
has been achieved and (b) measures to achieve seciuity and stability at 
significantly lower levels of conventional naval arms and armed forces. 
This objective is within the ultimate objective of the efforts of States 
in the disarmament process of achieving general and complete disar
mament imder strict and effective international control. It follows, 
therefore, that measures of naval arms limitation and reduction— b̂oth 
nuclear and conventional— m̂ust be considered in the overall context 
of halting and reversing the arms race in general, but this should not 
be an excuse for failing to address the resolution of specific problems 
of naval disarmament, or the agreement of measures of confidence- 
building in the naval environment, or negotiation of mutually accepta
ble measures to limit the transfers of certain naval arms or specific 
technologies. In these contexts, for instance, consideration should be 
given to making multilateral the existing bilateral agreement between 
the Soviet Union and the United States on the Prevention of Incidents 
on and over the High Seas,® to continuing negotiations in good faith 
on further measures for the prevention of an arms race on the sea-bed 
in accordance with article V of the Sea-Bed Treaty; ® to giving full 
effect to the nuclear-weapon-free regime of the Antarctic Treaty by 
applying it to the seas within its area of application (south of 60® 
south), and to modernizing the laws of sea warfare.

323. Chapter VII of the present report reflects a large number of 
measures that have been suggested in various recent publications, 
papers and governmental statements. The Group recommends that the 
measures should be given close attention with a view to discussion 
and negotiation as appropriate. As, however, their acceptability and 
priority will probably vary according to political judgments, the Group 
expresses no opinion other than to urge that the proposals involving 
measures of nuclear-weapon limitation and disarmament should be 
given priority.

324. The second objective should be the investigation of possible 
ways in which naval organization, capabilities and experience might 
make positive contributions to the establishment of improved and 
more effective ocean management policies for the peaceful uses of the 
world^s seas in the years ahead, so that future generations may use to 
best advantage the resources of the sea for the benefit of all mankind. 
In the sense that security is not a narrow concept confined solely to 
the military situation but has a broader meaning embracing economic

« 23 UST 1168, HAS 7379, 852 UNTS 151. 
® Documents on Disarmament 1971, pp. 7-11. 

Ibid., 1945-1959, vol. II, pp. 1550-1556.
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and social development, there is much that might be achieved in the 
improvement of policies of ocean management which, in turn, could 
contribute to the promotion of social progress and to better standards 
of life in larger freedom.

325. It has been said that without development there will be no 
peace, and without peace there will be no development. Security in 
the maritime envirorunent is therefore not just military in nature but 
includes such other facets as food security, resource security, job 
security and ocean management security. It has significant legal, politi
cal, military, organizational and practical implications. As described in 
earlier paragraphs, international discussion and co-operation are al
ready in hand in several important technical fields in the form of such 
endeavours as the work of IMO and the establishment of the Strategy 
for Fisheries Management and Development through FAO. There are 
also some notable regional initiatives such as the recent Conference on 
Economic, Scientific and Technical Co-operation in the Indian Ocean 
held at Colombo from 15 to 20 July 1985 and the OAU Conference for 
Security and Co-operation in Africa in conformity with the Plan of 
Action of Lagos, held at Addis Ababa from 18 to 20 July 1985. The 
view has been expressed in the Group of Experts, however, that there 
may be considerable merit in holding, at an appropriate time, a global 
conference on the theme of '̂Security in the Maritime Envirorunent'' 
as a means of bringing together the disparate threads of these complex 
issues and determining what further steps might be taken by the 
international commimity.

326. With these two objectives in mind, the Group has in this study 
addressed a wide range of sensitive, complicated and often interrelated 
topics. Many issues deserve greater attention in the appropriate 
forums within and outside the United Nations, globally and— ŵhere 
appropriate— r̂egionally and subregionally. It is the Group's hope that 
the considerations expressed in this report will be of assistance in such 
discussions.

174. S ta tem en t by  th e  A ssistan t to  th e  Secretary  of De
fen se  for Atomic Energy (W agner) Before a  Special 
Panel o f th e  House Comm ittee on Armed Services: 
Effects o f a  Nuclear Test Ban on N ational Security 
and  Arms Control [Extracts], S eptem ber 18, 1985 ^

Madam Chairman and members of the panel, it is my pleasure to 
appear before you to discuss the Department of Defense's perceptions

 ̂Review of Arms Control and Disarmament Activities, 99th Congress, 1st Session: Hearing Before the 
Special Panel on Arms Control and Disarmament of the Procurement and Military Nu^ar Systems 
Subcommittee. . . . [H.A.S.C. No. 99-18], pp. 75-81.
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of this coxmtry's nuclear weapons test program in the context of 
various treaties which could impact that program. I will particularly 
focus on the impact of a total ban on testing. Much of what I have to 
say today will be flavored by prior techiucal experience. Before being 
appointed to my present position in the Department of Defense, I was 
the associate director for testing at Lawrence Livermore National Lab
oratory, and before that I was responsible for a major part of that 
laboratory's design program. But my thoughts go beyond that experi
ence, specifically, there has been a growing confirmation on my part 
that if we, as a society, elect to remain free and at peace, we have no 
other alternative available to us at this but to maintain the effective
ness of our strategic and tactical nuclear deterrent. True, we are now 
undertaking research to examine the possibility of moving away from 
a deterrence posture based on the threat of nuclear retaliation toward 
a posture based on strategic defense. That course is being carefully 
investigated, and we hope it will eventually lead us to a world de
scribed by President Reagan as one secure from the menace of nuclear 
weapons—but we are not there yet. Until such time as we are, we 
must be exceedingly cautious that our actions, even our best intended 
actions, do not adversely impact our nuclear deterrent vis-a-vis the 
nuclear forces of the Soviet Union.

In looking at this issue, let me first review how nuclear testing fits 
into our national security posture and why, because of the need for 
caution, we must carefully scrutinize any ban on nuclear testing.

As it has for the last four decades, the security of the United States 
and its allies today depends upon our maintaining a credible nuclear 
deterrent. Nuclear testing assures the credibility of this deterrent, 
permitting us to modernize in response to new challenges, and to 
maintain the reliability of those weapons already stockpiled. I should 
add that we have had to sustain this deterrence in the face of the 
imprecedented and unilateral Soviet buildup of nuclear weapons par
ticularly over the last fifteen years.

Testing is indispensable to the nuclear weapons development proc
ess. It is the means by which we insure that the warheads and weapon 
systems are safe and secure, that they are reliable and effective, that 
they could, if required, perform their military missions with as little 
collateral damage as possible and, perhaps most important for the 
stability of deterrence, that the weapons systems themselves are stir- 
vivable. Let me treat each of these contributions briefly in turn.

In the democracies, there is, and must always be, a special relation
ship of trust between our people and those who are responsible for 
developing and maintaining these weapons. To honor this trust, we 
must insure that nuclear weapons are safe, secure, and controlled. 
With us, this is not a matter of cost trade-offs or of stopping at some 
point deemed ''safe enough." Rather, nuclear weapon safety must be 
absolute. As the requirements of deterrence change, and as the charac
teristics of the systems of which nuclear warheads are a part change, 
this requirement for safety remains immutable, but the highest stand
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ards of safety and security cannot be assured without nuclear testing. 
While reasons of classification preclude my being more specific in an 
open forum, a substantial portion of our testing program since 1962 
had gone toward enhancing the safety and security of nuclear weap
ons. The fact is that many of the most effective safety features which 
we have incorporated into our nuclear weapons today probably would 
not be there had we not been able to test.

As to weapon effectiveness, one aspect—certainty in the reliability 
of the warheads—^warrants some elaboration. Testing is vital for estab
lishing and maintaining confidence in the operability and reliability of 
nuclear weapons, just as realistic testing is essential for aircraft, radars, 
or any other complicated equipment. Few thinking persons would 
suggest that we build a strategic bomber which we would not fly until 
the Klaxon sounded. Yet, a comprehensive test ban treaty (CTBT) 
would preclude the testing of the nuclear weapon that bomber and its 
crew might be called on to deliver. I hope the proponents of a CTBT 
realize the import of this inconsistency. Of course, some would con
tend that we could determine the operational parameters of nuclear 
weapons through computer simulations and component testing. The 
same could be said for bombers, but hard experience— r̂ecent hard 
experience— ĥas shown us that calculations do not suffice; and even 
though we have made enormous strides in simulation testing, the fact 
remains that there is no way to experimentally simulate the total 
performance of a nuclear weapon. This observation is especially the 
case for us where dimensional and weight constraints and our con
cerns for safety and security have forced us to employ more complex 
and sophisticated designs. Thus, nuclear testing contributes directly to 
our confidence in the reliability and operability of our nuclear deter
rent. Confidence, in turn, goes to the very heart of stability.

Similarly, a substantial fraction of our development effort has 
sought to reduce the potential for collateral damage—that is, damage 
not needed to seciu'e deterrence. Reducing potential collateral damage, 
if deterrence were to fail, is not only a moral imperative; it also has a 
direct relationship to deterrence. A deterrent posture would be less 
credible in a crisis situation if an adversary thought we might not 
retaliate because of the consequences of excessive destruction. Nuclear 
testing is vital to this line of development as well. Indeed, nuclear 
testing was an important tool which permitted us to reduce the total 
megatonnage of our stockpile by over three-fourths since 1960.

With regard to survivability, it is a central tenet of our imderstand- 
ing of deterrence that nuclear weapons systems must not present easy 
targets for enemy attack, otherwise they would create incentives, par
ticularly in a crisis situation when deterrence would be most stressed, 
for the enemy to capitalize on such vulnerabilities. Nuclear testing 
contributes to sxirvivability—and crisis stability— în two ways. The 
first is by developing warheads with characteristics which allow the 
systems of which they are a part to be more survivable. For example, 
if the warhead can be made smaller the entire delivery system can be
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made smaller and, therefore, rendered more diffioilt to locate, more 
easily hardened, or given extended range. The other way in which 
nuclear testing contributes to survivability is by exploring the complex 
effects of nuclear weapons so as to insure that our systems and their 
basing modes do not have imanticipated or hidden flaws. Although 
these system-hardening and effects tests are not much discussed and 
constitute a minor portion of our total test program, they are absolute
ly essential for survivability and, thus, are vital for deterrence.

Therefore, it is by its contributions to safety, effectiveness, collateral 
damage reductions, and survivability that nuclear testing is essential to 
our national security interest. As long as we are obliged to rely on 
retaliatory nuclear capabilities to seciu’e deterrence, nuclear testing and 
a strong deterrent posture will remain inseparable. Consequently, even 
if verification were not a concern—and it is— îmder present circum
stances, a total test ban would not serve our national seciuity interests.

Not only would a CTBT be contrary to national seciuity interests, a 
total ban on the testing of nuclear weapons at this time would not 
serve the interest of arms control. As I have indicated, a comprehen
sive test ban would degrade the security of the United States and, 
thus, international stability. Without nuclear testing, the credibility of 
our nuclear deterrent would erode, as would our confidence in the 
reliability of the nuclear stockpile and in our nuclear technology base. 
This latter aspect would include a diminution of the expertise of 
nuclear weapon designers and engineers. While we cannot predict or 
measure the exact rate of this erosion, we are certain that it would 
occur.

It is sometimes wrongly argued that, absent testing to maintain 
confidence in reliability, nuclear weapons systems would lose their 
utility and would, in some undefined way, wither away. This belief 
may make a nice theory, but in the real world what would happen is 
that both sides would compensate for worst-case estimates of unrelia
bility by using higher yields and deploying more warheads. Indeed, 
such pressures could be damaging to arms control efforts to reduce 
force levels—efforts that are much more important than any putative 
benefits of a test ban. Moreover, any decreased warhead reliability 
would carry us in the wrong direction as far as stability is concerned. 
Relying on imcertainty to accomplish nuclear disarmament, and espe
cially on symmetry or imcertainty, is literally rolling dice for the 
future of the world.

A comprehensive test ban treaty, therefore, at best would be only 
an indirect, ineffective approach to achieve reductions and eventu^ 
elimination of United States and Soviet nuclear weapons. At its worst, 
such a treaty would be destabilizing and would increase the very 
forces which have historically caused arms building— însecurity and 
doubts as to the effectiveness of extant weapon systems.

Potential erosion of nuclear capability would not necessarily occur 
symmetrically, and we would not even be able to gauge any resulting 
(tisparity. In contrast, given our open society, the Soviets would prob
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ably come to know about problems we might have. Furthermore, since 
the Soviets are believed to be more conservative in their designs than 
the United States, the Soviet stockpile could be more durable in a no
test environment. Certainly their missile throw-weight advantage 
would enable them to fall back on heavier, even more conservative 
designs, which generally should be more reliable and durable during a 
complete ban on testing.

Of course, asymmetries disadvantageous to the United States could 
also develop if the Soviet Union covertly violated the test ban. While 
we caimot predict future Soviet behavior, the Soviet record of non- 
compliance with arms control agreements increases our concern in this 
regard. The Soviet Union certainly would be tempted to do whatever 
it deemed necessary to maintain the reliability of its nuclear forces, 
arms control obligations notwithstanding.

At a time when the temptation to violate a CTBT could be the 
strongest, the United States would not be able to verify compliance 
effectively because of the limitations in the capabilities of ovir national 
technical means. This would be true particularly if the Soviets (or 
others) actively took steps to evade surveillance. The Soviet Union 
could conduct clandestine tests to maintain the credibility of their 
nuclear forces, design some new nuclear weapons, and maintain the 
skills of their weapons designers. In our own experience, we have seen 
that even one low-yield test could mean the difference between 
having a reliable weapon in the stockpile and not having that weapon.

• • • • • • •

Of course, these covert methods are hypotheses although the Sovi
ets have already at least experimented with partially decoupled tests. 
But one fact is certain, the nature of the Soviet system would permit 
the Soviet Union to keep its most skilled technical people in the 
weapons program and to keep their skills finely tuned—^possibly 
through clandestine testing. In addition, their centralized economy 
would facilitate efforts to maintain a vigorous nuclear weapons pro
gram. By contrast, as we learned during the 1958-61 moratoriimi on 
nuclear testing, U.S. weapon designers, engineers, and testing person
nel will leave the weapons program for more challenging fields. The 
loss of these people, who would comprise the corporate body of U.S. 
test experience, will prevent the United States from promptly resiun- 
ing nuclear testing in the face of a Soviet breakout. Perhaps more 
serious, correcting stockpile problems which will surely occtir will be 
precluded, leading to an erosion in our confidence in our nuclear 
deterrent stockpile.

Proponents of a test ban often argue that, with adequate verifica
tion, the Soviets would also be forced to give up technical improve
ments. But an important reason why a further extension of the test 
ban regime at this time would not be in the U.S. national interest is 
that we almost certainly rely considerably more on nuclear warhead
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design for achievement of ovir national security objectives than does 
the Soviet Union. Let me amplify on this point, because 1 believe it is 
important.

The United States relies on a great variety of technologies to achieve 
our national security objectives. These include such things as missile 
guidance accuracy, submarine quieting, satellite surveillance, commu
nications, and many more. Of course, the technology of nuclear war
head design would be included also. A similar list exists for the Soviet 
Union, also including the technology of nuclear warhead design. But it 
is obvious that for various reasons the United States and the Soviet 
Union put different emphasis on these technologies, and I believe the 
United States relies more on the contributions of warhead technology 
than does the Soviet Union.

For example, the United States has standards of safety for our 
nuclear weapons which are almost certainly higher than those required 
by the Soviet Union. We have, and no doubt the Soviets also have, 
highly effective means to preclude a nuclear explosion in any accident 
involving a nuclear weapon. But for us, there is a great de j  more to 
nuclear warhead safety than preventing accidental explosions. We go 
to great lengths in warhead design to preclude even dispersal of 
radioactive material in an accident. The hazard from such dispersal 
would be moderate but, by the standards of our society, totally unac
ceptable. Similarly, we stringently limit the already low levels of 
radiation emitted by the warhead to ensiu*e minimum possible radi
ation exposiu'e to troops maintaining and transporting the weapons in 
peacetime. By contrast, everything we know about safety practices in 
the Soviet Union, and there is a lot of evidence, says that they would 
simply not be concerned about such things, and would not feel com
pelled to develop warhead designs incorporating those featiu'es.

Similar asymmetry exists with regard to the security and control of 
nuclear warheads. The United States and, no doubt, the Soviets as 
well, have highly effective means to prevent imauthorized laimch of 
nuclear weapons by those who have legitimate custody of the weap
ons. But partly because of the open nature of democratic societies, we 
go to even greater lengths to build features into our warheads to 
protect against actions of outsiders— încluding terrorists. In contrast, 
the Soviets almost certainly can rely much more on their rigid controls 
over their populace, and on controls external to the warheads, rather 
than having to rely on features of the warhead design itself.

A striking asymmetry is also evident in the extent to which the two 
nations need to maximize the yields for a given warhead weight, or to 
miniaturize the warheads at a given yield. For decades now the Soviet 
Union has had an extensive program to harden and disperse its na
tional security assets, including not only its weapons and military 
forces, but its military-related industries and its leadership as well. We 
have only recently come to imderstand the remarkable extent of this 
program. In contrast, most locations in the United States which the 
Soviets might target are soft—with the exception of our missile silos
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and a few other sites—and the locations of these facilities are well 
known to the Soviets. Since they have not achieved nearly the same 
delivery accuracies as ours, and since their missile throwweight is 
much greater, the Soviet Union almost certaiiJy does not need to 
optimize the yield-to-weight ratio of its warheads to the same extent 
that the United States does—even for the smaller warheads that are 
now entering their inventory.

In a classified discussion 1 could add many other examples of how 
differences in the strategic objectives, delivery systems, and political 
perspectives of our two societies have led us to rely more heavily on 
advanced warhead designs. However, one final point relating to asym
metries is that, on the average, our warheads must now be much older 
than those in the Soviet stockpile. This observation is basically due to 
how our two stockpiles evolved. The Soviets began large quantity 
production later than the United States and, in the last decade, they 
have had a much more aggressive system modernization program than 
we have had. Together these facts mean that their stockpile surely 
contains more recent technology and hardware than does ours. In turn, 
a more current arsenal would be an advantage to them with regard to 
imreliability which might creep into static imtested stockpiles due to 
aging.

All of this means, then, that even if effectively verified, a compre
hensive test ban would not be in the national security interests of the 
United States. To whatever extent Soviet proposals for further limita
tion of nuclear testing may be serious and genuine, rather than only 
political or propaganda purposes, it is because of these asymmetries in 
the needs of the two nations that further limitations of testing would 
be advantageous to the Soviet Union.

Because of these potential asymmetries and uncertainties, a compre
hensive test ban would increase the very instabilities in the strategic 
balance that we are trying to eliminate, partly through arms control. 
This eventually is the reason we believe that negotiations on direct 
arms reductions are the most important item on the arms control 
agenda. Only carefully planned, programmed, and verifiable arms re
ductions offer the possibility of increased stability and reduced risks 
of nuclear war. Indirect means are potentially disastrous.

President Reagan has consistently advocated, and is now pursuing in 
the negotiations in Geneva, deep reductions in the levels of nuclear 
weapons in the world. It is this administration's view that deterrence 
can and should be maintained with much smaller numbers of weapons 
on both sides, provided those reductions are equitable, verifiable, and 
contribute to stability. Secretary Gorbachev has also mentioned the 
possibility that the nuclear arsenals of the Soviet Union and the 
United States cotdd be reduced. To date, these proposals, made to the 
press and various U.S. delegations, have not been forthcoming at 
Geneva.

But we believe that the President's persistence in this area could 
start a process leading r*̂ êntually to less reliance on those factors
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which nuclear testing contributes to deterrence. It must be said, how
ever, that when and if that time comes and the test-ban regime can be 
safely extended, requirements for certainty of compliance may be even 
more stringent, because at lower force levels, evasive testing could 
provide greater leverage.

As the ultimate guarantor of Western security, the United States 
must be concerned with both the security dimension of test bans and 
the verification dimension. We are working on many fronts, in bilater
al and multilateral fora, to create security conditions under which an 
expansion of the test-ban regime would enhance rather than diminish 
stability. We trust that everyone genuinely interested in stable security 
at lower levels of all armaments will support the President's efforts.

Now I would like to speak about a CTBT in the context of ovir 
efforts to control the proliferation of nuclear arms since it is frequent
ly asserted— believe wrongly so—that a total test ban is essential to 
our nonproliferation objectives. However, when this assertion has 
been subjected to the same critical analysis as other arguments sup
portive of a test ban, it too goes wanting.

Frankly, it is difficult to see how a nuclear test ban could guarantee 
that the non-nuclear weapon states would foreswear the acquisition of 
nuclear weapons. A given coimtry's quest to become a nuclear weapon 
state is governed by two principal factors. First, the coimtry must have 
a desire to develop a nuclear explosive capability. Second, once having 
decided to develop a nuclear option, the coimtry must have access to 
technologies and materials necessary for the fabrication of a nuclear 
device. The first factor is likely to represent a complex mixture of 
external threats, irrational phobias, national pride, and perhaps even 
outright scientific curiosity. In any case, in a frenzied world, splintered 
by contrived and ancient animosities, impetus for the first factor 
seldom goes wanting. But, nuclear testing by the United States or the 
Soviet Union, for that matter, adds little or nothing to either factor.

Ironically, a nuclear test ban in some ways could actually encoiu'age 
proliferation. For example, if a nation now under the protection of 
U.S. nuclear guarantees lost confidence in U.S. nuclear capability, it 
might well decide that its security interests required the acquisition of 
an indigenous nuclear force.

Moreover, we need to remember that a potential proliferator, who 
chooses to be boimd by a test ban, could still produce imsophisticated 
nuclear weapons without testing. Such an imtested weapon cotdd have 
a significant military impact in regional conflicts even though there 
would be some imcertainty in the yield and performance of such a 
weapon. It is worth noting that even in 1945 when nuclear technology 
was still in its infancy, the United States did not need a preliminary 
test of the first nuclear weapon used in war.

I will now devote some discussion to the still unratified Threshold 
Test Ban and Peaceful Nuclear Explosion Treaties. In 1976, the United 
States and the Soviet Union each stated its intention to observe the
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150-kiloton threshold set by the Threshold Test Ban Treaty (TTBT)  ̂
and the Peaceful Nuclear Explosions Treaty (PNET),® and on several 
occasions since then, reaffirmed that commitment. Neither side has 
expressed an intention not to ratify the twin accords. Therefore, each 
side has an obligation \mder international law to observe the 150- 
kiloton threshold. The Uruted States has done so; it is likely that the 
Soviet Union has not.

Several Soviet tests since 1976 had yields estimated by the United 
States to be above 150 kilotons. However, large uncertainties in our 
estimates have prevented us from determining conclusively whether 
the Soviet Union is, in fact, violating the 150-kiloton limit. As stated 
by the President in his January 1984  ̂ and February 1985 ® reports to 
Congress on Soviet noncompliance with arms control agreements, 
while available evidence remains ambiguous and we have been imable 
to reach a definite conclusion, available evidence indicates that a 
number of Soviet nuclear tests likely exceeded the TTBT 150-kiloton 
threshold.

Unfortimately, the United States cannot, at present, effectively 
verify the TTBT and the PNET because of these large imcertainties in 
our capability to estimate Soviet nuclear test yields. Although the 
TTBT protocol calls for data exchanges upon ratification, intended to 
reduce these uncertainties, the exchanges are not considered to be an 
effective aid to verification, because the data are too limited and no 
provision is included for their independent validation.

The provisions of the PNET protocol do provide for direct on-site 
yield measurements, and these provisions are often called precedent- 
setting. In reality they are essentially meaningless. Measurements of 
Soviet peaceful nuclear explosions (PNEs) by U.S. personnel would 
require Soviet approval for any explosion with a planned aggregate 
yield exceeding 100 kilotons but not exceeding 150 kilotons. Direct 
measurements become mandatory only for a group of simultaneous 
explosions with a planned aggregate yield exceeding 150 kilotons up 
to the limit of 1500 kilotons. Since Soviet agreement to mandatory on
site inspections (OSIs) in this instance is so contrary to their tradition
al opposition to mandatory OSIs, it is highly unlikely that the Soviet 
Union ever forsaw a need for PNEs with yields over 150 kilotons so 
the provisions for OSIs will likely never be exercised. In fact, accord
ing to current yield estimates, it is imlikely that any Soviet PNEs since 
1976 had yields high enough to have required mandatory yield meas
urements by U.S. personnel even if the Treaty had been ratified.

As I indicated, our experience in attempting to verify Soviet compli
ance with the 150-kiloton threshold of the TTBT using seismic meth
ods has offered a pointed illustration of the limitations inherent in the

2 For the text of the Treaty and its Protocol, see Documenb on Disarmament 1974, pp.

 ̂Ibid., 1976, pp. 328-332.
^Ibid., 1984, pp. 33-39.
® Document 12.
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seismic technique. These difficulties have convinced us that seismic 
methods, while important, must be augmented by nonseismic methods 
to verify compliance with test bans in general.

One factor which limits the usefulness of seismic methods is that 
seismic data on any one test have such large associated imcertainties 
that compliance judgments must be based on statistical analyses of 
seismic data and other information accumulated from tests over 
months, even years. Thus, today, seismic data lacks the specificity and 
inmiediacy which are so important in the real-world process of form
ing, and then acting on, judgments about compliance. For this reason, 
better means for verifying compliance with the TTBT must be foimd.

We have invited the Soviets on several occasions to work with us to 
achieve such improvements, but to date, they have not accepted any 
of our invitations. In this regard, the President made a proposal in the 
United Nations on September 24, 1984, for the two sides to find a 
way to exchange experts at one another's test sites to measure directly 
the yields of nuclear weapons tests.® In addition, on July 29, 1985, we 
invited the Soviets to come to our test site, bring any equipment they 
deemed necessary to verify nuclear test yields, and make the measure
ments necessary to determine the yield of one of oiu* tests. However, 
they have reacted negatively to these proposals. This response is 
imfortxmate since direct yield measurements would have significantly 
lower uncertainties for both parties.

Looking further into the futxu*e, this need for statistical interpreta
tion of seismic data, which imdercuts its utility in TTBT verification, 
may also be a weakness that is a more general concern. While it is true 
that the particular problems which will be associated with possible 
future test-ban regimes cannot be fully anticipated, we do know some 
of them, and it is clear that greatly improved verification methods will 
be essential. We have not yet arrived at the requisite point of capabil
ity and imderstanding. Therefore, it is important to continue to im
prove our research base from which to derive improved verification 
techniques, both seismic and direct, for the current TTBT and a possi
ble test-ban regime in the future.

In conclusion, while the world we face is complex and rapidly 
changing, the ultimate goal of American defense remains constant: To 
preserve the peace and maintain our freedoms. To achieve those goals, 
our nuclear arsenal must be of adequate strength and dependability to 
dissuade the Soviet Union from attacking our Nation and its allies. 
The cost of aggression must always exceed the benefits the aggressor 
seeks to accomplish. Because our arsenal and resolve have been ade
quate for 40 years, the tremendous military potential of the Soviet 
Union has been held in virtual check— n̂o nuclear weapons have been 
fired in anger, and we are still a free people. By any measure, deter
rence has been successful. Thus, we must carefuUy evaluate any action

® Documents on Disarmament, 1984, p. 692.
 ̂Document 125.
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which could undercut this demonstrated success. For the reasons I 
have stated, we feel that a ban on the testing of nuclear weapons is 
one such action which could lead to greater instabilities and would, 
therefore, not serve the interests of deterrence or of world peace. The 
peace sought so genuinely and earnestly by the proponents of a CTBT 
would be more in jeopardy, not less.

That concludes my formal testimony, and I would be happy to 
answer questions.

175. S ta tem en t by  th e  A ssistan t Director, G eophysical Sci
ence Division, D efense A dvanced  Research Projects 
A gency  (A lew ine) Before a  Special Panel of the  
House Comm ittee on Arm ed Services: Verification of 
a  C om prehensive Test Ban, S ep tem ber 18, 1985 ^

I would like to begin by thanking you for the opportimity to appear 
before you to discuss the status of Department of Defense research 
and development activities to improve national capabilities to detect, 
identify, and determine characteristics of foreign nuclear explosions. 
Within the DoD, the responsibility for these research and develop
ment activities has been assigned to the Defense Advanced Research 
Projects Agency (DARPA). DARPA's charter includes responsibility 
for basic research and development to solve fundamental problems of 
nuclear test monitoring, as well as providing scientific support to U.S. 
arms control activities. The objective of these latter activities is (1) to 
develop improved methods for monitoring current nuclear test limita
tion agreements; (2) to develop new technical verification options for 
consideration by U.S. policymakers in future agreements; and (3) to 
provide technical support for ongoing negotiations such as was the 
case in the Threshold Test Ban Treaty  ̂ and the Peaceful Nuclear 
Explosion Treaty ® in the mid-1970's, and the Comprehensive Test 
Ban Treaty negotiations in 1977 through 1980. More recently, DARPA 
has been providing technical support and expertise for the U.S. delega
tion to the Conference on Disarmament in their discussions and activi
ties related to nuclear test issues.

My statement today concerns the status of technology for verifying 
compliance with a nuclear test ban treaty. The principal scientific tools 
for monitoring nuclear test ban treaties are seismic networks, stirveil- 
lance satellites, sampling of radioactive debris and on-site inspections 
and measurements. The DoD has conducted research into all of these

 ̂Review of Arms Control and Disarmament Activities, 99th Congress, 1st Session: Hearing Before the 
Special Panel on Arms Control and Disarmament of the Procurement and Military Nuaear Systems 
Subcommittee. . . . [H.A.S.C. No. 99-18], pp. 99-109.

2 For the text of the Treaty and its Protocol, see Documents on Disarmament, 1974, pp.

® m ., 1976, pp. 328-332.
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areas, but today I will confine my remarks to our program in seismic 
monitoring.

In recent years, the emphasis of verification research has been on 
improving the capability to detect and identify undergroimd nuclear 
tests and on determining their yields. Currently, seismological methods 
are the primary means for the detection of such tests and the determi
nation of yield. Other remote sensing means are likely to play a 
critical role by providing corroborating evidence of a treaty violation. 
Therefore, it will be necessary to verify compliance in all environ
ments: that is, in the atmosphere, in space, and in the oceans. Unlike 
imdergroimd nuclear tests, there is the additional problem of imam- 
biguously attributing a detected nuclear explosion to the responsible 
nation.

A key point that I would like to leave with you today is that the 
verification of any nuclear test limitation agreement must be based on 
solid technical groimds. From a monitoring perspective, it is especially 
important that this technical foundation be established either before or 
concurrent with consideration of such agreements. Developing the 
foimdations for verification technology ex posf facto can lead to serious 
difficulties.

As a case in point, the Threshold Test Ban Treaty was negotiated 
with the Soviet Union in 1974 and set a 150-kiloton limit on the 
maximum size of imderground nuclear explosions. Some provisions 
were made in the protocols of the treaty for the exchange of geophysi
cal data and yields of two calibration explosions to aid in the monitor
ing of this treaty. Since the only practical way to estimate the yield of 
Soviet undergroimd nuclear tests at that time were seismological tech
niques, it fell to this method to serve as the primary monitoring tool. 
Prior to this time, U.S. policy was aimed at seeking a Comprehensive 
Test Ban Treaty and, therefore, research on developing the methodolo
gy to achieve the level of yield accuracy required was a relatively 
neglected area. As a result, the research base was insufficient to antici
pate the yield estimation problems which subsequently have arisen 
with monitoring this treaty.

As a result of an intensive research effort, the technology and 
scientific basis for monitoring the Threshold Test Ban Treaty has 
advanced considerably since the time the treaty was negotiated. Our 
xmderstanding about the processes which affect yield estimation has 
increased and additional measurement techniques have been developed 
which can be used for on-site verification of the yields. Improvements 
to our monitoring techniques have been made and are continuing. 
However, these imilateral improvements to the current methods are 
inherently limited by the lack of sufficiently complete and reliable 
geophysical and other information concerning the Soviet nuclear test 
sites. If the uncertainties in our yield estimates are to be significantly 
reduced, more direct information is needed than is currently available, 
or is specified for exchange in the current treaty protocols.
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The Soviets and others have suggested that adequate verification of 
this treaty will result from the exchange of the data called for when 
the treaty is ratified. Unfortunately, these data will be of limited use 
unless they can be independently verified. Even if these data were 
verified, they would not provide the required yield accuracies for 
other large tests.

In the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty (CTBT) talks of 1977 
through 1980, the discussions focused on three verification measures 
which would be placed into operation to supplement the national 
technical means of each cotmtry. These were:

—a network of seismic stations and arrays in the U.S., the U.K., 
and in the Soviet Union, specifically designed for treaty moni
toring purposes;

—a system of International Seismic Data Exchange which would 
draw upon the work of the Conference on Disarmament; and,

—a provision for limited on-site inspections.

Since the CTBT talks were suspended, research has continued to 
develop the technology base in each of these three general areas. Most 
of the recent efforts in on-site inspection technology have been imder- 
taken by the Department of Energy national laboratories and will not 
be discussed in this statement.

In a comprehensive or very low yield test ban situation, as we shall 
see, there would be inherent risks in relying on seismological tech
niques to provide definitive evidence of a concealed undergrotmd 
nuclear explosion. It must be emphasized that seismological methods, 
by themselves, may not be able to provide sufficiently conclusive 
evidence of a carefully concealed nuclear test. However, the seismo
logical data can be used very effectively to quickly detect and locate 
suspicious events so that other verification methods can be focused on 
them.

The fimdamental technical basis for monitoring undergroimd nucle
ar explosions has not changed dramatically over the past decade. The 
concepts underlying the detection and identification of explosions and 
the techniques which can be used to attempt to evade detection and 
identification remain generally as they were described in some detail 
in the mid-1970's. However, there have been some important changes 
in capability resulting from steady progress in our research program in 
geophysics and explosion seismology. We now have a more complete 
imderstanding of the nature of explosions and earthquakes as soiu'ces 
of seismic signals, as well as the effect of the earth's structure on the 
propagation of these signals.

Most of the research emphasis before 1980 was on methods for 
detecting, identifying, and characterizing explosions from seismic sig
nals collected at long ranges. These are primarily the signals which we 
can record with existing national technical means (NTM) based on 
seismic stations outside the USSR. With agreement in principle to 
establish seismic stations on U.S., U.K., and Soviet territory, research
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has been redirected toward methods based on the use of data collected 
at regional distances (that is less than 2,000 km) from events of 
interest. Signals from these shorter distances turn out to be much more 
complicated than those from the longer ranges, but they can be ex
ploited for the detection of much smaller events. It is these complicat
ed signals that we must use from stations inside the Soviet Union 
under a nuclear test ban treaty. One of the key topics for research is 
development of robust techniques to identify explosion-like events 
using these regional signals. Since the character of these signals de
pends on each specific region, this research is handicapped by the lack 
of adequate data from the Soviet Union.

The most dramatic improvements in seismic moiutoring capability 
have been in two major areas: (1) data collection capabilities, that is, 
improved seismic instrumentation, electronics, and high dynamic range 
digital data recording; and (2) development and implementation of 
automated and more powerful data processing techniques. In review
ing this progress, a highlight is the development of ultra-sensitive 
seismometers with extremely great resolution and low noise electron
ics.

The shift to high quality digital data collection has made it possible 
to automate much of the data processing, and therefore to handle the 
large volimies of data that will be required with consistent procedures. 
The capability for automated processing and data analysis is still at a 
relatively early stage of development, but is being improved and 
demonstrated at a DARPA research facility in Arlington, Va.

This promising new technology is being exploited as quickly as 
possible. The improved sensors have been incorporated by the Depart
ment of Energy into engineering prototypes of seismic stations which 
could be used inside the Soviet Union or elsewhere. A network of 
these stations have been deployed in the U.S. and Canada for test and 
evaluation purposes. The digit^ data from these stations are broadcast 
directly by satellite to the DARPA Center, where they are used to test 
the automated data handling methods under development. The ability 
to handle the data from a network of stations inside the Soviet Union 
is reasonably advanced. In addition, this development is providing a 
thorough evaluation of the prototype seismic sensor systems.

Under the auspices of the Conference on Disarmament (CD) work 
has continued on the development of methods for ^'Internationa Seis
mic Data Exchange.'' The concept is to collect, organize, and make 
available seismic data volimtarily submitted by existing seismic sta
tions at many locations around the world. These data could be used 
by coimtries that do not possess sophisticated National Technical 
Means to monitor for major treaty infractions, and they could supple
ment U.S. moiutoring systems in certain remote areas. With the sup
port of the DOD research program, the U.S. has been very active in 
the development, specification, and testing of procedures that could be 
used for these purposes. We have undertaken a number of technical 
initiatives within the CD to improve the overall global monitoring
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capabilities and to introduce advanced technical methods into the 
proposed international system. With the firm backing of the U.S., the 
CD imdertook last fall a two-month test of elements of the proposed 
system. Altogether, more than 37 coimtries took part, contributing 
data from almost 80 globally distributed seismic stations. Prototypes 
of International Data Centers were established in Washington, Stock
holm, and Moscow to receive and analyze data from the network and 
to distribute the results to all participants. The Washington Interna
tional Data Center used the facilities of the DARPA research center 
and made extensive use of the automated data acquisition and proc
essing methods developed for monitoring purposes. An evaluation of 
this test is now underway by the CD, but it is clear that a nimiber of 
deficiencies must be corrected and the overall technology upgraded 
before such a system can play a meaningful role in a nuclear test ban 
situation.

During this international data exchange experiment, a niunber of 
nuclear explosions in the Soviet Union, French Polynesia, and the U.S. 
were detected and reported by participating stations, and locations and 
magnitudes were determined by the Washington and Stockholm data 
centers. However, the Soviet Union limited its participation to a single 
seismic station and, contrary to the agreed procedures, withheld data 
from all Soviet nuclear tests. Such actions reinforce the long-held U.S. 
position that any verification arrangement for seismic installations 
inside the Soviet Union must have the provision for direct access to 
the data produced by those stations.

It has been known for some time that special measures might have 
to be employed to achieve effective monitoring in the Kurile-Kam- 
chatka area of the Soviet Union. This is an area of concentrated 
military activities, as well as high seismic activity, and thus an area 
where evasion must be considered a possibility. One promising ap
proach for improving the monitoring capabilities in this area was to 
implant seismic sensors deep beneath the sea bed in international 
waters in the northwest Pacific. The technology in instrumentation, 
marine engineering, and deep sea drilling has only recently been de
veloped to a point where such a challenging project could be under
taken. An experiment was successfully conducted, using the drill ship 
Glomar Challenger to implant the sensors and recording systems, to 
demonstrate that effective monitoring data could be obtained from 
carefully chosen sites in the deep ocean. The results of this experiment 
open large new areas of the world, previously considered inaccessible, 
to installation of high quality monitoring stations.

A highly promising development in the research program has been 
the design and testing of a prototype advanced seismic array. This 
new array, called Noress, offers the potential of providing much great
er sensitivity for signal detection than any existing station. It also 
provides valuable information to help locate events. The superiority of 
such installations for the detection and identification of low-magni- 
tude events in a test ban contcxt is evident. After several years of
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design and experimentation in cooperation with scientists in Norway, 
the prototype Noress array began operation in a research mode earlier 
this year in southern Norway, an area which is thought to be geologi
cally similar to the western part of the USSR. This seismic research 
station, which is the most advanced in the world, has been specially 
designed to detect and locate signals of higher frequency which propa
gate in the regional distance range. Initial indications are that Noress 
can achieve about an order of magnitude improvement in signal detec
tion capabilities in the regional range of interest. A very preliminary 
analysis indicates that the regional array has a detection threshold in 
the 2.5 to 3.0 magnitude range for certain regional paths extending 
into the Soviet Union. A full evaluation and exploitation of these 
results is underway.

Within the past decade, the research program has included a major 
effort to maintain and improve the global seismic monitoring capabili
ties and to provide a high quality data base for research and technique 
development. Eighteen advanced seismic observatories have been in
stalled around the globe and other existing stations equipped with 
improved digital equipment. In addition, we have supported several 
international cooperative efforts to improve the available global data 
base for research purposes, including efforts with Australia and the 
People's Republic of China.

One major objective of the research efforts discussed thus far has 
been to reduce the threshold for signal detection to as low a level as 
possible. This is the area in which the research program has been most 
successful. For example, if the verification objective is to detect all 
nuclear tests as small as one kiloton or more, it now appears that a 
detection threshold of about magnitude 2.5 is required. At the present 
time, we have insufficient information about the geophysical charac
teristics of the Soviet Union to determine with any certainty the exact 
number and placement of seismic monitoring installations which 
would be necessary to achieve such a monitoring goal. Only rough 
estimates, based on imprecise assimiptions, can be made.

In any case, a requirement for monitoring large portions of the 
entire Soviet Union at this level would be a formidable task in data 
processing and analysis because of the very large number of natural 
events of this size which occur. At the present time in our research 
program, the capability developed to detect small events has far ex
ceeded our capability to differentiate small, or muffled, nuclear explo
sions from natural seismic events. This is especially true, when only 
the complex data from regional distances are available. It has been 
estimated that, based on the technology available today, at least 1,000 
natural seismic events per year at the one kiloton monitoring level 
would require special attention and analysis. With the current capabil
ity to discriminate between nuclear explosions and earthquakes, a 
significant fraction could not be confidently identified as non-nuclear. 
Some of these would actually be earthquakes that have seismic char
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acteristics that do not easily distingmsh themselves from explosions, 
and some would be chemical explosions.

Chemical explosions pose an especially difficult problem for a low 
yield nuclear test ban treaty. A laige number of them are routinely 
conducted for civil and engineering purposes. In fact, there are occa
sional chemical explosions with yields of several kilotons or more. 
Current seismic verification capabilities are not adequate to distinguish 
between chemical and low yield nuclear explosions, or to provide the 
assurance that a bona fide chemical explosion is not disguising a nuclear 
test. Barring some unforeseen technical breakthrough, some alternative 
provisions will be required to deal with this problem.

A signatory to a nuclear test ban who is determined to conduct 
clandestine nuclear tests could attempt to do so in any environment— 
in space, in the atmosphere, in the ocean, or undergroimd. The safest 
way to attempt clandestine undergroimd testing is to design the test to 
produce seismic signals which are below the detection capability of 
the monitoring network. The most effective way to reduce seismic 
signals is to conduct the nuclear explosion in a large imderground 
cavity (cavity decoupling). Large cavities, which can be used to reduce 
the signals of militarily significant yields, are not imcommon and can 
be constructed most easily in areas of undergroimd salt deposits. Such 
areas are quite extensive in the Soviet Union. Cavities of the voliune 
required for such tests exist, although all may not have the optimum 
shape for decoupling. In the United States they are used for storing 
petroleiun reserves. Foiling such an evasion attempt requires a very 
sensitive monitoring network which is reliably deployed. This threat is 
the primary reason for the need for high quality stations and arrays 
inside the Soviet Union.

The U.S. has long recognized the threat imposed by the cavity 
decoupling method and has fully taken this into accoimt in our moni
toring capability estimates. However, it must be said that the current 
imderstanding of the seismic effects of cavity decoupling is incomplete 
and is based on a relatively sparse set of experiments. Inconsistencies 
remain between actual experience and theoretical possibilities. A full- 
scale feasibility test of this concept was conducted a number of years 
ago using a small nuclear explosion, and data from this experiment 
have been supplemented with laboratory and numerical models and 
other theoretical work.

There are indications from this experience and from theory that the 
cavity decoupling evasion method loses its effectiveness at frequencies 
higher than those now normally used for signal detection. Thus, if 
these high frequencies can propagate efficiently over certain paths, it 
may be possible to reduce the effectiveness of this evasion scheme in 
some circumstances. Several years ago, we discovered through our 
research program that seismic energy does propagate very efficiently 
across the western portion of the Soviet Union, at least when the 
signals do not cross major geological boundaries. Stations deployed 
inside the Soviet Union could presimiably take advantage of this. We
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are now collecting and evaluating such high frequency data from 
events originating in the Soviet Union to determine the propagation 
characteristics of very high frequency signals such as might leak out of 
a cavity-decoupled explosion. Much is left to be learned about this.

It is known that the Soviets have conducted a number of nuclear 
tests in areas where cavity decoupling is possible. They certainly have 
information on the propagation of high frequency energy in these 
regions. Such information, if available to the U.S. research program, 
would greatly reduce our uncertainties about the effectiveness of this 
evasion possibility and contribute to a better understanding of our 
verification capabilities.

A substantial nxmiber of high quality stations and arrays within the 
Soviet Union is necessary for effective counter evasion. Without these 
stations, evasion of the nuclear test ban would be relatively easy and 
with decoupling could involve explosions with fairly large yields, i.e., 
more stations and arrays, evasion would not be impossible, but it 
would be much more difficult, complex, and expensive, especially for 
yields greater than a few kilotons.

One should bear in mind that no realistic seismic verification system 
will be able to monitor a zero yield test ban with 100% certainty. We 
also must realize that seismic evidence by itself cannot provide all of 
the stringent data that will be required to ensure compliance. Other 
methods must supplement this system. A realistic goal for our research 
program has been to provide the technology to deter cheating by 
maintaining a high probability of detecting and identifying nuclear 
tests of militarily significant yields. It is important that any verifica
tion measure be viable and contribute to confidence building by mini
mizing the nimiber of natxiral earthquakes and man-made non-nuclear 
events (for example chemical explosions) that could be mistaken for 
nuclear explosions.

A comprehensive test ban would be, from a monitoring point of 
view, a low-yield threshold treaty with a vague and undefined thresh
old. Consideration of an explicitly defined low-yield threshold test 
ban rather than a comprehensive test ban presents a different set of 
verification problems. As we have found out in monitoring the current 
150-kiloton limitation on testing, the precise determination of yield is 
a very complex undertaking which requires considerable information 
about the geophysical conditions near the explosion site. As the yield 
limit becomes smaller, the range of possible variation in emitted seis
mic signals grows larger. Direct determination of yield by measuring 
the hydrodynamic shock front can provide a relatively precise yield 
estimate for underground tests. This method could also provide a 
seismic calibration for small geophysically homogeneous sites and thus 
reduce the uncertainties of the seismically determined yield estimates 
of other tests. Such measures were discussed in the PNET negotiations 
and more recently by President Reagan as a means for improving the 
verification of the current 150-kiloton limit on testing.
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In summary, the Department of Defense has been conducting a 
vigorous research and development program to improve nuclear test 
ban verification capabilities. Significant improvements to our monitor
ing capabilities have been made through the research and development 
effort and they are continuing. Technology is being developed and 
improved both for existing monitoring resources and for potential 
systems whose installation in the Soviet Union must be negotiated. If 
successfully negotiated, the installation of a number of high quality 
tamper-resistant seismic stations and arrays in the Soviet Union would 
significantly lower the verification threshold of a nuclear test ban 
treaty. The amount of improvement depends on the nimiber and siting 
of the installations, on the actual geophysical conditions within the 
USSR, and other factors. At the present time, the research efforts are 
handicapped by the lack of adequate geophysical and seismological 
data from key regions in Evirasia. Any action to make such data 
available would provide a major contribution to the effort to improve 
OUT seismic monitoring capabilities.

As technical experts, it is our role to realistically portray the capa
bility and limitations to monitor compliance with proposed nuclear 
test limitation agreements. This is crucial for assessing the risks. There 
are problems detecting and, especially, identifying underground nucle
ar tests, partictilarly if they are carefully designed for evasion. Until 
these problems are solved, they will present a degree of risk. The 
potential for deliberate evasion must be balanced with stringent verifi
cation measures to reduce these risks, which should not be imderstat- 
ed. These are the key problems to which oiu* research efforts are 
directed.

Any consideration of a nuclear test ban proposal must carefully 
weigh the inherent limitations imposed on the monitoring capabilities. 
However, the final decision must rest on the determination of whether 
or not such a proposal is in our national interest. Mr. Perle and Dr. 
Wagner have already spoken to this issue.

176. S ta tem ent by  Brazilian P resident S arney  to  a  Com
mission A ppoin ted  To Evaluate Brazil’s Nuclear Pro
gram : Brazilian Nuclear Policy, S eptem ber 19, 1985 ^

Brazil wants to be definitely committed to development, social 
peace, and progress. Upon taking up duties as members of this Com
mission, formed by distinguished representatives of the various seg
ments in our society, I reaffirm the imbreakable commitment of our 
coimtry to the peaceful use of nuclear energy.

We want nuclear energy for health, agriculture, and industrial use, 
in light of the present economic and social situation and of the neces

1ACDA files.
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sity to maintain the rhythm of our development. And, it is the duty of 
the national community as a whole, to take part in this debate in 
order that, through democratic decisioiunaking, we can choose the 
proper use of this energy.

It is also the duty of the Commission to identify the gaps and 
occasional errors in the normative and executive role of the Govern
ment, which is imder its exclusive jurisdiction, as well as to the 
participation of the universities, research centers and contracting com
panies which generate and absorb scientific and technological knowl
edge.

Brazil is a co-signatory with the Federal Republic of Germany and 
the International Atomic Energy Agency of the safeguards agreement 
which guarantees the exclusive peaceful nature of the activities con
tained in the agreement with the Federal Republic of Germany, as well 
as the Tlatelolco Treaty.  ̂ [Brazil] cannot withdraw from the commit
ments it has undertaken with peace and the use, which I must repeat, 
peaceful use of nuclear energy. I also stress that we shall not haphaz
ardly enter into nuclear policy that is not totally safe. The indispensa
ble safety of installations and equipment must correspond to oiu* 
concern with the populations and the enviroiunent, preventing them 
from any risk or accident.

177. S ta tem ent by  th e  D eputy Director, Los Alam os N a
tional Laboratory  (Thorn) Before a  Special Panel of 
th e  House Comm ittee on A rm ed Services: Lessons of 
th e  1958-1961 Nuclear Test M oratorium [Extract], 
S ep tem ber 20, 1985 ^

On August 22, 1958, President Eisenhower announced that the 
United States was prepared to begin negotiations on a comprehensive 
test ban treaty agreement which would suspend nuclear tests, and 
establish an international control system for detecting violations of the 
testing suspension. In order to move these negotiations along, Eisen
hower declared that once they began, the United States would be 
willing to do no further testing of nuclear weapons for 1 year, with 
the possibility of extension if circumstances justified to do so, if the 
Soviets also refrained from nuclear testing. ̂

2 I.e., The Treaty for the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin America. For the 
text, see Documents on Disarmament, 1967, pp. 69-83.

 ̂Review of Arms Control and Disarmament Activities, 99th Congress, 1st Session: Hearing Before the 
Special Panel on Arms Control and Disarmament of the Procurement and Military Nudear Systems 
Subcommittee. . , . (H.A.S.C. No. 99-18), pp. 220-225.

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1945-1959, vol. II, pp. 1111-1112.
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On the basis of this proposal, the United States, the Soviet Union, 
and the United Kingdom began negotiations in Geneva on October 31, 
1958, and observed a moratorium on testing from 1958 to 1961. This 
was the first major postwar agreement between the United States and 
the Soviet Union directly affecting nuclear armaments, but it was not 
embodied in a written agreement and involved no agreed verification 
measures.

In December 1959, President Eisenhower indicated that the United 
States would no longer be bound by the moratoriimi, since the Geneva 
testing negotiations had stalemated. But, he said, the United States 
would give advanced notice if it intended to resimie testing.® Then, on 
September 1, 1961, the Soviet Union, without previous warning, re
sumed nuclear tests in the atmosphere. They inunediately carried out a 
series of over 40 tests, which could only have been possible after 
lengthy preparations. The United States responded with an imder- 
groimd weapon test series, and began preparations for atmospheric 
tests.

In early 1962, President Kermedy, reflecting on the experience of the 
moratorium, a policy not committed to paper and containing no verifi
cation measures, said that in the future the United States would only 
consider written agreements which provided for an adequate inspec
tion system in regard to preparations as well as testing. He emphasized 
that '̂this must be a fully effective treaty. We know enough now 
about broken negotiations, secret preparations and the advantages 
gained from a long-test series never to offer again an uninspected 
moratorium." ^

In my view. Presidents Eisenhower and Kermedy must have known 
they were taking a calculated risk in adhering to the moratorium. 
What they said during this period certainly suggests such knowledge. 
The Eisenhower administration had received advice from Norris Brad
bury of Los Alamos and Edward Teller of Livermore, who agreed that 
a temporary moratorium would not seriously damage the nuclear 
weapons program. However, both men also agreed that if the suspen
sion of tests lasted much beyond 2 years, the implications for the 
weapons program would indeed be serious, and worsen with time.

Looking back, it is by no means clear that Bradbury and others in 
management at Los Alamos initially believed that the United States 
would agree to a moratoriimi and we did not make the preparations 
for a suspension of tests that Livermore did. Los Alamos was officially 
informed in July 1958 that it should prepare for a moratorium in the 
near future.

With a moratorium in sight, some additional tests were conducted in 
the Hardtack I test series in the Pacific between April and August 
1958. In addition, we developed and fired a large series. Hardtack II at 
the Nevada test site during September and October 1958, finishing

3 Ibid., pp. 1590-1591. 
^Ibid., 1962, p. 74.
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somewhat frantically on October 30, the day before the moratorium 
went into effect. We did little else in preparation at Los Alamos.

Actually, a great many at the laboratory, including the director, 
believed a moratoriimi might be a good thing. As you might imagine, 
the reasons were varied. A great many were moved by the hope that 
finally, after over 10 years of United States efforts to get an agreement 
with the Russians on controlling nuclear weapons, a treaty was in 
sight. But for others, there was a belief that between working on 
Rover—an expanding program to develop a nuclear propelled rocket— 
and compiling and analyzing the large volume of test data at hand, our 
time could be very well spent in the event of a moratoriimi.

Still, others thought that the laboratory should be engaged in more 
theoretical pursuits. Bradbury himself believed that Los Alamos had 
let itself get too bogged down in the mass production of weapons 
designs, and wanted to ease up on that aspect of lab work a bit and to 
do more general research.

Our calculation of risks and benefits was affected by our overconfi
dence, perhaps one could say arrogance, in the state of our knowledge 
of the weapon R&D Program and weapon tests before and leading up 
to the moratorium. Looking back, this is astoimding. The moratorium 
came at a time of rapid change and improvement in our nuclear 
weapons. The moratorium would amply demonstrate that there was 
much that we did not know and that we totally failed to recognize 
that ignorance at the time.

Nonetheless, not only did we then judge that a moratorium of 
limited duration was an acceptable risk, and advise the political au
thorities of that assessment, but we later made decisions about the 
extension of the moratorium in ignorance of the problems that would 
be revealed only when testing resumed.

Even after the nuclear testing moratorium came into effect, the 
United States continued to require the development of new nuclear 
weapons for its stockpile. Under the moratorium, the United States 
agreed only to stop nuclear testing, and the Government believed it 
was vital to our security to develop and introduce new weapon sys
tems.

Because of this situation, we at Los Alamos were under pressure 
from outside and from ourselves to continue to develop and certify 
weapons for the stockpile that could not be tested, or at least fully 
tested. In terms of new designs, this led us to be more conservative 
than customary. It also created tension within the laboratory between 
those who believed the designs could be certified without nuclear 
tests, and those who disagreed.

Ultimately, we did certify some weapons that had not been tested, 
in the belief that our understanding and design codes were satisfac
tory. In some cases, the weapons proved out in testing after the 
moratorium, in others they did not. The key point here is that we 
went ahead and made these decisions, under the pressures of the time
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and our excessive belief in our theoretical understanding and design 
codes.

Looking back, we can see how wrong we could be when we relied 
on theories and models that we could not empirically demonstrate. I 
can only say now, with the benefit of considerable hindsight, that 
such reliance was—and probably would again be—an almost irresisti
ble temptation in the absence of periodic nuclear tests to prove out 
our theories and validate our design calculations.

One example of the technical problems we encountered will have to 
suffice here— t̂hat of a weapon redesigned imder the moratorium at 
Los Alamos that did not justify our confidence. This was the W-52 
warhead for the Sergeant tactical ballistic missile. The warhead had 
been tested before the moratorium, but in 1959, we had two fatal 
accidents at Los Alamos involving detonations of large pieces of the 
high explosive used in this warhead. We decided that the high explo
sive posed an unacceptable risk in the size pieces required for this 
design.

I should note here that we validate the design of explosive compo
nents very extensively through local nonnuclear experiments before 
any nuclear tests are involved, and in this case we proceeded to do so 
with a safer replacement for the high explosive. Because of the mora
torium, we were unusually thorough in the way we approached the 
problem, and by the time we were finished, there was no doubt in the 
minds of the designers involved that we had produced a safer design 
whose nuclear performance would be entirely adequate. Production 
was restarted with the new high explosive design, and the weapons 
were delivered to the military.

When the moratorium ended, we did not place a high priority on 
testing this warhead, and it began to enter the stockpile in 1962 
without benefit of a nuclear test. When the weapon was finally tested 
in 1963, it failed catastrophically. After a redesign, confirmed by a 
nuclear test, the inoperable weapons were replaced.

In addition to illustrating the point that weapon development with
out complete nuclear testing led us to some serious mistakes, the W- 
52 experience also indicates the sort of problem that can arise from 
trying to modestly redesign existing weapons. In some cases, our 
understanding of weapon designs or of the materials used in the 
weapons is not complete enough to allow us to make such decisions 
without testing the new design, but we cannot always identify those 
cases.

EFFECTS OF MORATORIUM

Certainly the problems that we discovered with the W-52 and many 
other nuclear weapons after the moratorium were serious issues, with 
serious implications for the defense and security of the United States. 
Yet, in my view, even more troubling and potentially more dangerous 
for later years were the effects of the moratorivun on the laboratory's
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ability to continue to cany out its mission of nuclear weapon design, 
testing, and oversight of the weapon stockpile.

These problems were less severe than they might have been, only 
because the moratorium ended before we lost a lot of people or too 
much vital experience and capabilities. Because Los Alamos was at 
that time carrying out the Rover program, research on controlled 
nuclear fusion, and development of fission power reactors, many 
people were able to move into these areas from the weapon program.

Also from the many weapon tests carried out in the past, including 
the extensive test series in 1958, there was a large store of test data 
available for analysis and synthesis by the people who remained. 
Despite these facts, there were morale problems at the laboratory as 
the moratorium progressed, and had it lasted very much longer serious 
harm would have been done to our weapons capabilities.

We experienced two kinds of problems with maintaining our weap
ons design capability. The first was that, without tests, some of the 
designers—especially those involved in thermonuclear design— ĥad 
little to do. Those who moved into the nuclear rocket program, the 
controlled fusion program, and the nuclear fission energy program, 
foimd that many interesting and challenging problems existed there.

Others in different areas of weapons work were able to use this 
hiatus to improve their theoretical imderstanding and improve or nor
malize their computerized design models, based on their analysis of 
data from previous nuclear tests. But as the moratorium stretched on, 
some people lost interest in the weapons program and accepted jobs 
elsewhere.

Another thing that happened was that many of the weapons people 
became engrossed in their new jobs, became conunitted to carrying out 
new projects, and later did not choose or were not available to return 
to the weapons program. Overall, there was a trickle of valuable 
people leaving the weapons program and the lab. This trickle soon 
threatened to become a torrent.

The second problem we experienced with the design operation was 
a tendency to become over reliant on design codes and theories. Those 
of us who had been in the weapons design and testing business knew, 
however, that design codes can never be more than an imperfect 
model of the current state of physics knowledge, which is itself in
complete and imperfect.

My view now, reinforced by the experience of the moratorium, is 
that we should only properly use design codes to interpolate between 
known experimental data points— t̂hat is, nuclear tests. Still, without 
tests to confirm our calculations, we had no choice but to rely on the 
codes, and inevitably there was a tendency to place too much confi
dence in them.

We also experienced problems with our nuclear testing capability. 
Our test division did assume responsibility for the Rover Program, and 
this kept many of the test personnel employed in interesting work.
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Others worked on nuclear test detection programs associated with the 
possibility of underground or deep space nuclear tests.

Still others worked on nonnuclear hydrodynamic tests which con
tinued. But the atmospheric testing capability eroded rapidly, and the 
joint task force responsible for carrying it out was dismantled. In 
general, our ability to resume nuclear weapons testing rapidly in the 
event of an end to the moratoriiun eroded, and when the moratorium 
ended we resumed testing only with difficulty, cost and delay.

I have given you my recollections of the problems Los Alamos 
encoimtered during the moratorium. 1 want to emphasize that these 
deleterious effects on the laboratory, which were quite severe, might 
have been much greater if the moratoriimi had lasted only 1 or 2 more 
years. This to my mind shows the difference between the technical 
risks and costs of a moratoriimi of short and finite duration, as com
pared with an unlimited test ban, on the ability of the national 
laboratories to carry out their responsibility for nuclear weapons re
search and development.

The effects of a moratorium of finite duration would, of course, be 
somewhat different today. Los Alamos is now larger and more diversi
fied, so the scientific and technical base of the laboratory might be 
better able to absorb weapons people during a limited moratorium. 
And we have certainly improved and refined our theoretical under
standing and calculational tools for weapons design. Furthermore, the 
changes being made in new designs, and the number of designs being 
developed, at least in conventional nuclear weapons, are not presently 
as large as they were in 1958. It also takes much longer for a design to 
move through development, testing, production, and into the stockpile 
today. For these reasons, the immediate effects of a short moratorium 
on the stockpile might not be as severe as those discovered after 1958 
to 1961.

Other effects on the laboratory could be as bad or worse, however. 
If a problem were detected with a stockpiled weapon, for example, we 
would again be unable to determine its seriousness or validate pro
posed solutions with nuclear tests.

Such problems still do occur, and with a relatively small number of 
designs in the stockpile, usually intended to remain there for many 
years, a problem with a single design could have a serious impact on 
our nuclear deterrent. This problem is worsened, in my view, by the 
unforgiving nature of current nuclear weapon designs.

Today's designs are more complex, and more subject to problems 
because they are designed with the smallest tolerances possible in 
order to optimize the performance of the total weapon package.

For example, new designs are as reliable as military requirements 
stipulate, but we cannot make them more reliable without making 
sacrifices in some other military requirement, such as system weight. 
The requirements for testing are greater under these circumstances, 
and we must assume that we will be able to test these weapons if 
problems occur.
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Despite this fact, the risk that we would come to lely too much on 
theory, codes, and nonnuclear tests during a moratoriiun is probably 
even greater today. Fewer of our designers remember the chastening 
experience of the moratoriiun, and in the years that followed, and 
because our calculational tools are more elaborate and refined, it is 
easier to believe that they truly simulate nature.

Thus, we could again be led seriously astray without the ability to 
validate our calculations and designs from time to time. As time went 
by, we would probably be tempted to develop, certify, and stockpile 
imtested weapons again. We also would gradually lose some of the 
personnel, skills, and knowledge needed for weapons research, devel
opment, and testing if the moratoriimi were of long duration, simply 
because the people would gravitate toward work where they could test 
their theories and where active development continued.

In the event of a comprehensive test ban of imlimited duration, I 
expect our ability to develop new weapons would disappear. Eventual
ly, even our ability to retain confidence in existing weapons would 
atrophy and disappear.

I do not see how the U.S. could remain secure without these weap
ons unless we had by then managed to fundamentally transform our 
relations with other nations. We might, however, under a comprehen
sive test ban, develop a strong and wholly misplaced confidence in our 
ability to develop and rely on nuclear weapons without testing. If we 
still relied on those weapons for oui security, that could be the worst 
situation of all.

178. S ta tem en t by  th e  M anager, N ev ad a  O pera tions  
Office, D epartm ent of Energy (Claric) Before a  Spe
cial Panel o f th e  House Comm ittee on Armed Serv
ices: Effects o f a  C essation of Nuclear Testing [Ex
tracts], S ep tem ber 20, 1985 ^

As Manager of DOE's Nevada operations, I am responsible for the 
conduct of all U.S. nuclear weapons tests. This involves the control of 
testing activities on the Nevada Test Site in the interest of public 
health and safety, as well as the operations themselves and mainte
nance of our testing capabilities. So long as the U.S. plans any testing 
in the foreseeable future, I am also responsible for the stewardship of 
that unique set of capabilities represented by the test site, its facilities, 
equipment, and perhaps most important, skilled people.

 ̂Review of Arms Control and Disarmament Activities, 99th Congress, 1st Session: Hearing Before the 
Special Panel on Arms Control and Disarmament of the Procurement and Military Nuaear Systems 
Subcommittee . . . [H.A.S.C. No. 99-81], pp. 243-246.
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NTS is, in fact, a large outdoor engineering test laboratory to which 
the laboratories and DNA can bring those essential experiments they 
can't do at home.

In that regard, the test program is not a ^̂ program̂ ' unto itself— ît is 
an integral and essential part of the weapons research and develop
ment program.

Finally, I am responsible for maintenance of DOE's assets for atmos
pheric test readiness about which I will speak in a few minutes.

Since nuclear testing began, there have been two significant events 
which are relevant to the CTB question. First, there was the 1958 to 
1961 test moratoriimi, which Dr. Thom has spoken of from personal 
knowledge.^ Second, since the Limited Test Ban Treaty of 1963, we 
have been obligated to maintain a capability to resume nuclear testing 
in the atmosphere—one of the four safeguards established in conjimc- 
tion with ratification of the Limited Test Ban Treaty.® Both of these 
experiences provide insight to what might be expected in maintaining 
a ''readiness" capability in the event of a CTB. In preparing this 
testimony, I have relied on an as yet impublished classified draft 
manuscript prepared for the most part by the late Dr. William E. Ogle.

Before and immediately after the moratoriimi, the test organization 
was quite unlike that which exists today. It was much more "ad hoc" 
in nature; testing was conducted on a "campaign" basis— ĝenerally 6 
months at the Pacific Proving Ground, then 6 months at NTS. In 
calendar year 1958, after conducting 38 tests overseas, April through 
August, the United States returned to Nevada, where it conducted 37 
tests in the 48 days between September 12 and October 30. That was 
a pretty active time.

Twenty-nine of those were atmospheric tests; the remaining tests 
were conducted in timnels or in unstemmed vertical shafts. There were 
about 3,000 people involved in the NTS Program. Immediately follow
ing the establishment of the moratorium, employment levels were 
reduced by about 60 to 70 percent. Fortunately, other research and 
development projects such as the Rover and Pluto Programs, to devel
op space nuclear propulsion engines, provided challenging work for 
many of the scientists, engineers, and technicians.

I want to emphasize at this point that to retain quality people 
during an extended moratorium or test ban, it is vitally important that 
they have challenging, meaningful work; even then, once they are 
involved in another project, it is likely that their specialized tdents 
would be lost to the weapons test program.

In many cases, we have invested many man-years of effort in 
training and developing those specialized skills which are essential to

 ̂Supra.
 ̂For the text of the Treaty, see Documenb on Disarmament, 1963, pp. 291-293.
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weapon testing. It would be extremely difficult to reconstitute this 
special body of knowledge within a reasonable time period.

As far as test readiness during the moratorium was concerned, very 
few activities continued. The test organization (JTF-7) deteriorated 
quickly and was disestablished just a few months before the moratori- 
mn came to an end. At NTS there was some tunnel re-entry work, 
some tunnel preparation for possible futtire testing and a minor 
amotmt of utility and facility contruction was accomplished. Practical
ly all technical effort was stopped. Some planning was done for 
possible testing imder the labels of Plowshare and Vela Uniform.

As might be expected, when we returned to testing in 1961, the 
problem was attracting well-qualified people. A second problem in 
retunung to testing was the acquisition on a timely basis of all of the 
state-of-the-art equipment needed to conduct the program. Although 
serious contingency planning appears to have begvm early in 1961 as 
the Geneva test ban talks deteriorated, the Soviets broke out of the 
moratoriimi on September 1, 1961, and the United States was able to 
fire a 2-kiloton tuimel shot—^which vented—on September 15; but it 
was not imtil late April 1962 that the United States was able to 
conduct its first atmospheric test in the Pacific.

That was an intermediate yield shot, fired in a rain cloud, they were 
tmable to see the fireball and thus didn't get very much useful data 
out of it.

By the time the United States fired its first 2-kiloton test, the 
Soviets had fired 10 or 11 in the atmosphere, totaling about 9 mega
tons. Before the United States fired its first atmospheric shot, the 
Soviets had fired about 50, including the infamous 58 megaton shot 
on October 30,1961.

My conclusions from a review of that bit of history are that, one, a 
capability for testing deteriorates very rapidly—the moratorium was in 
place for only 34 months; two, a restart, from decision time to a really 
meaningful test series will take a painfully long time; and three, 
despite constraints related to availability of specialized equipment and 
supplies, retention of qualified people— n̂ot only scientists, but techni
cians with specialized skills— n̂ot only test operations people, but 
weapon designers— îs certain to be the greatest challenge, and prob
ably a nearly insurmoimtable one if testing is not done for any 
extended period.

I would now like to discuss the second experience we have had— 
safeguard C or atmospheric nuclear test readiness. When the Limited 
Test Ban Treaty was ratified, four safeguards were established by 
Presidential directive. Safeguard C required that the United States 
maintain a capability to return promptly to atmospheric testing.

Early in its history, safeguard C was heavily fimded—over $100 
million was invested in fiscal year 1965 to modify diagnostic, drop, 
and sampler aircraft, and to upgrade and equip facilities at Johnston 
Atoll and in Hawaii.
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During the first few years, this capability was exercised on such 
projects as monitoring foreign nuclear tests, making sim eclipse obser
vations, studying the aiu*ora borealis (northern lights) and conducting 
barium injection experiments and atmospheric weapons test dry nms.

Within a very few years, however, as budget pressures increased 
and as the likelihood of resumption of testing in the atmosphere 
diminished, the readiness program rapidly lost its momentimi and 
support. Moreover, the safeguard C mandate was modified to delete 
the term ''promptly" which accelerated the deterioration of the readi
ness capability.

Even strong supporters of the safeguards, such as the late Senator 
Henry M. Jackson, eventually turned their attention to more pressing 
matters, and in the competition for funding safeguard C progressively 
lost groimd. Many of the physical assets became obsolete from a 
technological point of view and even the continued availability of real 
estate assets, such as Johnston Atoll, have come into question.

Most important of all, attrition took its toll of these individuals 
with relevant experience and the Nation's atmospheric testing cadre 
has, today, all but vanished.

Today, the assets of safeguard C are very limited. The NC-135 
diagnostic aircraft have been taken out of service or are dedicated to 
other uses, the sampler aircraft have been mothballed and it is doubt
ful they could ever be resurrected. The photographic equipment and 
cloud sampling equipment is stored in New Mexico but, for the most 
part, would have to be replaced with modem technology. Even John
ston Atoll has utility only as a logistics base. Some scientific facilities 
have been maintained in a mothball status and would largely have to 
be rehabilitated or replaced entirely to satisfy current teclmological 
requirements.

Time, technology, politics, and budgets have all served to overtake 
the atmospheric test readiness program. All of this has occurred even 
though—some might say "partly because"— t̂here has been an aggres
sive imderground test program.

Let me turn now to what NTS might be like under a CTB. There are 
more than 6,000 people on the Nevada Operations test rolls. They are 
located not only at the NTS, but in Las Vegas, San Ramon, Los 
Alamos, and Albuquerque, and near Boston, MA.

They are involved in an extremely wide range of activities including 
very technical, high-speed measurements and diagnostics, large hole 
drilling, construction, health, physics, communications, meteorology, 
geology, hydrology, and so on. 1 feel that specific decisions would 
have to be made as to the disposition of resources and assets, which 
would provide some reasonable assurance that they could be mobilized 
in the event any such treaty or moratoriimi were abrogated.

Depending upon what assxmiptions were to be made about the 
natiu*e of the CTB, one could imagine a reduction of the work force 
from its current level of about 6,000 to aroimd 2,500 or so. In the past, 
we have examined the types of work which could constructively
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occupy a work force of this size. Nonnuclear SDI comes to mind as an 
example. Even so, endeavors of that sort might salvage some scientific 
and technical people, but would not enable us to keep many of our 
highly specialized craftsmen, such as those who can prepare gas- 
blocked diagnostic cable.

In summary, I believe the experience after the 1958 to 1961 morato
rium foimd America's testing community was technically agonizing, 
operationally painful, and economically very costly. Similarly, the at
mospheric readiness program has revealed that such a capability can 
be retained for only a relatively short time. Even at that, we have had 
many scientists and engineers, technicians available from the imder- 
groimd program who could have been reassigned to support an atmos
pheric program if it had been reactivated.

A proposed CTB would have no activities such as the imderground 
test program to provide meaningful, challenging work and to continue 
technological developments. It is evident to me that the sustained 
maintenance of a testing capability, in the absence of some level of 
full-scale testing, is to say the least, an unrealistic expectation.

This concludes my testimony. I would be pleased to answer any 
questions.

179. Final Declaration by  th e  Third Review  C onference of 
th e  Parties to  th e  Treaty  on th e  N on-Proliferation of 
N uclear W eapons, S ep tem ber 21, 1985 ^

THE STATES PARTY TO THE TREATY ON THE NON-PROLIF- 
ERATION OF NUCLEAR WEAPONS WHICH MET IN GENEVA 
FROM 27 AUGUST TO 21 SEPTEMBER 1985 TO REVIEW THE 
OPERATION OF THE TREATY SOLEMNLY DECLARE:

—their conviction that the Treaty is essential to international peace 
and seouity,

—their continued support for the objectives of the Treaty which are:
— t̂he prevention of proliferation of nuclear weapons or other nu

clear explosive devices;
— t̂he cessation of the nuclear arms race, nuclear disarmament and 

a Treaty on general and complete disarmament;
—the promotion of co-operation between States Parties in the 

field of the peaceful uses of nuclear energy,

— t̂he reaffirmation of their firm commitment to the purposes of the 
Preamble and the provisions of the Treaty,

— t̂heir determination to enhance the implementation of the Treaty 
and to further strengthen its authority.

 ̂A /C .l/40/9, Annex I. The declaration was transmitted to the First Committee of the 
40th U.N. General Assembly by Ambassador Garcia Robles, the Mexican Representa
tive. The text of the Non-Proliferation Treaty may be foimd in Documents on Di^mament 
1968, pp. 461-465.
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ArHctes I and II and preambular paragraphs 1-3

The Conference noted the concerns and convictions expressed in 
preambular paragraphs 1 to 3 and agreed that they remain valid. The 
States Party to the Treaty remain resolved in their belief in the need 
to avoid the devastation that a nuclear war would bring. The Confer
ence remains convinced that any proliferation of nuclear weapons 
would seriously increase the danger of a nuclear war.

The Conference agreed that the strict observance of the terms of 
Articles 1 and II remains central to achieving the shared objectives of 
preventing under any circumstances the further proliferation of nucle
ar weapons and preserving the Treaty's vital contribution to peace and 
security, including to the peace and security of non-Parties.

The Conference acknowledged the declarations by nuclear-weapons 
States Party to the Treaty that they had fulfilled their obligations 
imder Article I. The Conference further acknowledged the declarations 
that non-nuclear-weapons States Party to the Treaty had fulfilled 
their obligations under Article II. The Conference was of the view 
therefore that one of the primary objectives of the Treaty had been 
achieved in the period under review.

The Conference also expressed deep concern that the national nucle
ar programmes of some States non-Party to the Treaty may lead them 
to obtain a nuclear weapon capability. States Party to the Treaty 
stated that any further detonation of a nuclear explosive device by 
any non-nuclear-weapon State would constitute a most serious breach 
of the non-proliferation objective.

The Conference noted the great and serious concerns expressed 
about the nuclear capability of South Africa and Israel. The Confer
ence further noted the calls on all States for the total and complete 
prohibition of the transfer of all nuclear facilities, resources or devices 
to South Africa and Israel and to stop all exploitation of Namibian 
uraniimi, natural or enriched, imtil the attainment of Namibian inde
pendence.

Article III and preambular paragraphs 4 and 5

1. The Conference affirms its determination to strengthen further 
the barriers against the proliferation of nuclear weapons and other 
nuclear explosive devices to additional States. The spread of nuclear 
explosive capabilities would add immeasurably to regional and inter
national tensions and suspicions. It would increase the risk of nuclear 
war and lessen the seciuity of all States. The Parties remain convinced 
that imiversal adherence to the Non-Proliferation Treaty is the best 
way to strengthen the barriers against proliferation and they urge all 
States not party to the Treaty to accede to it. The Treaty and the 
regime of non-proliferation it supports play a central role in promoting 
regional and international peace and security, inter alia, by helping to 
prevent the spread of nuclear explosives. The non-proliferation and
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safeguards commitments in the Treaty are essential also for peaceful 
nuclear commerce and co-operation.

2. The Conference expresses the conviction that IAEA safeguards 
provide assurance that States are complying with their undertakings 
and assist States in demonstrating this compliance. They thereby pro
mote fxû ther confidence among States and, being a fundamental ele
ment of the Treaty, help to strengthen their collective security. IAEA 
safeguards play a key role in preventing the proliferation of nuclear 
weapons and other nuclear explosive devices. Unsafeguarded nuclear 
activities in non-nuclear-weapon States pose serious proliferation dan
gers.

3. The Conference declares that the commitment to non-prolifera
tion by nuclear-weapon States Party to the Treaty pursuant to Article
I, by non-nuclear-weapon States Party to the Treaty pursuant to 
Article II, and by the acceptance of IAEA safeguards on all peaceful 
nuclear activities within non-nuclear-weapon States Party to the 
Treaty pursuant to Article III is a major contribution by those States to 
regional and international sectirity. The Conference notes with satis
faction that the commitments in Articles I-III have been met and have 
greatly helped prevent the spread of nuclear explosives.

4. The Conference therefore specifically urges all non-nuclear- 
weapon States not party to the Treaty to make an international legal
ly-binding commitment not to acquire nuclear weapons or other nu
clear explosive devices and to accept IAEA safeguards on all their 
peaceful nuclear activities, both current and future, to verify that 
commitment. The Conference further urges all States in their interna
tional nuclear co-operation and in their nuclear export policies and, 
specifically as a necessary basis for the transfer of relevant nuclear 
supplies to non-nuclear-weapon States, to take effective steps towards 
achieving such a commitment to non-proliferation and acceptance of 
such safeguards by those States. The Conference expresses its view 
that accession to the Non-Proliferation Treaty is the best way to 
achieve that objective.

5. The Conference expresses its satisfaction that four of the five 
nuclear-weapon States have volxmtarily concluded safeguards agree
ments with the IAEA, covering all or part of their peaceful nuclear 
activities. The Conference regards those agreements as further 
strengthening the non-proliferation regime and increasing the author
ity of IAEA and the effectiveness of its safeguards system. The Con
ference calls on the nuclear-weapon States to continue to co-operate 
fully with the IAEA in the implementation of these agreements and 
calls on IAEA to take full advantage of this co-operation. The Confer
ence urges the People's Republic of China similarly to conclude a 
safeguards agreement with IAEA. The Conference recommends the 
continued pursuit of the principle of universal application of IAEA 
safeguards to all peaceful nuclear activities in all States. To this end, 
the Conference recognizes the value of voluntary offers and recom
mends further evaluation of the economic and practical possibility of
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extending application of safeguards to additional civil facilities in the 
nuclear-weapon States as and when IAEA resources permit and con
sideration of separation of the civil and military facilities in the nucle- 
ar-weapon States. Such an extending of safeguards will enable the 
fvirther development and application of an effective regime in both 
nuclear-weapon States and non-nuclear-weapon States.

6. The Conference also affirms the great value to the non-prolifera- 
tion regime of commitments by the nuclear-weapon States that nucle
ar supplies provided for peaceful use will not be used for nuclear 
weapons or other nuclear explosive purposes. Safeguards in nuclear- 
weapon States pursuant to their safeguards agreements with IAEA can 
verify observance of those commitments.

7. The Conference notes with satisfaction the adherence of further 
Parties to the Treaty and the conclusion of further safeguards agree
ments in compliance with the imdertaking of the Treaty and recom
mends that:

(a) The non-nuclear-weapon States Party to the Treaty that have 
not concluded the agreements required under Article III (4) conclude 
such agreements with IAEA as soon as possible;

(b) The Director-General of IAEA intensify his initiative of submit
ting to States concerned draft agreements to facilitate the conclusion 
of corresponding safeguards agreements, and that Parties to the 
Treaty, in particular Depositary Parties, should actively support these 
initiatives;

(c) All States Party to the Treaty make strenuous individual and col
lective efforts to make the Treaty truly imiversal.

8. The Conference notes with satisfaction that IAEA in carrying out 
its safeguards activities has not detected any diversion of a significant 
amount of safeguarded material to the production of nuclear weapons, 
other nuclear explosive devices or to piuposes unknown.

9. The Conference notes that IAEA safeguards activities have not 
hampered the economic, scientific or technological development of the 
Parties to the Treaty, or international co-operation in peaceful nuclear 
activities and it urges that this situation be maintained.

10. The Conference commends IAEA on its implementation of safe
guards pursuant to this Treaty and urges it to continue to ensure the 
maximum technical and cost effectiveness and efficiency of its oper
ations, while maintaining consistency with the economic and safe 
conduct of nuclear activities.

11. The Conference notes with satisfaction the improvement of 
IAEA safeguards which has enabled it to continue to apply safeguards 
effectively diuing a period of rapid growth in the number of safe
guarded faciUties. It also notes that IAEA safeguards approaches are 
capable of adequately dealing with facilities imder safeguards. In this 
regard, the recent conclusion of the project to design a safeguards 
regime for centrifuge enrichment plants and its implementation is 
welcomed. This project allows the application of an effective regime to
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all plants of this type in the territories both of nuclear-weapon States 
and non-nuclear-weapon States Parties to the Treaty.

12. The Conference emphasizes the importance of continued im
provements in the effectiveness and efficiency of IAEA safeguards, for 
example, but not limited to:

(a) Uniform and non-discriminatory implementation of safeguards;
(b) The expeditious implementation of new instnunents and tech

niques;
(c) The further development of methods for evaluation of safe

guards effectiveness in combination with safeguards information;
(d) Continued increases in the efficiency of the use of human and 

financial resources and of equipment.

13. The Conference believes that further improvement of the list of 
materials and equipment which, in accordance with Article III (2) of 
the Treaty, calls for the application of IAEA safeguards should take 
account of advances in technology.

14. The Conference recommends that IAEA establish an internation
ally agreed effective system of international plutonium storage in 
accordance with Article XII(A)5 of its statute.

15. The Conference welcomes the significant contributions made by 
States Parties in facilitating the application of IAEA safeguards and in 
supporting research, development and other supports to further the 
application of effective and efficient safeguards. The Conference urges 
that such co-operation and support be continued and that other States 
Parties provide similar support.

16. The Conference calls upon all States to take IAEA safeguards 
requirements fully into accoimt while planning, designing and con
structing new nuclear fuel cycle facilities and while modifying existing 
nuclear fuel cycle facilities.

17. The Conference also calls on States Parties to the Treaty to assist 
IAEA in applying its safeguards, inter alia, through the efficient oper
ation of State systems of accounting for and control of nuclear materi
al, and including compliance with all notification requirements in 
accordance with safeguards agreements.

18. The Conference welcomes the Agency's endeavoiu’s to recruit 
and train staff of the highest professional standards for safeguards 
implementation with due regard to the widest possible geographical 
distribution, in accordance with Article VII D of the IAEA Statute. It 
calls upon States to exercise their right regarding proposals of designa
tion of IAEA inspectors in such a way as to facilitate the most 
effective use of safeguards manpower.

19. The Conference also commends to all States Parties the merits of 
establishment of international fuel cycle facilities, including multina
tion participation, as a positive contribution to reassurance of the 
peaceful use and non-diversion of nuclear materials. While primarily a 
national responsibility, the Conference sees advantages in international 
co-operation concerning spent fuel storage and nuclear waste storage.
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20. The Conference calls upon States Parties to continue their politi
cal, technical and financial support of the IAEA safeguards system.

21. The Conference underlines the need for IAEA to be provided 
with the necessary financial and human resources to ensure that the 
Agency is able to continue to meet effectively its safeguards responsi
bilities.

22. The Conference urges all States that have not done so to adhere 
to the Convention on the physical protection of nuclear material at the 
earliest possible date.

Article IV and preambular paragraphs 6 and 7

1. The Conference affirms that the NPT fosters the world-wide 
peaceful use of nuclear energy and reaffirms that nothing in the 
Treaty shall be interpreted as affecting the inalienable right of any 
Party to the Treaty to develop research, production and use of nuclear 
energy for peaceful purposes without discrimination and in conformity 
with Articles I and II.

2. The Conference reaffirms the imdertaking by all Parties to the 
Treaty, in accordance with Article IV and preambular paragraphs 6 
and 7, to facilitate the fullest possible exchange of equipment, materi
als and scientific and technological, information of the peaceful uses of 
nuclear energy and the right of all Parties to the Treaty to participate 
in such exchange. In this context, the Conference recognizes the im
portance of services. This can contribute to progress in general and to 
the elimination of technological and economic gaps between the devel
oped and developing coimtries.

3. The Conference reaffirms the imdertaking of the Parties to the 
Treaty in a position to do so to co-operate in contributing, alone or 
together with other States or international organizations, to the further 
development of the applications of nuclear energy for peaceful pur
poses, especially in the territories of the non-nuclear-weapon States 
Party to the Treaty, with due consideration for the needs of the 
developing areas of the world. In this context the Conference recog
nizes the particular needs of the least developed coimtries.

4. The Conference requests that States Parties consider possible 
bilateral co-operation measures to further improve the implementation 
of Article IV. To this end. States Parties are requested to give in 
written form their experiences in this area in the form of national 
contributions to be presented in a report to the next Review Confer
ence.

5. The Conference recognizes the need for more predictable long
term supply assurances with effective assurances of non-proliferation.

6. The Conference commends the recent progress which the IAEA's 
Committee on Assurances of Supply (CAS) has made towards agreeing 
a set of principles related to this matter, and expresses the hope that 
the Committee will complete this work soon. The Conference further 
notes with satisfaction the measures which CAS has recommended to 
the IAEA Board of Governors for alleviating technical and administra
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tive problems in international shipments of nuclear items, emergency 
and back-up mechanisms, and mechanisms for the revision of interna
tional nuclear co-operation agreements and calls for the early comple
tion of the work of CAS and the implementation of its recommenda
tions.

7. The Conference reaffirms that in accordance with international 
law and applicable treaty obligations. States should fulfil their obliga
tions imder agreements in the nuclear field, and any modification of 
such agreements, if required, should be made only by mutual consent 
of the parties concerned.

8. The Conference confirms that each country's choices and deci
sions in the field of peaceful uses of nuclear energy should be respect
ed without jeopardizing their respective fuel cycle policies. Interna
tional co-operation in this area, including international transfer and 
subsequent operations should be governed by effective assurances of 
non-proliferation and predictable long-term supply assurances. The 
issuance of related licences and authorization involved should take 
place in a timely fashion.

9. While recognizing that the operation and management of the 
back-end of the fuel cycle including nuclear waste storage are primari
ly a national responsibility, the Conference acknowledges the impor
tance for the peaceful uses of nuclear energy of international and 
multilateral collaboration for arrangements in this area.

10. The Conference expresses its profoimd concern about the Israeli 
military attack on Iraq's safeguarded nuclear reactor on 7 June 1981. 
The Conference recalls Security Coxmcil Resolution 487 of 1981, 
strongly condemning the military attack by Israel which was imani- 
mously adopted by the Council and which considered that the said 
attack constituted a serious threat to the entire IAEA safeguards 
regime which is the fotmdation of the Non-Proliferation Treaty.  ̂ The 
Conference also takes note of the decisions and resolutions adopted by 
the United Nations General Assembly and the International Atomic 
Energy Agency on this attack, including Resolution 425 of 1984 adopt
ed by the General Conference of the IAEA.

11. The Conference recognizes that an armed attack on a safeguard
ed nuclear facility, or threat of attack, would create a situation in 
which the Seauity Coxmcil would have to act immediately in accord
ance with provisions of the United Nations Charter. The Conference 
further emphasizes the responsibilities of the Depositaries of NPT in 
their capacity as permanent members of the Security Coimcil to en
deavour, in consultation with the other members of the Security 
Coxmcil, to give full consideration to all appropriate measures to be 
undertaken by the Security Council to deal with the situation, includ
ing measures imder Chapter VII of the United Nations Charter.

12. The Conference encourages Parties to be ready to provide imme
diate peaceful assistance in accordance with international law to any

2 Documents on Disarmament 1981, pp. 227-228.
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Party to the NPT, if it so requests, whose safeguarded nuclear facilities 
have been subject to an armed attack, and calls upon all States to 
abide by any decisions taken by the Security Council in accordance 
with the United Nations Charter in relation to the attacking State.

13. The Conference considers that such attacks could involve grave 
dangers due to the release of radioactivity and that such attacks or 
threats of attack jeopardize the development of the peaceful uses of 
nuclear energy. The Conference also acknowledges that the matter is 
under consideration by the Conference on Disarmament and urges co
operation of all States for its speedy conclusion.

14. The Conference acknowledges the importance of the work of the 
International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) as the principal agent for 
technology transfer amongst the international organizations referred to 
in Article IV (2) and welcomes the successful operation of the Agen
cy's technical assistance and co-operation programmes. The Confer
ence records with appreciation that projects supported from these 
programmes covered a wide spectrum of applications, related both to 
power and non-power uses of nuclear energy notably in agricultiu'e, 
medicine, industry and hydrology. The Conference notes that the 
Agency's assistance to the developing States Party to the Treaty has 
been chiefly in the non-power uses of nuclear energy.

15. The Conference welcomes the establishment by the IAEA, fol
lowing a recommendation of the First Review Conference of the Par
ties to the Treaty, of a mechanism to permit the channelling of extra- 
budgetary funds to projects additional to those financed from the 
IAEA Technical Assistance and Co-operation Fimd.® The Conference 
notes that this channel has been used to make additional resources 
available for a wide variety of projects in developing States Party to 
the Treaty.

16. In this context, the Conference proposes the following measiu*es 
for consideration by the IAEA:

(i) IAEA assistance to developing coimtries in siting, construction, 
operation and safety of nuclear power projects and the associated 
trained manpower provision to be strengthened.

(ii) To provide, upon request, assistance in securing financing from 
outside sources for nuclear power projects in developing coimtries, and 
in particular the least developed countries.

(iii) IAEA assistance in nuclear planning systems for developing 
coimtries to be strengthened in order to help such countries draw up 
their own nuclear development plans.

(iv) IAEA assistance on country-specific nuclear development strate
gies to be further developed, with a view to identifying the applica
tion of nuclear technology that can be expected to contribute most to 
the development both of individual sectors and developing economies 
as a whole.

 ̂Ibid., 1975, p. 151.
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(v) Greater support for regional co-operative agreements, promoting 
re^onal projects based on regionally agreed priorities and using inputs 
from region^ countries.

(vi) Exploration of the scope for multi-year, multi-donor projects fi
nanced from the extra-budgetary resoxirces of the IAEA.

{viij The IAEA's technical co-operation evaluation activity to be fur
ther developed, so as to enhance the Agency's effectiveness in provid
ing technic^ assistance.

17. The Conference imderlines the need for the provision to the 
IAEA of the necessary financial and himian resources to ensure that 
the Agency is able to continue to meet effectively its responsibilities.

18. The Conference notes the appreciable level of bilateral co-oper
ation in the peaceful uses of nuclear energy, and urges that States in a 
position to do so should continue and where possible increase the 
level of their co-operation in these fields.

19. The Conference urges that preferential treatment should be 
given to the non-nuclear-weapon States Party to the Treaty in access 
to or transfer of equipment, materials, services and scientific and 
technological information for the peaceful uses of nuclear energy, 
taking particularly into accoimt needs of developing coimtries.

20. Great and serious concerns were expressed at the Conference 
about the nuclear capability of South Africa and Israel and that the 
development of such a capability by South Africa and Israel would 
undermine the credibility and stability of the Non-Proliferation Treaty 
regime. The Conference noted the demands made on all States to 
suspend any co-operation which would contribute to the nuclear pro
gramme of South Africa and Israel. The Conference further noted the 
demands made on South Africa and Israel to accede to the NPT, to 
accept IAEA safeguards on all their nuclear facilities and to pledge 
themselves not to manufacture or acquire nuclear weapons or other 
nuclear explosive devices.

21. The Conference recognizes the growing nuclear energy needs of 
the developing coimtries as well as the difficulties which the develop
ing coimtries face in this regard, particularly with respect to financing 
their nuclear power programmes. The Conference calls upon States 
Party to the Treaty to promote the establishment of favourable condi
tions in national, regional and international financial institutions for 
financing of nuclear energy projects including nuclear power pro
grammes in developing countries. Furthermore, the Conference calls 
upon the IAEA to initiate and the Parties to the Treaty to support the 
work of an expert group study on mechanisms to assist developing 
coimtries in the promotion of their nuclear power programmes, includ
ing the establishment of a Financial Assistance Fund.

22. The Conference recognizes that further IAEA assistance in the 
preparation of feasibility studies and infrastructure development might 
enhance the prospects for developing countries for obtaining finance, 
and recommends such countries as are members of the Agency to 
apply for such help under the Agency's technical assistance and co
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operation programmes. The Conference also acknowledges that further 
support for the IAEA's Small and Mediimi Power Reactor (SMPR) 
Study could help the development of nuclear reactors more suited to 
the needs of some of the developing countries.

23. The Conference expresses its satisfaction at the progress in the 
preparations for the United Nations Conference for the Promotion of 
International Co-operation in the Peaceful Uses of Nuclear Energy 
(UNCPICPUNE) and its conviction that UNCPICPUNE wiU fully real
ize its goals in accordance with the objectives of resolution 32/50 and 
relevant subsequent resolutions of the General Assembly for the de
velopment of national programmes of peaceful uses of nuclear energy 
for economic and social development, especially in the developing 
coimtries.

24. The Conference considers that all proposals related to the pro
motion and strengthening of international co-operation in the peaceful 
uses of nuclear energy which have been produced by the Third 
Review Conference of the NPT, be transmitted to the Preparatory 
Committee of the UNCPICPUNE.

Article V

1. The Conference reaffirms the obligation of Parties to the Treaty 
to take appropriate measures to ensure that potential benefits from 
any peaceful applications of nuclear explosions are made available to 
non-nuclear weapon States Party to the Treaty in full accordance with 
the provisions of article V and other applicable international obliga
tions, that such services should be provided to non-nuclear weapon 
States Party to the Treaty on a non-discriminatory basis and that the 
charge to such Parties for the explosive devices used should be as low 
as possible and exclude any charge for research and development.

2. The Conference confirms that the IAEA would be the appropriate 
international body through which any potential benefits of the peace
ful applications of nuclear explosions could be made available to non
nuclear weapon States under the terms of article V of the Treaty.

3. The Conference notes that the potential benefits of the peaceful 
applications of nuclear explosions have not been demonstrated and 
that no requests for services related to the peaceful applications of 
nuclear explosions have been received by the IAEA since the Second 
NPT Review Conference.

Article VI and preambular paragraphs 8-12

A.

1. The Conference recalled that under the provisions of article VI all 
parties have undertaken to pursue negotiations in good faith:

—on effective measures relating to cessation of the nuclear arms 
race at an early date;

—on effective measures relating to nuclear disarmament;
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—on a Treaty on general and complete disarmament imder strict 
and effective international control.

2. The Conference undertook an evaluation of the achievements in 
respect of each aspect of the article in the period under review, and 
paragraphs 8 to 12 of the preamble, and in particular with regard to 
the goals set out in preambular paragraph 10 which recalls the deter
mination expressed by the parties to the Partial Test Ban Treaty to:

—continue negotiations to achieve the discontinuance of all test 
explosions of nuclear weapons for all time.**

3. The Conference recalled the declared intention of the parties to 
the Treaty to achieve at the earliest possible date the cessation of the 
nuclear arms race and to xmdertake effective measures in the direction 
of nuclear disarmament and their urging made to all States parties to 
co-operate in the attainment of this objective. The Conference also 
recalled the determination expressed by the parties to the 1963 Treaty 
banning nuclear weapons tests in the atmosphere, in outer space and 
imder water in its preamble to seek to achieve the discontinuance of 
all test explosions on nuclear weapons for all time and the desire to 
further the easing of international tension and the strengthening of 
trust between States in order to facilitate the cessation of the manu
facture of nuclear weapons, the liquidation of all existing stockpiles, 
and the elimination from national arsenals of nuclear weapons and the 
means of their delivery.

4. The Conference notes that the Tenth Special Session of the 
General Assembly of the United Nations concluded, in paragraph 50 
of its Final Document, that the achievement of nuclear disarmament 
will require urgent negotiations of agreements at appropriate stages 
and with adequate measures of verification satisfactory to the States 
concerned for:

(a) Cessation of the qualitative improvement and development of 
nuclear-weapon systems;

(b) Cessation of the production of all types of nuclear weapons and 
their means of delivery, and of the production of fissionable material 
for weapons purposes;

(c) A comprehensive, phased programme with agreed time-tables 
whenever feasible, for progressive and balanced reduction of stockpiles 
of nuclear weapons and their means of delivery, leading to their ulti
mate and complete elimination at the earliest possible time.®

5. The Conference also recalled that in the Final Declaration of the 
First Review Conference, the parties expressed the view that the con
clusion of a treaty banning all nuclear-weapon tests was one of the 
most important measvires to halt the nuclear arms race and expressed 
the hope that the nuclear-weapon States party to the Treaty would

 ̂The text of the Treaty may be found ibid., 1963, pp. 291-293.
 ̂Ibid., 1978, pp. 420-421. The complete text of the Final Document may be found

ibid., pp. 411 ff.
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take the lead in reaching an early solution of the technical and politi
cal diffiodties of this issue.®

6. The Conference examined developments relating to the cessation 
of the nuclear arms race, in the period under review and noted in 
particular that the destructive potentials of the nuclear arsenals of 
nuclear-weapon States parties, were imdergoing continuing develop
ment, including a growing research and development component in 
military spending, continued nuclear testing, development of new de
livery systems and their deployment.

7. The Conference noted the concerns expressed regarding develop
ments with far reaching implications and the potential of a new 
enviroiunent, space, being drawn into the arms race. In that regard the 
Conference also noted the fact that the United States of America and 
the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics are pursuing bilateral negotia
tions on a broad complex of questions concerning space and nuclear 
arms, with a view to achieving effective agreements aimed at prevent
ing an arms race in space and terminating it on Earth.

8. The Conference noted with regret that the development and 
deployment of nuclear weapon systems had continued diuing the 
period of review.

9. The Conference also took note of numerous proposals and ac
tions, multilateral and imilateral, advanced during the period imder 
review by many States with the aim of making progress towards the 
cessation of the nuclear arms race and nuclear disarmament.

10. The Conference examined the existing situation in the light of 
the imdertaking assumed by the parties in Article VI to pursue negoti
ations in good faith on effective measures relating to cessation of the 
nuclear arms race at an early date and to nuclear disarmament. The 
Conference recalled that a stage of negotiations on the Strategic Arms 
Limitations Talks (SALT II) had been concluded in 1979, by the 
signing of the Treaty which had remained unratified. The Conference 
noted that both the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics and the 
United States of America have declared that they are abiding by the 
provisions of SALT 11.*̂

11. The Conference recalled that the bilateral negotiations between 
the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics and the United States of 
America which were held between 1981 and 1983 were discontinued 
without any concrete results.

12. The Conference noted that bilateral negotiations between the 
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics and the United States of America 
had been held in 1985 to consider questions concerning space and 
nuclear arms, both strategic and intermediate-range, with all the ques
tions considered and resolved in their interrelationship. No agreement 
has emerged so far. These negotiations are continuing.

8 Ibid., 1975, pp. 153-154.
 ̂The text of the SALT II Treaty may be fotmd ibid., 1979, pp. 189 ff.
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13. The conference evaluated the progress made in multilateral nu
clear disarmament negotiations in the period of the Review.

14. The Conference recalled that the trilateral negotiations on a 
comprehensive test ban treaty, begun in 1977 between the Union of 
Soviet Socialist Republics, the United Kingdom of Great Britain and 
Northern Ireland and the United States of America, had not continued 
after 1980, that the Committee on Disarmament and later the Confer
ence on Disarmament had been called upon by the General Assembly 
of the United Nations in successive years to begin negotiations on 
such a Treaty, and noted that such negotiations had not been initiated, 
despite the submission of draft treaties and different proposals to the 
Conference on Disarmament in this regard.

15. The Conference noted the lack of progress on relevant items of 
the agenda of the Conference on Disarmament, in particular those 
relating to the cessation of the nuclear arms race and nuclear disarma
ment, the prevention of nuclear war including all related matters and 
effective international arrangements to assure non-nuclear-weapon 
States against the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons.

16. The Conference noted that two Review Conferences had taken 
place since 1980, one on the Sea-bed Treaty ® and one on the Environ
mental Modification Treaty ® and three General Conferences of the 
Agency for the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin America. In 
1982, a Special United Nations General Assembly Session on Disarma
ment took place without any results in matters directly linked to 
nuclear disarmament.

17. The Conference also noted the last five years had thus not given 
any results concerning negotiations on effective measures relating to 
cessation of the nuclear arms race and to nuclear disarmament.

B.

1. The Conference concluded that, since no agreements had been 
reached in the period imder review on effective measures relating to 
the cessation of an arms race at an early date, on nuclear disarmament 
and on a Treaty on general and complete disarmament imder strict and 
effective international control, the aspirations contained in preambular 
paragraphs 8 to 12 had still not been met, and the objectives under 
Article VI had not yet been achieved.

2. The Conference reiterated that the implementation of Article VI 
is essential to the maintenance and strengthening of the Treaty, reaf
firmed the commitment of all States Parties to the implementation of 
this Article and called upon the States Parties to intensify their efforts 
to achieve fully the objectives of the Article. The Conference ad
dressed a call to the nuclear-weapon States Parties in particular to 
demonstrate this commitment.

* The text of the Seabed Treaty may be found ibid., 1971, pp. 7-11.
»lin l, 1977, pp. 322-326.
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3. The Conference welcomes the fact that the United States of 
America and the Uruon of Soviet Socialist Republics are conducting 
bilateral negotiations on a complex of questions concerning space and 
nuclear arms— b̂oth strategic and intermediate-range— ŵith all these 
questions considered and resolved in their interrelationship. It hopes 
that these negotiations will lead to early and effective agreements 
aimed at preventing an arms race in space and terminating it on Earth, 
at limiting and reducing nuclear arms, and at strengthening strategic 
stability. Such agreements will complement and ensure the positive 
outcome of multilateral negotiations on disarmament, and would lead 
to the reduction of international tensions and the promotion of inter
national peace and security. The Conference recalls that the two sides 
believe that ultimately the bilateral negotiations, just as efforts in 
general to limit and reduce arms, should lead to the complete elimina
tion of nuclear arms everywhere.

4. The Conference urges the Conference on Disarmament, as appro
priate, to proceed to early multilateral negotiations on nuclear disar
mament in pursuance of paragraph 50 of the Final Docimient of the 
First Special Session of the General Assembly of the United Nations 
devoted to disarmament.

5. The Conference reaffirms the determination expressed in the 
preamble of the 1963 Partial Test Ban Treaty, confirmed in Article I
(b) of the said Treaty and reiterated in preambular paragraph 10 of the 
Non-Proliferation Treaty, to achieve the discontinuance of all test 
explosions of nuclear weapons for all time.

6. The Conference also recalls that in the Final Document of the 
First Review Conference, the Parties expressed the view that the 
conclusion of a Treaty baiming all nuclear weapons tests was one of 
the most important measures to halt the nuclear arms race. The Con
ference stresses the important contribution that such a treaty would 
make toward strengthening and extending the international barriers 
against the proliferation of nuclear weapons; it further stresses that 
adherence to such a treaty by all States would contribute substantially 
to the full achievement of the non-proliferation objective.

7. The Conference also took note of the appeals contained in five 
successive United Nations General Assembly resolutions since 1981 for 
a moratorium on nuclear weapons testing pending the conclusion of a 
comprehensive test ban Treaty, and of similar calls made at this 
Conference. It also took note of the measure announced by the Union 
of Soviet Socialist Republics for a imilateral moratorixmi on all nuclear 
explosions from 6 August 1985 imtil 1 January 1986, which would 
continue beyond that date if the United States of America, for its part, 
refrained from carrying out nuclear explosions. The Union of Soviet 
Socialist Republics suggested that this would provide an example for 
other nuclear-weapon States and would create favourable conditions 
for the conclusion of a Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty and the

Document 126.
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promotion of the fuller implementation of the Non-Proliferation 
Treaty.

8. The Conference took note of the unconditional invitation ex
tended by the United States of America to the Union of Soviet Social
ist Republics to send observers, who may bring any equipment they 
deem necessary, to measure a United States of America nuclear test in 
order to begin a process which in the view of the United States of 
America would help to ensure effective verification of limitations on 
imder-ground nuclear testing.

9. The Conference also took note of the appeals contained in five 
United Nations General Assembly resolutions since 1982 for a freeze 
on all nuclear weapons in quantitative and qualitative terms, which 
should be taken by all nuclear-weapon States or, in the first instance 
and simultaneously, by the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics and 
the United States of America on the imderstanding that the other 
nuclear-weapon States would follow their example, and of similar calls 
made at this Conference.

10. The Conference took note of proposals by the Union of Soviet 
Socialist Republics and the United States of America for the reduction 
of nuclear weapons.

11. The Conference took note of proposals submitted by States 
Parties on a nimiber of related issues relevant to achieving the pvir- 
poses of Article VI and set out in Annex I to this document and in the 
statements made in the General Debate of the Conference.

12. The Conference reiterated its conviction that the objectives of 
Article VI remained tmfulfilled and concluded that the nuclear- 
weapon States should make greater efforts to ensure effective meas
ures for the cessation of the nuclear arms race at an early date, for 
nuclear disarmament and for a Treaty on general and complete disar
mament under strict and effective international control.

The Conference expressed the hope for rapid progress in the United 
States-USSR bilateral negotiations.

The Conference except for certain States whose views are reflected 
in the following subparagraph deeply regretted that a comprehensive 
multilateral Nuclear Test Ban Treaty banning all nuclear tests by all 
States in all environments for all time had not been concluded so far 
and, therefore, called on the nuclear weapon States Party to the Treaty 
to resume trilateral negotiations in 1985 and called on all the nuclear- 
weapon States to participate in the urgent negotiation and conclusion 
of such a Treaty as a matter of the highest priority in the Conference 
on Disarmament.

At the same time, the Conference noted that certain States Party to 
the Treaty, while committed to the goal of an effectively verifiable 
comprehensive Nuclear Test Ban Treaty, considered deep and verifia
ble reductions in existing arsenals of nuclear weapons as the highest 
priority in the process of pursuing the objectives of Article VI.

 ̂̂  Document 125.
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The Conference also noted the statement of the USSR, as one of the 
nuclear weapon States Party to the Treaty, recalling its repeatedly ex
pressed readiness to proceed forthwith to negotiations, i^ateral and 
multilateral, with the aim of concluding a comprehensive Nuclear Test 
Ban Treaty and the submission by it of a draft Treaty proposal to this 
end.

Article VII and the Security of Non-Nuclear-Weapon States

1. The Conference observes the growing interest in utilizing the 
provisions of Article VII of the Non-Proliferation Treaty, which recog
nizes the right of any group of States to conclude regional treaties in 
order to assure the absence of nuclear weapons in their respective 
territories.

2. The Conference considers that the establishment of nuclear- 
weapon-free zones on the basis of arrangements freely arrived at 
among the States of the region concerned constitutes an important 
disarmament measure and therefore the process of establishing such 
zones in different parts of the world should be encouraged with the 
ultimate objective of achieving a world entirely free of nuclear weap
ons. In the process of establishing such zones, the characteristics of 
each region should be taken into account.

3. The Conference emphasizes the importance of concluding nucle- 
ar-weapon-free zone arrangements in harmony with internationally 
recognized principles, as stated in the Final Dociunent of the First 
Special Session of the United Nations devoted to disarmament.

4. The Conference holds the view that, under appropriate condi
tions, progress towards the establishment of nuclear-weapon-free 
zones will create conditions more conducive to the establishment of 
zones of peace in certain regions of the world.

5. The Conference expresses its belief that concrete measures of 
nuclear disarmament would significantly contribute to creating favour
able conditions for the establishment of nuclear-weapon-free zones.

6. The Conference expresses its satisfaction at the continued suc
cessful operation of the Treaty for the Prohibition of Nuclear Weap
ons in Latin America (Treaty of Tlatelolco).^^ It reaffirms the repeated 
exhortations of the General Assembly to France, which is already a 
signatory of Additional Protocol I, to ratify it, and calls upon the Latin 
American States that are eligible to become parties to the treaty to do 
so. The Conference welcomes the signature and ratification of Addi
tional Protocol II to this Treaty by all nuclear-weapon States.

7. The Conference also notes the continued existence of the Antarc
tic Treaty.̂ ®

8. The Conference notes the endorsement of the South Pacific Nu
clear Free Zone Treaty by the South-Pacific Forum on 6 August

^®For the texts of the Treaty and its Protocols, see Documents on Disarmament 1967, pp. 
69-83.

Ibid., 1945-1959, vol. H, pp. 1550-1556.
See Document 137.
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1985 at Rarotonga and welcomes this achievement as consistent with 
Article VII of the Non-Proliferation Treaty. The Conference also takes 
note of the draft Protocols to the South Pacific Nuclear Free Zone 
Treaty and further notes the agreement at the South Pacific Forum 
that consultations on the Protocols should be held between members 
of the Forum and the nuclear-weapon States eligible to sign them.

9. The Conference takes note of the existing proposals and the 
ongoing regional efforts to achieve nuclear-weapon-free zones in dif
ferent areas of the world.

10. The Conference recognizes that for the maximum effectiveness 
of any treaty arrangements for establishing a nuclear-weapon-free 
zone the co-operation of the nuclear-weapon States is necessary. In 
this connection, the nuclear-weapon States are invited to assist the 
efforts of States to create nuclear-weapon-free zones, and to enter into 
binding imdertakings to respect strictly the status of such a zone and 
to refrain from the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons against the 
States of the zone.

11. The Conference welcomes the consensus reached by the United 
Nations General Assembly at its thirty-fifth session that the establish
ment of a nuclear-weapon-free zone in the region of the Middle East 
would greatly enhance international peace and security, and urges all 
parties directly concerned to consider seriously taking the practical and 
lU'gent steps required for the implementation of the proposal to estab
lish a nuclear-weapon-free zone in the region of the Middle East.

12. The Conference also invites the nuclear-weapon States and all 
other States to render their assistance in the establishment of the zone 
and at the same time to refrain from any action that runs counter to 
the letter and spirit of United Nations General Assembly resolution 
39/54.

13. The Conference considers that acceding to the Non-Proliferation 
Treaty and acceptance of IAEA safeguards by all States in the region 
of the Middle East will greatly facilitate the creation of a nuclear- 
weapon-free zone in the region and will enhance the credibility of the 
Treaty.

14. The Conference considers that the development of a nuclear 
weapon capability by South Africa at any time frustrates the imple
mentation of the Declaration on the Denuclearization of Africa and 
that collaboration with South Africa in this area would undermine the 
credibility and the stability of the Non-Proliferation Treaty regime. 
South Africa is called upon to submit all its nuclear installations and 
facilities to IAEA safeguards and to accede to the Non-Proliferation 
Treaty. All States Parties directly concerned are urged to consider 
seriously taking the practical and urgent steps required for the imple
mentation of the proposal to establish a nuclear-weapon-free zone in 
Africa. The nuclear weapon States are invited to assist the efforts of 
States to create a nuclear-weapon-free zone in Africa, and to enter

For the Declaration, see Documents on Disarmament 1964, pp. 294-295.
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into binding undertakings to respect strictly the status of such a zone 
and refrain from the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons against 
the States of the zone.

15. The Conference considers that the most effective guarantee 
against the possible use of nuclear weapons and the danger of nuclear 
war is nuclear disarmament and the complete elimination of nuclear 
weapons. Pending the achievement of this goal on a universal basis 
and recognizing the need for all States to ensure their independence, 
territorial integrity and sovereignty, the Conference reaffirms the par
ticular importance of assuring and strengthening the security of non- 
nuclear-weapon States Parties which have renoimced the acquisition 
of nuclear weapons. The Conference recognizes that different ap
proaches may be required to strengthen the security of non-nuclear- 
weapon States Parties to the Treaty.

16. The Conference underlines again the importance of adherence to 
the Treaty by non-nuclear-weapon States as the best means of reas
suring one another of their renimciation of nuclear weapons and as 
one of the effective means of strengthening their mutual security.

17. The Conference takes note of the continued determination of 
the Depositary States to honour their statements, which were wel
comed by the United Nations Security Council in resolution 255 
(1968), that, to ensure the seciuity of the non-nuclear-weapon States 
Parties to the Treaty, they will provide or support immediate assist
ance, in accordance with the Charter, to any non-nuclear-weapon 
State Party to the Treaty which is a victim of an act or an object of a 
threat of aggression in which nuclear weapons are used.̂ ®

18. The Conference reiterates its conviction that, in the interest of 
promoting the objectives of the Treaty, including the strengthening of 
the security of non-nuclear-weapon States Parties, all States, both 
nuclear-weapon and non-nuclear-weapon States, should refrain, in 
accordance with the Charter of the ITnited Nations, from the threat or 
the use of force in relations between States, involving either nuclear or 
non-nuclear weapons.

19. The Conference recalls that the Tenth Special Session of the 
General Assembly in paragraph 59 of the Final Document took note of 
the declarations made by the nuclear-weapon States regarding the 
assurance of non-nuclear-weapon States against the use or threat of 
use of nuclear weapons and urged them to pursue efforts to conclude, 
as appropriate, effective arrangements to assure non-nuclear-weapon 
States against the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons.

20. Being aware of the consultations and negotiations on effective 
international arrangements to assure non-nuclear-weapon States 
against the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons, which have been 
imder way in the Conference on Disarmament for several years, the 
Conference regrets that the search for a common approach which 
could be included in an international legally binding instrument, has

Ibid., 1968, p. 444.
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been unsuccessful. The Conference takes note of the repeatedly ex
pressed intention of the Conference on Disarmament to continue to 
explore ways and means to overcome the difficulties encoxmtered 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. In this connection, 
the Conference calls upon all States, particularly the nuclear-weapon 
States, to continue the negotiations in the Conference on Disarmament 
devoted to the search for a common approach acceptable to all, which 
could be included in an international instrument of a legally binding 
character.

ArHcle VIH

The States Party to the Treaty participating in the Conference pro
pose to the Depositary Govenunents that a fourth Conference to 
review the operation of the Treaty be convened in 1990.

The Conference accordingly invites States Party to the Treaty which 
are Members of the United Nations to request the Secretary-General 
of the United Nations to include the following item in the provisional 
agenda of the forty-third session of the General Assembly:

Implementation of the conclusions of the third Review Confer
ence of the Parties to the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nu
clear Weapons and establishment of a Preparatory Committee for 
the fourth Conference.

ArHcle IX

The Conference, having expressed great satisfaction that the over
whelming majority of States have acceded to the Treaty on the Non- 
Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons and having recognized the urgent 
need for further ensiuing the universality of the Treaty, appeals to all 
States, particularly the nuclear-weapon States and other States ad
vanced in nuclear technology, which have not yet done so, to adhere 
to the Treaty at the earliest possible date.

180. D eclaration by  th e  Group of Non-Aligned and  N eutral 
S ta tes  Talcing Part in th e  Third Review  C onference of 
th e  Parties to  th e  Treaty on th e  Non-Proliferation of 
Nuclear W eapons: Review of the  O peration  o f the  
Treaty and  Recom m endations, Septem ber 21, 1985 ^

The delegations of the States members of the Group of Non- 
Aligned and Neutral States taking part in the Third Review Confer-

 ̂A /C .l/40/9, Annex IL The declaration, along with the Final Declaration of the third 
NPT review conference, was submitted by Mexico to the First Committee of the 40th 
U.N. General Assembly. The text of the NPT may be foimd in Documents on Disarmament 
1968, pp. 461-465.
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ence of the Parties to the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear 
Weapons submitted to the Conference the following three draft reso
lutions:

1. Draft resolution on a Comprehensive Nuclear Test Ban (NPT/ 
CONF.in/L.l)

2. Draft resolution on a Nuclear Test Ban Moratorium (NPT/ 
CONF.in/L.2)

3. Draft resolution on a Nuclear-Arms Freeze (NPT/CONF.III/L.3)

The objective pursued by the first of those three draft resolutions 
was achieved on the closing day of the Conference thaiJcs to the 
approval by consensus, for inclusion in [Article VI BJ paragraph 12 of 
the Final Declaration of the Conference, of a text in which, with the 
exception indicated therein, it is unequivocally declared that:

The Conference . . . deeply regretted that a comprehensive 
multilateral nuclear test-ban treaty banning all nuclear tests by all 
States in all environments for all time had not been concluded so 
far and, therefore, called on the nuclear weapon States Party to 
the Treaty to resvime trilateral negotiations in 1985 and called on 
all the nuclear-weapon States to participate in the urgent negotia
tion and conclusion of such a treaty as a matter of the highest 
priority in the Conference on Disarmament.̂

With regard to the other two above-mentioned draft resolutions, the 
sponsoring delegations wish to place on record that they have decided 
not to press them to a vote on this occasion for the following reasons: 
that there was imanimous acceptance for the reproduction of their 
texts together with this Declaration, immediately following the text of 
the Final Declaration, and that in paragraphs B-7 and B-9 of the Final 
Declaration, the Conference explicitly took note of the repeated ap
peals contained in many resolutions of the United Nations General 
Assembly, as well as of '̂similar calls made at this Conference'' in 
connection with a moratoriiun on nuclear weapons testing and a quan
titative and qualitative freeze of all nuclear weapons, respectively.

GROUP OF NON-ALIGNED AND NEUTRAL STATES 

Draft Resolution on a Nuclear Test Ban Moratorium 

(Document NPT/CONF.ffl/L.2)

The Third Review Conference of the ParHes to the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation 
of Nuclear Weapons,

Recalling that article VI of the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of 
Nuclear Weapons contains an imdertaking by each of the Parties ''to 
pursue negotiations in good faith on effective measures relating to 
cessation of the nuclear arms race at an early date".

2 Supra.
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Considering that the cessation of all nuclear weapon tests would con
stitute a most important and effective measure for the qualitative 
cessation of the nuclear arms race.

Considering further that a moratorium on nuclear test explosions, as a 
provisional measure, has been called for by the General Assembly of 
the United Nations at each of its last five sessions.

Calls upon the three Depositary States of the Treaty on the Non- 
Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons to institute, as a provisional meas
ure, an immediate moratoriimi on all nuclear weapon tests.

GROUP OF NON-ALIGNED AND NEUTRAL STATES 

Draft Resolution on a  Nuclear-Arms Freeze 

(Document NPT/CONF.III/L.3)

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

Recalling that the Article VI of the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation 
of Nuclear Weapons contains an undertaking by each of the Parties 
''to pursue negotiations in good faith on effective measiu'es relating to 
cessation of the nuclear-arms race at an early date and to nuclear 
disarmament".

Considering that a nuclear-arms freeze, while not an end in itself, 
would constitute the most effective first step for a cessation of the 
nuclear-arms race.

Calls on the three Depositary States of the Treaty on the Non- 
Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons:

1. To agree on a complete freeze on the testing, production and de
ployment of all nuclear weapons and their delivery vehicles;

2. To begin negotiations for substantial reductions of their existing 
stockpiles of nuclear weapons and delivery vehicles.

181. In terview  of th e  A ssistan t to  the  President for N a
tional Security A ffairs (M cFarlane) on ABC-TV’s ‘‘This 
W eek With David Brinkley” : Antiballistic Missile 
T reaty  Limits on Research, Testing, and  D evelopm ent 
[Extract], S ep tem ber 22, 1985 ^

Q. A  senior White House official told a group of reporters the other 
day on backgroimd that if it came to having to violate the Antiballistic

 ̂Department of State Bulletin, November 1985, p. 34. The interview was conducted by 
David Brinkley and Sam Donaldson of ABC News and George F. Will, ABC News 
analyst. The Antiballistic Missile Treaty is printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 
197-201.
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Missile (ABM) Treaty, in the national interest I suppose, to test an 
SDI system in space, that we^d have to do it, or words to that effect. 
Is that the policy of this Administration?

A. The President has said that our program will be carried out in 
accordance with the ABM Treaty, and it will. The ABM Treaty was 
written in 1972 and doesn't encompass what, indeed, can be done in 
the way of research or testing of many kinds of systems. An Agreed 
Statement "D," for example, says that systems based on other con
cepts— r̂esearch, testing, even development of those— âre not pro
scribed. But I don't assert that there isn't some margin in the distant 
future for both sides examining the ABM Treaty, if they both con
clude that both of us can benefit from the—

Q. Are you suggesting that the Treaty be revised by mutual consent, 
or are you saying that at some point the United States may, in its 
national interest, have to violate the present provisions of that Treaty?

A. We don't foresee that, surely in the Reagan Administration, and 
the President has said SDI will be conducted in accordance with the 
treaty.

182. A ddress by  S ecretary  of S ta te  Shultz Before th e  U.N. 
G eneral A ssem bly [Extract], S eptem ber 23, 1985 ^

The reality of the nuclear age has impelled the United States and 
the Soviet Union to engage in a dialogue, of varying intensity, for the 
past 40 years. This dialogue has been an unprecedented attempt by 
two rivals to manage their competition and avert war. We know that 
we share a responsibility for maintaining peace, not just for our 
peoples but for all the earth's people.

Despite all the difficulties, let us remember what has been accom
plished. After the two most destructive wars in history, the superpow
ers have averted world war for four decades. We have had some 
success in limiting nuclear testing. Working together with other na
tions since the Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) in 1968,  ̂ we have 
succeeded in restricting the proliferation of nuclear weapons. Twenty 
years ago it was conventional wisdom that there would be 15-25 
nuclear-weapons states by today; yet the number of states acknowl
edged to possess nuclear weapons has held at five for the past 20 
years. The United States remains committed to all the goals of the 
NPT, whose third review conference just successfully concluded in 
Geneva. And the United States and the Soviet Union have taken

 ̂Department of State, Current Policy No. 743.
 ̂For the text of the Treaty, see Documents on Disarmament 1968, pp. 461-465.
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practical steps to avoid conflict. Chir navies have long agreed to work 
together to prevent incidents at sea.̂  And we have set up and im
proved the Hot Line for crisis communications.'*

In the nuclear and space arms talks in Geneva, the United States has 
advanced far-reaching proposals: a reduction by almost one-half in the 
most destabilizing weapons, strategic ballistic missile warheads, and 
elimination of the whole class of U.S. and Soviet longer range INF 
[intermediate-range nuclear forces] missiles worldwide—all leading ul
timately to the complete elimination of nuclear arms. We repeatedly 
have stressed our readiness for give-and-take and to consider alterna
tive proposals. Each of our proposals has been followed up by fvirther 
attempts to find common ground with the Soviet Union. We have 
offered tradeoffs and made clear our readiness to take account of 
legitimate Soviet concerns to obtain an agreement that would enhance 
strategic stability and strengthen deterrence.

Progress at Geneva has been slow. Thus far the Soviet Union has 
not negotiated with the responsiveness that the talks require. None
theless, dur determination to reach an equitable agreement has not 
wavered.

In this spirit. President Reagan last June decided to continue our 
policy of taking no action that would imdercut the limits of previous 
agreements, to the extent the Soviet Union shows comparable re
straint.® Despite serious reservations about those agreements, and seri
ous concerns about the Soviet record of noncompliance, the President 
made this decision to foster a climate of truly mutual restraint to 
facilitate progress in arms control.

While the most direct path to a safer world is through equitable, 
verifiable reductions, we also see value in verifiable limitations on 
nuclear testing. For that reason. President Reagan, in his speech to this 
body last year, proposed that the United States and the Soviet Union 
exchange visits of experts at test sites to measure directly the yields of 
nuclear weapons tests.® This would significantly improve confidence 
in the verifiability of proposed treaty limits on undergroimd testing. 
The Soviet Union rejected this offer. Nevertheless, last July, the Presi
dent issued an unconditional invitation for a Soviet team to observe 
and measure a nuclear test at the Nevada test site.*̂  We again call on 
the Soviet Union to take up this offer, which is a concrete, positive 
step toward verifiable restrictions on nuclear testing.

When the Anti-Ballistic Missile (ABM) Treaty ® was signed in 1972, 
it was assumed that tight limits on defensive systems would make

8 23 UST 1168, TIAS 7379, 852 UNTS 151; Protocol, 24 UST 1063, HAS 7624. 
Documents on Disarmament, 1963, pp. 236-238; ibid., 1971, pp. 635-639; ibid., 1984, pp. 

520-523.
® Document 100.
® Documents on Disarmament, 1984, p. 692.

Document 125.
® Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 197 ff.
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possible real reductions in strategic offensive arms. But the Soviet 
Union has never agreed to any meaningful reductions in offensive 
nuclear arms, bistead, it has continued an imprecedented military 
buildup—^particularly in heavy ICBMs [intercontinental ballistic mis
siles] with a first-strike capability—^which is eroding the basis on 
which deterrence has rested for decades. The strategy of reliance on 
offensive retaliation to preserve deterrence and prevent war thus is 
being called into question by Soviet actions.

The answer is, first, for us both to agree strategically significant, 
verifiable reductions in the nimibers and destructive potential of of
fensive weapons. But there are additional ways to redress the problem. 
President Reagan has directed our scientists and engineers to exam
ine— în light of new technologies and fully in accord with the ABM 
Treaty—the feasibility of defense against ballistic missile attack. Stra
tegic defense could give ovir children and grandchildren a safer world. 
We would continue to rely on deterrence to prevent war, but deter
rence would be based more on denying success to a potential attacker 
and less on threatening massive mutual destruction. Such a means of 
deterrence should be safer and more stable. Our goal is not to achieve 
superiority but to add to the security of both sides. As former Soviet 
Premier Kosygin said, an antimissile system '̂ is intended not for kill
ing people but for saving hiunan lives.'' ®

We want to cooperate with the Soviet Union in making progress on 
these most important of all issues. Progress requires—it demands— 
good will, realism, and honesty. Behind the ciu'tain that encloses 
Soviet society, free from the open debate we see in the West, a major 
strategic defense program has proceeded for decades. The current 
Soviet leaders know that. In the past 20 years, the Soviet Union has 
spent about as much on strategic defense as on their offensive nuclear 
forces. They know that. The Soviets have the world's most active 
military space program, last year conducting about 100 space 
launches—some 80% of which were purely military in natiu'e—com
pared to a total of about 20 U.S. space launches. The Soviets know 
that, too. They deploy the world's only ABM system, whose nuclear- 
armed interceptors and other components are undergoing extensive 
modernization. They are researching many of the same new technol
ogies as we and are ahead in some. And the Soviet Union has the 
world's only extensively tested and fully operational antisatellite 
system. The Soviet leaders know full well their own efforts in these 
fields. Their propaganda about American programs is blatantly one
sided and not to be taken seriously.

So let's get down to real business, with the seriousness the subject 
deserves. And let us do so in the quiet of the negotiating room, where 
we can really make progress on narrowing our differences.

Progress needs to be made in other arms control areas as well. 
Restraints against chemical and biological weapons have eroded in

»Ibid., 1967, p. 60.
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recent years as international agreements have been violated by the 
Soviet Union and others. In April 1984 the United States proposed a 
comprehensive treaty for a global ban on chemical weapons.^® We 
will again introduce a resolution on chemical weapons in the First 
Committee. We must have talks on serious, verifiable proposals.

To reduce the risk of conflict through miscalculation, we and our 
Atlantic allies have proposed significant confidence- and security- 
building measures at the Conference on Disarmament in Europe. To 
enhance security in Central Europe, we have repeatedly sought ways 
to move the mutual and balanced for reduction talks in Vierma for
ward.

In sum, the United States and the Soviet Union now have a historic 
opportunity to reduce the risk of war. President Reagan looks forward 
to his meeting with General Secretary Gorbachev in November. We 
have a long agenda. The United States is working hard to make it a 
productive meeting. And we want the meeting itself to give further 
impetus to the wide-ranging dialogue on which we both are already 
embarked. Soviet acts of good faith and willingness to reach fair 
agreements will be more than matched on the American side.

• • • • • • •

183. Letter From th e  Israeli Resident R ep resen ta tive  (K atz) 
to  th e  Director G eneral of th e  in ternational Atomic 
Energy A gency (Blix): A ttacks on Nuclear Facilities, 
S ep tem ber 23, 1985 ^

I have the honour to refer to your statement of 23 September 1985, 
reporting on the efforts you made in response to the mandate given to 
you by Resolution 425 of the General Conference 1984, and in order 
to clarify the position of the Govenunent of Israel regarding this item 
I would like to make the following statement:

— T̂he Government of Israel appreciates very much the major efforts 
you have personally made in carrying out your mandate and in striv
ing to acWeve a solution. Unfortimately, as your report has made 
clear, this has not as yet been achieved.

—From the very beginning of your efforts, the Government of Israel 
has offered you its fullest co-operation and in the course of the dis
cussions a niunber of basic principles were formulated with which the 
Government of Israel could fully subscribe.

A. One of the main tasks of the IAEA is to promote the contri
bution of atomic energy, health and prosperity throughout the 
world.

Ibid., 1984, pp. 269-299.
1 ACDA mes.
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B. States developing and utilizing nuclear energy are entitled to 
be confident that nuclear installations devoted to peaceful piu*- 
poses will not be subjected to armed attack.

C. All states must refrain from attacking or threatening to 
attack nuclear facilities devoted to peaceful purposes, it being un
derstood that the safeguards system operated by the IAEA brings 
evidence of the peaceful operation of a facility.

D. Fora which are competent for this purpose should work out 
binding agreements protecting nuclear installations devoted to 
peaceful purposes from attack and threat of attack.

Already last year the policy of the Government of Israel specified 
that nuclear facilities dedicated to peaceful purposes be inviolable 
from military attacks, and that Israel has great respect for the manner 
in which the IAEA fulfils its mission in the field of safeguards.

Israel holds that all states must refrain from attacking or threatening 
to attack nuclear facilities devoted to peaceful purposes, and that the 
safeguards system operated by IAEA brings evidence of the peaceful 
operation of a facility.

It is within this context that Israel reconfirms that under its stated 
policy it will not attack or threaten to attack any nuclear facilities 
devoted to peaceful purposes either in the Middle East or anywhere 
else.

Israel will support any subsequent action in competent fora con
vened to work out binding agreements protecting nuclear installations 
devoted to peaceful purposes from attack and threat to attack.

We believe that the record demonstrates that Israel has attempted to 
facilitate the mission of the Director General in a very forthcoming 
manner.

We believe that the clear position taken by the Government of 
Israel as stated above fully responds to Resolution 425 and should be 
accepted by the General Conference as an answer to your wish as well 
as that of many others to see this matter behind us.

I would appreciate it very much if you would circulate this letter to 
all delegations imder item 10 of the agenda.

184. Report by  th e  Congressional Office of Technology 
A ssessm ent on Ballistic Missile D efense Technologies; 
Executive Summary— Concluding Remarks [Extract], 
S ep tem ber 24, 1985 ^

 ̂U.S. Congress, Office of Technology Assessment, Ballistic Missile Defense Technologies, 
pp. 31-34.
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D e b a t e d  I ssu e s

The question of the role of ballistic missile defense in U.S. national 
security is complex. However, national debate has tended to polarize 
between support of and opposition to the SDL

Both proponents and opponents agree on two major points:

• The United States should adopt whatever BMD posture will be most likely to 
minimize the risk of nuclear war.

• The United States should be carrying out some research on BMD technology.

The strongest disagreements regarding SDI center on two related 
issues:

• How likely is it that technology will reach a point where it would be desirable to 
deploy BMD? This disagreement partly reflects differing guesses 
about the future cost and rate of technological progress. More sig
nificantly, however, differing views about how valuable BMD 
would be for our national security, and how effective a BMD 
system must be for the benefits of deployment to outweigh the 
risks.

• Should the research program be carried out with the vinous commitment that 
characterizes the SDI? The central idea of the SDI seems to be an 
ardent belief that a program of urgent, centrally directed, and 
generously funded research and development woidd have a good 
probability of bringing us within a few years to the point where 
we would be justified in deciding to deploy a high-technology 
ballistic missile defense system. The centr^ concern of SDI oppo
nents, apart from skepticism that such a system could be effective 
and affordable, is that the technology development may be much 
more likely to destabilize the superpower strategic balance and set 
off an arms race than to justify a decision to deploy. For this 
reason they favor a less urgent, less expensive, and less prominent 
research program, maiidy to hedge against imexpected technologi
cal breakthroughs and as a means of deterring the Soviets from 
adandoning the ABM Treaty  ̂ by providing the United States 
with an adequate response if they do.

Proponents of SDI are not all of one mind. However, they stress some 
or all of the following:

/. The most important national goal we can have is assured survival; that is. 
President Reagan's goal of a world in which "free people could live secure in the 
knowledge that their security did not depend on the threat of instant retaliation to 
deter a Soviet attack, that we could intercept and destroy strategic ballistic missiles 
before they reach our soil or that of our allies," ® This goal may be attainable, 
particularly if the development of 4efenses induces the Soviets to 
agree on reductions of offensive forces, and therefore it is worth pur
suing vigorously.

2, Even if we cannot achieve assured survival, a strategic policy that relies to a sig
nificant extent on strategic defenses would be better for the United States than our ex-

2 The Treaty is printed in Documents on Disarmament 1972, pp. 197-201.
8 Ibid., 1983, p. 200.
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isHng policy of deterring aggression only by the threat of retaliation by our offensive 
nuclear forces,

3. The strategic balance has gradually been shifting against the United States, and 
developing and deploying ballistic missile defenses (with or without accompanying 
arms control measures limiting strategic offensive forces) offers the best opportunity to 
reverse this trend.

4. Many of the new ideas proposed for ballistic missile defense are now ripe for in
tensive research and development. If the United States develops these tech
nologies vigorously, we can expect major improvements in potential 
BMD capabilities. There are groimds for believing that defensive tech
nologies may improve so much faster than offensive technologies that 
it will become cheaper to deploy defenses than to deploy offensive 
coimtermeasures to overcome the defenses. This would give the Sovi
ets a powerful incentive to agree to reduce offensive arms and concen
trate on building their own defensive systems. If the Soviets exploited 
these BMD technologies and we did not, our security might be severe
ly jeopardized.

Opponents of SDI argue some or all of the following:

1. Assured survival is so extremely improbable in the foreseeable future as to be ir- 
relevant as a national goal If it could be attained at all, it would require 
drastic reductions and stringent limitations of all offensive nuclear 
arms even if very effective defenses could be deployed. But since the 
vigorous pursuit of defensive capabilities now woidd make such of
fensive arms control much less likely to be attained, we should pursue 
offensive arms control first and defensive deployments afterwards, if 
at all.

2. Ballistic missile defenses that are highly effective, but not adequate to provide as
sured survival could create dangerous instabilities. Developing them would set 
off an offensive/defensive arms race. Furthermore, defensive deploy
ments could provide great incentives to preempt in a crisis by holding 
out the possibility of "'victory" to the side launching a massive first 
strike and defendmg against the presumably less effective retaliatory 
second strike. If deployed BMD systems were themselves vulnerable 
to attack, the incentive to strike first could be even greater.

3. The buildup of Soviet strategic forces in recent years, while certainly undesirable, 
has not reduced the U.S. ability to deter a Soviet attack. The continuing Soviet 
buildup does not pose a serious threat to the credibility of our deter
rent. A U.S. strategic defense would not improve the strategic balance. 
Modernization of our strategic forces and vigorous efforts to make the 
arms control process effective wotdd be far more likely than BMD to 
improve U.S. security.

4. While nobody can predict with certainty the results of future research, it is 
highly unlikely that we could develop BMD systems which could not be overcome by 
affordable Soviet countermeasures. Therefore, the SDI is not the most fruitful 
area in which to concentrate our limited resources for military R & D. 
While research on BMD is necessary, an overly vigorous U.S. BMD 
program would be likely to stimulate a buildup of Soviet offensive 
forces, which would preclude meaningful offensive arms control meas
ures and make it harder to maintain the survivability of oiu* retaliatory 
forces.
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OTA F in d in g s

1 .—Both the capability of a BMD system to defend the United States, and the 
strategic value to the United States of any given BMD capability, depend on the 
interaction of all the kinds of the defenses actually deployed with all the kinds of 
offensive threat against which they must actually defend. In the past, the enormous 
destructive power of nuclear weapons has meant that offensive strategic technologies 
have had a large and fundamental advantage over defensive technologies. Unless this 
imbalance between the offense and defense disappears, strategic defenses might be 
plausible for limited purposes, such as defense of ICBM silos or complication of enemy 
attack plans, but not for the more ambitious goal of assuring the survival of US. 
society. This imbalance might be changed either by political decisions of 
both superpowers to reduce the kinds and levels of offensive deploy
ments to capabilities much less than available technology permits, or 
by development and deployment of defensive systems able to over
come whatever offenses could be developed and deployed in the same 
period. While it is certainly possible that defensive technological de
velopment could outpace the development of offensive weapons and 
countermeasures to defenses, this does not appear very likely.

2 .—Assured survival of the U.S. population appears impossible to achieve if the 
Soviets are determined to deny it to us. This is because the technical difficul
ties of protecting cities against an all-out attack can be overcome only 
if the attack is limited by restraints on the quantity and quality of the 
attacking forces. The Reagan Administration currently appears to share 
this assessment.

3.—If the Soviets chose to cooperate in a transition to mutual assured survival, it 
would probably be necessary to negotiate adequately verifiable arms control agreements 
on reducing present and restricting future offensive forces and on the manner, 
effectiveness, and timing of defensive deployments. OTA was unable to find 
anyone who could propose a plausible agreement for offensive arms 
reductions and a cooperative transition that could be reached before 
both the Soviets and the United States leam more about the likely 
effectiveness and costs of advanced BMD technologies. Indeed, such a 
transition could hardly be planned until engineering development was 
well advanced on the actual defensive systems to be deployed. Even 
then, adequate verification would be difficult. Without such agree
ment on the nature and timing of a buildup of defensive forces, it 
would be a radical departiu'e from previous policies for either side to 
make massive reductions in its offensive forces in the face of the risk 
that the other side's defenses might become highly effective against 
the reduced offenses before one's own defenses were ready. Such a 
transition would be more appealing to both sides if BMD technologies 
could be developed which cost less to deploy than the offensive 
coimtermeasures needed to overcome them than it would be if the 
historic and ciurent advantages of offense over defense persist. In 
essence, the question is whether a vigorous US. program to develop BMD, and the 
prospect that both sides might deploy effective BMD, will make the Soviets more
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willing than they have been in the past (or now say they are) to agree to deep 
reductions of strategic offensive forces on terms acceptable to the United States,

4.—There is great uncertainty about the strategic situation that would arise if 
BMD deployment took place without agreement between the United States and Soviet 
Union to reduce offensive forces as defensive forces grew. Until the actual offen
sive systems (including ICBMs, SLBMs, bombers, and cruise missiles) 
and defensive systems (including BMD and air defenses) were speci
fied and well imderstood, no one could know with confidence wheth
er a situation of acute crisis instability (i.e. striking first could appear 
to lead to '̂ victory") could be avoided. A fear on either side that the 
other could obtain such a first strike capability could lead both sides 
to build up both their offenses and their defenses. Such build-ups 
would make it even more difficult to negotiate a cooperative transition 
from offense dominance to defense dominance.

5.—The technology is reasonably well in hand to build a BMD system that could 
raise significantly the price in nuclear warheads of a Soviet attack on hardened targets 
in the United States; such a system, if combined with a rê basing of US, ICBMs, 
could protect a substantial fraction of those US. land-based missiles against a Soviet 
first strike. However, it is not clear whether BMD would be the best 
way to provide missile survivability, nor is it clear whether the combi
nation of a U.S. program protecting ICBMs and the Soviet response— 
perhaps expansion of their Moscow defense to other Soviet cities— 
would on balance strengthen or weaken our deterrent.

6 .—It is impossible to say at this time how effective an affordable BMD system 
could be. To answer this question requires extensive research on sensor, 
command and control, and weapons technologies; and on system ar
chitecture (including survivability and computer software); on 
coimter-counter-measures. Credible cost estimates based on this re
search will also be necessary.

7.—The decision whether to push ahead vigorously with the SDI or to scale back 
the Administration proposal involves a balancing of opportunities against risks, in the 
face of considerable uncertainty. The SDI offers an opportunity to substantially 
increase our nation's safety if we obtain great technical success and a 
substantial degree of Soviet cooperation. The argument that sufficient
ly great U.S. techrucal success would force the Soviets to cooperate in 
their own security interests is logically compelling, but there can be no 
assurance that the Soviets would actually behave as we think they 
should. The SDI carries a risk that a vigorous BMD research program 
could bring on an offensive and defensive arms race, and a further risk 
that BMD deployment, if it took place without Soviet cooperation, 
could create severe instabilities. Whether BMD deployed in the face of 
intense Soviet efforts to coimter it would enhance U.S. seciuity de
pends on a judgment that decreased Soviet confidence that they could 
destroy targets in the United States or on allied territory would, in 
Soviet minds, outweigh their increased confidence that targets in the 
Soviet Union would survive because of their own BMD.

8 .—Whatever type of BMD research program the United States decides to pursue, 
it would be prudent to carry out that research in such a way as to minimize Soviet
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incentives to decide to deploy their own BMD beyond the limits set by the ABM  
Treaty before the United States has completed the research necessary to make our 
decision. This might be done by unilaterally restraining our BMD re
search. We would have greater influence over Soviet actions, however, 
if we reached agreement with the Soviets regarding disputed interpre
tations of the ABM Treaty— încluding the boimdaries of permitted 
research—and regarding the conditions imder which futiu*e BMD de
ployments would be desirable. Such an agreement would also reduce 
Soviet incentives to build up their offensive forces in order to over
come anticipated U.S. defenses. However, it must be recognized that 
acting to deter a Soviet decision to deploy BMD may reqxiire limiting 
and slowing our own BMD research.

185. Report by  th e  C ongressional Office o f Technology 
A ssessm ent on A ntisatellite  W eapons: Executive Sum
m ary— Principal Findings [Extract], Septem ber 24, 
1985 1

Current Soviet military satellites pose only a limited threat to U.S. military 
capabilities, but future space systems will pose a greater threat.

The Soviet Union currently uses satellites to perform a wide variety 
of tasks including missile laimch detection, communications, naviga
tion, meteorological siuveillance, photographic and radar reconnais
sance, and collection of electromagnetic intelligence (e.g., radar emis
sions). Many of these satellites, although not ^̂ weapons" themselves, 
support and enhance the effectiveness of terrestrial Soviet forces that 
would engage in direct combat. For example, if navigation satellites 
improve munition delivery accuracies, then fewer mimitions are re
quired to accomplish a given objective. The growing military utility of 
satellites has rekindled U.S. interest in ASAT weapons.

Some Soviet satellites already supply limited targeting information 
to other terrestrial assets. The Administration has expressed its con
cern about:

. . . present and projected Soviet space systems which, while not 
weapons themselves, are designed to support directly the 
U.S.S.R. ŝ terrestrial forces in the event of a conflict. These in
clude ocean reconnaissance satellites which use radar and elec
tronic intelligence in efforts to provide targeting data to Soviet

 ̂U.S. Congress, Office of Technology Assessment, AnH-Satellite Weapons, Countermeasures, 
and Arms Control, pp. 3-13.
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weapon platforms which can quickly attack U.S. and allied sur
face fleets.^

At present Soviet radar (RORSAT) and electronic intelligence 
(EORSAT) ocean reconnaissance satellites pose only a limited threat to 
U.S. and allied surface fleets. RORSATs and EORSATs are typically 
deployed at altitudes and inclinations which offer limited observation 
range. Although the observation '̂ swath'' of these satellites will even
tually cover most of the Earth, if only one or two of these satellites 
are operational—as has been customary in peacetime— t̂hen a ship 
would be exposed to observation only intermittently and might suc
cessfully evade the satellite. The Soviet Union could increase the 
niunber of deployed RORSATs and EORSATs, thereby making eva
sion more difficult. Other countermeasures exist which could fxuiher 
reduce the threat posed by these satellites, but such measures might 
not be available to merchant resupply vessels operating during a pro
tracted nonnuclear conflict.

hi the future, sophisticated commimication, navigation, and surveil
lance satellites are likely to play a greater role in all levels of terrestrial 
conflict. This will increase the incentive for both the United States and 
the Soviet Union to develop and deploy ASAT weapons.

Possible responses to the threat posed by Soviet military satellites are numerous and 
diverse.

A  variety of options are available to mitigate the threat to U.S. and 
allied security posed by Soviet military satellites (MILSATs). These 
options include nondestructive as well as destructive measures; those 
presented below are not mutually exclusive.
• Possible nondestructive responses to Soviet MILSATs:

—Force Augmentation: U.S. combat or support forces could be in
creased to coimter the increase in effectiveness which Soviet 
forces could derive from use of military satellites. Force aug
mentation is often, but not always, more costly than other 
means of mitigating the threat posed by Soviet military satel
lites.

—Passive Countermeasures: By using passive measures to conceal or 
disguise their identity and nature, U.S. forces could reduce the 
utility of Soviet reconnaissance satellites. For example, assets 
now detectable by radar might be redesigned to reflect radar 
signals only weakly in order to evade detection by radar satel
lites, or radio silence might be practiced, or covert signaling 
techniques used to prevent detection by satellites that collect 
signals intelligence.

—Electronic Countermeasures and Electro-optical Countermeasures: Electronic 
countermeasures such as ''jamming'' (i.e., overloading enemy re
ceivers with strong signals) and "spoofing" (i.e., sending decep-

2 President Ronald Reagan. Report b  the Confess: U S Policy on ASAT Arms Control March 
31, 1984. Reprinted in Documents on Disarmament, 1984, pp. 204-219. The passage quoted 
appears on p. 210.
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tive signals) could be used to interfere with satellite functions. 
Electro-optical countermeasures such as '̂ dazzling" (temporary 
'^blinding'') or spoofing optical sensors are also available. How
ever, these coimtermeasures—especially spoofing— r̂equire de
tailed knowledge of the satellite systems (e.g., operational fre
quencies, receiver sensitivity, etc.) against which they are di
rected.

• Possible Destructive Responses to Soviet MlLSATs:

—Inadvertent But Inherent ASAT Capabilities: The inherent ASAT capa
bilities of nuclear weapons such as ICBMs and SLBMs could be 
used to destroy low-altitude Soviet satellites; with some modifi
cations, these weapons might also be used to attack satellites at 
higher altitudes. Some types of normuclear interceptors (e.g., 
that demonstrated in the U.S. Army's 1984 Homing Overlay 
Experiment (HO^) which might eventually be developed and 
deployed for BMD purposes, would have some inherent ASAT 
capability. Finally, any highly maneuverable spacecraft capable 
of noncooperative rendezvous—e.g., the U.S. Space Shuttle— 
has some ASAT potential.

—Planned ASAT Weapons: When operational, the current USAF MV 
ASAT weapon will be able to destroy Soviet military satellites 
in low-Earth orbit.

—Advanced ASA T Weapons: Space- or groimd-based directed-energy 
weapons or advanced kinetic-energy weapons could be devel
oped that would be able to destroy Soviet satellites beyond the 
range of existing or plaimed U.S. ASAT weapons.

The United States is now more dependent on satellites to perform important 
military functions than is the Soviet Union,

In choosing between ASAT weapon development and arms control, 
one wishes to pursue that course which makes the greater contribution 
to U.S. national security. This is often characterized as a choice be
tween developing a capability to destroy Soviet satellites while assiun- 
ing U.S. satellites will also be at risk, or protecting U.S. satellites to 
some extent through arms control while forfeiting effective ASAT 
weapons. The better choice could, in principle, be identified by com
paring the utility which the United States expects to derive from its 
military satellites with the disutility which the United States would 
expect to suffer from Soviet MlLSATs during a conflict. Such a com- 
parision— âlthough possible in principle— îs made exceedingly difficult 
by the nimiber of conflict scenarios which must be considered and by 
the lack of consensus or official declaration about the relative likeli
hood and undesirability of each scenario.

Although national utility for space system support is difficult to 
assess precisely and meaningless to compare between nations, it is 
apparent that the United States is more dependent on MlLSATs to 
perform important military functions than is the Soviet Union. The United 
States has global security commitments and force deployments, while 
the Soviet Union has few forces committed or deployed outside the

Document 185



674 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1985

borders and littoral waters of members of the Warsaw Treaty Organi
zation and Cuba. The United States has corresponding requirements 
for global and oceanic command and control commimications (C®) 
capabilities and relies largely on space systems to provide these re
quirements. The Soviet Union, on the other hand, can rely on landline 
communications systems and over-the-horizon radio links for many of 
its C® needs. Satellite communications links are used by the Soviet 
Union but are not as essential as those of the United States. In 
addition, the Soviet Union has greater capability to reconstitute satel
lites which are lost in action; hence even to the extent the Soviet 
Union is dependent on space system support, it is less dependent on 
individual satellites for some functions. The United States also has 
fewer alternative terrestrial means for collecting intelligence than does 
the Soviet Union, which can exploit the freedom and openness of U.S. 
society for this purpose.

Soviet ASA T capabiliHes threaten U S  military capabilities to some extent now 
and potentially to a much greater extent in the future.

The Soviet Union tested a coorbital satellite interceptor system from 
1968 until its self-imposed moratorium of August 1983. The Reagan 
Administration considers this ASAT system to be operational. The 
interceptors are believed to be capable of attacking satellites at alti
tudes of up to 5,000 kilometers, depending on their orbital inclination. 
At present there appear to be only two laimchpads for Soviet coorbital 
interceptors, both located at Tyuratam.

The existing Soviet ASAT weapon may be effective for negating 
low-altitude U.S. military satellites, such as are used for navigation 
(Transit), meteorological surveillance (Defense Meteorological Support 
Program satellites), and other purposes. Assistant Secretary of Defense 
Richard Perle has stated:

We believe that this Soviet anti-satellite capability is effective 
against critical U.S. satellites in relatively low orbit, that in war
time we would have to face the possibility, indeed the likelihood, 
that critical assets of the United States would be destroyed by 
Soviet anti-satellite systems. . . .  If, in wartime, the Soviet Union 
were to attack critic^ satellites on which our knowledge of the 
imfolding conventional war depended, . . . we would have little 
choice but . . .  to deter continuing attacks on our eyes and ears, 
without which we could not hope to prosecute successfully a con
ventional war.®

The current Soviet interceptor and the booster that it has been 
tested with cannot reach critical U.S. early warning and commimica- 
tion satellites in high orbits. If the Soviet ASAT weapon were mated

® Statement of The Honorable Richard Perle, Assistant Secretary of Defense (Interna
tional Security Policy), in Hearings before the Subcommittee on Stratenc and Theater Nuclear Forces 
of the Senate Committee on Armed Slices: Review of the FY 1985 D^ense Authorization Bill Mar. 
15, 1984 [S.Hrg. 98-724. Pt. 7., p. 3452]. [Footnote in original.]
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with a larger booster—a procedure which has yet to be tested— ît 
might be able to reach these U.S. satellites.

In addition to the coorbital interceptor, the Soviet Union is testing 
groxmd-based lasers which the Reagan Administration believes have 
ASAT capabilities. The U.S. Department of Defense estimates that the 
U.S.S.R. could test a space-based laser within the decade.'* Advanced 
directed-energy weapons such as lasers and particle beam weapons— îf 
developed and deployed—could give the Soviets an '"all altitude/' 
''instantaneous kill" capability. As the United States increases its reli
ance on space systems to perform vital military fimctions (e.g., the 
MILSTAR communication satellite system), an increase in Soviet 
ASAT capabilities could create a significant threat to U.S. national 
security.

Aside from its intentional ASAT capabilities, the Soviet Union could 
currently attack low-altitude satellites with its nuclear ABMs, ICBMs, 
and SLBMs. With some modification, these nuclear assets might also 
be used to attack satellites in higher orbits. Current Soviet spacecraft 
(i.e., Soyuz, Salyut), because of their limited maneuver and rendezvous 
capabilities, do not have a significant ASAT potential. Future Soviet 
spacecraft, such as the expected Soviet "Shuttle" and space plane, will 
have greater inherent ASAT capabilities. The Soviets also have the 
technological capability to conduct electronic warfare against space 
systems.

Several technologies on the horizon could lead to a new generation of highly capable 
ASATs,

The following advanced ASATs could be developed and deployed 
by either the United States or the Soviet Union:

• Space Mines: These would be deployed within lethal range and 
would continuously trail their target. Using a conventional or nu
clear explosive charge, a space mine would destroy its quarry 
almost instantly on command or (if salvage-fused) when attacked 
or disturbed.

• High'Power Radio-Frequency Weapons: These would be devices capable 
of producing intense, damaging beams of electromagnetic radi
ation that could be used to jam communication and radar systems 
at low power levels or to overload and bum out satellite electron
ics at higher power levels;

• High-Energy Laser Weapons: High-energy lasers may eventually be 
capable of producing intense, damaging beams of electromagnetic 
radiation that could jam optical communication and sensor sys
tems at low power levels or cause permanent damage at higher 
power levels. Ground-based lasers would have infrequent oppor- 
timities to attack satellites but, unless attacked themselves, could 
shoot inexpensively and repeatedly. Space-based reflectors could 
also be used to relay laser beams from groimd-based lasers to 
their targets. Space-based lasers might be able to attack several

 ̂U.S. Department of Defense, Soviet Adiliiary Power, 1985, p. 44. [Footnote in original.]
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satellites in quick succession; space-based X-ray lasers might be 
able to attack several satellites instantly and simultaneously.

• Neutral ParHcle Beam Weapons: Powerful particle accelerators, similar 
to those now used in scientific research, might eventually be de
veloped which could destroy the hardened electronics of a space
craft.

• KineHc-Ener  ̂ Weapons: Space- or groimd-based kinetic-energy 
weapons (similar to the current U.S. MV ASAT) would probably 
be small, homing vehicles that destroy their target by colliding 
with it at extremely high velocities.

Possible US. responses to the Soviet ASAT threat are numerous and diverse.

The United States could respond to the threat posed by the Soviet
ASAT threat in several ways; both unilateral and diplomatic options
are available.

• Possible tmilateral responses to Soviet ASATs:

—Reduce Dependence on Military Satellites: No matter what satellite sur
vivability or arms control measures are taken, there will always 
be some risk that critical satellites can be destroyed or rendered 
inoperable. The United States must exercise caution in the 
extent of its reliance on space assets to perform tasks essential 
to the national security. Nonetheless, some space systems per
form vital military functions which cannot be duplicated—or 
can be duplicated only imperfectly— by terrestrial systems.

—Passive Countermeasures: Passive countermeasures such as hiding, 
deception (use of decoys), evasion (maneuvering, hardening 
(maldng satellites more durable), and proliferation (adding more 
satellites) all offer significant protection from the current and 
perhaps future Soviet ASAT weapons. Decoys would probablv 
be effective against a wide variety of ASAT weapons and will 
be particularly economical for the protection of small satellites 
capable of being imitated by small, cheap decoys. Combinations 
of these passive responses—e.g., decoys for "dark'' space satel
lites—could offer even greater protection than individual meas
ures alone.

—Active Countermeasures: Active countermeasures may be destructive 
or nondestructive. Destructive countermeasures could include 
giving satellites a self-defense capability or providing critical 
satellites with an escort defense. Nondestructive countermeas
ures might include electronic coimtermeasures and electro-opti- 
cal coimtermeasures such as jamming. Attacking Soviet ASAT 
control facilities is also a potential—though dangerous—active 
coimtermeasure.

—Deterrence: The Soviets might be deterred from attacking U.S. 
satellites if the United States declared it w illin^ess to retaliate 
for attacks on U.S. space assets. Such retaliation could be 
against Soviet space assets, in which case the United States 
would need a capable ASAT weapon, or it could be against 
Soviet terrestrial assets. The former alternative assimies that the 
Soviets value the preservation of their satellites at least as 
highly as they value the destruction of U.S. satellites. The latter
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alternative, of course, carries a greater risk of uncontrolled esca
lation, if deterrence should fail.

—Keep'Out Zones: The United States could declare and defend pro
tective zones aroimd critical satellites. Defended keep-out zones 
could offer significant protection against current ASAT weap
ons for some satellites. This subject is discussed in detail below.

• Possible diplomatic responses to Soviet ASATs:

—Arms Control: The United States, the Soviet Union, and other 
spacefaring nations could negotiate limitations on the testing, 
deployment, or hostile use of anti-satellite systems.

—Rules of the Road: The United States, the Soviet Union, and other 
spacefaring nations could negotiate restrictions on potentially 
provocative activities in space, such as imexplained close ap
proaches to foreign satellites or irradiation of foreign satellites 
with low-power directed-energy beams. With such agreed re
strictions in force, these activities would justify defensive or re
taliatory measures.

Of the future ASAT weapons now foreseeable, those which would be most effective 
if used in a preemptive or aggressive surprise attach would be space-based and therefore 
subject to attack by similar weapons.

Preemptive attack would be an attractive countermeasure to space- 
based ASAT weapons. If each side feared that only a preemptive 
attack could counter the risk of being defeated by enemy preemption, 
then a crisis situation could be extremely imstable. While salvage- 
fusing, if it proved practicable, would diminish this risk, it would 
create a risk of space war breaking out by accident. For example if a 
meteoroid destroyed a satellite, it might set off a chain reaction of 
salvage-fusing which would destroy all satellites. To the extent that 
protection was sought through '^shoot-back" rather than ^^shoot-first" 
tactics, a premium would be placed on having the biggest and best 
ASATs deployed, which could lead to an intense arms race.

Foreseeable passive or active countermeasures may be inadequate to guarantee the 
survival of large military satellites attacked by advanced ASAT weapons.

Passive or active countermeasures might have only limited effective
ness against very advanced ASAT or BMD weapons. For example, it 
might be uneconomical to rely on passive measures to protect large 
and expensive satellites from a powerfxil neutral particle beam 
weapon. Shielding satellites against a neutral particle beam weapon 
could cost more than it would to scale up the weapon to penetrate the 
shielding, and such a weapon could slew its beam quickly enough to 
make evasion infeasible. With such a weapon it might be as economi
cal to damage spare satellites as they are brought "on line" as it would 
be to damage initially operational satellites.

Active measures, such as "shoot-back" with a weapon of longer 
effective range, could provide protection against some ASAT weapons 
but not against weapons such as space mines or single-pulse lasers
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which could destroy satellites instantly and without warning. Howev
er, it might not be economical to attack satellite systems composed of 
many small, cheap satellites—and possibly decoys as well—^with ex
pensive advanced ASAT weapons. Such satellites could perform a 
number of important fimctions (e.g., commimication or navigation) 
without encouraging a proliferation of advanced weapons to attack 
them. Therefore, although it would be difficult to protect individual 
satellites, satellite systems performing some critical functions might 
retain a fair degree of survivability.

A commitment to satellite survivability is important whether or not ASAT 
development, or arms control, or both, are pursued.

The United States should place more emphasis on means to ensure 
the survivability of critical military satellites and, particularly, their 
associated groimd stations and data links, regardless of whether ASAT 
limitations are agreed upon. The existence of non-ASAT weapons 
(e.g., ICBMs, ABMs) and space systems (e.g., maneuverable spacecraft) 
with some inherent ASAT capability makes it impossible to ban the 
ability to attack satellites. Therefore, even imder the most restrictive 
ASAT arms control regime, programs for satellite survivability and 
coimtermeasures must be pursued. In the absence of arms control 
limitations on ASATs, ensuring satellite survivability will be a more 
demanding task since highly capable directed-energy ASAT weapons 
or space mines could be deployed.

In the absence of restrictions on the development or deployment of ASAT weapons, 
satellite survivability can be enhanced if the United States is willing to negotiate or 
declare keep-out zones and is able thereafter to defend such zones against unauthorized 
penetration by foreign spacecraft.

Although passive or active coimtermeasures alone may be insuffi
cient to protect satellites, if combined with keep-out zones they could 
offer a significant degree of protection from certain ASAT weapons. 
Without keep-out zones space mines could be predeployed next to all 
critical military space systems. A keep-out zone of sufficient size 
would reduce the effectiveness of such weapons. However, advanced, 
directed-energy or kinetic-energy ASAT weapons may be able to 
fimction effectively even outside of very large keep-out zones.

Should ASA T development be pursued, the United States will need to formulate an 
employment policy.

At present, no clear consensus exists among those Administration 
military space policy analysts and executives interviewed by OTA on 
the conditions under which the United States would attack foreign 
satellites or on the manner in which it would retaliate for an attack on 
U.S. satellites. If the United States continues with its ASAT develop
ment and deployment plans, it will be necessary to formulate an 
employment policy.

If the United States wishes to enhance the deterrent value of its 
ASAT weapons, it may choose to publicize certain aspects of its
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employment policy. It might, for example, promise that the United 
States would not use its ASAT capabilities in an aggressive or preemp
tive first strike but might use them in a defensive or retaliatory 
reaction to an attack against the United States or its allies, even if U.S. 
satellites were not attacked. That is, the United States might annoimce 
a '̂no first strike but possible first use" policy for the employment of 
ASAT weapons as it has for the employment of nuclear weapons.

If defensive satellites (DSATs) are deployed by the United States to 
defend its satellites, or if certain satellites are given self-defense capa
bilities, the United States would have to decide imder what circxun- 
stances it would use these assets and whether it wished to publicly 
annoimce this employment policy. The United States might declare in 
advance that it would fire at satellites suspected of being ASATs if 
they approached U.S. satellites within possibly lethal range. However, 
such a declaration would have an uncertain legal status and might 
generate considerable political opposition from both spacefaring and 
non-spacefaring nations.

Certain arms control provisions would reduce the probability that advanced ASA Ts 
will be developed or deployed. However, arms control could not guarantee the survival 
of U S  satellites attacked by residual or covert Soviet ASAT weapons.

Arms control provisions, such as a ban on all testing of all systems 
''in an ASAT mode," would reduce the likelihood that the Soviet 
Union could successfully develop and deploy advanced, highly capable 
ASAT weapons. The categories of weapons eliminated might include 
space mines capable of "shadowing" valuable military assets in any 
orbit, directed-energy weapons with kill radii of himdreds to thou
sands of kilometers, and advanced kinetic-energy weapons. In the 
absence of an agreement limiting their development, each side would 
have a strong incentive to seek continually more effective means to 
attack threatening satellites and to defend valuable assets. In the 
absence of adequate coimtermeasures, the "instantaneous kill" capabil
ity of some advanced ASATs might be destabilizing in a crisis, because 
they would give each side an incentive to "shoot first" or else risk the 
loss of its space assets.

A ban on testing weapons in an ASAT mode would be less effective 
at reducing the threat posed by weapon systems with inherent ASAT 
capability and by the existing Soviet ASAT weapon. ICBMs, SLBMs, 
and ABM interceptors with nuclear payloads are examples of systems 
with residual ASAT capability. Although these systems lack the kind 
of precision guidance necessary to actually collide with a satellite, the 
long-range destructiveness of their nuclear payloads makes them po
tentially effective ASATs. The Shuttle's recent success at retrieving 
satellites strongly suggests the ASAT potential of future maneuverable 
spacecraft, although costly vehicles like the Shuttle would probably 
not risk approaching satellites which might be booby-trapped. How
ever, the range, effectiveness, and reaction time of even advanced 
maneuverable spacecraft not designed as weapons would be less than
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those of intentional ASAT weapons. Although the development of 
maneuverable spacecraft would not be inhibited by most ASAT test
ing limitations, some limits could be placed on operating them ''in an 
ASAT mode/'

Arms control provisions might substitute for passive and active countermeasures in 
reducing the threat posed by ASA T weapons, but arms control would be more effective 
if combined with countermeasures.

U.S. satellites can be protected either by increasing their survivabil
ity or by reducing the threat posed by Soviet ASAT weapons. Passive 
or active countermeasures are designed to do the former while arms 
control provisions would hopefully do the latter. In considering the 
advantages and disadvantages of ASAT arms control, ASAT develop
ment, and coimtermeasures, it is important to consider them in pack
ages. A combination of arms control provisions and passive counter
measures, for example, or of passive coimtermeasiu'es and active coim- 
termeasiu'es, could provide greater security than each component of 
such a package might provide alone.

The benefits of most ASAT limitations conflict with the benefits of ASAT 
exploitation.

Although ASAT arms control might prevent the Soviet Union from 
developing advanced, highly capable ASAT weapons, it would also 
place a similar restriction on the United States. Therefore, although 
U.S. satellites might be less vulnerable to ASAT attack, the United 
States would have to give up the ability to strike at Soviet satellites 
which threaten U.S. and allied forces. Although arms control might 
prevent an expensive and potentially destabilizing arms race in space, 
it would also limit the ability of the United States to use its compara
tive advantage in advanced technology to protect U.S. satellites and 
place threatening Soviet satellites at risk.

Not all arms control regimes are inconsistent with ASAT develop
ment or deployment. "Rules of the road" for space—e.g., negotiated 
keep-out zones—^might be pursued simultaneously with ASAT re
search, testing, and deployment.

Effective ASAT arms control would likely place significant restrictions on the 
testing and deployment of future ballistic missile defense systems.

There is considerable overlap between BMD and ASAT technol
ogies. Since even a poor ballistic missile defense system would prob
ably have excellent ASAT capabilities, any ASAT limitation or test 
ban would almost certaiiUy impede BMD development. Conversely, 
technology development ostensibly for advanced ASAT systems might 
provide some limited BMD capabilities, or, at minimiun, information 
useful in BMD research.

Some available unilateral actions have clear benefits:

• Deployment of attack sensors on valuable satellites in order to provide 
information to support a retaliation decision;
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• Deployment of a space-based, space surveillance system in order to provide 
information to support verification of compliance with future 
arms control agreements; to provide warning information required 
for effective evasion or dispensing of decoys; to support a deci
sion to retaliate in the event of an attack; and to provide informa
tion required for the targeting of ASAT/DSAT weapons; ®

• Hardening of military satellites against nuclear effects to a modest 
degree in order to preclude ^̂ cheap kills'' by nuclear-armed 
ICBMs, SLBMs, or ABMs;

• Development or maintenance of electronic countermeasures and electro-optical 
countermeasures, which would be relatively cheap, useful at all con
flict levels, and unlikely to be prohibited by arms control agree
ments.

The ASA T weapon under development in the United States is sufficient to meet the 
threat posed by current, low-orbit Soviet military satellites.

Should the United States decide that it is in our national security 
interest to deploy ASAT weapons, the current MV program and, 
potentially, interceptors based on the recently tested HOE technology, 
are sufficient to respond to the threat posed by existing Soviet mili
tary satellites in low orbit. The current U.S. ASAT could be made even 
more effective by the addition of a space-based space surveillance 
system to aid the process of targeting and/or additional basing facili
ties.

Many of the functions performed by Soviet military satellites may 
eventually be performed by more capable satellites orbiting at alti
tudes out of reach of the U.S. MV. Should this happen, it would 
provide a strong incentive to extend the MV's capabilities by adding a 
larger booster or to develop a newer, more capable ASAT system.

• • • • • • •

186. S ta tem en t by  th e  C hinese R ep resen ta tive  (Zhou Ping) 
to  th e  G eneral C onference o f th e  in ternational 
Atomic Energy A gency: Chinese V oluntary  S afe 
g u a rd s  O ffe r [Extracts], Sep tem ber 24, 1985 ^

China is a peace-loving country pursviing a foreign policy of peace. 
We are in favor of nuclear disarmament. We need an international 
environment of peace to cany out our modernization program. We are 
endeavoring to create and maintain such an environment of peace. The

 ̂Because of its usefulness, such a surveillance system would be an attractive target 
for a Soviet ASAT attack. The ultimate utility of such a system, therefore, hinges on its 
survivability. [Footnote in source document.]

1 ACDA files.
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decision made by the Chinese Government not long ago on cutting 
China ŝ anned forces by one million men is an action contributing to 
the maintenance of world peace. To China, peace and development are 
the two major goals of its basic state policies. As far as nuclear policy 
is concerned, China supports the peaceful application of nuclear 
energy all over the world and is ready to contribute to the promotion 
of using nuclear energy in industry, agricultvire, people's health, and 
other fields for the benefit of mankind. All our present and future 
cooperation with other coimtries in the nuclear field will be limited 
only to peaceful purposes, and not for non-peaceful purposes. Our 
Premier Zhao Ziyang solemnly declared in 1984 that '̂China is not in 
favor of nuclear proliferation and will not engage in nuclear prolifera
tion. Nor will it help other countries develop nuclear weapons."'  ̂ This 
is the basic policy followed by China in its nuclear cooperation with 
other countries.

In line with China's peacefxil nuclear policy, we have conducted 
serious studies on safeguards over civilian nuclear installations. Now 
we wish to state here that the Chinese Government has decided to 
volimtarily offer to place some of its civilian nuclear installations 
under IAEA's safeguards at an appropriate time and will have consul* 
tations with the agency on this matter. Here, I would like to point out 
with emphasis that this decision of the Chinese Government was 
made in line with China's independent foreign policy. It is not the 
result of any bilateral negotiations.

187. R esponses by  P resident R eagan  to  Q uestions Submit
te d  by  Le Figaro: European Security an d  the  Strategic 
D efense in itiative [Extract], Sep tem ber 26, 1985 ^

Q. From the point of view that the setting of a nuclear shield in the 
United States seems to put in question the principle of linkage, do you 
foresee a defense of Europe by conventional means? In your opinion, 
if there were to be a threat to European security and integrity, what 
would be the role of the French deterrent?

The President Let me make clear that there is no thought whatever 
of calling into question the principle of linkage between the U.S. and 
its European allies. The U.S. remains fully committed to the defense of 
its European allies, and our research under the Strategic Defense Initi
ative seeks to strengthen that unalterable commitment.

* Documents on Disarmament, 1984, p. 410.
 ̂Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, October 7, 1985, pp. 1156-1158.
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It will be years before we can make a judgment about the feasibility 
of defensive technologies. Meanwhile, we must continue to rely on 
our existing deterrent forces. NATO's strategy of flexible response 
remains as valid today as when it was first adopted.

The Strategic Defense Initiative does not replace the current ener
getic efforts to improve the conventional defenses of the alliance. 
Moreover, by countering ballistic missile threats against all members 
of the alliance, including the United States, strategic defenses would 
strengthen the credibility of U.S. extended deterrence and NATO's 
flexible response doctrine by reducing the vulnerability of United 
States reinforcements to Europe.

Finally, the United States fully supports the independent French 
nuclear deterrent force, and the Strategic Defense Initiative does not 
weaken or call into question that support.

Q. A  corollary question, how do you intend to convince Europe, and 
especially West Germany, that SDI can improve their security?

The President Research into new technologies which could provide 
effective defenses against nuclear attack is both prudent and neces
sary. Indeed, defensive systems are consistent with a policy of deter
rence, both historically and in practical terms.

Moreover, the Soviet Union clearly believes in defenses. They con
tinue to improve their ballistic missile defense system in place aroimd 
Moscow. Their activities have violated the ABM Treaty and raise even 
more serious questions about their future intentions.^ They have an 
extensive and longstanding strategic defense research program which 
is exploring many of the areas in which the United States is interested, 
and they have a sizable headstart. Thus, the question should be, can 
we afford not to pursue this research?

Effective defenses against ballistic missiles have the potential for 
enhancing deterrence by increasing an aggressor's imcertainties and 
helping reduce or eliminate the apparent military value of nuclear 
attack to an aggressor. The U.S. will continue its close consultations 
with our allies regarding SDI research. We would ultimately make a 
decision on whether to deploy strategic defense systems only after 
consultations with our allies and negotiations with the Soviet Union, 
as envisioned by the ABM Treaty.

Q. Is the Strategic Defense Initiative, to which you intend to associ
ate your European allies, only an update of the ABM system, or does 
it further mean a revision by the United States of its commitment to a 
nuclear protection of Europe?

The President The Strategic Defense Initiative is a research pro
gram to piu*sue vigorously important new technologies that may be 
used to create a defense against ballistic missiles, which could 
strengthen deterrence and increase the security not only of the United 
States but of our allies as well. The prevention of war through deter
rence is fundamental to U.S. and NATO defense policy. If our re

2 The Treaty is printed in Documents on Disarmament 1972, pp. 197-201.
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search bears fruit, increasing reliance on defensive systems which 
threaten no one would be fully compatible with that objective. In our 
SDI research, we seek to reduce the incentives— n̂ow and in the 
future— f̂or Soviet aggression and thereby to ensure effective deter
rence for the long term. This represents a reaffirmation, not a revision, 
of the U.S. commitment to the protection of Eiu'ope.

Defensive technologies, should they prove feasible, would coimter 
the threat posed by the massive growth of Soviet offensive nuclear 
forces during a period in which the United States exercised consider
able restraint. For it is a fact that while the United States significantly 
reduced the nimiber of weapons in our nuclear arsenal, the Soviet 
Union was continually adding to its arsenal. SDI also responds to the 
Soviets' longstanding and extensive strategic defense efforts. In the 
near term, then, SDI is a direct response to the Soviet efforts, which 
include longstanding advanced research in many of the areas we are 
now exploring, as well as the world's only deployed antiballistic mis
sile (ABM) system. Our program provides a powerful deterrent to any 
Soviet decision to break out of the ABM Treaty, which in fact the 
Soviets are already violating. Our SDI research, however, is fully 
compatible with the terms of the ABM Treaty.

Because the security of the United States is inextricably linked to 
that of our friends and allies, the SDI program is not confining itself 
solely to an examination of technologies with the potential to defend 
against intercontinental ballistic missiles, but it is also carefully exam
ining promising technologies with potential against shorter range bal
listic missiles as well. An effective defense against short-range ballistic 
missiles would have a significant impact on deterring aggression 
against Europe. By reducing or eliminating the military effectiveness 
of such ballistic missiles, defensive systems have the potential for 
enhancing deterrence against both nuclear and conventional attacks on 
any members of our alliance.

Q. Would the fact that France has clearly shown its doubts towards 
this project, despite your administration's approval of the Eureka pro
gram, mean that its scientists and firms will be excluded from this 
trans-Atlantic cooperation?

The President No, certainly not. The United States has made very 
clear that we do not see any competition between SDI research and 
the Eureka program. We welcome participation in SDI research by 
allied, including French, institutions and companies.

Q, The Germans and the British are on the eve of being associated 
with the SDI program. At which level, at which stage of its develop
ment would you require their participation?

The President Although the United States welcomes the participa
tion of its allies in the various stages of SDI research, it is a decision 
for each ally. We have invited such participation and are convinced 
that such participation will bring real benefits for participating allies.
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for the research program itself, and for the security of the alliance as a 
whole.

188. S ta tem en t by  th e  Israeli R ep resen ta tive  (Ellam) to  
th e  G eneral C onference o f th e  In ternational Atomic 
Energy A gency: Attaclcs on N uclear Facilities [Ex
trac t] , Sep tem ber 26, 1985 ^

•  e •  e e •  e

I am directed by the Minister for Foreign Affairs, on behalf of my 
Government, to state that one, Israel holds that all states must refrain 
from attacking or threatening to attack nuclear facilities devoted to 
peaceful purposes, and that the safeguards system operated by IAEA 
brings evidence of the peaceful operation of a facility.

Two, it is within this context that Israel confirms that under its 
stated policy it will not attack or threaten to attack any nuclear 
facilities devoted to peaceful purposes either in the Middle East or 
anywhere else. 1 would like to emphasize that clearly no state in the 
Middle East is excluded. Mr. President, I have been asked by my 
delegates whether Iraq is included in the Middle East. My answer is 
yes, of course.

Israel will support any subsequent action in competent fora con
vened to work out binding agreements protecting nuclear installations 
devoted to peaceful purposes from attack and threat to attack.

We believe that the record demonstrates that Israel has attempted to 
facilitate the mission of the Director General in a very forthcoming 
manner.

We further believe that the clear position taken by the Government 
of Israel as I have just stated is responsive to Resolution 425 and 
provides a soimd base for finishing the consideration of this item on 
our agenda.

•  o e •  e •  •

 ̂ACDA files. Israeli Representative Eilam is the Director General of the Israeli 
Atomic Energy Commission.
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189. Letter From Chancellor Kohl o f th e  Federal Republic 
of G erm any  to  C zechoslovakian Prime M inister Strou- 
gal an d  G eneral S ecretary  Honecker of th e  G erm an 
Democratic Republic: Establishm ent of a  Chemical- 
W eapon-Free Zone in Europe, S eptem ber 27, 1985 ^

I have noted with interest your letter of 12 September 1985 propos
ing that the Government of the Federal Republic of Germany enter 
into negotiations on chemical weapons with the Government of the 
Czechoslovak Socialist Republic and the Government of the German 
Democratic Republic.® As you know, the Federal Government is reso
lutely working in the appropriate forum, namely the Geneva Confer
ence on Disarmament, for a treaty establishing a comprehensive ban 
and has presented a number of concrete proposals which have received 
much attention; in particular, it introduced a comprehensive verifica
tion model into the negotiations in 1982.'̂  In 1979 and 1984, it held 
international seminars on the subject of verification, which were at
tended by diplomats and experts of the Geneva Conference on Disar
mament. In 1985, the Federal Government continued its efforts for a 
treaty establishing a comprehensive, world-wide ban on chemical 
weapons. It is convinced that there is no expedient alternative in the 
continuation of these efforts.

hi conformity with the policy of the Federal Government to achieve, 
through negotiations, co-operative solutions in the field of disarma
ment and arms control serving to safeguard peace with lasting effect, I 
suggest that oiu* delegations enter into talks within the framework of 
the Geneva Conference on Disarmament in order to discuss the still 
unresolved questions concerning a treaty for a world-wide ban on 
chemical weapons. By jointly working for a solution to this central 
problem, our Governments can make a valuable contribution to pro
moting the ongoing Geneva negotiations.

190. S ta tem en t by  th e  U.S. R ep resen ta tive  (K ennedy) to  
th e  G eneral C onference of th e  In ternational Atomic 
Energy A gency: A ttacks on Nuclear Facilities, Sep
tem ber 27, 1985 ^

This resolution  ̂ urges all member states to make further efforts 
aimed at the prompt adoption of binding international rules prohibit
ing armed attacks against all nuclear installations devoted to peaceful

2 A/C.1/40/8.
® Document 170, n. 1 . 
4 CD/326.
1 ACDA files.
2 Infra.
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purposes. Of course, the U.S. is aware of the concerns that have been 
raised about this issue.

The United States, however, does not consider the IAEA an appro
priate forum for dealing with this matter. Indeed, if this matter is to 
be discussed at all, the Committee on Disarmament is the appropriate 
forum.

The United States believes that the question of new protections 
against such armed attacks raises a number of serious military, techni
cal, and legal questions. Naturally, we oppose all threats or use of 
force against states in violation of the United Nations Qiarter, includ
ing attacks against nuclear facilities. The United States' position on 
this question at the Committee on Disarmament has been limited to a 
consideration of whether further protections against such attacks 
might be feasible, necessary or desirable. This resolution, however, 
concludes that binding international rules prohibiting armed attacks 
against all nuclear installations should be adopted. Thus, in our view, 
the resolution prejudges the outcome of the discussions in the Com
mittee on Disarmament. For that reason and others, we must indicate 
that we would vote '̂ no'' on this resolution.

191. Resolution of th e  G eneral C onference of th e  In terna
tional Atomic Energy A gency: C onsequences o f the  
Israeli M ilitary A ttack on th e  Iraqi Nuclear Research 
Reactor, S ep tem ber 27, 1985 ^

The General Conference

(a) Having considered agenda item 10,
(b) Taking note of Security Coimcil resolution 487 imanimously 

adopted on 19 Jime 1981, which, inter alia, called upon Israel to refrain 
in the future from any such acts or threats thereof, and urgently to 
place its nuclear facilities under IAEA safeguards,^

(c) Recalling relevant General Conference resolutions, particularly 
GC(XXVII)/RES 407 (1983) and GC(XXVIII)/RES/425 (1984), which, 
inter alia, demanded that Israel imdertake forthwith not to carry out 
any further attacks on nuclear facilities in Iraq or on similar facilities 
in other countries, devoted for peaceful purposes, in disregard of the 
Agency's safeguards system,

(d) Taking note of the United Nations General Assembly resolution 
39/14 and earlier relevant resolutions of the United Nations General 
Assembly on the same subject,

(e) Recalling that, as stated in resolution GC(XXVII)/RES/407, it is an 
objective of the International Atomic Energy Agency to ''seek to accel-

 ̂GC(XXDO/RES/443. The ftdl title of the resolution includes the following: 
" . . . and tne Standing Threat to Repeat This Attack for: (a) the Development of 
Nuclear Energy for Peaceful Purposes; and (b) the Role and Activities of the Interna
tional Atomic Energy Agency/'

 ̂For the full text of this resolution, see Documents on Disarmament, 1981, pp. 227-228.
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erate and enlarge the contribution of atomic energy to peace, health 
and prosperity throughout the world'' and that in carrying out its 
functions the Agency shall ''conduct its activities in accordance with 
the purposes and principles of the United Nations to promote peace 
and international co-operation, and in conformity with policies of the 
United Nations furthering the establishment of s^eguarded worldwide 
disarmament and in conformity with any international agreements en
tered into pursuant to such poUcies",

(f) Reaffirming the right of all nations to acquire and develop nuclear 
technology for peaceful purposes for their development programmes 
imder effective international safeguards,

(g) Considering that any attacks or threats of attack against peaceful 
nuclear facilities jeopardize the development and further promotion of 
the peaceful uses of nuclear energy, and, therefore, the achievement of 
one of the main objectives of the International Atomic Energy Agency,

(h) Concerned that such attacks raise fears about the safety of present 
and future nuclear facilities,

(i) Aware that all States developing nuclear energy for peaceful pur
poses need assurances against armed attacks on peaceful nuclear facili
ties,

(j) Reaffirming its confidence in the effectiveness of the Agency's 
safeguards system as a reliable means of verifying the peaceful use of 
a nuclear facility,

(k) Taking into account that the question of the protection of nuclear 
fa tt ie s  against armed attack is imder consideration in other interna
tional organizations, including the Conference on Disarmament,

(1) Bearing in mind the report of the Director General of the IAEA 
contained in document GC(XXVIII)/719,

(m) Having heard the Director General's report, in his statement of 23 
September 1985, of his discussions in compliance with GC(XXVIII)/ 
RES/425,

(n) Having studied the letter of 23 September 1985 ® addressed to the 
Director General by the Resident Representative of Israel, and circulat
ed to the members of the Conference, and

(o) Taking note of the statement made on 26 September 1985 in the 
General Conference by the Representative of Israel, as directed by the 
Minister for Foreign Affairs of Israel and on behalf of his Government 
according to which:

(1) Israel holds that all States must refrain from attacking or 
threatening to attack nuclear facilities devoted to peaceful pur
poses, and that the safeguards system operated by IAEA brings 
evidence of the peaceful operation of a facility;

(2) Israel reconfirms that under its stated policy it will not 
attack or threaten to attack any nuclear facUities devoted to 
peaceful purposes either in the Middle East or anywhere else and 
emphasizes specifically that Iraq is included;

(3) Israel will support any subsequent action in competent fora 
convened to work out binding agreements protecting nuclear in
stallations devoted to peaceful purposes from attack and threat to 
attack.

® Document 188.
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1. Thanks the Director General for the skill and perseverance with 
which he carried out the task entrusted to him by resolution 
GC(XXVIII)/RES/425;

2. Declares that all States must refrain from attacking or threatening 
to attack peaceful nuclear facilities in other countries;

3. Considers that the letter of 23 September 1985 from the Resident 
Representative of Israel and the statement by the Representative of 
Israel on 26 September 1985 contain undertakings on behalf of their 
Government in response to resolution GC(XXVIII) /RES/425 and notes 
in particular the statement that Israel will not attack or threaten to 
attack any nuclear facilities devoted to peaceful purposes either in the 
Middle East, including Iraq or anywhere else;

4. Notes that Israel has thereby committed itself not to attack peace
ful nuclear facilities in Iraq, elsewhere in the Middle East, or anywhere 
else;

5. Calls upon Israel urgently to place all its nuclear facilities imder 
IAEA safeguards;

6. Considers that the safeguards system of the IAEA brings evidence 
of an opportxmity to review the peaceful nature of nuclear facilities 
subject to such safeguards;

7. Reaffirms that any attack on a peaceful nuclear facility subject to 
IAEA safeguards would constitute a serious threat to the safeguards 
system of the IAEA;

8. Appeals to competent international organs to take steps, in accord
ance with their mandates, to ensure the inviolability of peaceful nucle
ar facilities and to contribute thereby to the s^e development of 
nuclear energy;

9. Affirms the readiness of the International Atomic Energy Agency 
to assist the competent international organs, if they so request, in any 
technical and safeguards aspects of this matter; and

10. Declares that if such attacks or threats of attack were to occur 
again, the matter will be examined by the International Atomic Energy 
Agency in accordance with its Statute and the relevant resolutions.

192. Resolution o f th e  G eneral C onference o f th e  In terno- 
tlonol Atomic Energy A gency: Protection of Nuclear 
Installations D evoted to  Peaceful Purposes A gainst 
Arm ed A ttacks, S eptem ber 27, 1985 ^

The General Conference,
(a) Recalling its resolution GC(XXVII)/407 on protection of nuclear 

installations devoted to peaceful purposes against armed attacks.

 ̂GC(XXIX)/RES/444. The resolution was introduced by Argentina. Canada and the 
United iGngaom said they would have voted "Yes" if there had been a vote. For the 
U.S. statement on the resolution, see Document 190.
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(b) Recalling that the General Conference has declared that armed at
tacks must be explicitly prohibited, urged all Member States of the 
International Atomic Energy Agency to make individually and through 
competent international organs every possible effort for the adoption 
of binding international rules prohibiting such attacks and requested 
the Director General to keep the General Conference informed of de
velopments in this area,

(c) Having considered the reports by the Director General contained in 
document GC(XXVIII)/721 and his statement made to the 29th regular 
session of the General Conference,

(d) Reaffirming its confidence in the effectiveness of the Agency's 
safeguards system as a reliable means of verifying the peaceful use of 
nuclear facilities,

(e) Considering that any attacks or threats of attack against nuclear fa
cilities devoted to peaceful piuposes jeopardize the development and 
further promotion of the peaceful uses of nuclear energy, and there
fore, the achievement of one of the main objectives of the Internation
al Atomic Energy Agency,

(f) Concerned that such attacks raise fears about the radiological safety 
of present and future nuclear facilities, and

(g) Aware that all States developing nuclear energy for peaceful pvir- 
poses need assurances against armed attacks on peaceful nuclear facili
ties,

1. Expresses its appreciation for the steps already taken by the General 
Assembly of the United Nations and the Committee on Disarmament 
in an area that the IAEA considers of fimdamental importance for the 
promotion of peace and international co-operation, the development 
of peaceful uses of atomic energy, and the fulfillment of the objectives 
enshrined in the Statute of the IAEA;

2. Considers that any armed attack on and threat against nuclear 
facilities devoted to peaceful purposes constitutes a violation of the 
principles of the United Nations Charter, international law and the 
Statute of the Agency;

3. Urges once again all Member States to make, individually and 
through competent international organs, further continuous efforts 
aimed at the prompt adoption of binding international rules prohibit
ing armed attacks against all nuclear installations devoted to peaceful 
purposes;

4. Affirms the readiness of the International Atomic Energy Agency 
to assist the competent international organs, if they so request, in any 
technical and safeguards aspects of the matter;

5. Declares that in the case of any armed attack to a nuclear installa
tion devoted to peaceful purposes the matter will be examined by the 
International Atomic Energy Agency in accordance with its Statute 
and the relevant resolutions; and

6. Requests the Director General to continue to keep the General 
Conference informed of further developments in this area.
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193. In terview  of th e  A ssis tan t Secretary  of D efense for 
In ternational Security Policy (Perle) With U.S. N ew s  
a n d  W orld R eport: V alue of Arms Control A g ree 
m ents, S ep tem ber 30, 1985 ^

Q. Mr. Perle, given the lack of progress in Geneva, has the West 
placed too much hope in arms control?

A. Yes, we have. Here we are, roughly 15 years after we opened the 
arms-control process in Helsinki. The Soviets have 8,000 more strate
gic weapons now than they had then. They have expanded their 
military forces across the board. Against that background, to expect 
arms control by itself to diminish the threat we face seems to me to 
expect too much.

Q. Is it in the interests of the United States to accept restraints on 
the Strategic Defense Initiative to get a deal with Moscow?

A. It would be a mistake to accept limitations on our freedom to 
pursue strategic defenses beyond those limits already contained in the 
Anti-Ballistic-Missile Treaty. ̂

The Soviets would very much like to terminate the U.S. research 
program while continuing their own. And because limitations on re
search are not verifiable, the Soviets might well cheat, as they have 
been cheating in other areas of arms control. Therefore, the effect of 
an agreement restricting research would be imilateral and very danger
ous.

Q. Has the President flatly ruled out restraints on SDI short of 
deployment, or is there still room for bargaining?

A. The President has ruled out limitations on research and testing, 
although there are questions of treaty interpretation that determine 
where the line is drawn between permitted testing and prohibited 
testing.

I should observe that we ought to interpret the ABM Treaty in the 
same manner in which the Soviets interpret it—^which is to consider 
themselves boimd only by the letter of the agreement and not at all 
by the spirit.

Q, Should the U.S. serve notice that SDI is not on the simunit 
agenda?

A. I think the President has made that pretty clear. Further limits 
would only cripple the U.S. research program. While the President is 
prepared to find ways to improve the relationship with the Soviet 
Union, I don't believe he regards crippling one of his most important 
programs as the way to do it.

Q. If SDI is not on the table in November, what framework do you 
see for a possible agreement?

 ̂Copyright, 1985, U.S. News and World Report, September 30,1985, p. 26.
* The Treaty is printed in Documenk on Disarmaments, 1972, pp. 197-201.
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A. The evidence is overwhelming that the Soviets desire a buildup 
in strategic offensive forces. They are engaged in one and have been 
for the last 15 years. There is no reason to believe they would signifi
cantly reduce those forces, even if we were to talk to them about 
limitations on strategic defenses.

They are, by the way, busily engaged in developing strategic de
fenses of their own. So there is more than a little hypocrisy in the 
Soviet position.

 ̂ Q. Can we trust the Russians to abide by an agreement if one is 
reached?

A. Of course we can't trust the Russians—nor should we. What we 
can do is structure agreements so we can monitor carefully their 
activities and know when they're complying and when they're not.

194. N ineteenth  Sem iannual Report by  th e  P resident to  th e  
Commission on Security an d  C ooperation  in Europe on 
th e  Im plem entation o f th e  Helsinki Final Act, April 1, 
1985-O ctober 1, 1985: Confidence-Building M easures 
[Extract], O ctober 1, 1985 ^

• • • • • • •

The signatories to the Helsinki Final Act are required by the act's 
Doamient on Confidence-Building Measures and Certain Aspects of 
Seauity and Disarmament to give prior notification of '̂major military 
maneuvers exceeding a total of 25,000 troops, independently or com
bined with possible air or naval components." Notification is required 
for maneuvers that take place on the territory, in Europe, of any 
participating State and must be made 21 days or more in advance of 
the start of the maneuver. The notification "will contain information 
on the designation, if any, the general purpose of and the States 
involved in the maneuver, and type or types and niunerical strength of 
the forces engaged, and the area and estimated time-frame of its 
conduct. Participating States will also, if possible, provide additional 
relevant information, particularly that related to the components of 
the forces engaged and the period of involvement of these forces."  ̂

In addition, signatories are encouraged to engage in other confi- 
dence-building measures on a volimtary basis. These volimtary CBMs 
include the invitation of observers to maneuvers and prior notification 
of major military movements and exercises involving fewer than
25,000 troops.

 ̂Department of State Special Report No. 134, p. 15.
* The arms control portions of the Final Act may be foimd in Documenk on Disarmament, 

1975, pp. 304-308. For the complete text, see Deffartment of State Bulletin, September 1, 
1975, pp. 323-350.
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ImplemeniaHon

The United States and its NATO allies continued their excellent 
record of implementation of these CBMs. The United Kingdom noti
fied participating states concerning the major maneuver. Brave De
fender, which took place from September 2-13, 1985, on the territory 
of the United Kingdom and involved 65,000 troops from the United 
Kingdom, the Netherlands, and the United States. The Federal Repub
lic of Germany provided notification of the major maneuver, Trotzige 
Sachsen (Defiant Saxon), which took place from September 12-21, 
1985, involving 60,000 troops from the Federal Republic of Germany, 
the United Kingdom, the Netherlands, and the United States. Observ
ers were invited to attend both of these maneuvers.

Among the neutral and nonaligned (NNA) coimtries, Switzerland 
notified participating states of the military maneuver. Tornado, which 
took place from October 7-17, 1985, and involved approximately
25,000 Swiss troops. No observers were invited.

The Soviet Union and its Warsaw Pact allies provided notification 
of three major maneuvers during the reporting period. The U.S.S.R. 
notified participating states of the military maneuver, Kavkaz 85, 
which took place from July 15-21, 1985, in the Caucasus region of the 
Soviet Union, involving approximately 25,000 Soviet troops. In a rare 
move, the Soviet Union invited observers from Turkey, Greece, Italy, 
Portugal, and Spain, as well as Malta and Yugoslavia, to attend the 
maneuver, in addition to Warsaw Pact observers. The U.S.S.R. and the 
German Democratic Republic also provided notification of an un
named maneuver which took place on G.D.R. territory from July 6-14, 
1985, with the participation of about 25,000 Soviet and East German 
troops. No observers were invited to attend. Czechoslovakia notified 
participating states of an urmamed maneuver conducted on Czechoslo
vak territory from May 25-31, 1985, involving about 25,000 Soviet 
and Czechoslovak forces. No observers were invited.

The Soviet and Warsaw Pact notifications provided the bare mini
mum of information required under the CSCE provisions, consistent 
with the East's practice of maintaining a very restrictive interpretation 
of its obligations imder the Helsinki Final Act. The Soviet invitation 
of selected Western observers to the major maneuver, Kavkaz 85, was 
a notable exception. In the last 5 years. Western observers have been 
invited to only one other Soviet maneuver, Dnestr 83. That exercise, 
involving less than 25,000 Soviet troops, was also the first volimtary 
notification by the Soviet Union. In the current reporting period, 
Soviet and Warsaw Pact forces participated in at least two smaller 
scale maneuvers which could have been notified on a discretionary 
basis. Danube 85 in Hungary involved some 23,000 Himgarian, Czech
oslovak, and Soviet troops from Jime 28-July 4. Friendship 85 took
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place in Poland in the first half of September, with Polish, East 
German, and Soviet troops participating.

• • • • • • •

195. A ddress by  Soviet G eneral Secretary  G orbachev  
Before M em bers o f th e  French N ational A ssem bly 
[Extract], O ctober 3, 1985 ^

•  •  •  •  e e •

Alas, it is not always that the gains of civilization are a boon for 
people. All too often and too vigorously the achievements of science 
and technology are being used also for the creation of means on 
annihilating himians, for the development and stockpiling of ever 
more terrible types of weapons.

In these conditions Hamlet's famous question: ''to be or not to be'' 
is being set already not before a single individual but before mankind. 
It develops into a global problem. There can be only one answer to 
it—^mankind, civilisation must survive at all costs. But this can be 
ensured only if we leam to live together, to get along on this small 
planet by mastering the difficult art of taking account of each other's 
interests. This we call the policy of peaceful coexistence.

We are strong enough to give a crushing rebuff to any attempt to 
encroach on our people's seciuity and peaceful work. But we hold that 
it is not by force of arms but only and exclusively by force of example 
that one must prove the correctness of one's ideology, the advantages 
of the system that each people has chosen of its own will. Such is our 
firm conviction.

I spoke yesterday to the president about our perception of the main 
axis of contradictions, the struggle of the two tendencies in world 
politics. We regard as extremely dangerous the view, no matter how it 
is being justified, that the tasks facing the international commimity 
can be solved by the creation and stockpiling of ever new and more 
destructive types of arms—on earth and in outer space. We regard as 
dangerous also actions that preserve and aggravate international ten
sion. It is incandescent as it is. It is so incandescent that now it has 
become extremely difficult to reach agreement not only on complex, 
urgent matters but also on relatively simple problems. If we do not 
stop the present tendencies, tomorrow we will not be able to overcome 
their monstrous inertia. It will become even more difficvdt to talk.

That is why we consider it so important already now, immediately, 
before it is too late to stop the "infernal train" of the arms race, to

 ̂Moscow Pravda in Russian, October 4, 1985, first edition, pp. 1, 2; FBIS Daily Report, 
October 4, 1985, vol. HI, pp. G5-G9.
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Start the reduction of arms, improve the international situation and 
develop peaceful cooperation among peoples. This is in mutual inter
est, this is everybody's task. Nobody can permit himself to sit it out 
on the sidelines.

The Soviet Union, as you probably know, not only issues calls but 
also acts in this direction.

We have unilaterally suspended the further siting of mediiun-range 
missiles in Europe and called on the United States to respond in kind.  ̂
We stopped all nuclear explosions and called on the United States to 
respond in kind.® Quite naturally, we address this call to the other 
nuclear powers as well.

The Soviet Union proposes to start a reduction of the armed forces 
and armaments of both sides in Central Europe—and to start with a 
reduction of Soviet and American troops. Moreover, we are prepared 
to reduce more troops than the Americans.

As for outer space, we are for its use exclusively for peaceful 
purposes and persistently call for the reaching of agreement on this 
because a transfer of the arms race into outer space will make the 
reduction of nuclear arsenals objectively impossible. As you know, we 
have submitted to the United Nations Organisation a proposal on 
international cooperation in the peaceful exploration of outer space.**

And now I would like to inform you of the new steps taken by the 
Soviet Union. They pursue the same aim: to stop the baleful process 
of the arms race and ward off the war danger overhanging mankind.

First. A few days ago we proposed to the government of the United 
States to come to terms on the total prohibition of space strike arms 
for both sides and to reduce really radically, by 50 per cent, the 
nuclear arms capable of reaching each other's territory.

In other words, we propose a practical solution to the very same 
tasks that were agreed upon by both sides early this year as being the 
aims of the Geneva talks: not only to stop the arms race but also to 
drastically lower the level of armaments and at the same time avert an 
arms race in outer space.

There is hardly any need to say how all this would strengthen 
strategic stability and mutual trust.

I can inform you that our delegation in Geneva has been instructed 
to present concrete proposals on this question and authorised to give 
the partners exhaustive explanations.

I am saying all this because a multitude of versions and false 
nmiours are already circulating in the West concerning our proposal, 
and it is time for some clarification.

Second. Concerning mediimi-range nuclear weapons in Eiu'ope. 
With the aim of making easier agreement on their speediest mutual 
reduction (as we are often told, in Western Europe, too, there is great

 ̂Documents on Disarmament 1982, p. 119.
® Document 126.
 ̂Dooiment 141.
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interest in this) we consider it possible to conclude a corresponding 
agreement separately, outside of direct connection with the problem of 
space and strategic arms. This road, as it appears to us, may turn out 
to be practical.

In this connection I consider it important to explain our position on 
such a question as the place of the nuclear potential of France and 
Britain in the European balance of forces. This potential is growing 
rapidly and we can no longer ignore it. It was said from the French 
side that the nuclear forces of France are not subject to discussion 
without her participation. This stands to reason. It follows from this 
that it is time to start between us a direct dialogue on this theme to 
try to find an acceptable way out through joint efforts. The Soviet 
Union is prepared for such a direct dialogue with France just as with 
Britain, of course.

Here I want to stress that we will take into account the security 
interests of France in the most attentive marmer. And today, as it 
appears to us, the question of a reduction of her armaments is not on 
the agenda.

Third. You know that we have annoimced a moratorium on the 
deployment of medium-range missiles in Eiu'ope. The nimiber of SS- 
20 missiles that the Soviet Union has on standby alert in the European 
zone is now 243. This means that it precisely accords with the level of 
Jime 1984 when the additional deployment of our missiles was started 
in response to the deployment of American medium-range missiles in 
Europe. The SS-20 missiles that were additionally deployed in the 
process have now been withdrawn from operational readiness and the 
fixed installations for housing these missiles will be dismantled within 
the next two months.

This is verifiable. As to our reply measures in respect of the terri
tory of the United States itself they continue to remain in force.

I would also wish to explain the meaning with which we invest the 
term 'European zone" in this case. This is the zone in which medium- 
range missiles capable of striking targets on the territory of Western 
Europe are deployed.

It should be added to this that we have already totally phased out 
the old, and very powerful, SS-5 missiles and are continuing to phase 
out SS-4 missiles. This means that on the whole the number of 
medium-range carrier missiles in the European zone of the USSR is 
now much smaller than ten or even fifteen years ago. In accepting this 
self-limitation we are guided by the broad interests of European secu
rity. I think Eiu’ope is now entitled to expect a reply step by the 
United States— t̂he termination by it of the fxu’ther deployment of its 
mediiun-range missiles on the European Continent.

You see what serious steps the Soviet Union is taking. In combina
tion with the previous actions our latest proposals, as it seems to us, 
are a package of constructive and realistic measures the implementa
tion of which would bring about a genuine breakthrough in the
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development of international relations. A breakthrough in favour of 
peace, security and cooperation among peoples.

This, if you please, is our programme of improving the explosive 
international situation that threatens peace. We expect that in re
sponse to our proposals the West too will traverse its part of the road.

I would like to stress that the realisation of the programme proposed 
by us would also sigrufy substantial advance toward an aim that is so 
desired by all the peoples and is so important to them—the prohibi
tion and total liquidation of nuclear arms, the total delivery of man
kind from the threat of nuclear war.

There can be no victors in a nuclear war. It seems that all responsi
ble politicians are in agreement on this. It is time to draw a practical 
conclusion from this—to stop the nuclear arms race. And we believe 
that this demand will be supported by all honest, realistically thinking 
political forces, public figures, all people who cherish their homeland, 
their life, the life of their children and grandchildren.

The task of totally prohibiting chemical weapons and liquidating 
their stockpiles is becoming ever more urgent. At the conference on 
disarmament in Geneva the Soviet Union is actively taking part in the 
drafting of a relevant convention. We are meeting our partners in the 
talks half-way in a nimiber of substantial aspects, including in respect 
of verification. I am sure that it is quite possible to reach agreement on 
reliable verification.

Incidentally, the following thought also prompts itself here. If it was 
possible to reach agreement on the non-proliferation of nuclear arms 
why not apply the same method in respect of chemical weapons? This 
would be in the general charmel of efforts to achieve their total 
prohibition. The Soviet Union would be prepared to take part in the 
drafting of an international accord on the non-proliferation of chemi
cal weapons. We are also prepared to do everything depending on us 
for the creation of a zone in the centre of Eiu*ope free from chemical 
weapons.

As I speak here, in Paris, in the heart, it can be said, of Western 
Europe, I cannot but speak about some substantial problems of Euro
pean security, about how we in the Soviet Union see them.

I will start with the most general question. What, after all, is 
security in Europe? It is the absence of war and the danger of war. 
The interconnection and intertwining of the destinies of peoples, de
spite the difference of the social roads chosen by them, is felt in 
Europe with special force. Because of geographical density, oversatura
tion with armaments Europe, like no other continent, is vulnerable to 
an armed conflict, the more so a nuclear one.

This means that Eiu*ope's secxuity cannot be ensured by military 
means, by military force. This is an absolutely new situation and 
means a departure from traditions, from a mentality and manner of 
action that took centuries, even millenniums to form. It is not at once 
that human thought adjusts itself to something that is new. This 
applies to all. We are feeling this. We have started the rethinking, the
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adjustment to full conformity with the new realities of many custom
ary things, including in the military and, naturally, the political fields. 
We would want such a rethinking to take place both in Western 
Europe and beyond it.

So far fear of imacceptable retribution is one of the obstacles to war, 
to the use of military force. But everybody imderstands, however, that 
it is impossible to build a lasting peace on fear alone. But the entire 
question is where to search for the alternative to fear or, to use 
military language, deterrence?

We see what attempts are now being made to find a way out— b̂y 
using new arms in the so-called '̂ star wars". This is an illusion. And 
an extremely dangerous one at that. It is naive in general to search for 
a solution of the problem of security in the perfection of the shield 
and the sword. Security in Europe, just as international security as a 
whole, can be achieved orJy on the road of peaceful coexistence, 
relaxation of tension, disarmament, strengthening of trust and devel
opment of international cooperation.

This is a long and difficult road, the more so that it requires the 
overcoming of mutual suspicions, mistrust and prejudices accumulated 
over decades. But there is no other road, if we want to live. And like 
any long road, it begins with the first steps which often are the most 
difficult ones to make. We understand this and want to help ensure 
the solution of the task—for ourselves and for you. It is this that 
motivates the proposals that I have already mentioned.

This applies also to the conference in Stockholm which is discussing 
the important problem of mutual trust in the military field. As it 
appears to us, the contours of future accords are gradually beginning 
to take shape there. They include making more concrete and imparting 
maximum effectiveness to the principle of the non-use of force. They 
include a definite set of confidence-building measures in the military 
field, these so to say safety fuses to prevent an erroneous interpreta
tion of the actions of the other side in conditions of an aggravation of 
the military confrontation. A nimiber of states, first of all neutral 
ones, propose to reach agreement on mutual exchanges of aimual plans 
of military activity subject to notification. We are prepared for such 
an accord in the hope that it will help overcome suspiciousness and 
impede covert preparations for war.

The ideas of setting up nuclear-free zones in various parts of the 
world, including on our continent—in the north of Europe and in the 
Balkans, are spreading ever more wider. We support these ideas, are 
ready to take part in the appropriate guarantees where this is required. 
We view as useful the idea to create a corridor free of nuclear arms 
along both sides of the line dividing the two military-political group
ings. We also hold that states that do not possess nuclear arms and do 
not have them on their territory have full right to reliable guarantees 
of their security based on international law, guarantees that nuclear 
arms will not be used against them.

Document 195



McFARLANE INTERVIEW, OCTOBER 6 699

Many aspects of all-European cooperation are recorded in the Hel
sinki Final Act.® We hold that it is a serious achievement and fully 
retains its importance. When the tenth anniversary of the Helsinki 
accords was marked, all the participants in the all-European process 
declared for its continuation. The Soviet Union is prepared to take the 
most vigorous part in this. Every European coimtry has contributed a 
share of its national experience to the Helsinki process. This is a 
common asset of the peoples of Europe, and it shoxild be protected 
and multiplied by joint effort.

196. In terview  of th e  A ssistan t to  the  P resident for N a
tional Security A ffa irs (M cFarlane) on NBC N ews 
‘‘M eet th e  Press*’: Limitations of th e  A ntiballistic Mis
sile Treaty  [Extract], O ctober 6, 1985 ^

• • • • • • •

Mr. Kalb: We're back on MEET THE PRESS with the President's 
National Security Adviser, Robert McFarlane. Mr. McFarlane, once 
again picking up the point of Mr. Novak's question, whether SDI is or 
is not a bargaining chip, it seems that every single large American 
weapons system breaks down into research, development and deploy
ment. The President is saying that in terms of research he is also 
talking about research and testing. The Russians consider that testing 
is part of development. Now, is there not in there some area for 
potential compromise, if in fact, both sides are seeking an agreement 
that embraces SDI?

Mr. McFarlane: Well, Marvin, I think that the President is guided 
by the ABM Treaty, and the terms of that Treaty are very explicit in 
Articles II, III, IV and V, plus Agreed Statement D.̂  They make clear 
that on research involving new physical concepts, that that activity, as 
well as testing, as well as development indeed, are approved and 
authorized by the Treaty. Only deployment is foreclosed, except in 
accordance with Articles XIII and XTV. So our program is compatible 
with the Treaty, and will remain so.

Mr. Kalb: Doesn't the Treaty also talk about development?
Mr. McFarlane: The Treaty does, indeed sanction research, testing 

and development of these new systems.

® The arms control portions of the Final Act may be found in Documents on Disarmament, 
1975, pp. 304-308. For the complete text, see Department of State Bulletin, September 1, 
1975, pp. 323-350.

 ̂NBC News transcript.
2 The texts of the Treaty and Agreed Statements may be found in Documents on 

Disarmament, 1972, pp. 197 ff.
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Mr. Kaiser: Only by mutual agreement, though. It says that there 
should be negotiated introduction of new exotic technologies.

Mr. McFarlane: Their deployment should be negotiated in accord
ance with Articles XIII and XTV.

Mr. Kaiser: But the Treaty, it seems to me, could also be clearly read 
to say any testing of a space based anti-missile system is clearly 
forbidden. It says that very explicitly, doesn't it? Article IV?

Mr. McFarlane: The Agreed Statement D, which is compatible with 
the other terms of the Treaty, provides that research on new physical 
principles or other physical principles is authorized as is testing and 
development.

Mr. Kaiser: I thought it said it should be the subject of mutual 
consultation.

Mr. McFarlane: Well, now what you're referring to, in II, III and IV, 
are components that are defined in the Treaty as missiles, launchers or 
radars. Now, we're not talking here about missiles, laimchers or radars.

• • • • • • •

197. S ta tem en t by  th e  A ssistan t S ecretary  of S ta te  for 
East A sia an d  Pacific A ffairs (W olfow itz) Before th e  
S ena te  Com m ittee on Foreign Relations: Proposed 
A greem ent for C ooperation  B etw een th e  United 
S ta tes  an d  China Concerning Peaceful Uses of Nucle
a r  Energy, O ctober 9, 1985 ^

Before the Committee resumes its questioning, I would like to pose 
a couple of questions myself. I will offer my own answers, but would 
ask you to consider them seriously yourselves.

Tliis committee's actions on the agreement for cooperation with 
China will have ramifications for our overall national security inter
ests, our non-proliferation policy, and our bilateral relationship with 
the PRC.

Just as Ambassador Keimedy and his team of negotiators did not 
enter into this agreement lightly, just as the President did not author
ize its approval without careful analysis, neither, I submit, should the 
Senate or House study this agreement without serious consideration of 
the questions I now pose.

—First of all: What are the benefits of this agreement for U.S. na
tional security and non-proliferation interests?; and do these benefits 
not outweigh any possible risks?

— Ând secondly: What will be the result if the agreement is not 
brought into force? How will US. interests be served if that happens?

 ̂ United Stafes-Peoples Republic of China Nuclear Agreement: Hearing, . . ,  pp. 145-150. For the 
proposed agreement, see Document 118.
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In addressing these questions, first I would like to reiterate some
thing Ambassador Kennedy has said many times. This agreement 
would not be before the Congress if the Executive Branch did not 
believe that it meets all relevant requirements of U.S. law. In addition, 
we spent more than a year after the initialing of the agreement to 
reach a clear and complete imderstanding of China's non-proliferation 
policies and practices. Reaching that clear understanding also was a 
prerequisite for moving the agreement forward.

I would point out, as others have before me, that diuing the course 
of our discussions on the agreement, the Chinese became increasingly 
involved in the international non-proliferation regime. And they have 
come to play a much more constructive role. They joined the IAEA, 
annoimced they would apply IAEA safeguards to the nuclear exports, 
and entered into several bilateral agreements for cooperation. Recently, 
they made the important announcement that they will imdertake dis
cussions with the IAEA on a voluntary offer. The Chinese also have 
made a number of high-level policy statements—these were not a mere 
"toast" tossed off in haste—^which clearly set forth their position that 
they are opposed to the spread of nuclear weapons and do not assist 
or encourage others to develop such weapons.^

Given this backgroimd, once we reached the stage where we could 
move the agreement forward, we felt a great deal had already been 
accomplished. We now look forward to building on that progress 
imder the terms of a bilateral agreement for cooperation.

This speaks to my first question. I believe it has been very much in 
our national security interest, including our very important interest in 
nuclear non-proliferation, that we were able to engage the Chinese in 
concrete and meaningful discussions about their nuclear export poli
cies and practices. There is no doubt that this dialogue also had a 
salutary effect on the evolution of the PRC's non-proliferation policy.

Why was this dialogue possible? Because the Chinese want this 
agreement. They want American firms to compete for their nuclear 
power business. They recognize the advantages of American technolo
gy. They want nuclear power to be a part of their energy moderniza
tion program. They see American participation as lending credibility to 
their energy development plans, which are a key to their overall 
program of economic revitalization.

From the PRC's point of view, they made a number of important 
concessions to reach the point where we could sign an agreement. 
They now understand clearly that if they want to engage in nuclear 
trade with us they will not only have to observe the terms of this 
agreement, which conforms to the requirements of U.S. law; they also 
fully understand the further implications which the U.S. Atomic 
Energy Act, as amended,® carries for their future cooperation with us 
and for their own non-proliferation practices.

2 For more details, see the ACDA Nuclear Proliferation Assessment Statement of July 
19 in Document 112.

3 42 U.S.C. Sec. 2011 et seq.
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Does this him of events not serve U.S. interests? Can further 
progress be made if we turn our back on this agreement now before 
you?

This brings me to my second question. After all of this—the pains
taking negotiations, the extensive discussions with them about our 
bottom-line requirements, and their own considerable movement in a 
positive direction—there is no question that the Chinese will resent it 
if we walk away from this agreement. And re-negotiation would be, in 
effect, walking away from the agreement that is now before you. The 
Chinese are not of a mood to re-draft the agreement after all we have 
been through. Furthermore, we ourselves believe there is no need for a 
re-negotiation, as the agreement meets all U.S. legal requirements and 
will make a valuable contribution to our non-proliferation goals.

A great deal of progress will go up in smoke if the agreement is 
torpedoed. I think we have to ask ourselves: what will be the conse
quences for U.S. non-proliferation goals if we walk away from it? 
How will our interests be served if China proceeded to make use of its 
own considerable nuclear technology, and that which it can obtain 
from non-U.S. sources, without influence by us?

China is quite capable of pursuing nuclear development on its own. 
This is a central fact that I think the critics too often fail to address. 
China has been a nuclear weapons state for 21 years without cmy help 
from us. It is a significant nuclear supplier to third countries, and will 
continue to be, even without this agreement. Do we want to enhance 
our influence over China's non-proliferation policies and in their nu
clear power development, or do we want to be bystanders? The 
answer, to me, is clear.

Finally, I must point out that failure to bring this agreement into 
force will be harmful to the developing relationship that we are in the 
process of building with China. That relationship is important. China 
is an important coimtry, one that is, after years of isolationism, ex
panding its contacts with the West. We look to strengthen our own 
ties with the PRC under a framework of agreements and arrangements 
consistent with our national interest. Our strengthening relationship 
with the PRC has positive implications for our own security interests 
as well as for social and economic developments within China.

Consistent with our own policy goals—which we believe this agree
ment supports— ŵe want to encourage China's opening to the outside, 
not slam the door in its face; we want to encourage China's increas
ingly responsible behavior as a nuclear supplier, not lend encourage
ment to those who might argue that China should follow its own 
course, taking no account of our concerns.

For all of these reasons, I believe the agreement before you deserves 
your support.
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198. S ta tem en t by  Soviet G eneral Secretary  G orbachev: 
Arms Control in th e  M edite rranean  Region [Extract], 
O ctober 11, 1985 ^

o e •  •  e •  e

Guiding itself by the general principles of its foreign policy the 
Soviet Union sincerely strives for the seats of tension in the Mediter
ranean to be liquidated by peaceful political means. We stand for 
continuing the drawing together of positions, for facilitating more 
actively the search for a settlement of regional problems at the negoti
ating table, and for protecting the sovereign rights of states and peo
ples subjected to pressure and flagrant interference in their internal 
affairs.

Together with other Warsaw Pact states, the Soviet Union comes 
out for renimciation of the deplo3nnent of nuclear arms on the terri
tory of non-nuclear Mediterranean coimtries and for the adoption by 
nuclear powers of the commitment not to use nuclear arms against any 
Mediterranean country that does not allow the statioiung of such arms 
on its territory. We have long declared for the withdrawal of nuclear- 
capable ships from the Mediterranean Sea.

The Soviet Union also comes out for spreading to this area military- 
technical confidence-building measures in accordance with the Helsin
ki Final Act  ̂ that have already proven their worth in world practice. 
A limitation of naval activity and naval armaments in the region 
would, as it appears to us, play a positive role.

The question of banning chemical weapons has been appearing 
lately on the agenda with all urgency and agitating minds. The idea of 
creating a zone free from chemical weapons in central Europe is now 
being discussed as a step in this direction.

But, perhaps this idea is applicable to the Mediterranean area as 
well; then to the African Continent as a whole? It is obvious, for 
instance, that the use of chemical weapons in the Mediterranean 
Basin, one of the most densely populated areas of the world, would 
pose a tremendous danger.

•  •  •  e •  o e

 ̂Moscow Pravda in Russian, October 13, 1985, first edition, pp. 1, 2; FBIS Daily Report, 
October 15, 1985, vol. HI, p. H5. Gorbachev spoke at a dinner held in honor of Libyan 
leader al-Qadhafi.

2 The arms control portion of this Act may be found in Documenk on Disarmament, 1975, 
pp. 304-308. For the complete text, see Department of State Bulletin, September 1, 1975, pp. 
323-350.
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199. A ddress by  S ecretary  of S ta te  Shultz Before th e  
Thirty-first A nnual Session of th e  North A tlantic A s
sem bly: U.S. P roposals a t  th e  Nuclear an d  Space 
Arms Talks [Extract], O ctober 14, 1985 ^

The United States has serious proposals now on the table at Geneva. 
We have been criticized for our restraint in the public-relations field. 
But our proposals were not made for propaganda; they were made to 
make progress toward these central objectives. Our proposals cover 
reductions in strategic offensive forces; reduction or elimination of 
U.S. and Soviet intermediate-range nuclear forces; and a serious dia
logue on defensive weapons and the relationship between offense and 
defense. These issues are being discussed now in the Geneva negotia
tions in three separate but interrelated forums.

First, in the talks on strategic arms reduction, the United States has 
proposed radical reductions down to 5,000 ballistic-missile warheads 
on each side. This represents a cut of nearly 50 percent from the 
current Soviet level. We have proposed substantial reductions in the 
number and destructive power of ballistic missiles, and limits on 
heavy bombers and on the cruise missiles they carry.

The strategic forces of the United States and the Soviet Union are 
very different. The great majority of Soviet warheads and destructive 
power are concentrated on their large, land-based ICBMs. We have a 
more balanced approach, with as much emphasis on submarine-based 
missiles and bombers as on ICBMs. The Soviet force is designed for 
preemption, ours for retaliation. These differences greatly complicate 
the achievement of an equitable agreement. We are prepared to ex
plore tradeoffs between areas of relative advantage—such as our ad
vantage in bombers versus their advantage in ICBMs—to establish an 
overall balance.

Our proposal is comprehensive, but its core is a recognition that 
reductions should focus on the most destabilizing systems. Weapons 
like large fixed land-based ICBMs with multiple warheads, capable of 
destroying missile silos—these are the most powerful strategic weap
ons, the most rapid, the most provocative, the most capable of carry
ing out a preemptive strike, the most likely to tempt a hair-trigger 
response in a crisis.

The Soviets have over 300 heavy ICBMs; we at present have none. 
(Our first deployments of MX, a smaller missile but roughly compara
ble because of its accuracy, will begin late next year.) With their 
accuracy, destructive power, and multiple warheads, the Soviet weap
ons are capable of destroying virtually the entire land-based portion of 
our retaliatory force. For nearly a decade this category of weapons has

 ̂ACDA files. The address was delivered in San Francisco.
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been, for us, one of the central issues of arms control. One of the odd 
featiu'es of the current debate is that the Soviets would have us 
believe this central issue has disappeared. It̂ s as if the threat from 
these powerful weapons, which already exist in the himdreds, is 
somehow less important than research into new categories of systems 
which don't exist, won't exist for many years at best, and won't come 
into being at aU imless research is successful in meeting stringent 
criteria we ourselves have set.

The second negotiation in Geneva is about intermediate-range nu
clear forces, or INF. This negotiation is taking place because in 1977 
the Soviet Union began deploying SS-20 intermediate-range nuclear 
missiles in the western USSR, aimed at our European allies, and in the 
Soviet Far East, aimed at our friends and allies in East Asia. Today 
there are 441 operational launchers deployed, with three warheads on 
a missile, that makes over 1,300 modem nuclear warheads aimed at 
the cities and defense facilities of our friends and allies.

In response—and I repeat, in response—the Atlantic Alliance decid
ed in 1979 that it had no choice but to deploy weapons of its own in 
this category, as a deterrent, while seeking to negotiate with the Soviet 
Union on a formula for mutual restraint.^ The Soviets agreed to talk, 
but have not negotiated on the basis of mutuality. They insisted on 
their right to a monopoly of longer-range INF missiles; they waged an 
unprecedented campaign of political warfare to intimidate our allies 
into retreating from the NATO decision of 1979. Our allies—govern
ments and legislatures—stood firm, NATO Pershing II ballistic missiles 
and groimd-launched cruise missiles began to be deployed in several 
allied countries in 1983—6 years after the SS-20 deployment began.

The United States proposed at Geneva that we agree to eliminate 
both sides' longer-range land-based INF missiles on a global basis. The 
Soviets refused. Then we proposed that both sides reduce to the 
lowest possible equal number of warheads. The Soviets still refuse. 
Our position is based on the principle of equality between the United 
States and the Soviet Union. And limits must be applied globally, 
since the SS-20 is a mobile missile and it is not our objective simply 
to shift the SS-20 threat from Europe to Asia.

The threat of the SS-20 goes to the heart of our commitment to our 
allies. These are weapons aimed at Europe—^although they could be 
aimed at America. Their piupose is to "decouple," that is to separate 
you from us by intimidating you. The alliance's response is a united 
response, and a imifying response, in that it sjonbolizes once again 
that our destinies are tied together. The principle of collective security 
is thus confirmed, and reinforced. Europe is safer, because deterrence 
is strengthened.

The third area of negotiation is that of defense and space arms. But 
the core issue is the same: the stability of deterrence.

2 For the NATO decision, see Documents on Disarmament, 1979, pp. 814-816.
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The SALT I Accords of 1972 limited anti-ballistic missile systems 
and were also a partial first step toward limiting offensive weapons.® 
We continue to comply with them, provided the Soviet Union corrects 
its noncompliance and negotiates seriously in Geneva. We must re
member, however, that those accords of 13 years ago, and the hopes 
they engendered, were foimded on certain assumptions. Developments 
since then have called those assumptions into question.

First of all, when the ABM Treaty was signed, it was assxmied that 
offensive weaponry would be reduced by further negotiations. In fact, 
offensive weapons proliferated. Each side now—and particularly the 
Soviets side— ĥas vastly higher nimibers than in 1972. We see the 
Soviet heavy ICBMs with a first-strike potential. On both sides we 
see offensive weapons of astonishing accuracy, and with multiple 
warheads. The Soviets are developing two new varieties of ICBM 
whose mobility makes them harder to identify and coimt. If we fail to 
respond to these trends, at some point in the future they could imder- 
mine the military balance on which deterrence is based.

Secondly, in the ABM Treaty we also assumed that we had set up 
critical barriers that would prevent any breakout, that is, any sudden 
and significant expansion of ABM systems in violation of the Treaty. 
In fact, while the United States has dismantled even the one ABM 
complex that was permitted, the Soviets have taken full advantage of 
the deployments allowed by the Treaty. And some Soviet activities are 
clear violations, such as the large radar at Krasnoyarsk, which raises a 
question of whether the Soviets might be plarming a nation-wide 
ABM system, negating the Treaty entirely.

But technological advance, which helps create these new problems, 
also offers other possibilities. Methods of defense against ballistic 
missiles, which were relatively rudimentary in 1972, now offer new 
hope as a possible coimter to the growing offensive threat. What if it 
were possible, even in this age of ballistic missiles, to block an attack, 
rather than simply suffer the attack and then retaliate? What if the 
balance of power could rest more on a mutual sense of security, and 
less on a mutual threat of armihilation? Thus the President's strategic 
defense initiative (or SDI), research program to explore promising new 
technologies. Effective strategic defenses, able to intercept and destroy 
missiles before they reach their targets, would strengthen security. 
Even if far less than 100 percent perfect, such a defensive system 
would vastly complicate any aggressor's first-strike planning and frus
trate any temptation to consider laimching an attack.

In an age of anxieties about nuclear weapons, this shotdd provide 
enormous hope for the future. As former Soviet Premier Kosygin once 
eloquently stated, an antimissile system ''is intended not for killing 
people but for saving human lives." ^

3 Ibid., 1972, pp. 197 ff. 
^Jbid, 1967, p. 60.
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The last few decades' emphasis on offensive strategies reflected the 
state of technology, not a law of nature. Mutual vulnerability was a 
fact of life, not a positive virtue. A new strategic equilibrium based on 
defensive technologies and sharply reduced offensive deployments on 
both sides could be the most stable and seciu-e arrangement of all. It 
cannot be fully achieved without negotiations, and therefore we have 
sought the fullest dialogue on this subject with the Soviet Union—as 
well as with our allies. In fact. General Abrahamson, Director of our 
SDI office, traveled to Geneva to take part in a briefing of the Soviet 
negotiators on ovir program, its potential and its prospects.

Our research program is and will continue to be consistent with the 
ABM Treaty. The Treaty can be variously interpreted as to what kinds 
of development and testing are permitted, particularly with respect to 
futiu’e systems and components based on new physical principles. The 

Treaty's text, the Agreed Statements accompanying it, the negotiating 
record, and official statements made since that time are subject to 
differing interpretations.

Because of the great potential contribution that SDI could make to 
our security, and because of our interest in a rigorous implementation 
of the ABM Treaty by both sides, we have devoted much attention to 
the question of how to interpret the treaty. It is our view, based on a 
careful analysis of the treaty text and the negotiating record, that a 
broader interpretation of our authority is fully justified. This is, how
ever, a moot point; our SDI research program has been structured and, 
as the President has reaffirmed, will continue to be conducted in 
accordance with a restrictive interpretation of the treaty's obligations. 
Furthermore, any SDI deployment would be the subject of consulta
tions with our allies, and of discussion and negotiation, as appropriate, 
with the Soviets in accordance with the terms of the ABM Treaty.

Our policy thus reflects:

— T̂he President's commitment to explore thoroughly the potential 
contribution of strategic defenses to peace and stability, and his vision 
of a "balance of safety" replacing the "balance of terror."

—Our commitment to piu'sue the program as currently structured, 
which is consistent with a restrictive interpretation of oiu* obligations 
imder the ABM Treaty.

—Our judgment that the SDI program, provided that it is consist
ently funded at the levels required, will be adequate to answer the 
question of whether a cost effective and survivable defense against 
ballistic missiles is feasible.

In sharp contrast to Soviet behavior, our policy of restraint with 
respect to the conduct of the SDI program demonstrates by deeds U.S. 
seriousness and sincerity in seeking a more stable international envi
ronment.

The American proposals in Geneva are a comprehensive blueprint 
for reducing nuclear weapons, for strengthening deterrence, and for 
making the world safer. They are paralleled by other proposals in 
other fonmis:
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— T̂o Strengthen safeguards and controls against the proliferation of 
nuclear weapons capabttities.

— T̂o ban chemical weapons, and to prevent chemical weapons pro
liferation.

— T̂o stabilize the conventional military balance in Europe, by 
mutu^ and balanced reductions of forces, and by measures to reduce 
the risk of war by surprise attack, accident or miscalculation, which 
would give concrete form to a reaffirmation of the principle of non
use of force.

This is President Reagan's arms control agenda— t̂he most compre
hensive arms control agenda of any President in our history.

• • • • • • •

200. S ta tem en t by  th e  Perm anent R ep resen ta tive  o f the  
Soviet Union (Troyanovsicy) to  th e  First Comm ittee of 
th e  U.N. G eneral A ssem bly: Ensuring th e  Nonmilitari
za tion  o f O uter Space [Extracts], O ctober 14, 1985 ^

For objective reasons, ensuring non-militarization of space is now of 
key importance in reducing the nuclear threat. We heard with satisfac
tion the same notion expressed by the representative of Mexico, Mr. 
Garcia Robles, whose statement on various other aspects also deserves 
the highest commendation. ̂  Those who like to dictate their will to 
other countries and nations regard space as pivotal to their plans for 
upsetting the strategic equilibriimi, an equilibrium which makes it 
possible for each side, even if it is subjected to a nuclear attack, to 
retain sufficient strategic capacity to strike an equally devastating 
blow at the aggressor, leaving no doubt in anyone's mind that starting 
a nuclear war is tantamount to suicide.

Everyone imderstands that durable peace cannot be built merely on 
fear of retaliation. However, the question remains: where should one 
look for an alternative to fear or, speaking in military terms, deter
rence? The Soviet Union believes that the way out is to stop the 
nuclear arms race and to bring military forces down to the lowest 
possible balanced level. Implementation of the programme that we 
have put forward would mean substantial progress towards the goal to 
which all nations aspire and which is so important for them, namely, 
prohibiting and eliminating nuclear weapons and completely ridding 
mankind of the threat of nuclear war. This task should be tackled 
inunediately, before it is too late.

1 A/C.1/40/PV.3, pp. 34-49.
2 Ibid., pp. 23-31.
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As noted in numerous decisions of the United Nations General 
Assembly  ̂ parity is a good prerequisite for first stopping the build-up 
of nuclear arms and then proceeding to their radical reduction. A 
realistic and responsible policy should be aimed at ensuring precisely 
such a solution and making use of the existing opportunities.

However, diametrically opposite goals are pursued by the '̂star 
wars'' plan, the so-called strategic defense initiative of the United 
States. Its officially declared objective is to create a large-scale anti
missile defense. In conditions of nuclear-missile face-off, the very fact 
of declaring such an aim amoimts to seeking a potential for resorting 
to a nuclear attack or blackmail with impunity; for it is obvious that if 
one side thought that it could deprive the other side of its ability 
appropriately to retaliate against the aggression, the aggressor might be 
tempted to laimch or threaten to launch a first disarming nuclear 
strike.

It is not accidental that against the backgroimd of talk about the 
defensive nature of the ''star wars" programme there is a continued 
build-up of the United States offensive potential. All its elements are 
being given a first-strike capability. Hence, the intention is to render 
urmecessary and obsolete the weapons of only one side, that is, the 
defensive potential of the USSR, rather than aU nuclear weapons. It is 
relevant to recall a remark made in December 1983 by the United 
States Secretary of Defense, Caspar Weinberger, that if the USSR, 
rather than the United States, embarked upon the development of a 
large-scale ballistic missile defense, it "would be one of the most 
frightening prospects I could imagine". A White House document 
issued last January stated that, should this happen, the United States 
"would have no choices between surrender and suicide".  ̂ Both those 
quotations are from page Al4 of The New York Times of 8 March 1985. 
Presxunably, this is precisely the situation in which the proponents of 
"star wars" would like to place the Soviet Union.

The so-called defensive "star wars" systems are nothing but space 
strike weapons. They would be intended for attacking not only mis
siles but also satellites. They would be targeted above all at surveil
lance satellites of the other side so as to "blind" its strategic retaliatory 
forces. They could also be used from space for striking land-based, 
air-based and sea-based targets, including missiles in their laimch sites 
and command and control centres.

The appearance of space strike weapons, which would have auto
matic, global and practically instantaneous action, would open a quali
tatively new stage in the arms race. Uncontrollable processes could be 
unleashed. The risk of nuclear war being started either deliberately or 
by accident would sharply increase. Such weapons would be capable 
of appearing over any region or State at any time and striking any 
target. It is clear that the aggressive circles, should they acquire a space

® Document 2.
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"big stick'', could develop an illusion of being permitted to do any
thing with impunity.

It is important to emphasize that what is involved here is an entirely 
new class of means of warfare. The existing surveillance and commu
nication satellites are not weapons in the proper sense of the word. 
They cannot ''shoot" or kill. Moreover, to a certain extent they even 
contribute to maintaining strategic stability, specifically by depriving 
the other side of an ability to laimch a surprise attack. In tWs regard it 
is incorrect to assert that space has already been militarized. An arms 
race in space would be started if weapons intended for striking targets 
both in space and on Earth from space were to be placed in space, and 
if weapons designed for striking targets in space were to appear on 
Earth.

In this context, I should like to endorse the viewpoint expressed by 
the Foreign Minister of France, Mr. Dimias, to the effect that "the 
deployment of new types of anti-missile or anti-satellite weapons on 
earth or in space would lead to a new race, with its risk of destabiliz
ing effects" {A/40/PV.10, page 66),

The need for preventing such an evolution has been emphasized in 
recent years by the United Nations General Assembly. One may recall 
the resolution on preventing an arms race in space which was en
dorsed last year by 150 States.*̂  As we all know, only one coxmtry did 
not support that decision. Its representatives state that they do not 
intend to abandon the strategic defence initiatives, while depicting the 
"star wars" plan as a research programme which does not yet mean 
the beginning of an arms race in space.

There should be complete clarity about this question. First of all, 
this programme cannot be regarded as research. It is sufficient to 
consider its scope to see that this is the first stage of a project aimed at 
developing space strike weapons. Seventy billion dollars will be spent 
on it over the next few years. At current prices this is more than foiu* 
times the cost of the Manhattan Project, which led to the development 
of the atomic bomb, and more than twice the cost of the Apollo 
programme, which culminated in man's landing on the moon.

Even now the so-called research goes far beyond theoretical studies. 
Reports are continually coming in about the development and, in some 
cases, the testing, of prototypes of space strike weapons such as 
chemical and X-ray lasers, electromagnetic guns, interceptor missiles 
and anti-satellite systems. As recently as 13 September last the United 
States conducted a test of the anti-satellite (ASAT) complex, destroy
ing an active satellite which had been used for scientific purposes. 
Thus the first victim, a peaceful space object, has already been sacri
ficed on the altar of "star wars".

One cannot but note that the ASAT testing took place immediately 
following the Soviet Union's proposal at the United Nations on the

 ̂General Assembly Resolution 39/59 of December 12, 1984. 

Document 200



TROYANOVSKY STATEMENT, OCTOBER 14 711

peaceful exploration of outer space ® and while the Soviet Union's 
unilateral moratorium on placing anti-satellite weapons in space ® was 
in effect.

Assertions that the United States is ^̂ catching up'' with the Soviet 
Union in developing anti-satellite weapons are intended for the unin
formed. The United States was the first coimtry to test such weapons 
back in 1959. In the early 1960s the United States deployed two land- 
based anti-satellite complexes on Kwajalein Atoll and Johnston Island. 
Thus at present it is already developing a second-generation anti
satellite system.

As for the Soviet Union, forced to take coimter-measures, it began 
tests of anti-satellite systems much later. However, they were sus
pended after the introduction of the Soviet Union's unilateral morato
rium in 1983. Our country is, of course, doing space research, includ
ing military-related space research, but it is aimed at improving space 
surveillance and commimications systems and not at developing strike 
weapons or anti-ballistic missile systems banned, as is well known, by 
the 1972 Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty."̂

In the meantime every step to implement the "star wars" pro
gramme inevitably results in xmdermiiung the Soviet-United States 
strategic arms-limitation agreements, above all the Anti-Ballistic Mis
sile Treaty, which bans the development as well as the testing and 
deployment of space-based anti-ballistic missile components. The 
Treaty's overall objective is to prevent precisely what the "star wars" 
programme seeks to achieve, namely, the development of a large-scale 
anti-ballistic missile system.

"Star wars", however, imdermines not only the Anti-Ballistic Mis
sile Treaty, but the entire process of strategic-arms limitation and 
reduction. In the words of the Treaty, its signatories consider:

that effective measures to limit anti-ballistic missile systems 
would be a substantial factor in curbing the race in strategic of
fensive arms and would lead to a decrease in the risk of outbreak 
of war involving nuclear weapons.

It is clear that the consequences of the development of a ballistic- 
missile defense would be quite the reverse.

This organic interrelationship exists objectively and is of an endur
ing nature. It will not disappear with the advent of new sophisticated 
space-weapon systems.

The development and deployment in space of strike weapons by 
one side will require that the other side restore the equilibrium that 
would thereby be upset. This will inevitably lead to a quantitative 
increase and qualitative upgrading of strategic nuclear weapons and 
will dash the hopes of himianity for their limitation and reduction. It 
is in effect being frankly admitted today that one of the reasons for

 ̂Documents 141 and 142.
® For the announcement on the moratorium, see Documents on Disarmament 1983, p. 650.
 ̂Documenk on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 197-201.
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the reluctance of the United States to conduct talks on the prohibition 
of all nuclear-weapons tests is that nuclear tests may become neces
sary to develop ^̂ star wars'' systems.

With the militarization of outer space, an imconstrained arms race 
would spread in all directions. The pendulum of action and reaction 
would begin to swing with an ever-widening amplitude. The furnace 
of the arms race would devour additional colossal resources that other
wise could serve the cause of mankind's peaceful development. Those 
resources are indispensable, both for the progress of science and tech
nology in space exploration and for the solution of other urgent 
problems facing the peoples. Militarization, like a painful, incurable 
disease, would spread to all areas of space activities. It would create 
insurmountable barriers to the development of international co-oper
ation in the peaceful exploration of outer space.

It is obvious that co-operation in space is imthinkable without a 
certain degree of trust and without a free exchange of scientific infor
mation and ideas. In conditions of a spiralling arms race, however, 
relations among the leading space Powers would be dominated by 
mistrust and fear, suspicion and secrecy. Scientists engaged in research 
would find themselves tightly enclosed in the armour of war.

While space weapons have not yet become a reality there is still 
time to prevent a new stage in the arms race and ensure for the people 
a peaceful outer space and confidence in their future. To achieve this 
goal, courageous and responsible political decisions are needed. This is 
now becoming a test of political mattuity, of the level of humanism 
and the degree of civilization of society and its leaders.

• • • • • • •

The Soviet Union proposes that the General Assembly should once 
again most strongly urge all States, in particular those which possess 
major space potential, immediately to reach agreement on effective 
measures aimed at preventing an arms race in space. This would create 
conditions for wide-ranging international co-operation in the explora
tion and use of outer space for peaceful purposes.

Until only recently, space was the realm of science-fiction writers, 
but it has now become a theatre of man's practical activities. Suffice it 
to say that, since the day when the Soviet Union laimched its first 
artificial satellite, over 3,000 immaimed and maimed vehicles have 
been placed in space by various countries. There remains not a single 
area of scientific inquiry whose achievements would not be used in 
space science and technology. Similarly, there is no science and, in 
general, no field of human activity which would not feel, directly or 
indirectly, the impact of space research. Further exploration of outer 
space would open to mankind truly boundless prospects, including 
possibilities of solving large-scale problems on Earth.

• • • • • • •
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The Soviet Union is proposing the implementation of a complex of 
specific measures that would help combine the concerted efforts of 
States in the peaceful use of space technology for the benefit of all 
countries. This is spelled out in detail in the document submitted for 
the consideration of the General Assembly which is entitled "Main 
directions and principles of international co-operation in the peaceful 
exploration of outer space in conditions of its non-militarization'^®

Such co-operation, in the view of the Soviet Union, could be imple
mented in the ascendant, ranging from exchanges of scientific and 
technical information to pooling the efforts of States for the solution 
of large-scale problems of space exploration. Eventually, joint oper
ation of orbital factories manufacturing new materials and industrial 
products in conditions of deep vacuiun and weightlessness would also 
become a reality.

Even now it is possible to set in motion work both in fundamental 
space research and in space technology applications. The possibility of 
the development and utilization of space technology, including large 
international orbital scientific stations as well as maimed spacecraft of 
various types, is well within reach.

To organize and implement the interaction of States, a world space 
agency, entrusted with important fimctions, could be established. It 
would give all States mutually beneficial and non-discriminatory 
access to the results of scientific and technological achievements, im
plement international space projects, help involve the developing 
countries in space activities, and promote utilization by those coimtries 
of the practical results of such activities. It goes without saying that 
no conditions infringing on their sovereignty would be imposed.

The organization could also assume the necessary function of veri
fying compliance with agreements which have been or will be con
cluded concerning the prevention of an arms race in space.

Natiirally, the peaceful exploration of space should be based on the 
principles stemming from the United Nations Charter.

Along with all this, however, it is necessary to emphasize the indis
putable and objective fact that qualitatively higher international co
operation in space can develop imimpeded only in conditions of its 
non-militarization. Such co-operation requires strict compliance with 
the treaties aimed at preventing an arms race in space. This constitutes 
an integral part of the Soviet proposal.

Today, when there are no strike weapons in space, such conditions 
exist. TTierefore we propose that a representative international confer
ence should be convened not later than in 1987 to consider in its 
entirety the question of international co-operation in the exploration 
of space and to agree on its main directions and principles.

The conditions necessary for such co-operation will continue to 
exist in the future if space remains free from weapons and if a ban is

® See Documents 141 and 142.
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imposed on the development, including research, and the testing and 
deployment of space strike weapons.

We approach the issue from concrete and realistic positions. That is 
why we are saying frankly that the success of the conference would 
be facilitated by genuine movement towards the solution of the prob
lem of preventing the spread of weapons into outer space. Thus, the 
task of convening the conference, as well as establishing an interna
tional space organization, should become an integral part of efforts to 
prevent the militarization of space. It is clear that the adoption by this 
session of a decision along the lines of the Soviet proposal would be a 
major contribution to accomplishing this task.

Naturally, such an important and positive step by the United Na
tions would help create a favourable climate for the work of the 
existing fonmis where space issues are being discussed. This concerns 
the bilateral Soviet-American negotiations in Geneva, the Conference 
on Disarmament and the United Nations Committee on the Peaceful 
Uses of Outer Space. The Soviet Union is in favour of energetically 
continuing all those efforts and striving for appropriate practical re
sults. What we want is not to substitute one forum for another but to 
give an impulse to progress in all directions leading to the prevention 
of an arms race in space and to its peaceful utilization.

We are convinced that the proposals of the Soviet Union would 
contribute both to a better imderstanding among States and to the 
effective utilization of mankind's material and intellectual resources. A 
fresh impulse would be given to the development of science and 
technology. An important step would be made in using the achieve
ments of space exploration for the benefit of the economic and social 
progress of the peoples. This would bring closer the solution of global 
problems, including the most urgent ones such as the elimination of 
hunger and disease and overcoming the economic backwardness of the 
developing cotmtries.

Such an approach to space is certainly not directed against any 
State. It is important to emphasize its non-confrontational character. In 
substance, it is in harmony with the broadest interests of the whole of 
mankind and, indeed, of the whole planet. I wish to quote in this 
connection the words of the foimder of the theory of space travel, 
Konstantin E. Tsiolkovsky, who said that in the development of space 
technology it was necessary ''to set peaceful and noble goals for 
conquering the imiverse for the benefit of mankind".

The substance of the USSR proposal is that we should once and for 
all adopt a decision worthy of the people living in the space age— 
"star peace" instead of "star wars". This would be a major step 
towards relaxation of tension and implementation of the lofty goals of 
the United Nations aimed at the development of international co
operation, towards saving present and succeeding generations from the 
scourge of war.

Document 200



THEORIN STATEMENT, OCTOBER 15 715

201. S ta tem ent by  th e  Swedish R epresen ta tive  (Theorin) 
to  th e  First Com m ittee of th e  U.N. G eneral A ssem bly: 
N aval Arms Race [Extract], O ctober 15, 1985 ^

•  •  •  •  e •  •

The seas and the oceans, covering more than 70 per cent of the 
earth's surface, are also the scene of an intensive technological arms 
race. The tasks of national navies range from coastal patrol to inter
vention in distant conflicts, from local self-defence to global power 
projection, and from age-old gimboat diplomacy to nuclear deterrence.

The major maritime Powers maintain naval forces ready for rapid 
deployment also in distant areas. Naval imits often operate off the 
coasts of other coxmtries and even penetrate their territorial waters. 
This increases tension and further accelerates the arms race.

The naval arms race does not involve only conventional weapons; 
far from it. The nuclear-weapon Powers possess more than 7,000 
submarine-laimched ballistic missile warheads. They also have an esti
mated 5,900 tactical nuclear weapons for use by naval forces against 
surface ships, submarines, aircraft, and land targets. Thus, about
13,000 nuclear weapons are earmarked for naval use, that is every 
fourth nuclear weapon in the world.

The principle of freedom of navigation permits the nuclear Powers 
to move these nuclear weapons across the seas and oceans, and to 
deploy them almost off any coastal point to their liking. Indeed, they 
frequently do so as a matter of routine.

The great nimiber of tactical nuclear weapons on board warships has 
largely been overlooked. One reason is the policy pursued by nuclear- 
weapon Powers neither to confirm nor to deny the presence of any 
nuclear weapons on board any particular ship at any particular time. 
This creates legitimate concern in many coimtries, especially when 
warships of nuclear Powers in accordance with international law make 
use of their right to innocent passage through these countries" territo
rial waters or call at their harbours. The policy neither to confirm nor 
to deny does not build confidence between States. Quite the opposite. 
It is in fact a confidence-blocking practice that should be abandoned.

The technological development of the means for naval warfare has 
been no less rapid than that concerning warfare on land. The nuclear 
revolution, the electronic revolution, the aviation revolution, the com
puter revolution, the automatic battlefield revolution, the weapon- 
effect revolution, all apply to naval forces.

It is a source of concern to my Government that growing naval 
activities have increased both the risk of deliberate confrontation at 
sea, and the risk of unintentional incidents in the vast sea areas.

1 A/C.1/40/PV.4, pp. 10-12.
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The nuclear-arms race at sea has been largely neglected in multilat
eral disarmament negotiations. The new Convention on the Law of the 
Sea provides some new elements for discussing naval arms limitation 
and disarmament.

In 1983, Sweden initiated a General Assembly resolution calling for 
a United Nations study on the naval arms race. The aim of the study 
was to facilitate '̂the identification of possible areas for disarmament 
and confidence-building measures". (General Assembly resolution 38/ 
1886 [38/188 G]). The study, which was adopted by consensus by the 
group of governmental experts, is now before the General Assembly.^ 
In our view, the time has come to address maritime confidence- 
building measures and naval disarmament.

I should like to mention some measures that, in Sweden's view, 
should be worked out without delay:

First, long-range sea-based cruise missiles should be banned before 
they are produced in large numbers;

Secondly, all tactical nuclear weapons on board warships should be 
taken ashore and not be on board on routine patrol;

Thirdly, the legitimate claim of coastal states to reasonable "sea
board security" should be confirmed;

Fourthlv, the inalienable right of all States to the freedom of the 
seas should not be infringed upon by military activities;

Fifthly, a modernization of the current laws of sea warfare should 
be undertaken.

• • • • • • •

202. Communique of th e  Nordic Foreign M inisters [Ex
trac ts], O ctober 18, 1985 ^

The international situation, especially the disarmament efforts, the 
situation in Southern Africa and the essential role of the United 
Nations, were topics in focus during the Nordic foreign ministers' 
regular autimm meeting in Oslo, 17-18 October 1984.

The ministers welcomed the upcoming summit meeting between 
President Reagan and Secretary General Gorbachev. They stressed the 
importance of the meeting leading to a more positive development in 
the East-West relations.

The ministers underlined the importance of the ongoing negotiations 
in Geneva and expressed the hope that these will result in a halt of 
the arms race, including sizable reductions of the parties' nuclear 
arsenals and a prevention of an arms race in outer space.

The ministers reaffirmed their governments' commitments to the 
CSCE process. They expressed their satisfaction that the significance

* A/40/535, annex. For an extract of the study, see Document 173.
1 ACDA files.
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of this process for the future of Europe was emphasized from all sides 
at the 10th aimiversary meeting recently held in Helsinki. Further
more, the ministers noted with satisfaction the progress achieved at 
the Conference on Confidence- and Security-Building Measures and 
Disarmament in Europe (Stockholm Conference). A positive outcome 
of the conference will create favourable conditions for a satisfactory 
outcome of the CSCE follow-up meeting in Vienna in the autumn of 
1986, and represent a balanced follow-up of the Final Act.^

The ministers stressed the importance of rapid negotiations at the 
Conference on Disarmament in Geneva on a comprehensive test ban 
treaty, and stressed the importance of progress in the negotiations 
regarding a global agreement on a total prohibition and destruction of 
chemical weapons. They welcomed that the conference in a separate 
committee has iiutiated the work on prevention of an arms race in 
outer space.

The ministers also expressed the hope that real results will soon be 
reached at the MBFR negotiations in Vienna.

The ministers continued their exchange of views on a nuclear- 
weapon-free zone in the Nordic area and agreed to remain in contact 
on this question. During their deliberations the question of a corridor 
free of battlefield nuclear weapons in Europe was also raised.

The ministers expressed their satisfaction with the adoption of a 
final document at the Third Review Conference on the Non-Prolifera
tion Treaty, which confirms the parties' strong support to the non
proliferation regime.® They urged those states who have not yet ad
hered to the treaty to do so immediately.

The meeting was attended by Denmark's Foreign Minister, Mr. Uffe 
Ellemann-Jensen, Finland's Foreign Minister, Mr. Paavo Vayrynen, 
Iceland's Foreign Minister, Mr. Geir Hallgrimsson, Sweden's Foreign 
Minister, Mr. Sten Andersson, and Norway's Foreign Minister, Mr. 
Sveim Stray.

At the invitation of the Swedish Government, the next meeting of 
the Nordic foreign miiusters will take place in Stockholm on 8-9 April 
1986.

2 The arms control portions of the Helsinki Final Act are printed in Documents on 
Disarmament, 1975, pp. 304-308. For the complete text, see Department of State Bulletin, 
September 1, 1975, pp. 323-350.

® Document 179. For the Treaty text, see Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 461-465.
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203. Article by  th e  Chief of S taff of th e  Soviet Armed 
Forces (A khrom eyev), O ctober 19, 1985 ^

The Soviet Union has advanced concrete proposals at the Soviet- 
American talks in Geneva on the complex of problems related to space 
and nuclear (strategic and mediimi-range) armaments. These proposals 
are being examined by the delegations. Their essence was set forth by 
General Secretary of the CPSU Central Committee Mikhail Gorbachev 
in his statements in Paris. ̂  Thus, they are known to the entire world.

These are the proposals for a total ban on space strike weapons and 
a radical, by 50 percent, reduction of the nuclear armaments of the 
USSR and the United States capable of reaching each others territories; 
for concluding agreements on nuclear mediimi-range systems in 
Europe and direct talks with France and Britain on the European 
balance of nuclear forces; for working out an agreement on a range of 
interim measures designed to facilitate the early and successful com
pletion of the talks in Geneva.

Combined with the earlier advanced proposals, these new proposals 
constitute the Soviet program of realistic and far-reaching measures 
whose implementation may bring about normalization of the compli
cated and dangerous international situation. Implementing this pro
gram would ensure a substantial advance toward the goal considered 
most important by all peoples—that of preventing the militarization of 
outer space, prohibiting and eliminating nuclear weapons, and saving 
mankind from the threat of nuclear war.

The Soviet initiatives have received broad support from peace- 
loving public opinion, including Western Europe and the United 
States. It is recognized everywhere that the program put forward by 
the Soviet Union contains proposals which may bring the world out of 
the arms race deadlock and remove the obstacles on the path of 
achieving accords at the Geneva talks.

Having received the Soviet proposals, the United States now has the 
opportunity to move forward and try to bring the positions of the 
sides at the talks closer together. After all, Washington makes daily 
statements about its readiness and desire for a radical cut in nuclear 
weapons. The Soviet proposals go out to meet those desires.

But how does the U.S. react to the Soviet proposals? After making 
an initial assessment (it is impossible to study deeply and evaluate 
such fimdamental proposals in a brief period), many officials from the 
White House Administration, as is now evident, embarked on a path 
of falsifying and publicly discrediting our initiatives, trying to misin
terpret them, presenting them in a spurious light, and belittling their 
significance. Realizing that it is impossible to reject the Soviet propos-

 ̂Pravda in Russian, October 19, 1985, first edition, p. 4; FBIS Daily Report, October 21, 
1985, vol. in, pp. AA1-AA7.

2 See his ad less before members of the French National Assembly, an extract of 
which is printed in Document 195.
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als as a whole, they say in Washington that they recognize they 
^Varrant further discussion'' and could be accepted as "a starting 
point at the talks/' However, this is said just as a disguise. In actual 
fact, something quite different is taking place. High-ranking U.S. Ad
ministration representatives have in the past few days actively come 
out against the Soviet proposals. They are letting it be known that 
such proposals are unacceptable to them and are attempting to dis
credit and reject, not the details, but the essence, the foimdations of 
the Soviet Union's proposals.

U.S. Admiiustration officials, considering the people's fear of nucle
ar weapons, declare the U.S. "star wars" program may, allegedly, rid 
the world of nuclear weapons. They in Washington flatly reject the 
idea of barming the development [sozdaniye] ® and deployment [razverfy- 
vaniye] of space strike weapons, while in order to cover up their 
aggressive designs, they have worked out a false concept of gradual 
transition from the deployment of nuclear offensive systems to the 
development and deployment of non-nuclear, so-called "defensive" 
systems. Its authors' line of argument is as follows: It is necessary to 
continue the deployment of strategic nuclear armaments, constantly 
threatening the Soviet Union with their use. Simultaneously, it is 
necessary to develop a "multitiered ABM' defense." This is how they 
describe space strike armaments. After the system is developed, "prob
ably, in a few decades," it will be, purportedly, possible to come to an 
agreement on the reduction and even elimination of nuclear arma
ments.

It turns out that in order to eliminate nuclear weapons it is neces
sary to plimge mankind into an arms race that is hard to even imagine 
today. The road to nuclear disarmament, according to this inside-out 
logic, lies in the buildup of nuclear offensive armaments and the 
militarization of space. It will take tens of years and the cost of 
innimierable material and other resources of mankind to accumulate 
the huge piles of weapons. There is no other way, nor can there be 
any, claims the U.S. Administration.

Why all this is being done is understood in the Soviet Union. 
Deceiving peoples, diverting them from immediate measures for the 
reduction of nuclear arsenals are the aims of these manipulations. 
Washington transforms, turns upside-down, the objective need for a 
total elimination of nuclear weapons in order to gain an opportimity 
for an uncontrolled buildup of nuclear armaments. The United States 
is implementing this in practice. It is developing first-strike weapons; 
five new types of strategic delivery vehicles—two types of land-based 
intercontinental ballistic missiles (ICBM), a submarine-launched ballis
tic missile (SLBM), two types of heavy bombers—and is also deploy
ing long-range cruise missiles of various basing modes and other 
systems of nuclear armaments.

® Brackets here and following are in the source document.
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If the propaganda is cast aside and the essence of the U.S. ^̂ star 
wars" program is revealed, it pursues the treacherous aim of giving the 
United States the potential to make a first nuclear strike at the Soviet 
Union with impimity and deprive it, by creating a national anti
missile defence, of the opportunity to make a retaliatory strike.

The Soviet Union suggested to the U.S. Administration a ban on the 
development of the two sides" space strike weapons. We are against 
the spread of the arms race into outer space. If that happens, mankind 
may find itself facing an unpredictable situation. The risk of war will 
grow many times. In order to prevent this, the USSR proposes re
nouncing, once and for all, the development and deployment of space 
strike armaments.

That is why an accord banning the development of space strike 
weapons is a key, fundamental question. If no ban exists, an un
checked arms race will start, both of strategic offensive and space 
weapons. Such is the objective reality. There should be no misimder- 
standing on this point. TTie Soviet Union is far from naive and cannot 
coxmt only on peaceful assurances by U.S. leaders, which serve as a 
cover for developing strike weapons in space. If that is continued, 
nothing will remain for us, but to adopt countermeasures in the field 
of both offensive and other, not excluding defensive, armaments, 
including those based in space.

The White House wants to present the Soviet Union with a fait 
accompli of the deployment of space strike systems which are aimed at 
it. But Washington imderestimates the potentialities of the Soviet 
Union.

There will be no U.S. monopoly in outer space. General Secretary of 
the CPSU Central Committee Mikhail Gorbachev has declared this 
with all clarity.

In order to justify the militarization of outer space, Washington 
alleges that U.S. work on the so-called "Strategic Defense Initiative" 
(SDI), in fact a "star wars" program, is "something quite legitimate" 
and even almost allowed by the 1972 Soviet-American Treaty limiting 
antiballistic missile defenses.** A "new interpretation" of the Treaty 
has been offered, according to which, it allows, purportedly, the de
velopment [razrabatyvef\, testing, and creation [sozdavaf\ of anti-missile 
weapon systems on the basis of "other physical principles," that is 
laser, particle-beam, and other types of weaponry, both land- and 
space-based.

Thus, the presidential assistant for national security affairs R. 
McFarlane, when appearing on an NBC television program on October 
6, distorted the essence of the ABM Treaty.® Trying to substantiate 
the 'lawfulness of experiments" within the framework of the ill- 
famed "Strategic Defense Initiative," he contended that "the Treaty 
sanctions tests of any ABM system as long as they are based on other

* For the text of the Treaty, see Documents on Disarmament 1972, pp. 197-201.
® Document 196.

Document 203



AKHROMEYEV ARTICLE, OCTOBER 19 721

principles of physics/' The ABM Treaty is also falsified by the ''new 
confidential study" prepared by the Pentagon and concerning limita
tions envisaged by the Treaty. It is contended in the study that 
provisions of the Treaty supposedly can be applied only to radars and 
anti-missiles, but not to the development [razrahotka] and testing of 
"exotic" ABM systems (lasers, beam weapons).

Such "interpretations" of the ABM Trea^, to put it mildly, are 
deliberate deceit. They contradict reality. Article 5 of the Treaty abso
lutely unambiguously bans the development, testing, and deployment 
of ABM systems or components of space or mobile groimd basing and, 
moreover, regardless of whether these systems are based on existing or 
"future" technologies.

In accordance with the agreed-upon Statement "D" ["E"] appended 
to the Treaty, to which the administration now refers so often, the 
conduct of research, development, and testing of ABM systems or 
their components, based on other physical principles, is allowed in 
areas that are strictly limited by the Treaty, clearly defined by it and 
use only fixed groimd ABM systems (as they are defined in Article 3 
of the treaty). Moreover, if either side wants to deploy its new sys
tems in these limited areas, it caimot do so without preliminary con
sultations with the other side and without introducing the appropriate 
agreed-upon amendments in the Treaty.

Only such and no other interpretation of the key provisions of the 
ABM Treaty, that was initiated by the United States itself, was 
worked out and adopted by the two sides in the course of talks on 
this Treaty. The present aim of the U.S. Administration is clear: To 
prepare a "legal base" for carrying out all stages of practical work 
within the framework of the SDI program, that is the development 
[razrabotka], testing, and deployment [razveriyvaniye] of space strike sys
tems.

The ABM Treaty is becoming an obstacle to the Uiuted States in the 
fulfillment of "star wars" plans. In striving to clear the road for the 
militarization of outer space, the head of the Pentagon Caspar Wein
berger, when speaking at the National Press Qub in Washington, 
threw aside the subterfuges of McFarlane and others and bluntly 
stated, "We should study the possibility of really breaking with the 
ABM Treaty." Such is the actual position of the United States.

The Soviet Union is of a diametrically opposite opinion. The open- 
ended ABM Treaty is fimdamentally important for the entire process 
of nuclear arms limitation; even more, it is the basis on which strategic 
stability and international security rest. We are convinced that every
body, including the United States, will stand to lose from a violation 
of thiis Treaty. '

The USSR is strictly observing all commitments under the Treaty 
and is not doing anything that would contradict its provisions.

The Soviet stand on space strike arms was cleaily formulated by 
Mikhail Gorbachev. It is necessary, he stated in the interview for Time 
magazine, for a ban to embrace every phase of the inception of this
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new class of arms.® This, however, does not deny the right and 
possibility of conducting basic research in outer space. But, it is one 
thing to conduct research and studies in laboratory conditions and 
quite another when models and prototypes are created and samples of 
space arms are tested. This is always followed by the deployment 
[razvertyvaniye] of arms. It is precisely such a line, backing it up accord
ingly with propaganda, that the U.S. Administration is pvirsuing as 
regards the ''star wars" program. The USSR views as impermissible 
any out-of-laboratory work connected with the development and test
ing of models, pilot samples, separate assemblies, and components. 
Everything that is being done for the subsequent design and produc
tion of space strike systems should be banned.

The Soviet Union's approach is substantiated and realistic also from 
the point of view that out-of-laboratory work can be verified by 
national technical means. If this process is cut short at the initial stage 
of research, the possibility of developing [razrabotka] space strike arms 
will vanish.

The United States representatives pile up false arguments and dis
tort the Soviet proposal on a very radical cut, by 50 percent, of the 
nuclear arms of the USSR and the United States capable of reaching 
each other's territory.

Flowing from Washington is a large stream of contentions that the 
Soviet proposal puts the United States in an imequal position because 
it will have to reduce not only the strategic "triad," but also its 
forward-based systems in Europe and Asia and medium-range missiles 
that are being deployed in Western Europe. As for the Soviet Union, it 
is contended, accoimt is only taken of strategic nuclear arms while the 
SS-20 missiles, deployed in the European zone and creating a threat to 
the West European allies of the United States, are supposedly ignored 
(taken out of the bracket of reductions).

The United States uses such arguments as a means of avoiding the 
main issue—the genuine fact that apart from the strategic nuclear 
force, the Soviet Union does not have other nuclear systems capable of 
reaching the territory of the United States. However, the territory of 
the Soviet Union is under a dual threat from the U.S. strategic offen
sive force and U.S. mediimi-range missiles and forward-based systems 
deployed aroimd the Soviet Union. We have never held an uncon
cerned attitude toward this dual threat, nor will we do so.

As for the Soviet SS-20 missiles in the Eiuopean zone, our proposal 
is long known: The USSR is prepared to reduce them and leave no 
more than the number of corresponding missiles in the possession of 
Britain and France (coimting by warheads). If the United States with
draws its mediimi-range missiles from Europe, the Soviet Union will 
immediately carry out such a reduction.

On the event of an accord in Europe, the USSR does not intend to 
deploy additional SS-20 missiles in the east of the coimtry on the

® Document 159.

Document 203



AKHROMEYEV ARTICLE, OCTOBER 19 723

understanding that there will be no substantial changes in the strategic 
situation there and no additional U.S. nuclear systems capable of 
reaching the territory of the Soviet Union will be deployed.

Further, the U.S. Administration is trying to present matters as 
though, according to our proposal, the U.S. side, imlike the Soviet 
side, will have to reduce its '̂triad" by more than 50 percent because, 
in view of its '̂ allies commitments," the United States, supposedly, 
carmot renounce its medium-range missiles and forward-based sys
tems.

But the USSR also has allies and corresponding obligations have 
also been signed between them and the Soviet Union that are being 
strictly observed. Why, after all, should the United States leave intact 
its medium-range missiles and forward-based systems that threaten 
the USSR and its allies? The United States wants to entrench itself 
with its first-strike systems near the borders of the Warsaw Pact states 
and thereby secure for itself strategic superiority. This is the crux of 
the matter.

A version is spreading within U.S. ruling circles, according to which 
the USSR, after the reduction, will preserve its "most dangerous" and 
"destabilizing" strategic armaments—^land-based ICBM's. The U.S. 
Administration has a rule of its own: The systems which are most 
developed in the USSR and which make up the backbone of its 
military might are designated as "destabilizing", while those which 
make up the strength of the United States, for instance, SLBM's, and 
heavy bombers, each with 20-28 long-range cruise missiles on board 
are systems of "stability and security". The Soviet Union does not 
agree with this.

Strategic offensive weapons are now approaching one another in 
their destructive capabilities. There is no difference as far as combat 
effectiveness is concerned, between the Soviet ICBM's and the Ameri
can Trident SLBM's. That is why strategic armaments should be re
garded and assessed in their entirety, as a single whole. This has 
always been the basic principle of negotiations. The new Soviet pro
posal proceeds from this as well. It stipulates that none of the ele
ments of the strategic triad of each side—either Soviet ICBM's or 
American SLBM's—accoimt for more than 60 percent of the sum total 
of warheads (6,000 imits) remaining after the reduction. This means 
that, imder implementation of our proposal, the reduction would 
apply to each of the elements of the triad, including the Soviet 
ICBM's.

In a bid to justify the escalation of war preparations and the Wash- 
ington-instigated arms race, U.S. leaders are seeking to convince the 
public that no rough military strategic balance currently exists be
tween the USSR and the United States; that the United States is 
allegedly "lagging behind" the USSR in strategic offensive armaments. 
Lately, they have been asserting that the USSR also allegedly leaped 
forward in the field of developing [sozdaniye] an anti-missile defense of 
the country's territory. The anti-Soviet propaganda about "Soviet mili
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tary superiority'' is continuing. The arguments are not new. Every 
thesis they contain is false.

The truth is that a rough balance in strategic armaments does exist 
between the USSR and the United States. This was verified diuing the 
seven years of work on the SALT II Treaty and was officially en
dorsed by Leonid Brezhnev and Jimmy Carter in 1979 during the 
signing of the Treaty.At the present time, the nimiber of strategic 
delivery vehicles on both sides has not changed in comparison with 
1979. The USSR has somewhat more of them than the United States 
(2,504:2,210), but the United States still has a greater quantity of 
warheads on them. But, on the whole, there is a rough equality. This 
is confirmed by the Joint Chiefs of Staff of the U.S. Aimed Forces.

Its report to Congress (1984) notes: ''In the present period, there 
exists an approximate nuclear parity between the United States and 
the Soviet Union."

The approximate balance will still be preserved after 50 percent 
reductions in the corresponding nuclear armaments, though of coiu'se, 
at a substantially lower level. Although the number of delivery vehi
cles possessed by the United States will be somewhat greater than 
those of the USSR (1,680 and 1,250 respectively), the sides will be left 
with an identical quantity of warheads—6,000 uiuts each, which will 
ensure approximate strategic equilibriiun.

The statements by Washington officials about the USSR's purported 
three-time super superiority in ICBMs (warheads and their destruct 
capabilities) are one-sided.

As a matter of fact, the United States has roughly the same superi
ority in warheads on its SLBMs.

TTie United States' desire to "rectify" the nuclear armaments balance 
is aimed, in fact, at altering the rou^ equality in strategic systems in 
favour of the United States. It is very indicative that they want to 
"rectify" the nuclear balance. Accord^g to the Pentagon, a nuclear 
balance between the United States and the Soviet Union existed 
twenty years ago when the United States had in service more than
1,000 ICBMs, 656 SLBMs, more than 600 heavy bombers, and a 
considerable nimiber of forward-based nuclear weapon delivery vehi
cles close to Soviet territory, while the USSR had only 600 strategic 
delivery vehicles.

In the opinion of the U.S. side, the "imbalance" appeared when the 
USSR acquired an equivalent capability of replying to a strike against 
its territory with a strike at the potential aggressor's territory. We got 
this capability mostly with the development [razvitiye] of Soviet inter
continental ballistic missiles. That is why the United States views our 
ICBM's as the "main source of the problem".

But we do not think the ability to respond equally with a blow to a 
blow against our territory is an imbalance. On the contrary, this is the 
foimdation of supporting equilibrium in nuclear forces, an important

 ̂The SALT II Treaty is printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1979, pp. 189 ff.
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factor of maintaining peace and stability. Rough equality is also the 
necessary basis for the process of nuclear arms limitation. We know 
that in the United States some people are still dreaming about return
ing to the state when the invulnerable '̂ fortress North America" could 
threaten any state with nuclear annihilation. There is no returning to 
the past. Neither will there be any imilateral disarmament of the 
USSR.

It is not difficult to imderstand what is concealed behind the inven
tions of the Pentagon and the United States Department of State that 
the Soviet Union supposedly has all but created an ABM system for 
the defense of the territory of the coimtry: This is deception of the 
public. The Soviet Union is not engaged in the development [razra- 
botka] and, consequently, testing of any models of space arms whatso
ever; we do not have programs for creating space strike systems nor 
plans of "star wars" analogous to the U.S. ones. The USSR is strictly 
fulfilling the indefinite ABM Treaty of 1972. We suggest that the 
United States should also join us in this and give up plans of militariz
ing outer space before it is too late. There are no strike arms in outer 
space now, and there should be none.

With an eye to the forthcoming Soviet-American simimit, the ques
tion is being asked throughout the world: What are the Soviet Union 
and the United States taking to that meeting? The USSR is seriously 
and thoroughly preparing for it. Having made the proposals on space 
and nuclear arms it actually covered its half of the road. Moreover, the 
Soviet Union proceeds from the broad interests of European and inter
national security. It is not seeking any military advantages whatsoever 
for itself and is pressing only for one thing— ĵust and honest agree
ments. Its proposals are a good basis for the talks in Geneva. The 
USSR is going to the simunit with a firm desire to reach agreement on 
joint measures to eliminate the threat of nuclear war and strengthen 
security and stability.

What about the other side? There are no signs yet of businesslike 
and constructive preparations for the meeting on its part. On the 
contrary, the Soviet position is being distorted, real facts are being 
presented wrongly and attempts are being made to spread doubts in 
the world about the sincerity of the Soviet Union's intentions. At the 
same time, the United States has not made a single positive step, has 
not made a single constructive proposal. All this intensifies the grow
ing concern of the peaceloving public.

The truth is that there can be no more marking time. Stressing the 
dangerous processes threatening the very existence of mankind, the 
General Secretary of the CPSU Central Committee Comrade M.S. 
Gorbachev said: "As a result, international developments have ap
proached a line which cannot be overcome without making decisions 
of the highest level of responsibility in order to limit the arms race 
and halt the slide toward war". The time has come to adopt these 
decisions. And the world is awaiting these decisions.
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204. Chinese P roposals Subm itted to  the  First Comm ittee 
o f th e  U.N. G eneral A ssem bly: M easures To Prom ote 
D isarm am ent and  Reduce th e  D anger of W ar, O ctober
21, 1985 1

In the world today, the nuclear arms race is continuing both quanti
tatively and qualitatively, conventional armaments are still heavily 
concentrated in certain parts of the world, the arms race is even 
imdergoing a change in quality as a result of the development of space 
weapons and there are still cases of the use of chemical weapons. In 
view of the grave threat to world peace and ardent desire of all 
peoples for the cessation of the arms race and for disarmament, the 
Chinese Delegation has put forward the following four-point proposal:

1. In order to reduce the danger of a nuclear war and create favoura
ble conditions for its complete elimination, all nuclear-weapon States, 
particularly the two Powers with the largest nuclear arsenals, should 
imdertake not to be the first to use nuclear weapons in any circum
stances and should xmconditionally pledge not to use or threaten to 
use nuclear weapons against non-nuclear States or nuclear-weapon- 
free zones. On such a basis, an international convention prohibiting 
the use of nuclear weapons should be concluded with the participation 
of all nuclear-weapon States.

2. In order to diminish the risk of conventional wars and avert the 
possible escalation of a conventional war into a nuclear war in areas 
with a high concentration of nuclear and conventional weapons, the 
two military blocs, the North Atlantic Treaty Organization and the 
Warsaw Treaty Organization, should reach agreement as early as pos
sible on the drastic reduction of their conventional armaments.

3. Outer space belongs to all mankind and ought to be used solely 
for peaceful purposes for the benefit of all. The United States and the 
Soviet Union should immediately stop the arms race in outer space in 
all its forms. All the coimtries with space capability should refrain 
from developing, testing or deploying outer space weaponry. An inter
national agreement on the complete prohibition and thorough destruc
tion of outer space weaponry should be concluded as soon as possible.

4. In view of the fact that the race in the development of chemical 
weapons has not been checked, the Conference on Disarmament is 
called upon to complete negotiations at an early date and conclude a 
convention on the complete prohibition and thorough destruction of 
chemical weapons. Pending this, all the countries capable of manufac
turing and producing chemical weapons should refrain from testing, 
producing, transferring and deplo3ong chemical weapons and pledge 
not to use such weapons.

These four points are all reasonable measures for resolving pressing 
disarmament issues of our time. It is hoped that they will be consid
ered by the First Committee of the General Assembly at its fortieth

1 A /C.l/40/6, Annex.

Document 204



WEINBERGER ADDRESS, OCTOBER 22 727

session in the interest of promoting disarmament and reducing the 
danger of war.

205. A ddress by  S ecretary  of D efense W einberger: Ethics 
an d  Arms Control [Extract], O ctober 22, 1985 ^

•  e e e •  •  e

I often hear that arms control is a more ethically justifiable course 
of action than attempting to strengthen deterrence through defensive 
weapons. But how can arms control, in itself, be either good or bad— 
for it is obviously the consequences of arms control that we're worried 
about, not simply the process of negotiations. And recent history 
shows that arms control has hardly been a raving success.

SALT I, for instance, did little more than provide a fleeting record of 
the existing balance of forces, which rapidly began to shift. ̂  The 
Soviets continued to modernize their nuclear arsenal, adding so many 
weapons of such accuracy and throw-weight that they threatened our 
retaliatory force. Since 1971, they have deployed at least four new 
types of ICBMs, nine improved versions of their existing ICBM and 
SLBM force, and we will soon see their new intercontinental 
bomber—the Blackjack.

Furthermore, today I can officially confirm that one of their new 
ICBMs, the mobile SS-25, is now being deployed and is an unques
tionable violation of Soviet assurances given to us imder the SALT II 
accord. This single warhead missile measures just under 20 meters in 
length and has a range of 10,500 kilometers. The SS-25 is road-mobile 
and can be housed in laimcher garages equipped with sliding roofs. 
This makes it an extremely versatile weapon. The SS-25 violates the 
SALT II agreement that permits development of only one new type of 
ICBM.® Their first new type developed, the SS-X-24, is now being 
tested.

This isn't, sadly, the only case of a Soviet violation of arms control 
agreements. A particularly troublesome violation is taking place with 
their construction of a missile detection and tracking radar at Kras
noyarsk. This is a blatant violation of the 1972 ABM Treaty, which 
limits such radars to the periphery of the nation, pointing outward to 
operate only as early warning radar.

 ̂Department of Defense release no. 623-85. The speech was made at the Ethics and 
Public Policy Center Conference on Ethics, Arms Control, and the Strategic Defense 
Initiative, Capitol Hilton Hotel, Washington, D.C.

2 The SALT I agreements comprise the so-called ABM Treaty, the Interim Agreement 
on Strategic Offensive Arms and its Protocol, and Agreed Interpretations. For the texts 
of these agreements, see Documenk on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 197-207. A further Protocol 
to the ABM Treaty may be found ibid., 1974, pp. 229-231.

® For the SALT II agreement, see ibid., 1979, pp. 189-222.
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The Krasnoyarsk radar, however, is located 750 kilometers from the 
nearest Soviet border and looks across 4,000 kilometers of Russian 
territory. This radar closes an important gap in their defense radar 
coverage.

Now there has been a lot of controversy over our interpretation of 
this violation and many people in the West have attempted to explain 
it away. The technical information we have convinces us that this 
radar is a violation. But even if there were some doubt about this, 
what does it say about the Soviet Union that they have so little regard 
for the ABM Treaty that they would not even consult us before they 
began to build this radar? Even if their motives were pure, why did 
they not avail themselves of this Treaty and explain the intention of 
this radar? Instead they have pressed ahead with construction.

Even more damaging about the history of '̂arms control" is that it 
has not brought about any reductions in arms. Given the recent history 
of arms control, it is, I ttdnk, difficult to argue that the only mor^ 
course of action open to the United States is more of the same. There 
is nothing moral about a situation in which the strength of the demo
cratic nations is slowly eroded. Again, it is the consequences of negoti
ations that must concern us. And that is exactly why President Reagan 
has insisted on real, equitable, and verifiable arms reductions in 
Geneva.

Also quite frankly, I am at a loss to xmderstand why it is moral to 
allow the Soviets to develop a defensive shield while we sit back and 
do nothing. And why is it immoral to research the possibility of 
creating options for a safer futtire, which may lessen the risk of war?

Indeed we do not think that there is any contradiction between 
serious arms reduction negotiations and vigorous research into strate
gic defense. In fact, the efforts are completely complementary.

Owe critics, however, don't appreciate why real arms reduction 
agreements with the Soviets are so difficult. The reason lies in exactly 
what I have been speaking about—the moral foundations of our two 
governments.

Let me give you one example, of many, to illustrate this point. The 
United States has openly conducted vigorous research into the poten
tial of strategic defense. We even briefed the Soviets in Geneva on our 
project, and we are attempting to engage them in serious discussions 
on the futxire relationship between offensive and defensive weapons. 
We stated, as clearly as we could, our desire to determine if we can 
move beyond deterrence through mutual vulnerability, to deterrence 
based on defense. We think this is an effective and moral way to 
ensure peace—and a better way than the mutual suicide pact we now 
live imder.

The Kremlin, however, has been anything but open and candid. 
Aroimd Moscow, the Soviets have the world's only operational ABM 
system, and they spend about ten times as much as we do on all forms 
of strategic defense. More than 10,000 of their scientists and engineers 
are involved in one aspect of strategic defense research—Glaser weap-
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ons. In some cases, they are well beyond the research stage. For 
example, they now have ground-based lasers that could be used to 
interfere with our satellites. By the late 1980s, the Soviets could have 
prototypes of lasers that could hit ballistic missiles.

Indeed, the Soviets are using what systems they already have for a 
potent defense capability. They now have nearly 12,000 surface-to-air 
missile launchers at over 1,200 sites and more than 1,200 interceptor 
aircraft dedicated to strategic defense—with an additional 2,800 inter
ceptor aircraft if required.

When faced with this evidence, the Soviets simply deny the exist
ence of their own strategic defense program despite our certain knowl
edge of its existence. Their primary concern is to insure that our SDI 
research is curtailed, so they constantly denounce us for generating a 
new roimd in the arms race, or attempting to acquire a first-strike 
capability, or attempting to ^̂ militarize space.'' These cynical assaults 
against SDI should not surprise us. The Soviets are simply implement
ing Marx's doctrine that "criticism is . . .  a weapon. Its object is an 
en^my it wants not to refute but to destroy. . . ."

If our critics would take a long and sober look at the reality behind 
Soviet sophistry, they would soon understand why arms reductions 
are so difficult.

They would surely see that the Soviet Union and the United States 
have fundamentally opposing views on the nature and goals of poli
tics. While we attempt to secure individual rights and encourage the 
widest possible diversity, the Soviets attempt to impose, within the 
limits of their power, the greatest conformity to their own doctrines. 
This desire for obedience to their dictates, of course, permeates their 
foreign policy. Consequently, they will never feel they have accom
plished Marx's and Lenin's orders until they have neutralized the 
world's free nations.

The point is that relations between our coimtries, at best, will 
always be difficult. But unlike the liberal perfectionists of whom 
Niebuhr spoke, we do not expect any kind of complete resolution of 
our differences. We, therefore, have realistic notions of what can be 
accomplished in Geneva, and at a meeting between the heads of state.

Let me conclude by suggesting that there is today a considerable 
amount of moral and political confusion about our strategic defense 
program in particular, and U.S.-Soviet relations in general.

Edmund Burke said that "the people never give up their liberties 
but under some delusion." We now see one of the most ugly conse
quences of the delusion that there exists no essential moral distinction 
between democracy and commimism—the idea that there is no ethical 
foimdation for the defense of free government.

Free people do not always choose wisely, but we believe there exists 
no better guide to prudent politics than the open clash of opinions.

The result of that free clash of ideas is obvious to all—especially our 
adversaries. We have created the freest, most prosperous and strongest
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nation in the history of the world. We have a moral obligation to 
defend it—and we will.

206. S tafem ent by  th e  Special A dviser to  th e  President 
and  S ecretary  of S ta te  on Arms Control M atters 
(N itze) Before a  Subcomm ittee o f th e  House Commit
te e  on Foreign A ffairs: The Antiballistic Missile Treaty 
and  th e  Strategic D efense Initiative, O ctober 22, 
1985 1

When the President initiated the SDI [Strategic Defense Initiative] 
research program, he ordered that it be conducted in full compliance 
with our legal treaty obligations; he directed, from its inception, that 
the SDI program be planned accordingly; there is no intention to 
deviate from that commitment.

The SDI is a research program. It is investigating the feasibility of 
new defensive technologies, both earth- and space-based— n̂o more, 
no less. The fimdamental purpose of the SDI program is to determine 
whether and, if so, how it can contribute to the realization of a 
situation in which nations can live secure in the knowledge that their 
security increasingly rests on the ability to defend against potential 
attacks, thus to deter by denial rather than merely by the threat of 
mutually devastating nuclear retaliation.

More than 13 years have elapsed since the ABM [Anti-Ballistic 
Missile] Treaty was negotiated. ̂  A number of mutually inconsistent 
statements as to its proper interpretation have been made over this 
time period. In view of the importance of the current issue, a review 
of the basic facts was mandatory. Not only the Defense Department 
lawyers but also Judge Sofaer, Legal Adviser of the State Department, 
and his staff have recently conducted such a review on the ABM 
Treaty, its agreed statements, and associated negotiating record in full 
detail.^

The reexamination of the Treaty's text, the agreed statements and 
common understandings accompanying it, the negotiating record, and 
official statements made since 1972 shows that they have been var
iously interpreted as to what kinds of development and testing, as 
well as what kinds of research, are permitted, particularly with respect 
to futxire systems and components based on what are called in the 
treaty '̂other physical principles.''

Because of the great potential contribution that deployment of sys
tems flowing from SDI could make to our security, because of appar-

 ̂Department of State, Current Policy No. 755. The statement was made before the 
Subcommittee on Arms Control, International Security and Science.

2 Brackets are in source document. For the text of the Treaty, see Documenk on 
Disarmament 1972, pp. 197-201.

 ̂Infra.
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ent Soviet treaty interpretations different from ours, and because of 
our interest in a rigorous implementation of the ABM Treaty by both 
sides, we have devoted much attention to the question of how to 
interpret the Treaty. It is our view, based on our recent analysis of the 
Treaty text and all of the accompanying records, that a broader inter
pretation of our authority than that which we have applied to restrict 
our SDI research program is fully justified. This is, however, a moot 
point. Our SDI research program has been structured and, for solid 
reasons, will continue to be conducted in accordance with a restrictive 
interpretation of the Treaty's obligations. We believe that the SDI 
program can adequately answer those pertinent questions regarding 
new defensive technologies originally posed by the President while 
strictly adhering to this more restrictive interpretation.

There can be no double standard as to the way we interpret our 
treaty obligations vis-a-vis the interpretation the Soviets apply to 
those same treaty obligations. To do otherwise would outline a formu
la for potential disaster to our national security interests. In sharp 
contrast to Soviet behavior, our conservative and principled restraint 
with respect to our own SDI program demonstrates, by our deeds, our 
sincerity toward commitments—commitments to our Congress, to our 
allies, and to our respective publics.

207. S ta tem ent by  th e  D epartm ent of S ta te  Legal A dviser 
(S ofaer) Before a  Subcom m ittee of th e  House Com
m ittee on Foreign A ffairs: The Anti-Ballistic Missile 
Treaty an d  th e  S trategic D efense Initiative, O ctober
22, 1985 ^

This is my first appearance before your committee. I am honored by 
your invitation to discuss the meaning of the Anti-Ballistic Missile 
Treaty with respect to so-called futtire ABM systems or components, 
including some contemplated as part of the Strategic Defense Initia
tive. ̂

The ABM Treaty is an important element of our strategic arms 
control structure. When the President first announced the SDI pro
gram in March 1983, he made clear that it would be conducted 
^'consistent with our obligations [under]  ̂ the ABM Treaty."  ̂ This 
commitment has been maintained. The United States has scrupulously 
complied with the treaty, notwithstanding such clear Soviet violations 
of it as the Krasnoyarsk radar station.

 ̂Department of State, Current Policy No. 755. The statement was made before the 
Subcommittee on Arms Control, International Security and Science.

2 For the texts of the ABM Treaty, agreed inteipretations, and Protocol, see Documents 
on Disarmament 1972, pp. 197-201 and 205-206, and ibid., 1974, pp. 229-231.

® TTiese and following brackets are in source text.
* Documents on Disarmament, 1983, p. 200.
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Broad vs. Restrictive Interpretation

Soviet violations of the ABM Treaty, the implementation of our SDI 
program, and the ongoing arms negotiations at Geneva recently caused 
various agencies to consider more thoroughly than ever before the 
appropriate interpretation of the ABM Treaty as it relates to future or 
''exotic" systems. By that, I mean defensive systems that serve the 
same functions as ABM systems and components but that use devices 
based on technology not understood in 1972 when the Treaty was 
negotiated and that are capable of substituting for ABM interceptor 
missiles, laimchers, and radars. This examination has led to the con
clusion that a reading of the ABM Treaty that would allow the 
development and testing of such systems based on physical principles 
other than those imderstood in 1972 is wholly justified.

At the same time, however, I want to emphasize a critical point 
made by Secretary Shultz in his speech to the North Atlantic Assem
bly last week: ''[0]ur SDI research program has been structured and, 
as the President has reaffirmed [on October 11], will continue to be 
conducted in accordance with a restrictive interpretation of the treaty's 
obligations." Secretary Shultz assured our NATO allies of "[o]ur com
mitment to pursue the program as ciurently structured, which is con
sistent with a restrictive interpretation of our obligations under the 
ABM Treaty." ® Accordingly, he described the debate over the two 
interpretations as "moot." The issue may have practical significance 
only when the SDI program has reached the point at which questions 
regarding the feasibility of strategic defense have been answered and 
engineering development, with a view to deployment, becomes a real 
option.

I was well aware when I began my work on this issue that several 
officials associated with the SALT I [Strategic Arms Limitation Talks] 
negotiations and others still in the government had advanced the view 
that the ABM Treaty is imambiguous in its treatment of such future 
systems. They argued that article V of the Treaty forbids develop
ment, testing, or deployment of any future ABM systems and compo
nents other than those that are fixed land-based. They read Agreed 
Statement D as relevant only to fixed land-based systems and compo
nents, arguing that it permits "creation" of such systems and compo
nents when they are based on "other physical principles" but condi
tions their deployment on agreement between the parties on specific 
limitations. Other persons were contending, however, that this "re
strictive" view of the ABM Treaty is based on imilateral assertions by 
U.S. negotiators; that the treaty is ambiguous; and that the negotiating 
record supports a broader view of our freedom to develop, test, and 
deploy future systems.

My study of the Treaty led me to conclude that its language is 
ambiguous and can more reasonably be read to support a broader

® Document 199.
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interpretation. An examination of the three provisions primarily at 
issue will demonstrate why this is so.

• Article Ilfl) deifines an ''ABM system" as "a system to coimter 
strategic oallistic missiles or their elements in flight trajectory, 
currently consisting of" ABM interceptor missiles, ABM launch
ers, and ABM radars.

• Article V(l^ provides that the parties agree ''not to develop, test, 
or deploy ABM systems or components which are sea-based, air- 
based, space-based, or mobile land-based."

• Agreed Statement D, a side agreement that accompanies the 
treaty, provides as follows:

In order to insure fulfillment of the obligation not to deploy 
ABM systems and their components except as provided in Article 
III of the Treaty, the Parties agree that in the event ABM systems 
based on other physical principles and including components ca
pable of substituting for ABM interceptor missiles, ABM launch
ers, or ABM radars are created in the future, specific limitations 
on such systems and their components would be subject to dis
cussion in accordance with Article XIII and agreement in accord
ance with Article XTV of the Treaty.

The restrictive interpretation rests on the premise that article V(l) is 
clear on its face: it says no development, testing, or deployment of 
"ABM systems or components" other than those that are fixed land- 
based. But this language does not settle the issue of the article's 
applicability to future systems and components. That issue depends on 
the meaning of the term "ABM systems or components": is that 
phrase limited to systems and components based on then-ciuxent 
technology, or does it also include those based on future technology?

In attempting to answer this question, one must turn to the defini
tion of "ABM system" in article 11(1). Proponents of the restrictive 
view contend that this definition is functional: anything ever con
ceived that could serve the fimction of coimtering strategic missiles in 
flight falls within the definition. These persons argue that the three 
components identified in that paragraph—^missiles, laimchers, and 
radars—are merely listed as the elements that an ABM system is 
"currently consisting of" and that all futiu'e components of a system 
that satisfies the fimctional definition are also covered by article 11(1). 
Only when armed with these meanings can proponents rely on article 
V(l) as a ban on development, testing, and deployment of all non
fixed, land-based systems or components, whether current or future.

Shortcomings of the Restrictive Interpretation

This reading of the Treaty is plausible, but it is not the only 
reasonable reading; on the contrary, it has serious shortcomings. The 
premise that article 11(1) defines "ABM system" in a functional 
manner, meant to include all future systems and components, is diffi
cult to sustain. The provision can more reasonably be read to mean
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that the systems contemplated by the treaty are those that serve the 
functions described and that currently consist of the listed components. 
The Treaty's other provisions consistently use the phrases '̂ ABM 
system" and ''components" in contexts that reflect that the parties 
were referring to systems and components based on known technolo
gy*

Article 11(2), for example, further describes the "ABM system com
ponents listed in paragraph 1 of this Article," to include those that are 
operational, being tested, imder construction, etc.—thereby indicating 
that the definition in article 11(1) was not merely illustrative but was 
intended to describe the actual components covered by the Treaty. To 
take another example, article V(2) sets limits on the types of 'launch
ers" that may be developed, tested, or deployed—thus reflecting, in 
the same article as the alleged prohibition on future mobile systems 
and components, an exclusive concern for one of the current compo
nents listed in article U(l).

Systems and components based on futiu*e technology are not dis
cussed anywhere in the Treaty other than in Agreed Statement D. In 
that provision, the parties felt a need to qualify the term—systems and 
components created in the future— ŵith the phrase "based on other 
physical principles." If "ABM system" and "components" actually 
meant all systems or devices that could serve ABM functions, whether 
based on present or future technology, the parties would not have 
needed to qualify these terms in Agreed Statement D. That this quali
fication was added suggests that the definitions of "ABM system" and 
"component" in article 11(1) extended only to those based on presently 
utilized physical principles and not on "other" ones.

The existence of Agreed Statement D poses a fimdamental problem 
for the restrictive view. Nothing in that statement suggests that it 
applies only to futiire systems that are fixed land-based; on the con
trary, it addresses all ABM systems and components that are "based 
on other physical principles." Moreover, the restrictive interpretation 
would render this provision superfluous. If article 11(1) extended to all 
ABM systems and components, based on present as well as on future 
technology, then article III implicitly would have banned all future 
fixed land-based systems and components. Such an interpretation, by 
rendering a portion of a Treaty superfluous, violates accepted canons of 
construction.

The serious difficulties of construction created by the restrictive 
reading are avoided if one reads articles 11(1) and V(l) as referring only 
to ABM systems and components based on currently utilized physical 
principles. Read in this manner, the Treaty establishes a coherent, 
noru’edundant scheme that prohibits:

• The deployment of all fixed land-based systems and components 
derived from current technological principles, except as specifical
ly permitted (article III);

Document 207



SOFAER STATEMENT, OCTOBER 22 735

• The development, testing, and deployment of all mobile systems 
and components derived from current technological principles (ar
ticle V(l)); and

• The deployment of all forms of systems and components derived 
from '̂other'̂  physical principles until after agreement on specific 
limitations (Agreed Statement D).

Other reasonable constructions of the Treaty have been advanced, 
but I think that the argimients that I have presented serve to demon
strate the ambiguities present in the text of the ABM Treaty.

Historical Support for a Broader Interpretation

Under international law, as imder U.S. domestic law, once an agree
ment has been found ambiguous, one must seek guidance in the 
circumstances surrounding the drafting of the agreement. Thus, in the 
present situation, once we concluded that the Treaty is ambiguous, we 
tiuned to the negotiating record to see which of the possible construc
tions most accurately reflects the parties' intentions.

Examining the negotiating record for the ABM Treaty presented 
some real, albeit mundane, difficulties. No single agency has system
atically collected and preserved the entire record in a readily usable 
form. My staff and 1, therefore, obtained from various sources every
thing that we could find that might be relevant to the issue of future 
systems and components. Because we are still in the process of collect
ing material, I cannot tell you with certainty that I know every single 
step in the negotiating process. But we are far enough along that I can 
say with confidence that a much stronger case exists in the record for 
the broader interpretation of the Treaty than for the restrictive inter
pretation.

The entire negotiating record is classified, and 1, therefore, cannot 
reveal any detail in open session. If, after this public session, the 
committee chooses to go into executive session, I will be free to 
explain much more. I can tell you in general, however, that I personal
ly reviewed all of the significant statements and drafts in the available 
negotiating history regarding future systems. I reached the firm con
clusion that, although the U.S. delegates initially sought to ban devel
opment and testing of nonland-based systems or components based on 
future technology, the Soviets refused to go along, and no such agree
ment was reached. The Soviets stubbornly resisted U.S. attempts to 
adopt in the body of the Treaty any limits on such systems or 
components based on future technology; their argiunents rested on a 
professed unwillingness to deal with unknown devices or technology. 
The farthest the Soviets were willing to go with respect to such future 
systems or components was to adopt a side agreement prohibiting 
only the deployment of such systems and components, once created, 
until the parties agreed on specific limitations. The parties did not 
agree to ban development and testing of such systems or components, 
whether on land or in space.
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The negotiating record also contains strong support for a reading of 
article 11(1) that restricts the definitions of '̂ABM system'' and ''com
ponents'' to those based on current physical principles. The Soviets 
specifically sought to prevent broad definitions of these terms, and our 
negotiators acceded to their wishes. Moreover, our negotiators ulti
mately convinced the Soviets to adopt Agreed Statement D by arguing 
that, without it, the treaty would leave the parties free to deploy 
systems or components based on other physical principles, such as 
lasers.

I am aware that some U.S. negotiators in the SALT I talks assert 
that they achieved a total ban on the development, testing, and de
ployment of all future mobile systems and components, including 
those based on other physical principles. The negotiating history con
tains suggestions as to why they reached their conclusions. But the 
record of the negotiations fails to demonstrate that they actually 
succeeded in achieving their objective. On the contrary, the record 
reflects that they failed to obtain the ban they sought and that we 
could never have enforced such a ban against the Soviets. Treaties, 
like other agreements, are enforceable only to the extent they create 
mutual rights and duties. In effect, because the Soviets succeeded in 
avoiding a broad, binding commitment regarding the development and 
testing of mobile systems and components based on future technology, 
we cannot properly be said to be bound by such a commitment.

Conclusion

I wish to close by reiterating a critical point. Notwithstanding our 
belief in the merits of the broader interpretation, the President has 
decided to pursue the SDl program as currently structured, which can 
be accommodated within the confines of the "restrictive" interpreta
tion—namely, research into, but not development or testing of, sys
tems or components based on future technology and capable of substi
tuting for ABM interceptors, launchers, or radars.

208. A nalysis Submitted by  the  D epartm ent o f S ta te  Legal 
A dviser (S o faer) to  a  Subcommittee o f the  House 
Comm ittee on Foreign Affairs: Public S tatem ents on 
th e  A pplicability of th e  Antiballistic Missile Treaty  to  
Future System s, O ctober 22, 1985 ^

SUMMARY

Proponents of a "restrictive" interpretation of the latitude granted 
by the ABM Treaty with respect to future systems have frequently

 ̂ABM  Treaty InterpretaHon Dispute: Hearing Before the Subcommittee on Arms Control, International 
Security and Science . . . , 99th Cong., 1st sess., pp. 200-212.
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asserted that this restrictive view is the '^aditional'^ U.S. position.* 
Ambassador Smith, for example, has described the restrictive view as 
the imvarying U.S. interpretation for the past 13 years.

A careful review of the record, however, demonstrates that the 
restrictive theory cannot accurately be labeled traditional. For example, 
in every one of its periodic compilation of arms control agreements, 
from 1975 to the most recent edition in 1982, ACDA offered the 
following description of the ABM Treaty:

Further, to decrease the pressures of technological change and its 
unsettling impact on the strategic balance, both sides agree to pro
hibit development, testing, or deployment of sea-based, air-based, 
or space-based ABM systems and their components, along with 
mobile land-based ABM systems. Should future technology bring 
forth new ABM systems "'based on other physical principles'' 
than those employed in current systems, it was agreed that limit
ing such systems would be discussed, in accordance with the trea
ty's provisions for consultation and amendment.

(ACDA", Arms Control and Disarmament Agreements 138 (1982 ed.); 
see also the 1975, 1977, and 1980 editions.)

This ACDA statement is in accord with a majority of USG explana
tions or interpretations of the Treaty given at or near the time of its 
signature and ratification. The early statements are consistent with the 
''broader" reading of the Treaiy: that systems based upon futiu’e 
technologies are dealt with exclusively in Agreed Statement D, which 
bans only their deployment.

Several later official statements support the restrictive interpretation. 
The overall record of post-negotiation statements, however, is mixed. 
Certainly, there has been no one uniform, imvarying interpretation of 
the Treaty.

When greater weight is accorded to earlier statements the record can 
fairly be read to support the so-called broader interpretation. Attach
ing greater weight to these earlier statements is justified by standard 
principles of interpretation. Those statements are more nearly contem
poraneous with the drafting, signature, and ratification of the Treaty 
than are later statements. Moreover, they were made in the context of 
a detailed description of the Treaty's content to both the Congress and 
the public and are thus more accurate and reliable indicators of its 
meaning.

ANALYSIS

Three distinct time periods are considered: (A) between signature 
and ratification; (B) during the ratification process; and (C) post
ratification.

* For the ABM Treaty, Agreed Interpretations, and Protocol, see Documenh on Disarma
ment 1972, pp. 197-201 and 205-206, and ibid., 1974, pp. 229-231.
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A, The Period Between Signature and Ratification

Of the USG statements made in the period between the ABM 
Treaty's signature and its ratification, we have foimd two that dealt 
with the Treaty's application to future systems.

On May 26, 1972, the day the Treaty was signed. Ambassador 
Smith and Dr. Kissinger (then National Security Advisor) held a news 
conference in Moscow to present the Treaty to the press. Kissinger 
undertook to provide ''a general background of the [ ] negotiations,'' 
recognizing that Smith was "in the best position to go through the 
details of the agreement." (66 DOS Bulletin 868 (1972)) In the course 
of this article-by-article review of the Treaty, Smith offered the fol
lowing analysis:

Now, Article II defines what we are talking about and has a very 
important bearing on the whole question of what we call future 
ABM systems. This Treaty has as a most significant aspect that it 
not only limits the present situation but has a choking-off effect 
on future systems which, under the terms of the Treaty as we 
have reached imderstandings, will not be deployable unless this 
treaty is amended.^

(66 DOS Bulletin 870 (1972) (emphasis added)) It is unlikely that 
Ambassador Smith, the negotiator of the Treaty, would have referred 
to only a ban on deployment if he had meant testing and development 
were banned as well. Moreover, Smith failed to refer to Article V as 
relevant to the choking-off of future systems.

The second preratification statement was made in a report by Secre
tary Rogers to the President on Jime 10, 1972. The report was part of 
the Secretary's formal submission of the Treaty to the President for 
transmission to the Senate for its advice and consent to ratification. 
This report is the most comprehensive official USG explanation of the 
ABM Treaty. It has a subsection explicitly dealing with future sys
tems. Subsection 3, "Future ABM Systems," of the part of the report 
entitled, "Limitations on ABM Systems" provides this analysis:

A potential problem dealt with by the Treaty is that which 
would be created if an ABM system were developed in the future 
which did not consist of interceptor missiles, laxmchers and radars. 
The Treaty would not permit the deployment of such a system or of 
components thereof capable of substituting for ABM interceptor 
missiles, launchers, or radars. . . .-

(67 DOS Bulletin 6 (1972) (emphasis added)) This description of the 
linUtations placed on future systems by the Treaty does not mention 
Article V. Instead, it quotes from Articles II and III and Agreed State
ment D. This strongly indicates that Article V was not thought to 
apply to future systems; rather, those systems were regulated by 
Agreed Statement D. The report expressly contemplates the "develop

3 Ibid., 1972, p. 211,
*  Md., pp. 272-273.
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ment'' of future systems; given the context, it is unlikely the term 
'̂developed'' was casually used. Moreover, the section immediately 

preceding the ^Tutiu’e ABM Systems" section, entitled "Development, 
Testing, and Other Limitations," expressly dealt with Article V, but 
did not mention future systems.

A The RaHficaHon Process

1 . Prepared Statements to Committees, Extensive Congressional hearings 
were held on the two SALT I agreements. In the course of these 
hearings, the two principal administration spokesmen on the ABM 
Treaty, Secretary Rogers and Ambassador Smith, made prepared state
ments touching upon the treatment of future systems.

Rogers made two such statements. In his testimony to the Senate 
Committee on Foreign Relations on Jtme 19, 1972, Rogers provided the 
following description of the Treaty's prohibitions:

The Treaty provides for other important qualitative limitations. 
The parties will imdertake not to develop, test, or deploy ABM 
systems or components which are sea-based, air-based, space- 
based, or mobile land-based. They have also agreed not to devel
op, test, or deploy ABM laimchers for laimching more than one 
ABM interceptor missile at a time from each launcher, nor to 
modify laimchers to provide them with such a capability; not to 
develop, test, or deploy automatic or semi-automatic or other 
similar systems for rapid reload of ABM laimchers; not to devel
op, test, or deploy ABM missiles with more than one independ
ently guided warhead.

Perhaps of even greater importance as a qualitative limitation is 
that the parties have agreed that future exotic types of ABM sys
tems, i.e., systems depending on such devices as lasers, may not 
be deployed, even in permitted areas.®

(67 DOS Bulletin 52 (1972)) Similarly, in his testimony before the 
House Foreign Affairs Committee on Jidy 20, 1972, Rogers first listed 
prohibitions contained in other parts of the Treaty, including Article 
V. He then noted:

Such limitations [undertakings] are important. It may be of 
even greater importance that both sides have agreed that future 
types of ABM systems based on different physical principles, for 
example, systems depending on such devices as lasers, that do not 
consist of ABM interceptor missiles, laimchers, and radars, cannot 
be deployed even in permitted areas. So there is a limitation on 
what may be employed in the ABM systems now in operation 
and it prohibits the deployment of new esoteric systems in these 
areas.

(1972 Documents on Disarmament 492) Both of Rogers' statements 
contradict the "restrictive" interpretation. They treat the prohibition 
on future systems as distinct from the Treaty's other prohibitions, 
undercutting the assertion that Article V applies to future systems. In

 ̂Ibid., p. 314.
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addition, far from treating Agreed Statement D as redundant, Rogers 
seems to attach great, independent importance to it.

Ambassador Smith's statements follow the same lines as his earlier 
comment at the Moscow news conference and are in accord with the 
views expressed by Secretary Rogers. On June 23, [2S] 1972, Smith 
told the Senate Committee on Armed Services that ^̂ [t]he development 
and testing, as well as deployment, of sea-, air-, space-based, and 
land-mobile devices is prohibited. Of perhaps® even greater impor
tance, the parties have agreed that no future types of ABM systems 
based on different physical principles from present technology can be 
deployed unless the treaty is amended." (67 DOS Bulletin 148 (1972)) 
Similarly, his statement to the House Anned Services Committee on 
July 25,1972 first reviewed the restrictions of Article III and Article V, 
and then offered the following observation: '̂ Of perhaps even greater 
importance as a qualitative limitation is the prohibition on the deploy
ment of future types of ABM systems that are based on physical 
principles different from present technology." (1972 Documents on 
Disarmament 522) Smith explicitly located tWs ban on deployment in 
Agreed Statement D:

On this point, Mr. Chairman, there is an agreed interpretation 
with respect to ABM systems based on different physical princi
ples, and including components capable of substituting for those 
components used at present—that is, launchers, missiles and radar 
components. If such new systems are developed, and one or the 
other side wants to deploy them under the li^tations of this 
treaty, there would have to first be a discussion of the question in 
the Standing Consultative Commission we are proposing to estab
lish imder this treaty, and then the Treaty would have to be 
amended before such novel ABM systems could be deployed.

(Id.) In this analysis Smith makes clear that the Treaty's ban on 
future systems is foimd in Agreed Statement D and recognized that 
such systems could be developed. It is imlikely that the lead U.S. 
negotiator, in a prepared statement in this context, would have impre
cisely used the term deployment—a term of art under the Treaty. The 
testimony does not support Smith's current statements that he viewed 
Agreed Statement D as limited to fixed land-based systems, or as 
superfluous— v̂iews central to the "restrictive" interpretation.

2 . Ora/ TesHmony Before Senate Armed Services Committee, Another source of 
information from the ratification process is the responses of various 
witnesses to questions from Committee Members. The most extensive 
hearings on the pact were held by the Senate Committee on Armed 
Services. (See Military Implications of the Treaty on the Limitations of 
Anti-Ballistic Missile Systems and the Interim Agreement on Limita
tion of Strategic Offensive Arms: Hearings Before the Senate Commit
tee on Armed Services, 92d Cong., 2d Sess. [hereinafter cited as 
"Hearings"]) During the course of these, and other. Congressional

® The word "perhaps" does not appear in the quoted source. 
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hearings, the issue of future systems was addressed. Several statements 
made by Administration witnesses dealt with the issue. While these 
statements may be crafted less carefully than prepared statements, 
they still provide some insight. The record as to such statements is 
more ambiguous than that of the prepared statements; certain state
ments could be read as supporting the ''restrictive" view, some the 
'T>road."

In response to a question in the Senate Foreign Relations Committee 
Hearings about the use of lasers as an ABM system. Secretary Rogers 
noted that ''[u]nder the agreement we provide that exotic ABM sys
tems may not be deployed and that would include, of course, ABM 
systems based on the laser principle.'' (Strategic Arms Limitation 
Agreements: Hearings Before the Senate Committee on Foreign Rela
tions, 92d Cong., 2d Sess. 20 (1972) (emphasis added)) Rogers men
tioned no limitation on development or testing. Similarly, Ambassador 
Smith made several comments in response to questions that reaffirmed 
his earlier statements. The following exchange is illustrative:

Senator S mtth. Mr. Ambassador, you say that the treaty prohib
its the development of other ABM systems. Would this affect a 
development of a laser ABM system by the United States?

Mr. S mtth. Senator Smith one of the agreed imderstandings says 
that if ABM technology is created based on different physical 
principles, an ABM system or component based on them can only 
be deployed if the Treaty is amended.

Work that is direction, development work, research, is not pro
hibited, but deployment of systems using those new

Erinciples . . . would not be permitted unless both parties agree 
y amending the Treaty.

(Hearings at 295) Smith later reiterated this point, responding "no" 
to the question: "[U]nder this agreement are we and the Soviets 
precluded from the development of the laser as an ABM?" (Hearings 
306) Smith did not distinguish between fixed land-based lasers or 
space-based lasers. The import of his comments is that he viewed 
future systems such as lasers as regulated exclusively by Agreed State
ment D.

Some witnesses made statements that support the "restrictive" view. 
For example. Dr. John Foster, Director of Defense Research and Engi
neering, appeared to read Agreed Statement D as limited to fixed 
land-based systems. Foster, in describing the impact of the Treaty on 
defense research, said "[o]ne cannot deploy a fixed land-based laser 
ABM system which is capable of substituting for an ABM radar, ABM 
laimcher, or ABM interceptor missile. . . . You can develop and test 
up to the development phase of future ABM system components 
which are fixed and land based." (Hearings 275)

Similarly, General Palmer, Acting Army Chief of Staff, stated at one 
point that "[w]e can look at futuristic systems as long as they are 
fixed and land based." (Hearings 443) This assertion, however, must 
be read in light of General Palmer's earlier testimony:

Docum ent 208



742 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1985

Senator G oldw ater . . . . [Ambassador Smith said] we were al
lowed to continue with laser research and development. Is that 
your imderstanding?

General R y a n . Yes, Sir.
Senator G oldw ater . Is it yours, too General?
General Palm er . My imderstanding is in the defensive area, R. 

& D. on such systems is basically prohibited.
Senator G o ldw ater . Prohibited?
General Palm er . Basically prohibited.
Senator G o ldw ater . Here is another point that we have trouble 

on, a very simple point.
Gener^ Palm er . Talking about defensive now.
Senator G oldw ater . Ambassador Smith didn't delineate between 

the two: Offensive or defensive. I am interested in not particular
ly offensive because I think for our piuposes we have made 
progress in this field, but I am thinking of the extent of research 
on laser that could result in a perfect ABM weapon. . . .

General Palm er . I would like to correct my statement. I was re
ferring to the deployment of such systems. There is no limit or 
imderstanding of a limit on R & D in the futuristic systems, but 
[it] would require an amendment of the Treaty or further agree
ment to deploy such a system.

(Hearings 432-33) In this exchange. Palmer seems to take the posi
tion that only the deployment of future systems is banned, a position 
in accord with the ''broad'' interpretation of the Treaty. He does not 
indicate at this point that Agreed Statement D and its deployment- 
only ban is limited to fixed land-based systems.

In addition to this testimony, comments made by several Senators 
are relevant. During the testimony of General Palmer, the following 
exchange took place:

Senator D o m in ic k . . . . There isn't any ban, as I understand it, 
on research and development on either side?

General R y a n . That's right.
Senator D o m in ic k . So, therefore, the onsite inspection is no dif

ferent; the offsite inspection is not different now than it was 
before?

Senator Jackson. Yes, but under Article V of the ABM Treaty 
"Each Party undertakes not to develop, test or deploy ABM sys
tems or components which are sea-based, air-based, space-based, 
or mobile land-based."

Senator G oldw ater . Fixed based.
Senator Jackson. The fixed-base ABM is exempt. . . .
Senator G oldw ater . We could then replace the Sentry with the 

laser if it became effective?
Senator Jackson. The prohibition runs to sea-based, air-based, 

space-based, or mobile land-based ABMs.
Senator G o ldw ater . Not fixed land?
Senator Jackson. That's right. That is exempt. I am just pointing 

this out. . . .
General Pa lm er . Let me try to clarify that. Senator Jackson. The 

treaty, as you have just read, does limit radars, launchers, and

Document 208



SOFAER ANALYSIS, OCTOBER 22 743

missiles; it does not limit R&D on futuristic systems. We could 
not deploy such a new system, however. . . .

While these comments draw a distinction between fixed land-based 
systems and other types of systems, they do not distinguish between 
current and future technologies. Article V undoubtedly bans develop
ment and testing of components based on current technology. Fairly 
read. Senator Jackson's comments do not address future systems. The 
difference he was noting—^between fixed land-based and other basing 
modes—derived from the treatments in Article 111 and Article V of 
fixed land-based systems; it could reasonably be read to have no 
bearing on Agreed Statement D's treatment of future systems. General 
Palmer's statement, does, however, deal with the current-future dis
tinction. His comments indicate that systems based on radars, laimch- 
ers, and missiles are regulated by Article V; but they also appear to 
suggest that future devices are dealt with separately, and that only 
their deployment is banned.

In simi, throughout the Congressional hearings. Ambassador Smith 
consistently took the position that only the deployment of future 
systems was barmed. At no point did Smith suggest that Agreed 
Statement D was limited to fixed land-based systems or components. 
Different positions were taken by Dr. Foster and General Palmer, but 
these statements lack the authority of Smith's interpretation, as their 
authors were not involved in the drafting or negotiation of the Treaty. 
Moreover, General Palmer's statement carmot fairly be taken as his 
definitive interpretation. At a different point in his testimony, he 
takes what appears to be a contrasting position, that the deployment- 
only ban, and by implication Agreed Statement D, applies to all 
futuristic systems, not just fixed land-based systems. Senator Jackson's 
comments do not appear to address future systems.

3. CommiHee Report, Both the House and Senate Reports dealing with 
the Treaty address the futxu'e systems issue. The Senate Report, how
ever, does so only by reprinting Secretary Rogers' report on the Treaty 
as the description of the agreement's terms. The House Foreign Affairs 
Committee Report treats the issue more directly and independently. In 
summarizing the provisions of the ABM Treaty, the Report states:

The two nations additionally agree to ban development, testing 
or deployment of sea-based, air-based, space-based or land- 
mobile ABM systems. Nor will they deploy ABM systems [or 
components] based on new technology without prior discussion 
and amendment of the Treaty.

(1972 Docimients on Disarmament 557) This statement follows the 
same pattern as the descriptions by Smith and Rogers: listing other 
prohibitions, then discussing the non-deployability of futiu*e systems, 
implicitly distinguishing between the prohibitions of Article V and the 
prohibitions of Agreed Statement D.

4. Floor Debates, The floor debates are ambiguous on the future sys
tems issue; the few statements addressing the question can be read to
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support both theories. On one hand. Senator Buckley opposed the 
Treaty at least in part because of his reading of its limitations on 
future technologies. Buckley read Article V as applicable to future 
systems:

Thus, the agreement goes so far as to prohibit the development, 
test or deployment of sea, air or space based ballistic missiles de
fense systems. This clause, in Article V of the ABM Treaty, 
would have the effect, for example, of prohibiting the develop
ment and testing of a laser type system based in space which 
could at least in principle provide an extremely reliable and effec
tive system of defenses against ballistic missiles. The technological 
possibility has been formally excluded by this agreement.

(1972 Cong. Rec. 26703) Similarly, Senator Thxmnond felt that 
' [̂ujnder the Treaty, we also give up the right to deploy any land- 
based ABM systems of a new type, should they be developed. At the 
same time we undertake 'not to develop, test, or deploy ABM systems 
or components which are sea-based, air-based, space-based, or mobile 
land-based.'Thimnond's comment could be read to indicate devel
opment of future systems, other than fixed land-based, was prohibit
ed.

On the other hand. Senator Fong was of the view that the Treaty 
''[a]Uows research and development on ABM systems to continue, but 
not the deployment of exotic or so-called future systems. (1972 Cong. 
Rec. 26707) While ''research and development" may not be equivalent 
to development and testing. Senator Fong's indication that only de
ployment is baimed suggests he viewed Agreed Statement D as regu
lating future systems.

Given the presence of statements on each side of the issue, and the 
possibility that opponents of the treaty may have tried to exaggerate 
its limitations, one carmot draw reliable conclusions from the floor 
debates.

B, Posi'RatificaHon

1. Early Statements. Early post-ratification statements tend to support 
the "broad" view of the Treaty's restrictions. On October 23, 1972, 
shortly after the Treaty was ratified, then-Ambassador Bush presented 
the following analysis to the Uiuted Nations General Assembly:

A number of important qualitative restraints are also specified [in 
the Treaty]. For example, the parties have accepted limitations on 
development and testing. They have agreed not to develop, test, 
or deploy ABM systems or components which are sea-based, air- 
based, space-based, or mobile land-based; ABM laimchers for 
launching more than one interceptor missile at a time; automatic 
or semiautomatic or other similar systems for rapid reload of 
ABM laimchers; and multiple independently guided warheads for 
ABM missiles. They have also decided not to deploy new ABM 
systems based on other physical principles, such as those which
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employ laser beams, for example, without discussion and agree
ment on their limitation.

(67 DOS Bulletin 74 (1972))  ̂ Like previous statements of Smith 
and Rogers, Bush's statement indicates that futtire systems were treat
ed distinctly, that Agreed Statement D was not limited to fixed land- 
based systems, and that Agreed Statement D was not a superfluous 
but a significant part of the Treaty.

Two 1973 statements—the ACDA Aimual Report of January 31, 
1973 ® and Secretary Rogers' Foreign Policy Report of April 19, 
1973 ®— t̂reat future systems in much the same way as the Bush 
statement, thereby addiing further support for the ''broad" interpreta
tion.

2. Later Statements. By about 1978, the ABM Treaty's provisions had 
come to be viewed somewhat differently. Several statements made 
since 1978 support the "restrictive" theory.

The first indication that the Treaty banned the development and 
testing of future systems came in a book written by John Rhinelander 
in 1974. He took the position that the Treaty's "overall effect . . .  is 
to prohibit any deployment of future systems and to limit their devel
opment and testing to those in a fixed land-based mode." (Salt: The 
Moscow Agreements and Beyond 136 (M. Willrich & J. Rl^elander 
eds. 1974)) Rhinelander has subsequently reaffirmed that he takes the 
"restrictive" view of the Treaty. (See T. Longstreth, J. Pike & J. 
Rhinelander, The Impact of U.S. and Soviet Ballistic Missile Defense 
Programs on the ABM Treaty (March 1985))

The first Administration statement reflecting the "restrictive" view, 
however, did not come imtil 1978. The Fiscal 1979 Arms Control 
Impact Statement, filed with Congress in 1978, assessed the arms 
control impact of particle beam weapons programs. It noted such 
weapons have ballistic missile defense potential and thus were affect
ed by the ABM Treaty. The impact statement thus discussed the 
Treaty, offering the following analysis of its provisions:

Article V . . . prohibits the development, testing or deployment 
of all types of ABM systems or their components that are sea- 
based, air-based, space-based, or mobile land-based. Article 
III . . . prohibits all deployment of ABM systems or their com
ponents except for the two land-based deployments permitted

' Also Documents on Disarmament 1972, p. 704.
* The ACDA report offered the following analysis of the Treaty: Another important 

element is the agreement that if future types of ABM systems or components based on 
physical principles different from present technology become feasible, specific limita
tions thereon will be a subject of dUscussion and agreement in accordance with Treaty 
provisions regarding amendments. An example of such a future system would be one 
depending on the use of laser beams for destruction of missile reentry vehicles. (1972 
Dociunents on Disarmament 875) [Footnote in original.]

® In its summary of the SALT agreements, the Report states: The Treaty also provides 
for important qualitative limitations on ABMs, including an agreement that ABM 
systems based on physical principles different from those of existing systems should not 
bie deployed under ^ e  Treaty in its present form. (1973 Documents on Disarmament 
181) [Footnote in original.]
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pursuant to such article. Article II defines an ABM 
system . . . Thus, [particle beam weapons] used for [ballistic 
missile defense] which are fixed land-based could be developed 
and tested but not deployed without amendment of the ABM 
Treaty, and the development, testing, and deployment of such 
systems which are other than fixed land-based is prohibited by 
Article V of the Treaty.

(Fiscal Year 1979 Arms Control Impact Statements (Committee Print 
1978)) The Arms Control Impact Statements for fiscal years 1980 to 
1986 offer similar assessments of the ABM Treaty. (See also Dep't of 
Defense, Report to Congress on the Strategic Defense Iiutiative app. B 
(1985))

These later statements are directly supportive of the ^̂ restrictive'' 
theory. They view Article V as regulating future as well as ciuxent 
systems, prohibiting their development and testing, as well as deploy
ment. Moreover, these statements suggest that Agreed Statement D is 
limited to fixed land-based systems. This view increasingly was 
adopted as a standard interpretation. Ambassador Smith appears to 
have first offered this view in this 1980 book on SALT I, ''Doubletalk: 
The Story of SALT I."

The "restrictive" view, however, has never been imiformly accepted. 
For example, ACDA's periodic compilation of arms control agreements 
has consistently supported the "broad" view of the Treaty. Every 
edition since SALT I (1975, 1977, 1980, and the most recent edition in 
1982) offered the description of the ABM Treaty referred to in the 
Summary. ACDA's analysis is consistent with the "broad view." Spe
cifically, their discussion of the Treaty provisions notes that "[s]hould 
future technology bring forth new ABM systems 'based on other 
physical principles' than those employed in ciurent systems, it was 
agreed that limiting such systems would be discussed, in accordance 
with the treaty's provisions for consultation and amendment." 
(ACDA, Arms Control and Disarmament Agreements 138 (1982 ed.)) 
Moreover, in introducing SDI, President Reagan referred to the ABM 
Treaty as baiming only deployment. In a 1983 news conference, re
sponding to a question concerning potential ABM Treaty limits on 
SDI, the President noted that SDI "doesn't violate the ABM 
Treaty. . . . The ABM Treaty has to do with deplo3onent." (Public 
Papers of the Presidents: Ronald Reagan 448 (1983))

The record of post-ratification statements is thus mixed. The earlier 
statements continue to support a "broad" reading of the Treaty. Sever
al later statements present a contrasting view, accepting the restrictive 
construction. At no time, however, was there a imiversal interpreta
tion. Indeed, the one docxunent that tracks the issue over the 1972-82 
period—the ACDA publication "Arms Control and Disarmament 
Agreements"—appears to reflect that future systems are regulated only 
by Agreed Statement D.

Also reprinted in Document on Disarmament, 1983, p. 208.
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CONCLUSION

The overall record of U.S. interpretative public statements, like the 
Treaty language and negotiating history, is mixed. Those statements 
made at or near the time of the Treaty's signature and ratification 
offer fairly consistent support for the broader interpretation now 
adopted as USG policy. In contrast, several later statements favor the 
"restrictive '̂ view of the Treaty.

Under accepted principles of construction, those statements made 
nearer the Treaty's drafting should be given more credence, and later 
statements accorded less weight. Contemporaneous constructions are 
generally considered better guides to discerning an agreement's true 
meaning than later ones, especially those that take place in contexts 
which could provide alternative explanations for the statements made. 
Furthermore, the earlier readings in this instance were carefully con
sidered, and delivered in the context of presenting a new agreement to 
both Congress and the public.

With these principles in mind, the "broad" view of the Treaty has 
as strong a basis as the "restrictive" view for being called "traditional" 
or "accepted." U.S. statements made between signature and ratifica
tion—the period closest to the Treaty's actual drafting and negotia
tion—consistently advanced the broader interpretation. Prepared state
ments made during the ratification process also provide strong sup
port. Finally, early post-ratification statements reaffirm the construc
tion. Later statements that clearly adopt the restrictive view make it 
inappropriate to claim that any view had been authoritative imtil the 
President's recent decision that the broader view is wholly justified. 
On the other hand, the record clearly refutes the proposition, ad
vanced by opponents of SDI development and testing, that the USG 
has suddenly changed a view of the Treaty consistently advanced 
since 1972.

209. S tatem ent by  th e  Former Legal A dviser to  th e  U.S. 
D elegation to  SALT I (R hinelander) Before a  Subcom
m ittee of th e  House Com m ittee on Foreign A ffairs: 
The A ntiballistic Missile T reaty and  the  S trategic De
fen se  Initiative [Extract], O ctober 22, 1985 ^

 ̂ABM  Treaty InferprefaHon Dispute: Hearing Before the Subcommittee on Arms Control, International 
Security and Science . . , 99th Cong., 1st sess., pp. 66-81. For the texts of the ABM
Treaty, Interim Agreement, and Agreed Statements, see Documents on Disarmament, 1972, 
pp. 197-207.
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n.
In April 1971, while I was serving in Washington as a Deputy Legal 

Adviser at the Department of State, Ambassador Gerard Smith asked 
me to come to the fourth negotiating session of SALT I in Vieima and 
prepare drafts of an ABM Treaty and an Interim Offensive Agree
ment. In March, the Soviet delegation had tabled a draft ABM Treaty. 
The US delegation believed it was appropriate to begin to prepare 
formal texts of agreements on defensive and offensive strategic weap
ons limitations. I spent most of that session reviewing the record of 
the negotiations (plenary statements, memoranda of conversations, re
porting cables, etc.), familiarizing myself with US position papers and 
the technical characteristics of the weapons, and in discussions with 
members of the US delegation. I also prepared rough first drafts of 
texts. The negotiating session ended in May 1971, shortly after the 
^̂ May 20 understanding'' between the US and Soviets was aimounced.

During the remainder of May and in Jime in Washington, I prepared 
successive drafts of an ABM Treaty and an Interim Agreement after 
input from others. I recollect that the Soviet draft of Article III was 
permissive— ît stated both sides may deploy a single, fixed land-based 
ABM system with 100 ABM launchers and no limits on ABM radars 
within the deployment areas. This text was vague, imprecise and, 
among other things, an invitation to pursue and deploy both stand
alone components, such as long lead-time ABM radars, and ABM 
systems based on ''exotic" technologies. In my drafts, I turned Article 
in aroimd into the form eventually agreed upon and also tightened it.

Article III, as drafted, prohibited deployment of any ABM system or 
components except those in the deployment areas and as limited quanti
tatively, qualitatively and geographically. The text of Article III, stand
ing alone, prohibited the deployment of fixed land-based "exotic" ABM 
systems and components because only systems utilizing ABM laimch- 
ers, ABM missiles and ABM radars could be deployed. This raised the 
"exotic sytems" question directly for inter-agency consideration.

The other substantive Articles always referred to "ABM systems" 
and to "components" to make clear the US position that components 
were limited and not just entire systems.

The Soviet draft of March 1971 contained prohibitions on testing 
and deployment of "space-based" in what is now Article V(l), as did 
my drafts of May-Jtme 1971 which, I believe, added "develop". The 
gist of this article was derived from the August 4, 1970 proposal by 
the US for bans on production, testing and deployment of all mobile- 
type ABM systems.

The drafts of May-Jime 1971 were reviewed by members of the 
SALT delegation while in Washington. Some of them had sharply 
differing views on "exotic systems" and other questions.
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ffl.

The fifth negotiating session began in Helsinki in early July 1971. 
After taking into account the President's written instructions, the 
delegation revised my drafts, cabled texts of an ABM Treaty and an 
Interim Agreement to Washington, and sought authorization to table 
them in a plenary session. On the '^exotic systems'' questions, the 
delegation was spUt. Gerard Smith wrote in Doubletalk: The Story of SALT 
I (Doubleday, 1980), that he and Harold Brown supported a broad 
ban; Paul Nitze concurred except for sensors; but General Allison and 
Ambassador Parsons favored no restraints at all on ''exotic systems" 
(pp. 263-65).

The delegation was subsequently authorized to table the text of 
both agreements, which it did on July 27, but with the article in the 
ABM Treaty covering space-based systems omitted. The Verification 
Panel in Washington was still analyzing the "exotic systems" question. 
Eventually, the President rejected an ABM ban which Ambassador 
Smith had urged, but about the same time he approved a White 
House staff compromise to the basic Smith-Brown position on "exotic 
systems" which would prohibit (1) the deployment of fixed land- 
based and (2) the development, testing and deployment of all other 
basing modes. The Joint Qiiefs of Staffs were particularly interested in 
preserving the option to develop and test fixed-land-based lasers. The 
President's decision preserved this option, as does the ABM Treaty 
itself. See John Newhouse, Cold Dawn: The Story of SALT (Holt, Reinhart, 
1973), pp. 230-31, 237; Raymond L. Garthoff, Detente and Confrontation: 
American-Soviet Relations from Nixon to Reagan (Brookings Institution, 1985) 
ch. 5.

The US delegation filled in the blank Article in its ABM Treaty in 
mid-August 1971. The Soviets iiutially balked at discussing, let alone 
agreeing to any limitations on, "exotic systems". They were probably 
without any instructions on this issue and may have felt the US was 
on an intelligence-fishing expedition. Progress was soon made never
theless. Various working groups and a drafting group were set up to 
seek agreement issue by issue. Joint Draft Texts of the Soviet and US 
drafts of the Treaty were prepared with disagreed language, which at 
first was extensive, in brackets.

The Graybeal-Karpov Working Group focused on Article V. (Sid 
Graybeal was later the US Commissioner to the Standing Consultative 
Commission. Victor Karpov is currently the head of the Soviet delega
tion in Geneva.) Before the conclusion of the fifth negotiating session 
in September 1971, the Graybeal-Karpov working group agreed, ad 
referendum to the two delegations, that current Article V(l) covered 
"current" as well as "exotic" technologies. The US delegates agreed 
that the Americans on this working group (which included Albert 
Camesale, now at the Kennedy School at Harvard) had carried out the 
President's instructions. The brackets aroimd "develop" in that para
graph in Article V in the Joint Draft Text were subsequently removed
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in the drafting group during the sixth negotiating session after both 
delegations had noted their approval. The Administration now con
tends that either the Soviets never agreed with the US interpretation or 
that the Soviets later modified their agreement or changed their inter
pretation during negotiations over Agreed Statement D. The US mem
bers on this Working Group would sharply differ with this view.

The major sticking point then, and through late into the sixth negotiating session, 
was on fixed land-based systems. US instructions were to preserve the right 
to develop and test, but not to deploy, fixed land-based lasers. Ac
cordingly, the US delegation insisted that Article III should authorize 
deployment of only ABM systems and components which are based 
on ^̂ current'' technology. Further, development and testing, whatever 
the technology, of fixed land-based systems and components could be 
carried out only at ABM test ranges. The Soviets resisted any limita
tions on fixed land-based '̂ exotic systems''. As John Newhouse, who 
many believe was given at least some access to NSC files, wrote {Cold 
Dawn, p. 237):

Back in the summer, Moscow's attitude, as reflected by its delega
tion, had been sympathetic. Then, in the autumn, it hardened, 
probably under pressure from the military bureaucracy. Washing
ton was accused of injecting an entirely new issue. Moscow 
would not agree to a ban on future defensive systems, except for 
those that might be space-based, sea-based, air-based, or mobile 
land-based. The U.S. delegation persisted and was rewarded. 
Land-based exotics would also be banned. The front chaimel had 
produced an achievement of incalculable value.

IV.

The Article III issue was not resolved until late in the sixth (Vienna 
in November 1971-February 1972) negotiating session. It was handled 
principally in the Garthoff and IGshilov or Grinevsky working group 
and also in the Garthoff/Parsons-Kishilov/Grinevsky group (Ray 
Garthoff and Nicolai Kishilov were the executive secretaries of the 
respective delegations.) The US proposed the "currently consisting of" 
phrase which was agreed upon for Article II to make clear that the 
Treaty was not limited to "traditional" technology. The US proposal 
for the "except that" formulation for Article III was accepted which 
made clear that fixed land-based "exotic" systems could not be de
ployed. The ban against a nationwide defense or "base" for such a 
defense in Article 1(2), which was a Soviet initiative intended in part 
to deal with "exotic systems", was agreed. In each case, agreement was 
ad referendum to the delegations. Together, these textual provisions com
pleted all the key words in the Treaty relating to "exotic systems".

An agreed interpretation tied to Articles I and III was first proposed 
by Garthoff in mid-December 1971. I distinctly recollect advising that 
no supplementary interpretation was technically necessary. The US 
effort, therefore, was to reinforce the clear meaning of the specific 
Article III and the more general Article 1(2).
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The US had originally proposed a paragraph for the Treaty in 
August 1971. It stated: ''Each party undertakes not to deploy ABM 
systems using devices other than ABM interceptor missiles, ABM 
latmchers or ABM radars to perform the fimctions of these compo
nents''. Douhletalk, pp. 265, 343-44. The Soviets balked at any Treaty 
language and, subsequently, the initial US proposals for an agreed 
interpretation. Eventually the Soviets proposed a counter draft. This 
was modified several times at US insistence (including the insertion of 
the opening phrase "In order to insure fulfillment of the obligation not 
to deploy ABM systems and their components except as provided in 
Article III of the Treaty . . . "). The reference to Article XTV in 
Agreed Statement D indicated that the Treaty would have to be 
amended before a fixed land-based "exotic", such as a laser, could be 
deployed. The final compromise language was proposed by Garthoff 
to the Soviets in late January 1972 and early in February Kishilov 
informed Garthoff of Soviet agreement. This was eventually noted in 
an US plenary statement. Agreed Statement D and the other Agreed 
Statements were initialed on May 26, 1972 by Ambassadors Smith and 
Semenov.^

Agreed Statement D refers to, and interprets. Article III only, al
though the references to "other physical principles" and "components 
capable of substituting for" are equally applicable to Article V(l). 
While the language is admittedly opaque, the US has always imder- 
stood that Agreed Statement D reinforced Articles 1(2) and III and 
reinforced the prohibition on deployment of fixed land-based "exotic 
systems" unless and imtil the Treaty is amended. Finally, and most 
importantly, Agreed Statement D certainly does not diminish or amend Article V(l) 
and the other substantive Articles such as 1(2), IV, V(2) and IX.

V.

During the seventh negotiating session, I prepared detailed memo
randa on both the ABM Treaty and the Interim Agreement intended 
to serve four distinct purposes: (1) inform the delegation on what was 
agreed with the Soviets and what was not; (2) suggest whether the US 
should consider seeking one or more Agreed Statements to provide 
more specific interpretations; (3) indicate what types of weapons pro
grams, current and future, were prohibited and permitted; and (4) 
serve as the basis for the eventual transmittal dociunents to Congress 
and background for the Congressional hearings.

Successive drafts of my memoranda were shared within the delega
tion. Where there was any doubt that a matter was agreed, the propo
sition was enclosed in brackets. The brackets were removed only after 
I, and others on the US delegation, were satisfied. I constantly revised

* In the source given in n. 1, above, the Agreed Statements, captioned "Agreed 
Interpretations," are arranged in a slightly different sequence, so that agreed statement 
'T)" referred to is listed as agreed interpretation "E."
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the drafts as issues were reviewed. The draft memoranda were never 
made ^̂ final".

In certain cases the US delegation sought and achieved Agreed 
Statements. In others it did not seek them. Some matters were judged 
agreed, while others were not. To the best of my recollection, the US 
delegation never sought an Agreed Statement confirming that Article 
V(l) covered '̂ exotic systems". We probably felt that seeking further 
specific agreement was imnecessary and would not be productive. In 
any event, I am absolutely certain that my contemporaneous advice to the 
US delegation on the scope of Articles III and V(l) with respect to 
"exotic'' systems was clear and that none of the delegates nor their advisors 
(State, ACDA, JCS and OSD) disagreed with that advice, I recall no indication 
that the Soviets thought otherwise.

VI.

Diuing SALT I the US delegation, and particularly Washington, did 
not insist on the kind of precision reached in the SALT II Treaty with 
its 98 Agreed Statements and Common Understandings. The Soviets 
stubbornly resisted the level of textual detail the US had initially 
sought at SALT I. Neither the President nor Henry Kissinger cared 
much for detail. During the final three negotiating sessions, the US 
delegation made ad hoc decisions on how the Presidential instructions 
should be sought and recorded on many issues, how hard to push for 
additional clarity, and what sufficed, but constantly reported to Wash
ington.

In one instance relating to the ABM Treaty ("current" Soviet ABM 
test ranges), the US delegation identified the two US ABM test ranges 
and the Soviet test range at Sary Shagan. The Soviet response noted 
national technical means permitted the identification of test ranges. 
(The US and Soviet statements are set forth in Common Understand
ing B.)  ̂ The US delegation noted immediately that the Soviets did 
not respond to the US identification of Sary Shagan as their ABM test 
range, but the delegation believed the Soviet response reflected ex
treme Soviet sensitivity to any discussion of their test range. However, 
in the mid-1970s the Soviets claimed a second "current" ABM test 
range at Kamchatka based on the presence of an old radar. Paul Nitze 
has referred to this negotiating technique as imworthy of bazaar trad
ers. I agree. The US eventually accepted the Soviet claim in 1978 
because there was a factual basis for it, but learned from this example, 
and particularly from the Moscow Siunmit negotiations on the Interim 
Agreement, that explicit agreement and written precision is important. 
The SALTII documentation reflects this learning.

SALT I, however, did not have this benefit of later-day hindsight 
indicating the need for precision and detailed Agreed Statements and 
Common Understandings reflected in the SALT II Treaty. Some of the 
Salt I imderlying understandings are reflected in formal plenary state

® Documenk on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 282-283.
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ments, others in less formal mini-plenary statements, and some in 
working docimients, memoranda of conversations (''memcons") and 
reporting cables. Agreement was reached ad referendum in one or more 
working groups, approved by the two delegations, referred to the 
drafting group, to the interpreters, etc. On many points there will not 
be simple, clear documentation. In addition, the US Government (but 
not the Soviets) has lost most of its SALT I historical memory.

Some interpretation matters were in 1972, and remain today, ambig
uous and need clarification. The dividing line between permitted '̂ re- 
search'̂  and prohibited '̂develop'' and /^test'' is not clear, nor is the 
related meaning of ^ ĉomponent", in the broad prohibitory context of 
banning '̂exotic systems'' imder Article V(l). There is no Agreed 
Statement on either issue. The former was discussed in a formal 
statement delivered by Harold Brown and a general understanding, 
although not a fully documented record, was reached. I do not recall 
any discussion of the latter with the Soviets.

VII.

The SALT delegation remained in Helsinki until agreement on open 
points, primarily the Interim Agreement, was reached at the Moscow 
Simunit. When the delegation returned to Washington and the trans
mittal documents and Congressional statements were being prepared 
under White House control, Henry Kissinger directed that all ''under
standings'' be culled from the negotiating record and made public to 
refute criticism of secret agreements. This was the derivation of the 
SALT I Common Understandings. The search of the files for Common 
Understandings was limited. It did not cover all the myriad of agreed 
imderstandings reached in less formal ways during the negotiations.

The hearings before the Senate Foreign Relations Committee, and 
particularly the Senate Armed Services Committee, led to a much 
fuller public record on many of the nuances. Some of the iiutial 
testimony of officials was not clear, but the record was frequently 
supplemented. This includes the statement for the record of the Senate 
Armed Services Committee, prepared after inter-agency review of re
porting cables, on the difference between research and development 
for purposes of Article V. It includes explicit confirmations submitted 
by Secretary of Defense Melvin Laird, Under Secretary for DDR&E 
John Foster, and Acting Chief of Staff of the Army General Palmer, all 
to Senator Jackson, that development and testing, as well as deploy
ment, of space-based "exotic systems" were prohibited. Senator Jack
son (D, Wash.), who was a sharp critic of SALT I but voted in favor of 
the ABM Treaty, understood this point clearly. He was probably the 
most knowledgeable Senator on the impact of SALT I on weapons 
programs. Finally, Senator James Buckley (R, NY) stated on the Senate 
floor on August 3, 1972 that he opposed the ABM Treaty and would 
vote against it largely because of this prohibition. He said:
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Thus the agreement goes so far as to prohibit the development, 
test or deployment of sea, air or space based ballistic missile de
fense systems. This clause, in Article V of the ABM Treaty, 
wotdd have the effect, for example, of prohibiting the develop
ment and testing of a laser type system based in space which 
could at least in principle provide an extremely reliable and effec
tive system of defenses against ballistic missiles. The technological 
possibility has been formally excluded by this agreement.'̂

The vote in favor of advice and consent to ratification was 88-2.

VIII.

I resigned from government in Jime 1972 after the transmittal docu
ments had been sent to Congress and before the hearings. While I 
later served at HEW as General Coimsel and at HUD as Under Secre
tary between 1973 and 1977, I have had no official role in the SALT 
process since June 1972. I left behind at ACDA two complete file 
cabinets of all my working papers which I have not seen since 1972. I 
understand they were later sent to a warehouse by ACDA and the 
files cannot now be located although copies of some dociunents, in
cluding at least the last two drafts of my memoranda analyzing the 
ABM Treaty, were preserved by the JCS and perhaps in some other 
files.

In 1972-73 while in private practice, I co-edited a book on SALT 
and wrote chapter 5 on '̂ The SALT I Agreements''. I have attached to 
this statement the pages from that chapter (Willrich and Rhinelander 
(editors), SALT: The Moscow Agreements and Beyond (Free Press, 1974)) on 
the ABM Treaty (see App. 23). Pages 128-29 and 134 are directly on 
point with respect to ''exotic systems". They siunmarize my immediate 
recollection of the advice I gave to the US delegation which was the 
basis for the Executive position before, during and after the ratifica
tion process. Prior to publication of the book, I informally cleared my 
chapter with government officials to ensure both acctiracy and non
disclosure of sensitive information.

Over the past eight years, I have been informally queried on various 
issues by officials at the JCS, OSD, State, ACDA and the CIA. One 
question in the late 1970s was whether there were any deployment limits 
on fixed land-based "exotic systems". This question had been reopened in 
OSD, sharply debated with JCS supporting the traditional US position, 
and then correctly resolved. This question also involved Agreed State
ment D, but in this case the OSD argxmient was that there were no 
deployment limits under Article III on fixed land-based "exotic systems" 
and only an obligation to discuss. This is almost the exact reverse of 
the Reagan Administration's "reinterpretation" which now claims the 
deployment limits in Agreed Statement D prohibits only deployment of 
systems referred to in Articles III and V(l).

 ̂118 Cong. Rec. 26, 703 (1972).
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To the best of my knowledge, the challenge to Article V(l) within 
the Executive arose only recently although the Heritage Foundation 
circulated a Backgrounder dated April 4, 1985 rejecting the traditional 
interpretation. A footnote stated it was authored by an imnamed 
government official.

This past spring I co-authored with Tom Longstreth and John Pike a 
booklet on The Impact of U S and Soviet Ballistic Missile Defense Programs on 
the ABM Treaty, National Campaign to Save the ABM Treaty (March 
1985). In April, I testified before this Subcommittee and excerpts from 
my formal statement were reprinted in Arms Control Today (May 1985). 
In July I presented a paper at a SlPRl conference which sets forth my 
most recent analyses and recommendations. A copy of the latter, as 
revised in August, (see Appendix 24) [sic]. These documents reflect my 
views on the correct interpretations of the ABM Treaty and basic 
issues raised by ciuxent US and Soviet BMD programs.

In my judgment, the FY85 Arms Control Impact Statement prepared 
by the Reagan Administration correctly states the agreement reached 
with the Soviets in 1971-72 on the meaning of Article V(l). It pro
vides (pp. 251-52):

The ABM Treaty bans the development, testing and deployment 
of all ABM systems and components that are sea-based, air-based, 
space-based or mobile land-based. . . . The ABM Treaty prohi
bition on development, testing and deployment of space-based 
ABM systems, or components for such systems, applies to directed 
ener  ̂ technology (or any other technology used for this purpose,) Thus, when 
such directed energy programs enter the field testing phase they 
become constrained by these ABM Treaty obligations. [Emphasis 
added.]

The SDI Report to Congress (April 1985), especially Appendix B, is 
consistent with this statement.®

• • • • • • •

210. Communique o f th e  Com m onw ealth H eads o f G overn 
m ent M eeting [Extracts], O ctober 22, 1985 ^

•  •  e •  •  e •

Disarmament

6. Heads of Government welcomed the reactivation of bilateral arms 
talks between the United States and the Soviet Union. They recog-

® An extract of the report is printed in Document 59.
 ̂A/40/817, pp. 10-11, 15, 16, 17. The meeting was held in Nassau during October 

16-22. Of the 46 countries attending, 41 were represented by their Heads of State or 
Prime Ministers.
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nised that these negotiations would be significantly influenced by the 
forthcoming meeting in November between General Secretary Gorba
chev and President Reagan, and stressed the importance of a construc
tive and positive outcome. They urged the two leaders to achieve their 
declared objective of preventing an arms race in space and terminating 
it on earth.

7. As world civilisation was already imder threat from existing 
nuclear arsenals, they appealed to the two leaders to halt the nuclear 
arms race and begin without delay the process of reversing it through 
significant measures of nuclear disarmament. Most stressed in particu
lar the need to prevent a new and imcontroUed arms race in outer 
space.

8. Recognising the significant contribution which the cessation of 
nuclear testing within the framework of an effective nuclear disarma
ment process would represent, they called upon nuclear weapons 
states to facilitate and pursue vigorously through the Committee on 
Disarmament the early resolution of outstanding problems, including 
the problem of verification, over a Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty. In 
the meantime most Heads of Government stressed the need for earnest 
effort to be made for an immediate halt to the testing of nuclear 
weapons. Most Heads of Government recalled the importance of the 
consensus declaration of the Third Review Conference of the Non- 
Proliferation Treaty.^

9. Heads of Government expressed special concern that some coun
tries might be involved in the actual or potential manufacture of 
chemical weapons, and urged that a global and verifiable agreement to 
ban the development, production, stockpiling and deployment of 
chemical weapons be achieved as soon as possible.

South Pacific

• • • • • • •

32. Heads of Government expressed their belief that nuclear weapon 
free zones, on the basis, among other criteria, of agreements freely 
arrived at among states of a region, could constitute an important 
disarmament measure. They welcomed the adoption of the South 
Pacific Nuclear Free Zone Treaty by the South Pacific Forum on 6 
August 1985 at Rarotonga as an important step in global and regional 
efforts to prevent nuclear proliferation.® They noted that consultations 
would be held on the draft Protocols to the Treaty to enlist the 
support of nuclear weapon states for the Treaty and its Protocols.

2 Document 179. 
 ̂Document 137.
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33. Heads of Government recognised that continued nuclear testing 
in the region by France was a major reason for the Forxmî s adoption 
of the Treaty. Most of them also expressed their strong opposition to 
the continuation of nuclear tests and to proposals to dimip or store 
nuclear waste in the region.

Indian Ocean

36. Heads of Government noted the efforts made in the past two 
years towards agreement on the preparatory work for the long delayed 
United Nations Conference on the Implementation of the 1971 Decla
ration of the Indian Ocean as a Zone of Peace.** They emphasised the 
importance of the Conference in view of the continuing military pres
ence of outside powers in the Indian Ocean against the wishes of most 
littoral and hinterland states. They reiterated the need to carry for
ward the preparations in order that the holding of the Conference 
could be made possible, with the participation of all concerned States, 
in the first half of 1986 as called for by the relevant United Nations 
General Assembly Resolution in 1984.

Mediterranean

39. Heads of Govenunent noted with concern the continuing dan
gerous situation of accumulation of forces in the Mediterranean region 
and the persistence of imresolved conflicts. They called for restraint 
and expressed the view that the prospects of reduction of forces and 
armaments in the region would be enhanced through a just and dura
ble settlement to all the problems in the region.

40. Heads of Government noted initiatives being taken by various 
Mediterranean coxmtries with the objective of transforming their 
region into a zone of peace, seciuity and co-operation. They reaf
firmed that security, co-operation and confidence-building in the 
Mediterranean and in Europe are closely interrelated.

4 General Assembly Resolution 2832 (XXVI). For text, see Documents on Disarmament
1971 pp. 901-903.
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211. D eclaration of th e  Political C onsultative Com m ittee of 
th e  W arsaw  Pact [Extract], O ctober 23, 1985 ^

The highest-level representatives of the People's Republic of Bulgar
ia, the Czechoslovak Socialist Republic, the German Democratic Re
public, the Himgarian People's Republic, the Polish People's Republic, 
the Socialist Republic of Romania and the Uiuon of Soviet Socialist 
Republics assembled in Sofia on 22 and 23 October 1985 for a meeting 
of the Political Consultative Committee of the States Parties to the 
Warsaw Treaty, reviewed in detail the situation in Eiu*ope and ex
changed views on the key issues of international relations as a whole, 
devoting prime attention to the urgent tasks of the struggle to elimi
nate the nuclear threat and to strengthen peace. A fruitful discussion 
of the urgent problems relating to the further development of co
operation among the States Parties to the Warsaw Treaty also took 
place.

Aware of their responsibility to their peoples and to mankind for 
the fate of peace in Europe and the rest of the world and guided by 
their desire to make a positive breakthrough in the present alarming 
development of international affairs, the participants in the meeting 
jointly make the following Declaration:

I

In recent years international tension has sharply increased. The 
world has moved closer to the point beyond which events could get 
out of hand.

The arms race is on a swiftly rising curve. The deployment of 
United States mediimi-range nuclear missiles in a number of Western 
European NATO coimtries has precipitated a new dangerous situation 
on the continent and has forced the Soviet Union and some other 
socialist coimtries to take counter-measures.

Of particular concern is the threat of an extension of the arms race 
to outer space, which would destabilize the overall strategic situation 
and transform outer space into a new source of mortal danger to 
mankind.

The causes of the moimting tension and of the threat of war are 
rooted in the policy of imperialism and primarily that pursued by the 
United States, which does not conceal its intention to achieve military 
superiority in order to dictate its will to other peoples and States.

Under no circiunstances will the States Parties to the Warsaw Treaty 
sacrifice the security of their peoples. They are not seeking military 
superiority, but neither will they allow military superiority to be 
established over them. They are firmly opposed to the arms race and 
its escalation, and advocate maintaining a balance of forces at the 
lowest level.

 ̂A /C .l/40/7, Annex, pp. 3-9. The declaration was issued at Sofia. 
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The principal objective of their foreign policy has been and still is 
the elimination of the threat of nuclear war, the lowering of the level 
of military confrontation and the evolution of international relations 
in a spirit of peaceful coexistence and detente. They are guided by the 
premise that ideological differences should not be transposed to inter
national relations and thus imdermine their stability, and that the 
active co-operation of all States and of all forces striving for normal
ization of the international situation is needed today more than ever 
before. This is the aim of the wide spectrum of proposals that have 
been put forward by the States Parties to the Warsaw Treaty and by 
other peace-loving coxmtries. The political dialogue among States with 
different social systems, the statements coming from sober-minded 
circles, the activities of the anti-war movements and of all peace forces 
show that a retimi to detente, its extension to all areas of international 
relations and a shift to reliable security and co-operation are quite 
possible.

For such a reversal to take place, it would be necessary to put an 
end to power politics and confrontation. All States must strictly abide 
by the principles of respect for national independence and sovereignty, 
non-use of force or threat of force, inviolability of frontiers and 
territorial integrity, peaceful settlement of disputes, non-interference 
in internal affairs, equality, and other imiversally recognized norms of 
international relations. Slanderous campaigns giving a distorted picture 
of the situation in this or that coimtry and of its policies are also 
inadmissible. Intervention in the internal affairs of other countries and 
peoples and pursuit of a policy of State terrorism are totally imjustifi- 
able. Nobody should encroach on the sovereign right of every nation 
to live and work imder the socio-political systems that it has itself 
freely chosen.

A turn for the better in international affairs requires a new political 
approach corresponding to the realities of the present-day world, as 
well as mutual restraint. Urgent measures are necessary to end the 
arms race and prevent its extension into outer space and to achieve a 
sharp reduction in armaments and nuclear weapons in particular. In 
this connection, the participants took note of the great importance of 
the Soviet-American talks in Geneva on the range of issues related to 
space and nuclear weapons, both strategic and mediimi-range. The 
participants in the meeting support the constructive stand of the 
Soviet Union aimed at practical success in averting an arms race in 
outer space and terminating it on earth, as well as its major new 
initiative, namely, the proposal for the USSR and the United States of 
America to reach agreement on a total ban on space attack weapons 
and on a truly radical reduction by 50 per cent of their nuclear arms 
capable of reaching each other's territory.

The leaders of the allied socialist States are of the opinion that the 
forthcoming Soviet-American summit meeting should contribute to 
easing the present dangerous tension in the world, to decreasing the
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threat of war and to reaching mutually acceptable solutions designed 
to halt the arms race and to make real progress towards disarmament.

II

The main focus of efforts to eliminate the nuclear threat consists in 
checking the present dangerous course of events and lowering the 
level of military confrontation in Europe. European security, like inter
national security as a whole, caimot be achieved by military means or 
by armed force. A stable peace on the continent can be attained only 
through detente, disarmament, building of confidence and develop
ment of international co-operation.

It is necessary to halt the further deployment of nuclear weapons on 
the continent and to proceed to their reduction. The States Parties to 
the Warsaw Treaty are most firmly in favour of ridding the whole of 
Europe of both medixmi-range and tactical nuclear weapons.

A major step in this direction, which wotdd facilitate the negotiation 
of speedy mutual reductions in medium-range nuclear systems in 
Europe, would be the attainment of a separate agreement to this end 
without direct linkage to the problem of space and strategic arma
ments.

Exceedingly important in this context are the imilateral actions of 
good will undertaken by the Soviet Union, including the moratoriimi 
on the deployment of Soviet medium-range missiles in Europe and the 
removal from combat duty of the quantity of Soviet SS-20 missiles 
additionally installed in the European part of the USSR in response to 
the stationing of the American medium-range missiles in Europe.

At this stage, it is highly important for all States on the continent, 
and for the NATO and Warsaw Treaty coimtries in particular, to 
contribute actively to the efforts aimed at reducing and eliminating 
nuclear weapons in Europe, achieving success in the negotiation on 
these matters and preventing nuclear war. Those States on whose 
territory the deplo3onent of mediimi-range nuclear missiles is imder 
way or is plaimed assimie a great responsibility for the fate of Europe
an and world peace.

Full support was voiced at the meeting for the initiatives concerning 
the establishment of nuclear-weapon-free zones in various parts of the 
European continent, more specifically in Northern Europe and the 
Balkans, as well as a nuclear-weapon-free corridor along the line 
dividing the NATO and the Warsaw Treaty countries in Central 
Europe.

The States represented at the meeting recall their proposals, ad
dressed to the NATO member countries and still in effect, for direct 
talks concerning:

— T̂he conclusion of a treaty on mutual non-use of military force 
and on maintaining peaceful relations between the States Parties to the
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Warsaw Treaty and the NATO member countries which would be 
open also to all interested European and other coxmtries; ^

—Non-increase and reduction of military spending; ®
—Freeing Europe from chemical weapons.'^
They support the efforts of the Governments of the German Demo

cratic Republic and the Czechoslovak Socialist Republic for the cre
ation in Central Europe of a zone free of chemical weapons.®

The States Parties to the Warsaw Treaty favour the attainment of an 
early agreement at the Vienna talks on mutual reductions of armed 
forces and armaments in Central Europe and suggest that a start be 
made by reducing Soviet and American troops.

They call for major mutually complementary measures, of both a 
political and military natxu'e, to be worked out in the very near future 
at the Stockholm Conference with the aim of building confidence and 
security in Europe.

European co-operation, as well as trade and economic ties between 
the member countries of the Coimcil for Mutual Economic Assistance 
and of the European Economic Commuruty would be advanced by the 
establishment of direct business-like relations between the two organi
zations and by mutual contacts on specific questions.

The calls for revision of the borders of European States or of their 
socio-political systems jeopardize the strengthening of trust and 
mutual understanding and of good-neighbourly relations in Europe. 
Post-war borders in Europe are inviolable. Any attempt to encroach 
directly or indirectly on them would be tantamount to undermining 
the foundations of the peaceful order in Europe and would endanger 
peace and the security of peoples. Respect for the present territorial 
and political realities is a necessary prerequisite for normal relations 
among European States.

In this connection, the danger of a revival of revanchist forces, 
particularly in the Federal Republic of Germany, was pointed out. The 
encouragement of revanchism by official and other circles, wherever 
they may be, is contrary to the interests of ensuring peace, detente 
and co-operation on the continent and nms counter to the treaties and 
agreements signed in the 1970s and to the Helsinki Final Act.

The participants emphasized the great importance of the Conference 
of the leaders of European States, the United States and Canada, held 
10 years ago, which adopted the most important principles and provi
sions upon which security and co-operation in Europe were to be 
built. That Conference was a convincing demonstration of realistic 
policy, good will and readiness to take into accoimt the legitimate 
interests of each country. The Final Act of the Conference, permeated 
by the spirit of detente, has stood the test of time and, as demonstrate

* Documents on Disarmament, 1984, pp. 381-383, 455-457. 
^Md, pp. 136-138.
^ m ,  pp. 9-11.
® Documents 170 and 230.
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ed by the recent meeting of Ministers for Foreign Affairs at Helsinki, 
remains a long-term programme for European co-operation.®

At the present moment, it is vitally important to intensify on this 
basis the political dialogue between the European countries in various 
forums and at various levels, in the interest of improving the climate 
on the continent, and to strengthen mutual trust. The States represent
ed at this meeting express their readiness to search for new forms of 
economic, scientific and technical co-operation with the Western Eu
ropean coimtries on the basis of equality and mutual advantage. They 
are also determined to promote co-operation in enviroiunental protec
tion, culture, education, health care and other matters. They have 
invariably declared themselves in favour of the promotion and protec
tion of human rights in all fields, while taking due account of the 
sovereignty of States.

The States Parties to the Warsaw Treaty will continue to participate 
constructively in the work of the all-European forums, including the 
cultural fonun now being held in Budapest. They intend to continue 
their efforts to make the multilateral process started at Helsinki evolve 
in a steady and balanced manner. In their view, the forthcoming 
meeting of the States participants in the Conference on Seciuity and 
Co-operation in Europe, to be held in Vienna in 1986, will be called 
upon to play a major role in this respect.

The States represented at this meeting have invariably advocated 
the implementation of all the principles and provisions of the Helsinki 
Final Act by all the signatory coimtries. The development of inter
state relations on such a basis would help to make Europe a continent 
of lasting peace and mutually advantageous co-operation.

Ill

The cardinal task of our time is to halt the arms race, and the 
nuclear arms race in particular, and to proceed to disarmament.

The implementation of a nimiber of priority measures by the Soviet 
Union and the United States would be a major practical contribution 
to this task. This means, first and foremost, the cessation of any work 
on the development, testing and deployment of space attack weapons, 
including anti-satellite systems, a freeze of existing nuclear arms at the 
present quantitative levels limiting to the maximum their moderniza
tion and also ending the development, testing and stationing of new 
kinds and types of such weapons, and suspension of the deployment 
of medium-range missiles in Europe. These steps could be imdertaken 
even before an agreement is reached between the USSR and the 
United States on the entire set of questions relating to nuclear and 
space weapons.

® The statement refers to the Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe. For 
the arms control portions of the Final Act of that conference, see Documents on Disarma
ment, 1975, pp. 304-308. For the complete text, see Department of State Bulletin, September 1, 
1975, pp. 323-350.
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The interests of halting the nuclear arms race urgently demand the 
implementation also of such a measure as a ban on all nuclear explo
sions. The meeting expressed its support for the imilateral moratoriimi 
on such explosions announced by the Soviet Union. Now it is for the 
United States, above all, to have its say.

This same purpose could be served by the assumption by the Soviet 
Union and the United States of a mutual obligation to refrain from 
stationing nuclear weapons on the territory of States where there are 
no such weapons, as well as not to increase stockpiles of nuclear arms 
or replace them with new ones in countries where such weapons have 
already been installed.

The USSR and the United States could also set a good example by 
ending the race in non-nuclear armaments.

The participants in the meeting propose that the USSR and the 
United States assume the obligation not to develop and manufacture 
new types of conventional weapons, comparable in destructiveness to 
weapons of mass destruction.

They also propose that the armed forces of the USSR and the 
United States, including those outside their national territories, be 
frozen at the level of 1 January 1986.

The mutual non-increase of military budgets of the USSR and the 
United States, starting with the next fiscal year, would be an effective 
measure for limiting the arms race in all its aspects.

The meeting expressed its support for the new proposal made by 
the USSR for 'International co-operation in the peaceful exploitation 
of outer space imder conditions of its non-militarization'', submitted 
for consideration by the fortieth session of the General Assembly of 
the United Nations.'  ̂ The implementation of this major initiative 
would provide mankind with reliable protection against the lethal 
effects of an arms race in outer space and would also permit through 
concerted efforts a decisive spurt towards new peaks in the develop
ment of science and technology for the benefit of all nations.

As staunch advocates of the general and complete abolition of nu
clear weapons, the States participating in the meeting declare to be 
still valid their earlier proposals for a pledge by all nuclear Powers not 
be the first to use such weapons,® for a comprehensive nuclear test 
ban and for prevention of the further proliferation of nuclear arms in 
any form.

They believe that States which do not possess or have nuclear arms 
on their territory are fully entitled to solid international legal guaran
tees that such weapons will not be used against them.

In present-day conditions, the objective of a total ban and elimina
tion of chemical weapons, including their particularly dangerous 
binary version, acquires even greater importance and urgency. This 
objective is quite achievable, as is the solution of the problem of

 ̂Document 141.
® Documents on Dbarmamenf, 1976, pp. 855-856.
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monitoring the observance of the respective international agreement, 
given a mutual demonstration of realism and good will. The partici* 
pants in the meeting are of the opinion that an international agree
ment on the non-proliferation of chemical weapons would help in the 
common efforts for their total prohibition and are ready to take part 
in the drafting of such an agreement.

The States represented at the meeting call once again for the holding 
of concrete negotiations with a view to reaching agreement on the 
limitation and reduction, whether at the global or regional level, of 
conventional weapons and on curbing the race in sea-based arma
ments.

They further confirm their imswerving stand on the question of 
making fresh efforts on an international scale for the dismantling of 
foreign military bases and the withdrawal of troops from foreign 
territories.

The States participating in the meeting deem it necessary to enhance 
the effectiveness of the existing multilateral forums— t̂he Geneva Con
ference on Disarmament, the Stockholm Conference and the Vienna 
talks—and to start a fruitful discussion of those questions related to 
arms limitation and disarmament which are currently not covered by 
negotiations. There is no type of weapon that they are unwilling to 
limit, reduce or withdraw from their arsenals and destroy for ever 
imder an agreement with the other States, while abiding by the princi
ple of equality and equal security.

The States Parties to the Warsaw Treaty have always considered 
with the greatest attention all constructive initiatives concerning the 
problems of arms limitation and reduction. They will continue to do 
so in the future.

The socialist States represented at the meeting call for an increased 
contribution by such a representative forum as the United Nations to 
efforts for halting the arms race and achieving disarmament.

Established 40 years ago by the nations of the anti-Fascist coalition 
for the purpose of saving present and succeeding generations from the 
scourge of war and maintaining peace and security, the United Na
tions has become a imiversal organization called upon fvdly to perform 
its mission of serving as a centre for co-ordinating the activities of 
nations for the prevention of war. Strict adherence to the lofty pur
poses and principles proclaimed in the United Nations Charter is a 
necessary prerequisite for safeguarding peace.
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212. A ddress by  Pakistani P residen t Zia-ul H aq Before th e  
U.N. G eneral A ssem bly: N onproliferation o f Nuclear 
W eapons [Extract], O ctober 23, 1985 ^

•  e •  •  e •  e

The vision of a world free from conflict was vivid in the minds of a 
generation reacting to the devastation caused by two successive world 
wars. The dawn of the nuclear age has transformed this vision into a 
fundamental requirement, since the spectre of nuclear holocaust leaves 
no alternative to peace. If mankind is to survive, the nuclear arms race 
must be halted. The use and possession of nuclear weapons should be 
universally outlawed.

Nuclear proliferation has so far been dealt with in a global context 
or within the framework of the special interests of the two super- 
Powers. I believe that at the present stage a major impetus to prolif
eration emanates from regional perspectives. I suggest that the United 
Nations should examine the regional perspectives on nuclear non
proliferation with a view to devising effective and equitable means to 
prevent the spread of nuclear arms.

I take this opportimity to reaffirm Pakistanis policy of developing 
nuclear energy for peaceful purposes only and its irrevocable commit
ment not to acquire nuclear weapons or nuclear explosive devices. 
Pakistan has neither the capability nor the desire to develop nuclear 
weapons. As an earnest [sic] of our sincerity of purpose, we have made 
several equitable and non-discriminatory proposals by which Pakistan 
and India could reassure each other and the world about their respec
tive nuclear intentions and programmes. From this rostnmi I wish to 
reiterate these proposals: first, simidtaneous accession by India and 
Pakistan to the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weap
ons; 2 secondly, simultaneous acceptance by both cotmtries of full- 
scope International Atomic Energy Agency safeguards; thirdly, mutual 
inspection of each other's nuclear facilities; fourthly, a joint declara
tion renouncing the acquisition or development of nuclear weapons; 
and, finally, the establishment of a nuclear-weapon-free zone in South 
Asia, an objective repeatedly endorsed by this Assembly.

Pakistan is prepared to enter into any agreement or arrangement 
with India on the basis of sovereignty and reciprocity to keep our area 
free of nuclear weapons. We would welcome any ideas, participate in 
any consultations, attend any conference, in order to achieve this 
objective.

• • • • • • •

1 A/40/PV.47, pp. 7-10.
* For the text of the Treaty, see Documents on Disarmament 1968, pp. 461-465.
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213. A ddress by  P resident R eagan  Before th e  U.N. G ener
al A ssem bly: Forthcoming G en ev a  Summit M eeting 
an d  th e  S trategic D efense Initiative [Extract], O ctober 
24, 1985 1

e •  e e e e e

When Mr. Gorbachev and I meet in Geneva next month, I look to a 
fresh start in the relationship of our two nations. We can and shoiild 
meet in the spirit that we can deal with our differences peacefully. 
And that is what we expect.

The only way to resolve differences is to imderstand them. We must 
have candid and complete discussions of where dangers exist and 
where peace is being disrupted. Make no mistake, our policy of open 
and vigorous competition rests on a realistic view of the world. And 
therefore, at Geneva we must review the reasons for the current level 
of mistrust.

For example, in 1972 the international commxmity negotiated in 
good faith a ban on biological and toxin weapons;  ̂ in 1975 we 
negotiated the Helsinki accords on himian rights and freedoms;  ̂ and 
during the decade just past, the United States and the Soviet Union 
negotiated several agreements on strategic weapons.** And yet we feel 
it will be necessary at Geneva to discuss with the Soviet Union what 
we believe are violations of a munber of the provisions in all of these 
agreements. Indeed, this is why it is important that we have this 
opportunity to air our differences through face-to-face meetings, to let 
frank talk substitute for anger and tension.

The Uruted States has never sought treaties merely to paper over 
differences. We continue to believe that a nuclear war is one that 
cannot be won and must never be fought. And that is why we have 
sought for nearly 10 years, still seek, and will discuss in Geneva, 
radical, equitable, verifiable reductions in these vast arsenals of offen
sive nuclear weapons.

At the beginning of the latest round of the ongoing negotiations in 
Geneva, the Soviet Union presented a specific proposal involving nu
merical values. We are studying the Soviet coimterproposal carefully. I 
believe that within their proposal there are seeds which we should 
nurture, and in the coming weeks we will seek to establish a genuine 
process of give-and-take.

The United States is also seeking to discuss with the Soviet Union 
in Geneva the vital relationship between offensive and defensive sys-

 ̂ Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, October 28, 1985, pp. 1292-1293.
2 The Convention is printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 133-138.
 ̂The arms control portions of the Helsinki Final Act are printed ibid., 1975, pp. 304- 

305. The entire Act may be found in Department of State Bulletin, Sept. 1, 1975, pp. 323-350.
The SALT I agreements are printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 197-201; 

the SALT U Treaty ibid., 1979, pp. 189 ff.
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terns, including the possibility of moving toward a more stable and 
secure world in which defenses play a growing role.

The ballistic missile is the most awesome, threatening, and destruc> 
tive weapon in the history of man. Thus, I welcome the interest of the 
new Soviet leadership in the reduction of offensive strategic forces. 
Ultimately, we must remove this menace, once and for all, from the 
face of the Earth.

Until that day, the United States seeks to escape the prison of 
mutual terror by research and testing that could, in time, enable us to 
neutralize the threat of these ballistic missiles and, ultimately, render 
them obsolete.

How is Moscow threatened if the capitals of other nations are 
protected? We do not ask that the Soviet leaders, whose coimtry has 
suffered so much from war, leave their people defenseless against 
foreign attack. Why then do they insist that we remain undefended? 
Who is threatened if Western research and Soviet research, that is 
itself well-advanced, should develop a nonnuclear system which 
would threaten not human beings but only ballistic missiles?

Surely, the world will sleep more seciu*e when these missiles have 
been rendered useless, militarily and politically; when the sword of 
Damocles that has hung over our planet for too many decades is lifted 
by Western and Russian scientists working to shield their citizens and 
one day shut down space as an avenue of weapons of mass destruc
tion.

If we're destined by history to compete, militarily, to keep the 
peace, then let us compete in systems that defend our societies rather 
than weapons which can destroy us both and much of God's creation 
along with us.

Some 18 years ago, then Premier Aleksei Kosygin was asked about a 
moratorium on the development of an antimissile defense system. The 
official news agency, TASS, reported that he replied with these words: 
"I believe the defensive systems, which prevent attack, are not the 
cause of the arms race, but constitute a factor preventing the death of 
people. Maybe an antimissile system is more expensive than an offen
sive system, but it is designed not to kill people, but to preserve 
hxmian lives.''®

Preserving lives— n̂o peace is more fundamental than that. Great 
obstacles lie ahead, but they should not deter us. Peace is God's 
commandment. Peace is the holy shadow cast by men treading on the 
path of virtue.

• • • • • • •

 ̂Ibid., 1967, p. 60.
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214. A ddress by  C hinese Prime M inister Z hao Z iyang 
Before th e  U.N. G eneral A ssem bly [Extracts], O ctober 
24, 1985 1

e •  e e e •  e

At present, all the peace-loving countries and peoples are faced with 
a common task, namely, to check the arms race. We are opposed to 
the arms race, be it conventional, nuclear, on ground or in outer space. 
Neither ''deterrent force" nor ''balance of terror" can ensure peace. On 
the contrary, they are bound to give rise to spiralling intensification of 
the arms race. There is every reason to ask the two super-Powers that 
possess the largest nuclear arsenals to take the lead in drastically 
reducing their nuclear armaments so as to create the necessary condi
tions for the complete prohibition and thorough destruction of nuclear 
weapons. Like many other coimtries, China is paying close attention to 
the forthcoming summit meeting between the United States and the 
Soviet Union. It is hoped that, in conformity with the demands of the 
people of the world, they will really abandon their attempt to seek 
military superiority and reach an agreement through negotiations 
which is conducive to world peace and, furthermore, translate it into 
action.

e •  •  •  •  e •

Qiina loves peace and needs peace. It is essential for it to have an 
international environment of durable peace and stability in which to 
eradicate its prolonged backwardness and turn it into a modernized 
socialist country with Chinese characteristics where there will be pros
perity for all.

Pursuing an independent foreign policy of peace, China considers 
itself in duty boimd to oppose hegemonism and safeguard world 
peace. China hopes to live in harmony with its neighbours and all 
other coimtries, and wishes to see peaceful coexistence among all 
coimtries. China's iiutiative in cutting the size of its military force by 
one million has once again demonstrated its firm stand against the 
arms race. China does not set up military bases or station troops 
abroad, nor does it seek hegemony or interfere in the internal afairs of 
other countries. It steadfastly pursues a policy of opening to the 
outside world and engages in reciprocal and mutually beneficial eco
nomic and technological exchanges with countries in the North and 
the South, the East and the West in the interest of common progress. 
China will always remain a reliable friend and partner to all countries

1 A/40/PV.48, pp. 22-25, 27-31.
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that work for world peace and promote international economic 
growth.

• • • • • • •

215. A ddress by  th e  Special A dviser to  th e  P resident and  
th e  S ecretary  o f S ta te  on Arms Control M atters 
(N itze): Soviet Proposal a t  th e  N uclear an d  Space 
Arms Talks, O ctober 24, 1985 ^

Three weeks ago, at the nuclear and space arms control talks in 
Geneva, the Soviet Union presented a coimterproposal in response to 
the detailed proposal for offensive arms reductions introduced by the 
United States last March. Since then, our negotiators in Geneva have 
been exploring the details of this counterproposal to the extent that 
Soviet negotiators have been willing or able to provide them. Al
though there are questions yet to be answered regarding the counter
proposal, we have been able to reach initital conclusions. I will review 
those conclusions with you today.

Description

The coimterproposal consists of various bans and freezes, as well as 
limitations on, and reductions of, offensive forces. The Soviets propose 
a reduction of 50% of each sidê s ' ŝtrategic delivery systems," that is, 
strategic missile launchers and aircraft, as they define such a category 
of systems. The remaining forces would also have to take accoimt of 
the Soviet-proposed bans and freezes.

The 50% reduction as such does not apply to warheads. The Soviets 
propose a ceiling of 6,000 on what they caU "nuclear charges" on the 
delivery systems remaining after their proposed reductions, bans, and 
freezes have taken effect. They further propose that no more than 
60% of the thus-permitted "charges" be on any one component, that 
is, on ICBMs, SLBMs, or "delivery aircraft." This would limit their 
permitted ICBM RVs to 3,600. Each side would have freedom to 
structure its permitted forces as it sees fit within the constraints of 
this "60%" rule.

Among the Soviet-proposed bans is a ban on all long-range cruise 
missiles, including ALCMs, SLCMs, and GLCMs (in the past they 
have interpreted ^long range" to cover those cruise missiles with a 
range greater than 600 kilometers).

Further, the Soviets propose to ban or severely limit all "new" 
nuclear delivery systems, defining as new types those systems not 
tested as of an agreed date. Assuming the agreed date would not be in

 ̂Department of State, Current Policy No. 758. The address was delivered before the 
American Defense Preparedness Association, W ashington, D.C.
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the past, such a ban could include Midgetman, D-5, and the advanced 
technology bomber, while it would exclude their SS-X-24, SS-25, and 
SS-NX-23, and the Blackjack bomber.

In the INF area, the Soviets propose to stop all further deployments 
in Europe of what they call ''mediimi-range'' missile systems. This 
would halt our LRINF missile deployment at a point where there is 
significant imbalance between U.S. and Soviet LRINF missile war
heads, with the Soviets retaining many times the number of such 
warheads as the United States.

The Soviets propose that the sides refrain from deploying any nu
clear arms to states where none now exist and refrain from building 
up stockpiles, or replacing nuclear arms with new weapons, in coim- 
tries where such weapons are already deployed. This is aimed directly 
at prohibiting deployment of LRINF missiles in the Netherlands, stop
ping further deployment in the other basing countries, and precluding 
the modernization envisaged in NATO's Montebello decision regard
ing the reduction and modernization of NATO's tactical nuclear weap
ons. ̂

On the defensive side, the Soviet negotiators have proposed the 
banning of development, "including scientific research," testing, and 
deployment of "space strike arms." As a first step, they propose a 
suspension of all work on "space strike arms." This proposal appears 
to be in contradiction with General Secretary Gorbachev's indication 
that fimdamental research and laboratory research are permissible and 
will continue on both sides.

The Soviet-proposed ban on "space strike arms" does not appear, as 
previously, to be an absolute precondition to detailed negotiation on 
the START and INF issues. The Soviets indicate, however, that 
"agreement" on other subjects (except possibly for some interim INF 
agreement) would be contingent on "agreement" to a ban on "space 
strike arms."

Assessment

One of the principal problems with the Soviet counterproposal is 
hidden in their definition of "strategic delivery systems." That defini
tion would include those systems, and only those systems, that, by 
virtue of their location, can "strike the territory of the other side."

This definition goes back to the Soviet position of 15 years ago. 
Neither we nor our NATO allies could accept it then or at any time 
since then. It was not reflected in SALT I or in SALT II or in the 
distinction between START systems and INF systems which was the 
basis of the 1981-83 Geneva negotiations. We and our allies have 
always successfully and justifiably maintained the distinction between 
systems of intercontinental range— î.e., ICBMs, SLBMs, and heavy 
bombers—on the one hand, and intermediate-range systems—i.e., INF 
missiles and aircraft—on the other.

2 For the Montebello decision, see Documents on Disarmament 1983, pp. 917-918.

Document 215



NITZE ADDRESS, OCTOBER 24 771

The effect of the Soviet definition would be to include within 
"strategic" limits three categories of U.S. systems while excluding 
comparable Soviet systems. The first of these is U.S. longer range INF 
missiles in Europe. The deployment by the United States of LRINF 
missile systems was mandated by the 1979 NATO decision that, in the 
absence of an equitable arms control agreement, there would be no 
other way to coimter the growing threat presented by the deployment 
of Soviet SS-20s and similar systems.® Since the Soviets claim the SS- 
20 cannot strike the United States from its bases, application of the 
Soviet definition would entail no reduction in the SS-20 threat to 
European NATO but would entail a radical and unilateral reduction of 
the NATO coimter to that threat.

Second, the Soviet definition would include as "strategic" U.S. dual- 
capable aircraft located both in Europe and Asia. All of our attack 
aircraft in Europe and Asia (except for our A-lOs) are dual capable; 
their primary role is to contribute to a conventional defense of threat
ened allies although they also are capable of carrying nuclear weapons.

Finally, the Soviet definition would include all the attack aircraft on 
14 U.S. aircraft carriers, one of which is still imder construction. The 
deployment area of those carriers is not limited to any particular 
region. The primary role of the aircraft on them is conventional; their 
nuclear role is secondary. By including these carrier-based aircraft, the 
Soviet definition includes U.S. systems which are not at any given 
time in a position to strike Soviet territory but which could, in theory, 
be moved so such a position. The Soviets do not include in their 
definition some 2,000 Soviet "medium-range" missiles and aircraft, 
although those systems can also, in theory, be moved so that they 
could strike not only all NATO targets in Europe but U.S. territory as 
well.

The Soviets say that by their coimt the 50% reductions in delivery 
vehicles would leave the United States with 1,680 delivery vehicles, as 
they would define and limit such systems, while leaving the U.S.S.R. 
with 1,250. They arrive at that computation by asserting that we have 
2,215 ICBMs, SLBMs, and heavy bombers; 209 "medium-range" mis
siles; 380 "medium-range" aircraft in Europe and Asia; and 560 carri- 
er-based aircraft for a total of 3,364 "relevant systems," according to 
their definition of what is relevant. The Soviets say that they have 
2,504 such "relevant systems," which include only their ICBMs, 
SLBMs, and heavy bombers. A 50% reduction in "relevant" delivery 
systems on both sides would thus leave the United States with 1,680 
delivery vehicles while the Soviets would be left with 1,250.

The Soviet inclusion of U.S. LRINF missile and aircraft systems and 
carrier-based aircraft and the failure to include comparable Soviet 
systems make the apparent U.S. advantage of 430 "strategic delivery 
systems" wholly illusory. The inclusion of 1,149 U.S. LRINF missiles 
and aircraft is more than offset by the exclusion of approximately

3 Ibid., 1979, pp. 814-816.
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2,000 comparable Soviet systems, as well as nearly 300 Backfire bomb
ers.

If the United States were to retain equality in the number of strate
gic nuclear delivery vehicles with the Soviets, our LRINF and 
medium-range aircraft systems would have to be cut radically to 430, 
which would be 60% below present levels and only 20% of compara
ble Soviet delivery vehicles. On the other hand, if the United States 
were to retain its LRINF and medium-range aircraft systems at ciuxent 
levels, the United States could retain less than one-h^  of the Soviets' 
1,250 strategic nuclear delivery vehicles.

The inclusion of U.S. LRINF missile warheads and carrier-based and 
mediimi-range aircraft weapons, and exclusion of comparable Soviet 
weapons, imder a common 6,000-weapon ceiling as defined in the 
Soviet proposal would guarantee U.S. inferiority in the nxmiber and 
power of strategic ballistic missile and LRINF missile warheads while 
maintaining Soviet first-strike capability.

There are, though, interesting new elements in the Soviet proposal. 
For the first time the Soviets are proposing a 1,250 limit on their 
strategic nuclear delivery vehicles, approximately 50% below their 
current level. The proposed 6,000 limit on weapons is far lower than 
the 10,000-12,000 weapons their previous position implied they would 
seek to permit. The proposed 6,000 limit is about 40% below our 
estimate of the current Soviet level.

In its impact, the Soviet counterproposal would, however, actually 
decrease rather than enhance stability.

First, the combination of modernization constraints, which would 
asynunetrically affect U.S. forces, and the lack of restrictions on Soviet 
heavy ICBMs would guarantee Soviet retention of a great advantage 
in missile throw-weight. That advantage is now approximately 3 to 1.

Second, even though the proposed maximum of 60% of all weapons 
permitted in one component of the force would limit Soviet ICBM 
RVs to 3,600, the Soviets could keep a large nimiber of prompt, hard 
target-kill-capable warheads on heavy missiles such as the SS-18s and 
potential modernizations to them, as well as on SS-19s. Indeed, imder 
the Soviet proposal they could retain all 308 SS-18 ICBMs. Thus 
Soviet prompt coimterforce attack capabilities would grow against a 
reduced number of U.S. hardened facilities.

Third, the U.S. heavy bomber force would be penalized. Bombs and 
SRAMs would be coxmted as equivalent to ballistic missile RVs, de
spite the fact that massive Soviet air defenses make defense penetra
tion less certain for bombers than for ballistic missiles and despite the 
lower readiness rates of bombers compared to ballistic missiles.

Fourth, the proposed ban on long-range cruise missiles would termi
nate the U.S. ALCM program and thus degrade the retaliatory effec
tiveness of U.S. heavy bombers in future years—again in the face of 
vmconstrained Soviet air defenses. It would also terminate the U.S. 
SLCM program. In contrast, the Soviets would be free to retain their
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shorter range ALCMs and SLCMs, which are capable of attacking 
many targets in Western Europe and along the U.S. coasts.

Rflh, movement toward more stabilizing forces requires flexibility in 
modernization. While the U.S. B-1 bomber and MX missile programs 
could probably go forward because they have already been flight 
tested, the proposed ban on new types of offensive nuclear arms could 
preclude the D-5 SLBM, the advanced technology bomber, and more 
survivable ICBMs, including the new small ICBM, Midgetman. In 
contrast, new Soviet systems— încluding the SS-X-24, SS-25, SS-NX- 
23, and Blackjack bomber could proceed since they have already been 
flight tested.

Finally, the proposed ban on ''space strike arms'' would halt the U.S. 
SDI research program. Because of the potential benefit for strategic 
stability of this research, as well as the unverifiability of research 
limits, the President has stated that we caimot agree to such a provi
sion.

In simi, although the Soviet coimterproposal for the first time envis
ages significant reductions in Soviet forces, there are major shortcom
ings, the adoption of which would imacceptably degrade U.S. capabili
ties, decrease stability, and undermine deterrence.

There are some positive elements of Gorbachev's statements in Paris 
which we will continue to explore in Geneva.

• Gorbachev seems to acknowledge that at least some U.S. LRINF 
missile systems might remain in Europe, although the Soviets 
have not explained how they would preclude double counting of 
these systems, both as "strategic"—and thus aggravating an unfa
vorable balance in ICBMs, SLBMs, and heavy bombers—and as 
INF systems coimting against SS-20s. Gorbachev's acknowledg
ment that some U.S. LRINF missiles might remain in Europe re
flects the failure of the earlier Soviet effort to prevent NATO's 
response to SS-20 deployments and vindicates NATO's unity 
behind the dual-track decision.'*

• While in Paris, Gorbachev said that a Soviet-American agreement 
may be possible on mediimi-range systems—to use his phrase— 
"without the direct link with the problem of space and strategic 
armaments." ® The United States intends to pursue, at the table in 
Geneva, this aspect of Gorbachev's position.

• Also while in Paris, Gorbachev acknowledged that the independ
ent nuclear forces of France and the United Kingdom are not ap
propriate topics for the U.S.-Soviet talks in Geneva. Of course, 
Paris and London will decide themselves whether or not to enter 
negotiations with Moscow over their independent, strategic nucle
ar capabilities, but it is clear that the United States carmot and 
will not negotiate with the Soviets on that topic.

* The decision cited in n. 3, above, is also known as the dual-track decision. 
® Document 195.
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Conclusion

It is important to keep the Soviet counterproposal in proper perspec
tive. We should not forget that it was the Soviets who walked out of 
the START and INF negotiations in 1983 and that that caused an 
interruption of more than a year in negotiations. Further, once the 
negotiations resumed, it was the Soviets who refused to engage in 
detailed discussions of offensive arms reductions, insisting that the 
United States first agree to abandon its SDI research program. The 
United States, in contrast, immediately put on the negotiating table a 
series of far-reaching arms reduction proposals. These call for equita
ble, verifiable, and strategically sigruficant cuts in strategic ballistic 
missiles to 5,000 warheads on each side, and strict limits on heavy 
bombers and the ALCMs they carry; for reductions to the lowest 
possible equal global level, or preferably the complete elimination, of 
U.S. and Soviet LRINF missiles; and for the reversal of the erosion of 
the ABM Treaty.®

We welcome the fact that the Soviets finally have put forward a 
specific counterproposal. We welcome, as well, the fact that they have 
indicated for the first time a willingness to accept deep cuts in strate
gic nuclear forces. However, the details of their coimterproposal, as 
they have presented them, would have the effect of:

• Blocking our strategic defense program, while their large program 
could proceed;

• Halting U.S. strategic modernization—2l modernization in response 
to the Soviet buildup of the last decade—and locking in auxent 
Soviet advantages;

• Producing a clearly one-sided result in the nuclear force balance 
by inclu(£ng U.S. systems that directly defend our allies while ex
cluding Soviet systems that threaten them; and

• Forcing us to choose between systems that defend our allies and 
systems that defend us while maintaining, and in some senses in
creasing, the Soviet threat to both the allies and the United States.

In his preparations for his November meeting with General Secre
tary Gorbachev, President Reagan is focusing on ways to add momen- 
txmi to serious give-and-take on the issues facing us in Geneva. The 
President will not, however, ever agree to sacrifice our basic objectives 
and principles. We are realistic and realize that the complex issues 
which affect the basic security of both sides are not likely to be 
resolved in the short term. No one should expect that the November 
meeting will produce a comprehensive arms control agreement. But 
with hard work we can hope to define more clearly a new and 
potentially fruitful basis on which hard negotiations can proceed.

® The Treaty is printed in Documenb on Disarmament, J972, pp. 197-201.
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216. Joint Statement by the Leaders of Six Nations: Com
prehensive Test Ban, October 24, 1985 ^

The world's highest expectations are focused on your meeting at 
Geneva next month. All peoples and Governments hope that you will 
be able to stop the deepening of tensions of the last years, opening an 
era of peace and security for humanity.

You know, as we do, that the growing stockpiles of nuclear weap
ons, if used, even though by accident or by miscalculation, will engulf 
us all in complete destruction. No interest can justify this threat to 
present and future generations. Hence the prevention of nuclear war is 
a key issue not only for your peoples and their destirues but for all 
people on every continent. Since the citizens of all nations are equally 
threatened by the consequences of nuclear war, it is of utmost impor
tance to us also that your meeting should create appropriate conditions 
and produce concrete steps towards disarmament and peace.

The tragedy of our time is that, mainly due to mutual distrust, it 
has so far been impossible to end the nuclear arms race. For your own 
security and that of all nations and himian beings and in order to 
ensure the preservation of the planet we all share, it is of paramount 
importance to build mutual confidence.

Your meeting offers a historic opportimity to step boldly out of the 
vicious circle of the escalating arms race. We hope that, through the 
demonstration of will to establish mutual confidence by overcoming 
differences, new impetus will be imparted to your bilateral negotia
tions and also to multilateral negotiations at Geneva, Stockholm and 
Vienna.

We recognize as a positive development that during the present year 
your Governments have initiated at Geneva negotiations covering both 
space and nuclear arms to be considered in their interrelationship. We 
are concerned that such negotiations have not yet produced results. 
We feel, however, that various recent proposals and developments 
seem to offer new hope that both deep cuts in the arsenals of nuclear 
weapons and effective measures for the prevention of an arms race in 
outer space will now be seriously considered in the bilateral negotia
tions at Geneva in conformity with the conclusions we expect you to 
reach at your meeting.

In our Delhi Declaration of January this year (A/40/114-S/16921, 
annex), we called for a complete halt in the testing, production and 
deployment of nuclear weapons and delivery vehicles, and of space 
weapons, to be immediately followed by substantial reductions in 
nuclear forces.^ This would facilitate the task of preventing an arms

 ̂A/40/825 S/17596, pp. 3-4. The statement was addressed to President Reagan and 
Soviet General Secretary Gorbachev and was signed by Argentinian President Alfonsin, 
Greek Prime Minister Papandreou, Indian Prime Minister Gandhi, Mexican President de 
la Madrid, Swedish Prime Minister Palme, and Tanzanian President Nyerere.

* Document 10.

Docxunent 216



776 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1985

race in space and terminating it on Earth, ultimately eliminating nucle
ar arms everywhere.

Since January some of us have had the privilege of discussing our 
proposals with you in person, as well as with the leaders of the other 
nuclear-weapon States. One suggestion that we particularly empha
sized in oiu* message from Delhi was for a halt to all nuclear-weapons 
testing and the early conclusion of a comprehensive test-ban treaty. In 
the light of these valuable discussions, we have decided to put for
ward some ideas for consideration at your meeting at Geneva.

We propose that you suspend all nuclear tests for a period of 12 
months. Such a suspension could be extended or made permanent. We 
expect that the other nuclear-weapon States also should take corre
sponding action.

We believe that this would greatly improve the prospects for sub
stantive agreements and would restrain the development of new, faster 
and more accurate weapons, which continues unabated even while 
negotiations are under way.

The problems of verifying the suspension we propose are difficult, 
but not insimnoimtable. We believe that you yourselves could find a 
solution satisfactory to both. If you would consider it helpful, we are 
ready to offer our good offices in order to facilitate the establishment 
of effective verification arrangements.

Third-party verification could provide a high degree of certainty 
that testing programmes have ceased. We propose to establish verifica
tion mechanisms on our territories to achieve this objective.

The responsibility entrusted to you is indeed awesome. We are 
convinced that the international community will support you in your 
endeavours. For our part, we reiterate our readiness to work together 
with you for the common security and survival of humanity.

217. Chinese Draft Resolution Submitted to the First Com
mittee of the U.N. General Assembly: Prevention of 
an Arms Race in Outer Space, October 25, 1985 ^

The General Assembly,
Reaffirming that the peaceful exploration and use of outer space 

including the Moon and other celestial bodies, as a common aspiration 
of all coimtries of the world, shall be carried out for the benefit and in 
the interests of all coimtries and shall be the province of all mankind.

Recalling 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 and in particu
lar articles III and IV thereof,^

 ̂A/C.1/40/L.4. At the request of the sponsor, no action was taken on the draft 
resolution.

* Documenb on Disarmament 1967, pp. 38-43.
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Further recalling paragraph 80 of the Final Dociiment of its tenth 
special session ® and its relevant resolutions since 1981,

Especially bearing in mind its resolution 39/59 adopted on 12 December 
1984,

Convinced that the development of outer space weapon systems en
tails a qualitative escalation of the already serious arms race and 
further aggravates the world situation.

Fully taking note of the urgent demand of the international community 
that immediate and effective measures be taken to prevent an arms 
race in outer space.

Believing that the two countries with the largest space capabilities 
bear a special responsibility for the prevention of an arms race in outer 
space.

Taking note of the consideration by the Conference on Disarmament 
of this question.

Welcoming the establishment of an ad hoc committee on this question 
by the Conference on Disarmament during its 1985 session,

1. Calls upon all States, especially those with major space capabilities, 
to contribute actively 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;

2. Requests the Conference on Disarmament, the single multilateral 
disarmament negotiating body, to speed up the consideration of the 
question of preventing an arms race in outer space in all its aspects as 
a matter of priority and urgency, taking into account all the relevant 
draft resolutions and proposals;

3. Requests the Conference on Disarmament to initiate negotiations 
without delay for concluding an agreement, or agreements, as appro
priate, on the prohibition and destruction of all outer space weapon 
systems;

4. Calls upon all States possessing outer space capabilities to refrain 
from developing, testing and deploying outer space weapons, so as to 
create propitious conditions for negotiations;

5. Urges the United States of America and the Union of Soviet 
Socialist Republics to conduct serious bilateral negotiations on the 
prevention of an arms race in outer space and to keep the Conference 
on Disarmament properly informed of the progress of these negotia
tions;

6. Requests the Secretary-General to transmit to the Conference on 
Disarmament all the documents relating to the consideration of this 
item by the General Assembly at its fortieth session;

7. Requests the Conference on Disarmament to submit its report on its 
consideration of this subject to the General Assembly at its forty-first 
session;

3 Ibid., 1978, pp. 411 ff.
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8. Decides to include in the provisional agenda of its forty-first 
session an item entitled 'Trevention of an arms race in outer space".

218. Communique of the NATO Nuclear Planning Group, 
October 30, 1985 ^

The NATO Nuclear Planning Group (NPG) met in ministerial ses
sion at NATO Headquarters on 29th and 30th October, 1985. Spain 
attended as an observer.

On the eve of the meeting between President Reagan and General 
Secretary Gorbachev, we declare that the President goes to Geneva 
with the full support and solidarity of the Alliance.

We reviewed the status of Alliance nuclear forces including the 
ongoing arms control negotiations in Geneva. In this context, we 
received comprehensive briefings by the United States secretary of 
defense on developments in the balance of nuclear forces, the arms 
control negotiations, the continuing Soviet deployment, improvement 
and research programmes in the field of ballistic missile defense, and 
the United States Strategic Defense Initiative (SDI) research pro
gramme. We continue to support the United States and the United 
Kingdom efforts to maintain the credibility of their strategic nuclear 
deterrent in preserving security, peace and freedom.

We welcome the opportimity for effective arms control offered by 
the Geneva negotiations now underway. We reviewed the status of 
the Geneva negotiations and expressed strong support for United 
States positions concerning intermediate, strategic, and defense and 
space systems. We discussed the prospects for progress in each of 
these areas stressing that close consultation among the Alliance part
ners remains essential. We hope that the recent Soviet counterpropos
als, despite their one-sided and self-serving nature indicate a Soviet 
willingness to accept verifiable and equitable arms control agreements 
involving deep reductions in numbers of nuclear weapons. We stressed 
the flexibility contained in the United States proposals for significant 
reductions, which have been on the table since the opening of the 
negotiations.

We received a detailed briefing from the United States secretary of 
defense on the evidence of Soviet treaty violations. We take the most 
serious view of this and call on the new Soviet leadership to take the 
steps necessary to assure full compliance with its commitments. We 
noted in this cormection that a double standard of compliance with 
arms control agreements would be unacceptable and would undermine 
the security of the Alliance. In this context, we reaffirmed the require
ment for effective verification of, and full compliance with, all arms 
control agreements.

 ̂Department of State Bulletin, January 1986, pp. 61-62.
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We continue to be concerned by the steady buildup of Soviet 
nuclear forces, in particular the testing and deployment of new strate
gic systems, including the SS-X-24 and the recently deployed SS-25, 
the deployment of a new generation of air-laimched cruise missiles 
and the preparation for deployment of ground- and sea-based ver
sions. We also note that the total SS-20 force has fiû ther increased to 
441 laimchers with 1,323 warheads. Alliance policy in comparison is to 
maintain only the minimum number of nuclear weapons necessary for 
credible deterrence.

In accordance with the Montebello decision,^ SACEUR [Supreme 
Allied Commander Europe] presented at our meeting in Ltixembovu'g a 
programme to reduce NATO's nuclear stockpile in Europe by a further
1,400 warheads by the end of 1988. These reductions are underway; 
they include the withdrawal of Atomic Demolition Munitions 
(ADMs), from the Alliance's nuclear stockpile. Taken together with 
the 1,000 warheads already withdrawn, this would reduce the niunber 
of nuclear warheads in the Alliance's stockpile to the lowest point in 
20 years. At the Luxembourg meeting, SACEUR also presented his 
proposals to improve the responsiveness, effectiveness, and survivabil
ity of the remaining forces. At this meeting we received a progress 
report reflecting the status of SACEUR's proposals. We continued to 
review those reduction and improvement measures, recommended by 
SACEUR, which are ciuxently being undertaken through the appropri
ate channels by the nations concerned. We agreed to consider periodi
cally the progress of further implementation which depends on deci
sions by the nations concerned.

We noted the progress made on longer range INF (LRINF) deploy
ments by NATO nations and the fact that negotiations on INF sys
tems are currently underway. We reviewed, in particular, the status 
and the prospects for these negotiations and expressed support for the 
United States negotiating position developed in close consultation with 
its Allies. We emphasized NATO's determination to continue the 
deployment of LRINF missiles as scheduled in the absence of a con
crete negotiated result with the Soviet Union obviating the need for 
such deployment. At the same time, we reiterated our willingness to 
reverse, halt or modify the LRINF deployment— încluding the removal 
and dismantling of missiles already deployed— ûpon achievement of a 
balanced, equitable and verifiable agreement calling for such action.

We accepted with pleasure an invitation from Dr. M. Woemer, the 
German Minister of Defense, to hold our next meeting in the Federal 
Republic of Germany in spring 1986.

Greece expressed its views in a statement included in the minutes. 
Denmark reserved its position on the INF part.

2 Documents on Disarmament, 1983, pp. 917-918.
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219. Interview of President Reagan by Soviet Journalists: 
Answers to Questions Previously Submitted, October 
31, 1985 1

Question: The forthcoming meeting between General Secretary Gor
bachev [M. S. Gorbachev, general secretary of the CPSU Central Com
mittee] and you, Mr. President, is for obvious reasons looked upon as 
an event of special importance. Both sides have stated their intention 
to make an effort to improve relations between our two countries, to 
better the overall international situation. The Soviet Union has, over a 
period of time, put forward a whole set of concrete proposals and has 
imilaterally taken steps in various areas directly aimed at achieving 
this goal. What is the United States for its part going to do?

Answer: I fxiUy agree that my meeting with General Secretary Gor
bachev has special significance, and I am personally looking forward 
to it very much. 1 sincerely hope that we will be able to put relations 
between our two coimtries on a safer and more secure covirse. I, for 
my part, will certainly do all 1 can to make that possible.

We of course study every Soviet proposal carefully and when we 
find them promising we are happy to say so. If, on the other hand, we 
find them one-sided in their effect, we explain why we feel as we do. 
At the same time we, too, have made concrete proposals—dozens of 
them—^which also cover every sphere of our relationship, from the 
elimination of chemical weapons and resolution of regional conflicts to 
the expansion of contacts and exchanges, and we hope these receive the same 
careful attention that we give to Soviet proposals.

Let me give you a few examples. One thing that has created enor
mous tension in U.S.-Soviet relations over the last few years has been 
attempts to settle problems around the world by using military force. 
The resort to arms, whether it be in Afghanistan, Cambodia, or in 
Africa, has contributed nothing to the prospects for peace or the 
resolution of indigenous problems, and has only brought additional 
suffering to the peoples of these regions. This is also dangerous, and 
we need to find a way to stop attempts to solve problems by force. So 
I have proposed that both our countries encourage parties to these 
conflicts to lay down their arms and negotiate solutions—and if they 
are willing to do that our coimtries should find a way to agree to 
support a peaceful solution and refrain from providing military sup
port to the warring parties. And if peace can be achieved, the United 
States will contribute generously to an international effort to restore 
war-ravaged economies—just as we did after the Second World War,

 ̂FBIS Special Memorandum, ''Soviet Treatment of President Reagan's Interview With 
Soviet Journalists/' November 19, 1985, FB85-10061, pp. 5-14. Most of these questions 
and responses were published in bvesHya in Russian on November 4 and 5, 1985. The 
passages omitted by kvesHya are printed here in italics. Passages added or changed by the 
paper are set off in brackets. For extracts of the portion of the interview consisting of 
answers to oral questions, see infra. A lengthy article by the four journalists was 
published along with the interview.
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contributing to the recovery of friends and foes alike, and as we have 
done on countless other occasions.

Both of our governments agree that our nuclear arsenals are much 
too large. We are both committed to radical arms reductions. So the 
United States has made concrete proposals for such reductions: to 
bring ballistic missile warheads down to 5,000 on each side, and to 
eliminate intermediate-range ballistic missiles from our arsenals alto
gether. These have not been ^'take-it-or-leave-it" proposals. We are 
prepared to negotiate, since we know that negotiation is necessary if 
we are to reach a solution imder which neither side feels threatened. 
We are willing to eliminate our advantages [in certain areas] if you 
will agree to eliminate yours. The important thing is to begin reducing 
these terrible weapons in a way that both sides will feel secure, and to 
continue that process imtil we have eliminated them altogether.

Events of the past 10 to 15 years have greatly increased mistrust 
between our coimtries. If we are to solve the key problems in our 
relationship, we have to do something to restore confidence in dealing 
with each other. This requires better commimication, more contact, 
and close attention to make sure that both parties fulfill agreements 
reached. That is why we have made literally 40 to 50 proposals to 
improve our working relationship, expand commimication, and build 
confidence. For example, we have proposed an agreement to cooperate 
on the peaceful use of space. The ApoUo-Soyuz joint mission was a 
great success in 1975, and we should try to renew that sort of coop
eration. We have also made several proposals for more direct contact 
by our military people. If they talked to each other more, they might 
find that at least some of their fears are imfounded. But, most of all, 
ordinary people in both countries should have more contact, particu
larly our yoimg people. The future, after all, belongs to them. Td like 
to see us sending thousands of students to each other's coimtry every 
year, to get to know each other, to leam from each other, and— m̂ost 
of all—to come to imderstand that, even with ovir different philoso
phies, we can and must live in peace.

Obviously, we are not going to solve all the differences between us 
at one meeting, but we would like to take some concrete steps for
ward. Above all, I hope that our meeting will give momentum to a 
genuine process of problem solving and that we can agree on a course 
to take us toward a safer world for all—and growing cooperation 
between our countries.

Question: The Soviet Union stands for peaceful coexistence with 
coimtries which have different social systems, including the United 
States. In some of your statements, the point has been made that in 
spite of differences between our coimtries, it is necessary to avoid a 
military confrontation. In other words, we must leam how to live in 
peace. Thus, both sides recognize the fact that the issue of arms 
limitation and reduction is and will be determining in these relations. 
The special responsibility of the United States and the USSR for the
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fate of the world is an objective fact. What in your opinion can be 
achieved in the area of security in your meeting with Gorbachev?

Answer: Well, first of all, I would say that we think all countries 
should live together in peace, whether they have the same or different 
social systems. Even if social systems are similar, this shouldn't give a 
coimtry the right to use force against another.

But you are absolutely right when you say that we must leam to 
live in peace. As I have said many times, a nuclear war cannot be won 
and must never be fought. And this means that our coimtries must not 
fight any type of war.

You are also right when you say that our coimtries bear a special 
responsibility before the world. This is the case not only because we 
possess enormous nuclear arsenals, but because as great powers, 
whether we like it or not, our example and actions affect all those 
aroimd us.

Our relations involve not only negotiating new agreements, but 
abiding by past agreements as well. Often we are accused by your 
country of interfering in your '̂internal'' affairs on such questions as 
human rights, but this is a case in point. Ten years ago we both 
became participants in the Helsinki Accords and committed ourselves 
to certain standards of conduct.^ We are living up to those commit
ments and expect others to do so also. Soviet-American relations 
affect as well regional conflicts, political relations among oiu* friends 
and allies, and many other areas.

The fact that our coimtries have the largest and most destructive 
nuclear arsenals obliges us not only to make sure they are never used, 
but to lead the world toward the elimination of these awesome weap
ons.

I think that my meeting with General Secretary [M.S.] Gorbachev 
can start us on the road toward the goal our countries have set: the 
radical reduction of nuclear weapons and steps to achieve their com
plete elimination. We can do this by finding concrete ways to over
come roadblocks in the negotiating process [at the (simunit) talks] and 
thus give a real impetus to oiu* negotiators [at the (arms) talks]. Of 
course, we will also have to deal with other problems, because it will 
be very hard to make great progress in arms control imless we can also 
act to lower tensions, reduce the use and threat of force, and build 
confidence in our ability to deal constructively with each other.

Question: As is well known, the United States and the USSR 
reached an understanding last January in Geneva that the top priority 
of the new negotiations must be the prevention of the arms race in 
space. But now, the American delegation in Geneva is trying to limit 
the discussion to consideration of the question of nuclear arms and is

2 The arms control portions of the Helsinki Final Act may be found in Documents on
Disarmament 1975, pp. 304-308. The entire Act is printed in Department of State Bulletin,
September 1, 1975, pp. 323-350.
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refusing to talk about the prevention of the arms race in space. How 
should we interpret this American position?

Answer: You have misstated the January agreement.® Actually, our 
foreign ministers agreed to '̂ work out effective agreements aimed at 
preventing an arms race in space and terminating it on earth, at 
limiting and reducing nuclear arms, and at strengthening strategic 
stability.'' Further, they agree that the ''subject of negotiations will be 
a complex of questions concerning space and nuclear arms— b̂oth stra
tegic and medium range— ŵith all these questions considered and 
resolved in their interrelationship."

Since your question reflects a misimderstanding of the United States 
position, let me review it for you:

First, we believe that the most threatening weapons facing mankind 
today are nuclear weapons of mass destruction. These are offensive 
weapons, and they exist today—in numbers that are much too high [in 
very large numbers]. Our most urgent task therefore is to begin to 
reduce them radically and to create conditions so that they can even
tually be eliminated. Since most of these weapons pass through space 
to reach their targets, reducing them is as important to prevent an 
arms race in space as it is to terminate an arms race on earth.

As I noted earlier, we have made concrete, specific proposals to 
achieve this. Recently, yoiu* government finally made some coimterpro- 
posals, and we will be responding in a genuine spirit of give-and-take 
in an effort to move toward practical solutions both coimtries can 
agree on.

Second, we believe that offensive and defensive systems are closely 
interrelated, and that these issues should be treated, as our foreign 
ministers agreed, as interrelated. Our proposals are fully consistent 
with this imderstanding. We are seeking right now with Soviet nego
tiators in Geneva a thorough discussion of how a balance of offensive 
and defensive systems could be achieved, and how— îf scientists are 
able to develop effective defenses in the future— ŵe might both use 
them to protect our coimtries and allies without threatening the other. 
And if we ever succeed in eliminating nuclear weapons, coimtries are 
going to require a defense against them, in case some madman gets his 
hands on some and tries to blackmail other countries.

Specifically, we have proposed:

• On strategic nuclear arms, a reduction of each side's nuclear forces 
down to 5,000 warheads on ballistic missiles. That would be a 
very dramatic lowering of force levels, in a way that would great
ly enhance strategic stability. We have also offered to negotiate 
strict limits on other kinds of weapons. Because our force struc
tures are different, and because the Soviet Union has complained 
about having to reconfigure its forces, we have offered to seek 
agreements which would balance these differing areas of Ameri
can and Soviet strength.

® See Document 3.
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• On intermediate-range nuclear forces, we believe the best course 
is to eliminate that entire category of forces, which includes the 
441 SS-20 missiles the Soviet Union has deployed, and our Per
shing II and ground-laimched cruise missiles. If this is not imme
diately acceptable we have also offered an interim agreement 
which would establish an equal nimiber of warheads on U.S. and 
Soviet missiles in this category, at the lowest possible level.

• In the area of space and defense, we are seeking to discuss with 
Soviet negotiators the possibility that new technology might allow 
both sides to carry out a transition to greater reliance on defensive 
weapons, rather than basing seciuity on offensive nuclear forces.

So that there would be no misunderstandings about our research program on new 
defensive systems which is being carried out in full compliance with the ABM 
Treaty,̂  I sent the director of our Strategic Defense research program to Geneva to 
brief Soviet negotiators. Unfortunately, we have not had a comparable description of 
your research in this area, which we know is longstanding and quite extensive.

Frankly, I have difficulty tmderstanding why some people have 
misimderstood and misinterpreted our position. The research we are 
conducting in the United States regarding strategic defense is in pre
cisely the same areas as the research being conducted in the Soviet 
Union. There are only two differences: first the Soviet Union has been 
conducting research in many of these areas longer than we have, and 
is ahead in some. Second, we are openly discussing oiu* program, 
because our political system requires open debate before such deci
sions are made. But these differences in approaches to policy decisions 
should not lead to erroneous conclusions. Both sides are involved in 
similar research, and there is nothing wrong in that.

However, this does make it rather hard for us to imderstand why 
we should be accused of all sorts of aggressive intentions when we are 
doing nothing more than you are. The important thing, however, is for 
us to discuss these issues candidly.

In sum, what we are seeking is a balanced, fair, verifiable agree
ment—or series of agreements—that will permit us to do what was 
agreed in Geneva in January: to terminate the arms race on earth and 
prevent it in space. The United States has no ^̂ tricks" up its sleeve, 
and we have no desire to threaten the Soviet Union in any way. 
Frankly, if the Soviet Union would take a comparable attitude, we 
would be able to make very rapid progress toward an agreement.

Question: Mr. President, officials of your Administration claim that 
the United States, in its international relations, stands for the forces of 
democracy. How can one reconcile statements of this kind with the 
actual deeds of the United States? If you take any current example, it 
seems that when a particular coimtry wants to exercise its right to 
independent development—^whether it be in the Middle East, in 
Southern Africa, in Central America, in Asia— ît is the United States in

 ̂For the text o f the Treaty, see Documenk on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 197-201.
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particular which supports those who stand against the majority of the 
people, against legitimate governments.

Answer: Your assertion about U.S. actions are totally unfounded. 
From your question, one might think that the United States was 
engaged in a war in some other coimtry and in so doing had set itself 
against the majority of the people who want self-determination. I can 
assure you that this is not the case. 1 am proud, as are all Americans, 
that not a single American soldier is in combat anywhere in the world. 
If every coxmtry could say the same, we would truly live in a world of 
less tension and danger.

Yes, we are very supportive of democracy. It is the basis of our 
political system and our whole philosophy. Our nation was not 
foimded on the basis of one ethnic group or cultiu-e, as are many other 
coimtries, but on the basis of the democratic ideal. For example, we 
believe that governments are legitimate only if they are created by the 
people, and that they are subordinate to the people, who select in free 
elections those who govern them. But democracy is more than elec
tions in which all who wish can compete. In our view there are many 
things that even properly elected governments have no right to do. No 
American government can restrict freedom of speech, or of religion, 
and no American government can tell its people where they must live 
or whether they can leave the country or not. These and the other 
individual freedoms enshrined in our Constitution are the most pre
cious gift our forefathers bequeathed us, and we will defend them so 
long as we exist as a nation.

Now this doesn't mean that we think we are perfect. Of course we 
are not. We have spent over 200 years trying to live up to our ideals 
and correct faults in our society, and we're still at it. It also doesn't 
mean that we think we have a right to impose our system on others. 
We don't, because we believe that every nation should have the right 
to determine its own way of life. But when we see other nations 
threatened from the outside by forces which would destroy their 
liberties and impose the rule of a minority by force of arms, we will 
help them resist that whenever we can. We would not be true to our 
democratic ideals if we did not.

We respond with force only as a last resort, and only when we or 
our Allies are the victims of aggression. For example, in World War II 
we took a full and vigorous part in the successful fight against Hitler
ism, even though our coimtry was not invaded by the Nazis. We still 
remember our wartime alliance and the heroism the peoples of the 
Soviet Union displayed in that struggle. And we also remember that 
we never used our position as one of the victors to add territory or to 
attempt to dominate others. Rather we helped rebuild the devastated 
countries, friends and erstwhile foes alike, and helped foster democra
cy where there was once totalitarianism. Have we not all benefited 
from the fact that Japan and the Federal Republic of Germany are 
today flourishing democracies and strong pillars of a stable and
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humane world order? Well, the German and Japanese people deserve 
the most credit for this, but we believe we helped along the way.

In the areas you mention, we are heartened by trends we see, 
although there are still many troubling areas. In the southern part of 
Africa, Angola is tom by civil war, yet we have determined not to 
supply arms to either side, and to urge a peaceful settlement. In South 
Africa, the system of apartheid is repugnant to all Americans, but here 
as well we seek a peaceful solution and for many years we have 
refused to supply arms or police equipment to the South African 
Goverrunent. In Latin America, great progress in the transition from 
authoritarian to democratic societies has been made, and now on that 
continent there exist only four coimtries that do not have democrat
ically elected governments. Since 1979 seven Latin American coimtries 
have made major strides from authoritarian to democratic systems 
[toward the democratization of the continent]. Over the years, we 
have been a leading voice for decolonization and have used our influ
ence with our closest friends and allies to hasten this process. We are 
gratified by the nearly completed process of decolonization and take 
pride in oiu* role.

I should emphasize that our aim has been to encourage the process 
of democratization through peaceful means. And not just the Ameri
can Government, but the American people as a whole have supported 
this process with actions and deeds.

American society has long been characterized by its spirit of volun- 
teerism and by its compassion for the less fortimate. At home, we are 
proud of our record of support for those who cannot manage for 
themselves. It is not simply that the government, but the American 
people, through a host of voluntary orgaruzations, who bring help to 
the needy—the victims of floods and fires, the old, the infirm, and the 
handicapped. Americans have been no less generous in giving to other 
peoples. I remember the efforts of Herbert Hoover in organizing the 
American Relief effort to feed Soviet victims of famine in the 1920's, 
and these efforts continue to this day, whether it be food for the 
victims of famine in Ethiopia, or of earthquakes in Mexico.

Question: The Soviet Union has unilaterally taken a series of major 
steps. It has pledged not to be the first to use nuclear weapons. It has 
undertaken a moratorium on any kind of nuclear tests. It has stopped 
deployment of intermediate-range missiles in the European part of its 
territory and has even reduced their number. Why hasn't the United 
States done anything comparable?

Answer: Actually, we have frequently taken steps intended to lower 
tension and to show our good will, though these were rarely reciprocated. 
Immediately after World War II, when we were the only country with nuclear 
weapons, we proposed giving them up altogether to an international authority, so that 
no country would have such destructive power at its disposal What a pity that this 
idea was not accepted!

Not only did we not use our nuclear monopoly against others, we 
signaled our peaceful intent by demobilizing our armed forces in an
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extraordinarily rapid way. At the end of the war in 1945, we had 12 milium 
men under arms, but by the beginning of 1948 we had reduced our forces to one- 
tenth of that number, 1,2 million. Since the 1960's we unilaterally cut back our own 
nuclear arsenal: we now have considerably fewer weapons than in 1969, and only 
one-third of the destructive power which we had at that time.

The United States and the NATO allies have repeatedly said that 
we will never use our arms, conventional or nuclear, imless we are 
attacked.

Let me add something that might not be widely known in the 
Soviet Union. In agreement with the NATO countries, the United 
States since 1979 has removed from Europe well over 1,000 nuclear 
warheads. When all of our withdrawals have been completed, the total 
number of warheads withdrawn will be over 2,400. That's a with
drawal of about five nuclear weapons [shells] for every intermediate- 
range missile we plan to deploy. It will bring our nuclear forces in 
Eiu’ope to the lowest level in some 20 years. We have seen no comparable 
Soviet restraint.

If the Soviet Union is now reducing its intermediate-range missiles in Europe, 
that's a long overdue step. The Soviet Union has now deployed 441 SS-20 
missiles, each with three warheads— t̂hat is 1,323 warheads. I don't 
have to remind you that this Soviet deployment began when NATO 
had no comparable systems in Europe. We first attempted to negotiate 
an end to these systems, but when we could not reach agreement, 
NATO proceeded with a limited response which will take place gradu
ally. Today, the Soviet Uruon commands an advantage in warheads of 
7 to 1 on missiles already deployed. Our position remains as it always 
has been, that it would be better to negotiate an end to all of these 
types of missiles. But even if our hopes for an agreement are disap
pointed and NATO has to go to full deployment, this will only be a 
maximum of 572 single-warhead missiles.

Moreover, President Carter canceled both the enhanced-radiation 
warhead  ̂ and the B-1 bomber ® in 1978, and the Soviet Union made 
no corresponding move. In fact, when asked what the Soviet Union would 
reduce in response, one of your officials said, "We are not philanthropists," In 1977 
and 1978 the United States also tried to negotiate a ban on developing 
antisatellite weapons. The Soviet Union refused and proceeded to 
develop and test an antisatellite weapon. Having already established 
an operational antisatellite system, the Soviet Union now proposes a 
''freeze" before the United States can test its own system. Obviously, 
that sort of "freeze" does not look very fair to us; if the shoe were on the other foot, it 
wouldn 7 look very fair to you either.

The issues between our two coimtries are of such importance that 
the positions of each government should be commimicated accurately 
to the people of both coimtries. In this process, the media of both 
countries have an important role to play. We should not attempt to

 ̂Ibid., 1978, p. 230.
1977, pp. 386-391.
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'̂score points'' against each other. And the media shovdd not distort 
our positions. We are commiHed to examining every Soviet proposal with care, 
seeking to find areas of agreement. It is important that the Soviet Government do the 
same in regard to our proposals.

The important thing is that we both deal seriously with each other's 
proposals and make a genuine effort to bridge our differences in a way 
which serves the interests of both coxmtries and the world as a whole. 
It is in this spirit that I will be approaching my meeting with [CPSU 
Central Committee] General Secretary Gorbachev.

220. Interview of President Reagan by Soviet Journalists: 
Answers to Oral Questions on the Strategic Defense 
Initiative and the Antiballistic Missile Treaty [Ex
tracts], October 31, 1985 ^

Question: I would like to have another question for you, Mr. President. 
According to a survey taken by The Washington Post and ABC on 
Tuesday it was foimd that 74 percent of the American people as 
compared to 20 percent said that they would like the United States 
and the Soviet Union to reduce their nuclear arsenals and not to have 
the U.S. develop space weapons. This seems to be the choice which 
the American people have made. It seems clear that without stopping the 
development of weapons in space there can be no reduction of nuclear weapons. This is 
the position of the Soviet side. So how then will you react, Mr. President, to 
this opinion expressed by the American public?

The President: For one thing, it is based on a misconception. The 
use of the term ''Star Wars" came about when one [was coined by an 
American] political figure in America used that to describe what it is we are 
researching and studying, and then our press picked it up and it has been [has 
spread] worldwide. We're not talking about Star Wars at all. We are 
talking about seeing if there isn't a defensive weapon that does not 
kill people, but that simply makes it impossible for nuclear missiles, 
once fired out of their silos, to reach their objective—to intercept 
those weapons.

Now it is also true that, to show that this is a misconception on the 
part of the people when you use the wrong terms, not too long ago 
there was a survey taken, a poll of our people, and they asked them 
about Star Wars. And similar to the reaction in this poU, only about

 ̂FBIS Special Memorandum, ^'Soviet Treatment of President Reagan's Interview With 
Soviet Journalists," November 19, 1985, FB85-10061, pp. 15-17, 21-23. Most of these 
questions and responses were published in kvesHya in Russian on November 4 and 5, 
1985. The passages omitted by IzvesHya are printed here in italics. Passages added or 
changed by the paper are set off in brackets. For the portion of the interview consisting 
of answers to questions previously submitted, see supra. A lengthy article by the four 
journalists was published along with the interview.
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30 percent of the people in oxir country favored it and the rest didn't. 
But in the same poll they then described, as I have tried to describe, 
what it is we are researching—a strategic defensive shield that doesn't 
kill people, but would allow us one day—all of us—to reduce—̂ et rid of nuclear 
weapons. And over 90 percent of the American people favored our going 
forward with such a program.

Now this is one of the things that we will discuss. We are for, and have for 
several years now, been advocating a reduction in the number of nuclear weapons. It is 
uncivilized on the part of all of us to be sitting here with the only deterrent to war— 
offensive nuclear weapons that in such numbers that both of us could threaten the 
other with the death and the annihilation of millions and millions of each other's 
people.

And so that is the deterrent that is supposed to keep us from firing these missiles at 
each other. Wouldn 7 it make a lot more sense if we could find—that as there has 
been in history for every weapon a defensive weapon. Weapon isn't the term to use for 
what we are researching. We are researching for something that could make it, as I 
say, virtually impossible for these missiles to reach their targets. And if we find such 
a thing, my proposal is that we make it available to all the world. We don't just keep 
it for our own advantage.

Question: Mr. President, with the situation as it stands today in the 
international arena, attempts to create such a space shield will inevita
bly lead to suspicion on the other side that the country creating such a 
space shield will be in a position to make a first strike [in fact wants 
to acquire the capability for a first nuclear strike]. This is a type of 
statement whose truth is agreed to by many people. Now, it's appar
ent that the American people have indicated their choice, that if it 
comes down to a choice between the creation of such a space system 
and the decrease in nuclear arms, they prefer a decrease in nuclear 
arms. So, it seems to be a realistic evaluation on the part of the 
American people. And I would like to ask how the American Govern
ment would react to the feelings of the American people in this 
regard.

The President: In the first place, yes, if someone was developing 
such a defensive system and going to couple it with their own nuclear 
weapons—offensive weapons— ŷes, that could put them in a position 
where they might be more likely to dare a first strike. But your 
country, your government, has been working on this same kind of a plan 
beginning years before we ever started working on it, which, I think, 
would indicate that maybe we should be a little suspicious that they 
want it for themselves.

But I have said, and am prepared to say at the simimit, that if such 
a weapon is possible, and our research reveals that, then, oiu: move 
would be to say to all the world, ''Here, it is available." We won't put 
this weapon—or this system in place, this defensive system, until we 
do away with our nuclear missiles, our offensive missiles. But we will 
make it available to other coimtries, including the Soviet Union, to do 
the same thing.
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Now, just what—whichever one of us comes up first with that defensive system, the 
Soviet Union or us or anyone else—what a picture if we say no one will claim a 
monopoly on it. And we make that offer now. It will he available for the Soviet 
Union, as well as ourselves.

And if the Soviet Union and the United States both say we will 
eliminate our offensive weapons, we will put in this defensive thing in 
case some place in the world a madman some day tries to create these 
weapons again— n̂uclear weapons—because, remember, we all know how to 
make them now. So, you can 7 do away with that information. But we would all 
be safe knowing that if such a madman project is ever attempted there 
isn't any of us that couldn't defend ourselves against it.

So, 1 can assure you now we are not going to try and monopolize 
this, if such a weapon is developed, for a first-strike capability.

Question: Mr. President, with relation to the ABM Treaty, which 
was signed in 1972, Article V of that treaty indicates, and 1 quote, [in 
1972 the United States and the Soviet Union signed the ABM Treaty 
at the simimit level, which states absolutely clearly] ''that each side 
will not develop, test or deploy antiballistic missile components or 
systems which are sea-based, air-based, space-based, or mobile land- 
based." 2 Now, some Administration representatives say that the 
treaty is such that it permits all of these things—the development, the 
testing, and deployment of [space-based] ABM systems. Such an in
terpretation of that treaty certainly carmot help achieve agreement.

What is the true position of the American Administration with 
regard to the interpretation of this treaty? Will the United States abide 
by the treaty or not? And certainly the results of your meeting with General 
Secretary Gorbachev will depend a great deal on that fact.

The President: There are two varying interpretations of the treaty. 
There is an additional clause in the treaty that would seem to be more 
liberal than that paragraph 5—or clause 5. On the other hand, we 
have made it plain that we are going to stay within a strict definition 
of the treaty. And what we are doing with regard to research—and 
that would include testing— îs within the treaty.

Now, with regard to deployment, as 1 said earlier, no we are doing what is 
within the treaty and which the Soviet Union has already been doing 
for quite some time, same kind of research and development. But, when it 
comes to deployment, I don't know what the Soviet Union was going 
to do when and if their research developed such a weapon, or still if it 
does. But I do know what we're going to do and I have stated it 
already. PVe would not deploy—my—it is not my purpose for deployment—until we 
sit down with the other nations of the world, and those that have nuclear arsenals, 
and see if we cannot come to an agreement on which there will be deployment only if 
there is elimination of the nuclear weapons.

 ̂Documenk on Disarmament 1972, p. 199.
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Now, you might say if we're going to eliminate the nuclear weap
ons, then why do we need the defense? Well, I repeat what I said 
earlier. We all know how to make them—the weapons, so it is possi
ble that some day a madman could arise in the world— ŵe were both 
allies in a war that came about because of such a madman—and 
therefore, it would be like, in Geneva after World War I when the 
nations all got together and said no more poison gas, but we all kept 
our gasmasks. Well, this weapon, if such can be developed, would be 
today's gasmask. But we would want it for everyone and the terms for 
getting it, and the terms for our own deployment would be the 
elimination of the offensive weapons—a switch h maintain trust and peace 
between us of having defense systems that gave us security, not the threat of 
annihilation—that one or the other of us would annihilate the other with nuclear 
weapons.

So, we will not be violating this treaty at any time, because, as I say, it 
is not our purpose to go forward with deployment if and when such a weapon proved 
practical

Question: Mr. President, we ve about run out of time unless you had something 
in conclusion you wanted to state.

The President: Well, I—we haven't covered—I guess I've filibus
tered on too many of these questions here with lengthy answers. I 
know you have more questions there. I'm sorry that we haven't time 
for them.

But I would just like to say that the Soviet Union and the United 
States— ŵell, not the Soviet Union, let us say Russia and the United 
States have been allies in two wars. The Soviet Union and the United States, 
allies in one, the last and greatest war. World War II. Americans and 
Russians died side by side, fighting the same enemy.

There are Americans buried on Soviet soil. And it just seems to 
me—and what I look forward to in this meeting with the general 
secretary—[I want to say to the general secretary:] is that people don't 
start wars, governments do. And I have a little thing here that I copied 
out of an article the other day and the author of the article uttered a 
very great truth. "Nations do not distrust each other because they are 
armed. They arm themselves because they distrust each other." Well, I 
hope that in the summit maybe we can find ways that we can prove 
by deed— n̂ot just words, but by deeds—that there is no need for distrust 
between us. And then we can stop punishing our people by using our 
wherewithal to build these arsenals of weapons instead of doing more 
things for the comfort of the people.^

® This is the end of the formal interview. [Footnote in source document.]
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221. Statement by the Swedish Representative (Cars) to 
the First Committee of the U.N. General Assembly: 
Report on the Construction of Military Price Indexes 
and Purchasing-Power Parities for Comparison of 
Military Expenditures, November 1, 1985 ^

In pursuance of General Assembly Resolution 37/95 B of 13 Decem
ber 1982, the Secretary-General appointed a Group of Experts to 
imdertake the task of constructing military price indexes and purchas- 
ing-power parities of States voluntarily participating in this exercise. 
This task included, inter alia, in an introductory phase, assessment of 
the feasibility of such an exercise and the design of the project and 
methodology to be employed. I had the honour and pleasure to serve 
as the Chairman of that Group.

In the course of its work the Group submitted two progress reports; 
the final report, contained in document A/40/421, was unanimously 
adopted in Jime of this year and is now before the Committee.

The background of this exercise was the need for adequate and 
acceptable means and methods of comparing military expenditures 
over time and between countries in cormection with possible future 
international negotiations on the reduction of military expenditures. 
The preceding Group of Experts had stated in its 1982 report that 
general price indexes and prevailing exchange rates in fact constituted 
rather poor instruments for intertemporal and international compari
sons of military expenditures. It suggested, however, that specifically 
constructed price indexes and purchasing-power parities of military 
expenditures would make possible much more accurate comparisons. 
That Group also concluded that the successful demonstration of the 
feasibility of constructing military price indexes and purchasing-power 
parities for different States would contribute much to preparing the 
ground for future negotiations on a reduction of military expendi
tures.^

Thus, the Group considered that the purpose of its task was to 
throw light on the question whether such instnunents of comparison 
as just mentioned might be successfully constructed in the context of 
future negotiations with a view to facilitating agreements among the 
parties. A practical exercise of this kind might also provide experience 
that can be useful in connection with lutuie negotiations. However, 
that experience came to be limited because of the lack of participation 
of countries with different budgeting and accoimting systems and at 
very different levels of economic development. The following coun
tries chose to participate in the exercise: Australia, Austria, Finland, 
Italy, Norway, Sweden, the United Kingdom, and the United States of 
America.

1 A/C.1/40/PV.22, pp. 11-17.
2 A/S-12/7.
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To carry out the Group's task there was an obvious need for a 
certain amount of relevant statistical data. Part of these were expendi
ture data of the same kind as those annually reported to the United 
Nations in the framework of its international system for standardized 
reporting of the military expenditures of Member States. In addition 
to such data, the Group also had to request and collect data concern
ing prices and descriptions of a selected nimiber of military goods and 
services. For this purpose the Group elaborated a few questionnaires 
that corresponded closely to the structure of the reporting matrix.

The data received from participating States in response to the 
Group's requests were rather abimdant with regard to operating costs, 
that is, the cost of such resources which are used for the basic training 
and maintenance of soldiers; on the other hand, information on items 
which fall within the procurement category, that is, weapons, weapon 
systems and other military equipment, not unexpectedly turned out to 
be much less available.

The limited amoimt of available data on military hardware present
ed a major problem for the Group. That problem was further aggra
vated by the fact that only a few of those already scarce data could be 
regarded as being comparable with each other. Thus, quite a few of 
the data submitted concerning procurement had to be disregarded, 
because they could not be matched with similar data from other 
countries.

It should therefore be acknowledged that the purchasing-power 
parities that the Group managed to construct for military hardware are 
based on a limited amount of data and may, as a consequence, be less 
reliable. However, the main point is that the method itself proved to 
be feasible also for the hardware category and that the results could be 
largely improved, given greater availability of relevant information. It 
might seem somewhat speculative but, nevertheless, the Group con
cluded that States participating in future negotiations on agreements to 
reduce military expenditures might well be more willing to exchange 
among themselves more information on characteristics and prices of 
military goods and services compared to what they were willing to 
publicize imder present circumstances.

Another major problem that the Group faced was the comparison of 
conscripted and enlisted soldiers. Those two categories of military 
personnel are undoubtedly meant to fulfil about the same fimctions in 
the case of a war. On the other hand, it is clear that conscripts 
undergoing the first part of their basic training are far from being as 
skilled and experienced as the average professional soldier. Upon care
ful examination of this question the Group finally decided to regard 
conscripts with a training of six months or more to be comparable, by 
and large, to the average enlisted soldier. Thus, total maintenance costs 
for each one of these conscripts, including daily pay, food charges and 
cost of accommodation, were compared with the average salary of 
enlisted soldiers. On this basis purchasing-power parities were also 
constructed for that category of personnel for all participating States.
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The results of the Group's exercise as presented in its report are as 
follows:

(a) Military price indexes have been constructed for all participating 
States, both for their total military expenditures and for a great 
nimiber of different expenditure categories and sub-categories. TTiese 
results are also compared with two types of general civilian price in
dexes.

(b) Military purchasing-power parities have been constructed for all 
participating States, both for their total military expenditures and for 
some expenditure categories and sub-categories. These results are also 
compared with exchange rates and a set of civilian purchasing-power 
parities as constructed by the Organisation for Economic Co-operation 
and Development (OECD).

However, to achieve those results the Group had to use a limited 
number of surrogate indexes and parities, which were provided either 
by the participating States themselves or in some cases collected from 
other sotirces.

With reference to the military price indexes, the Group believes that 
it has arrived at fairly reliable results, as some of them come very 
close to those obtained through extensive national efforts in the re
spective countries. This seems to be an interesting observation and it 
may be worth noting that the Group has obtained its results by means 
of a simplified method, using a relatively limited amount of informa
tion. This matter may also be of special interest in the light of possible 
future negotiations on the reduction of military expenditures, as a 
simple method and the use of easily verifiable data might greatly help 
to facilitate such negotiations.

As for military purchasing-power parities, the Group believes that 
those for operating costs are fairly reliable, but, as mentioned earlier, 
those for procurement items could be considerably improved if more 
data were to be made available and if more time and effort could be 
devoted to the actual comparisons. Nevertheless, the Group is pleased 
to present the results it has achieved and feels that the price indexes 
and purchasing-power parities constructed by the Group would be 
much better used for the comparison of participating States' military 
expenditures than general price indexes and official exchange rates. 
The Group would also underline that another important result of this 
exercise is the experience and knowledge which it has provided and 
which should, in spite of the limitations imposed by the small number 
of participating States, prove to be useful in the event of future 
international negotiations on agreements to reduce military expendi
tures.

1 now come to the Group's conclusions. To summarize, the Group 
has concluded: first, that the construction of useful instruments for 
intertemporal and international comparisons of military expenditures— 
namely military price indexes and purchasing-power parities— îs feasi
ble, given a sufficient availability of relevant statistical information 
and that good results can be obtained with a relatively limited amoimt
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of data, provided that necessary efforts are made to select and collect 
the information and to make the appropriate comparisons; secondly, 
that this exercise bears a clear relationship to the endeavours made by 
the United Nations to explore the link between disarmament and 
development, as in both cases the aim is to obtain a release of re
sources through a reduction of military efforts in real terms; and 
thirdly, that in addition to technical-statistical matters there are also 
other important aspects of the question of reducing military expendi
tures which would deserve careful attention. Such aspects are to some 
extent described in chapter V of the Group's report.

On the basis of its conclusions the Group finally recommends: first, 
that the consideration of technical and other aspects of problems 
related to agreements to reduce military expenditures should be con
tinued and that appropriate measures should be taken to promote and 
to facilitate international negotiations on such agreements; secondly, 
that all Member States should be invited to express their views on the 
present report, including the prospects of wider participation, in par
ticular by countries with different budgeting and accounting systems 
and at very different levels of economic development, as well as on all 
matters dealt with in this report, and to suggest fiurther steps on 
measures with a view to promoting and facilitating future internation
al agreements to reduce military expenditures; thirdly, that a report on 
the above matters should be submitted by the Secretary-General to 
the General Assembly at its forty-first session; and finally, the Group 
recommends that all Member States, in particular the nuclear-weapon 
States and other militarily significant States, should be urged to help 
create the necessary conditions for fruitful negotiations on agreements 
to reduce military expenditures, and to recognize that in this process 
and in the course of such negotiations a reasonable availability and 
exchange of statistical data would be required.

The Group recommends that, on this basis. Member States should 
start negotiations as soon as possible.

222. Radio Address by President Reagan on the Nuclear 
and Space Arms Talks, November 2, 1985 ^

Yesterday in Geneva American negotiators presented to their Soviet 
coimterparts new proposals designed to achieve real reductions in the 
nuclear arsenals of both the United States and the Soviet Union. My 
instructions to our negotiators also asked that this roimd of the nego
tiations be extended into this coming week so that our team can make 
a full presentation of our new proposals and so that the Soviets have 
the opportunity to ask questions about them.

 ̂ Weekly CmpilaHon of Presidential Documents, November 2, 1985, pp. 1341-1342. The 
President spoke from Camp David.
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I am very pleased that the Soviet Union has agreed to this extension 
of the talks. I know you join me in hoping that this will be a 
productive week in Geneva. Our new proposals address all three areas 
of these negotiations: strategic nuclear arms, intermediate-range nucle
ar forces, and defense and space systems. They build upon the con
crete reduction proposals American negotiators have had on the table 
since early in the talks, and they take into accoimt expressed Soviet 
concerns.

Our objective since the start of the administration in 1981 has been 
to achieve re<d progress in reducing not only nuclear arms but conven
tional forces and chemical weapons as well. WeVe been firm and 
consistent in our arms control approach. Just as important, we have 
placed great value on maintaining the strength and imity of our 
alliances and ensuring that the security interests of our allies are 
enhanced in these negotiations. And weVe demonstrated flexibility in 
taking legitimate Soviet interests into accoimt.

Tm pleased to report to you that our strategy has been working. I 
believe weVe laid the groundwork for productive negotiations in 
Geneva. The first sign of this was when Soviet Foreign Minister 
Shevardnadze presented to me at our White House meeting in Sep
tember a Soviet counteroffer to our own earlier proposals. The Soviet 
negotiators then presented this in detail in Geneva, and our negotia
tors and our experts here at home have had a chance to analyze it 
carefully.

Based on this analysis, I decided upon the new U.S. proposals and 
instructed our negotiating team to present them in Geneva. Judged 
against our very careful criteria for reaching sound arms control agree
ments, we found that the Soviet coimterproposal had some flaws and 
in some ways was onesided. But as I made clear in my speech to the 
United Nations, the Soviet move also had certain positive seeds which 
we wish to nurture.

Our new proposals build upon these positive elements. One of them 
is the Soviet call for 50-percent reduction in certain types of nuclear 
arms. For more than 3 years weVe been proposing a reduction of 
about half in the strategic ballistic missiles of both sides. We therefore 
have accepted the 50-percent reduction proposed by the Soviets.

At the same time, we're making it clear that we have a safer and 
more stable world. And if we're to have that, reductions must be 
applied to systems which are comparable, and especially to those 
which would give either side a destabilizing first-strike advantage.

We not only want to bring nuclear arms way down to equal levels 
in a stable way, we also want to decrease our mutual reliance for 
security on these extremely destructive offensive arsenals. Thus, we're 
seeking to discuss at the same time with the Soviets in Geneva how 
together we can try to help make the world a safer place by relying 
more on defenses which threaten no one, rather than on these offen
sive arsenals. Each of us is pursuing research on such defenses, and we 
need to be talking to each other about it.
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I have written to both allied-leaders and Soviet General Secretary 
Gorbachev about our new proposals. And I have informed Mr. Gorba
chev how much I am looking forward to our meeting later this month 
in Geneva. He and I will have a broad agenda at our meeting, one that 
includes human rights, regional issues, and contacts between our peo
ples, as well as the Geneva and other arms control negotiations.

If we hope to succeed in oiu* efforts to create a safer world and to 
bring about a fresh start in the U.S.-Soviet relationship, progress will 
be needed in all of these areas. And this can only be accomplished if 
the Soviet leaders share our determination. We're encouraged because 
after a long wait, legitimate negotiations are imderway.

Now, we've had a proposal on the table in Geneva for quite a while. 
Now the Soviet Union has offered a counterproposal, and we, in turn, 
have a new proposal now reflecting some of the elements of both of 
the others. And this is what negotiation is all about.

I can't give you any more details about our new arms control 
proposals because we have to let the negotiators work this out behind 
closed doors in Geneva. But I want to leave you with the four key 
objectives our American negotiators are seeking: deep cuts, no first- 
stiike advantages, defensive research— b̂ecause defense is much safer 
than offense—and no cheating.

Until next week, thanks for listening. God bless you.

223. Statement by the U.S. Deputy Permanent Representa
tive (Okun) to the U.N. General Assembly: Draft Res
olution on Israeli Armed Attack Against Iraqi Nuclear 
Facilities, November 5, 1985 ^

The United States will vote against this draft resolution  ̂ because 
we strongly believe that the issue it purports to address was decisively 
resolved by the General Conference of the International Atomic 
Energy Agency in September, after four years of difficult and pains
taking consideration.

As all member delegations are aware, the International Atomic 
Energy Agency Conference adopted a resolution which concluded that 
Israel had

committed itself not to attack peaceful nuclear facilities in Iraq, 
elsewhere in the Middle East or anywhere else.®

Israel explicitly confirmed its acceptance of this commitment at the 
Conference, including the 26 September statement made by the Direc-

1 A/40/PV.59, p. 53.
2 Iraq introduced the draft resolution (A/40/L.9) directly in the General Assemblv, 

where it was considered without reference to a main committee. The General Assembly 
adopted a revised version containing a new oper. par. as resolution 40/6.

® Document 191.
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tor-General of the Israel Atomic Energy Commission at the direction 
of the Foreign Minister of Israel.** That statement was circulated on 24 
October as a General Assembly docimient.

The attempt to reopen this issue flouts the clear intention of the 
majority of the membership of the International Atomic Energy 
Agency. The United States considers this issue closed, and views the 
draft resolution before us as an unfortimate attempt to reopen it.

224. Italian Draft Resolution Submitted to the First Com
mittee of the U.N. General Assembly: Prevention of 
an Arms Race in Outer Space, November 6, 1985 ^

The General Assembly,
Recalling its relevant Resolutions and the applicable provisions of the 

Final Document of the Tenth Special Session of the General Assem- 
bly,2

Reaffirming that the exploration and use of outer space shall be 
carried out for the benefit and in the interest of all countries, irrespec
tive of their degree of economic or 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 intematioiial law, and the Charter of the United Nations, in the 
interest of maintaining international peace and security and of pro
moting international co-operation and understanding.

Emphasizing the paramoimt importance of strict compliance with ex
isting international arms control and disarmament agreements relevant 
to outer space.

Aware of the fundamental contribution that space activities can 
make to international security and strategic stability, to the goal of 
averting the danger of war and to the implementation of disarmament 
agreements.

Convinced that further efforts should be made in the search for effec
tive and verifiable agreements on the interrelated questions of pre
venting an arms race in outer space and terminating it on Earth, of 
limiting and reducing nuclear arms and of strengthening strategic sta
bility.

 ̂Dooiment 188.
 ̂A/C.1/40/L.22. The draft resolution was co-sponsored by Belgium, Canada, FRG, 

Japan, Netherlands, Norway, and the United Kingdom. A revised version, submitted on 
November 20 (see Document 250) was subsequendy withdrawn.

2 The text of the Final Docimient (resolution S-10/ 2) may be found in Documenk on 
Disarmament 1978, pp. 411 ff.

 ̂Reprinted ibid., 1967, pp. 38-43.
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Aware of the crucial role that pertains to the Union of Soviet Social
ist Republics and the United States of America in the pursuance of 
these goals,

NoHn̂  the work so far undertaken in the Conference on Disarma
ment and its A d Hoc Committee to consider all issues relevant to the 
prevention of an arms race in outer space and convinced that those 
issues can be dealt with in a manner consistent with and complemen
tary to the ongoing bilateral negotiations,

1. Recalk the obligation of all States, in accordance with the Charter 
of the United Nations, to refrain from the threat or use of force;

2. Expresses its great saHsfacHon at the agreement reached in 1985 in the 
Conference on Disarmament, the single multilateral negotiating forum, 
on the establishment of an A d Hoc Committee on item 5 of its agenda, 
entitled 'Trevention of an arms race in outer space''; ^

3. Notes furthermore that the Ad Hoc Committee initiated examination 
of issues relevant to the prevention of an arms race in outer space, 
taking into accoimt all existing agreements and proposals;

4. Deems it necessary, as recognized by the Ad Hoc Committee, that all 
efforts should be made to assure that substantive work on the agenda 
item entitled ''Prevention of an arms race in outer space" will continue 
at the next session of the Conference;

5. Emphasizes the great responsibility towards mankind as a whole 
which falls on the major space and nuclear Powers in the search for 
effective and verifiable agreements on the prevention of an arms race 
in outer space and its termination on Earth;

6. Welcomes the fact that the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics and 
the United States of America have initiated bilateral negotiations on 
both strategic and intermediate-range, space and nuclear arms, with all 
these questions to be resolved in their interrelationship;

7. Expresses its satisfaction at the agreed objective of these negotiations, 
that is, to work out effective agreements aimed at preventing an arms 
race in space and terminating it on Earth, at limiting and reducing 
nuclear arms and at strengthening strategic stability;

8. Emphasizes the necessity of preventing the erosion of relevant 
existing treaties;

9. Calls upon the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics and the United 
States of America to spare no effort to reach early agreement in 
conformity with the agreed objective of the negotiations;

10. Calls upon all States to encourage an early and successful outcome 
of these negotiations;

11. Requests the Conference on Disarmament to report on its consid
eration of this subject to the General Assembly at its forty-first ses
sion;

 ̂Document 61.
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12. Decides to resume consideration of this issue at its forty-first 
session under the item entitled "Prevention of an arms race in outer 
space".

225. Reply by Soviet General Secretary Gorbachev to a 
Joint Statement by the Leaders of Six Nations on a 
Comprehensive Test Ban, November 7, 1985 ^

Yoiu' joint message has been examined most attentively by the 
Soviet leaders. It confirms the fact that we have common goals, that 
your proposals dealing with the curtailment of the arms race, primarily 
the nuclear arms race, and the prevention of the militarization of space 
are consonant with our approach.

You repose hopes, and with good reason, in the coming Soviet- 
American simunit meeting in Geneva and expect it to bring about 
positive changes in international relations. On our part, we actively 
come out for reaching at the meeting concrete, tangible agreements 
that would promote the consolidation of security and trust in the 
world, that would open up a possibility to stop the accelerating proc
ess of the accumulation and further improvement of armaments. This 
is what peoples are waiting for.

Realizing its responsibility for the destinies of the world, the Soviet 
Uruon has come up with a package of new iiutiatives practically in all 
the spheres of the termination of the arms race and of disarmament. 
We have stated that we are ready to agree to the reduction by half of 
the Soviet and American nuclear armaments reaching the territories of 
each other if the creation of space strike weapons is baimed.

This is the real practical formula of preventing the arms race in 
space and of truly drastic reductions of nuclear armaments on earth. 
The USSR also took imilaterally, lately in particular, a number of steps 
which are well known.

I would like to touch upon the question on which you lay special 
emphasis in your message, namely, that of declaring by the USSR and 
the Uruted States of a 12-month moratorium on nuclear explosions.

We share your assessment of the importance of this measure. You 
link with good reason the termination of the tests with hopes for 
erecting a reliable barrier in the way of the nuclear arms race, with a 
turn towards eliminating in practice nuclear weapons.

Indeed, the cessation of the nuclear tests would make it possible 
steeply to slow down and in many respects preclude practical work to 
upgrade qualitatively nuclear weapons, develop their new types and 
enhance their destructive as it is effect, [sic] In such conditions the 
nuclear arms race would be tangibly imdermined.

 ̂Moscow TASS in English, November 7, 1985; FBIS Daily Rejmi, November 8, 1985, 
vol. in, pp. AA1-AA2. ITie joint statement by the leaders of six nations is printed in 
Document 216.
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This is the reason why the Soviet Union attaches so much impor
tance to a comprehensive ban on nuclear weapon tests, works perse- 
veringly and consistently to achieve this. Striving to lead the resolu
tion of this problem out of the deadlock, the USSR unilaterally termi
nated starting August 6 this year any nuclear explosions either [52V]. 
So, whether the Soviet moratoriiun continue to be in effect after 
the mentioned date expires depends totally on the United States.

There exists now a real possibility to take at last a decisive and 
historic, in the full sense of this word, step to stop the tests once and 
for all. As for the Soviet Union, I repeat that we could go to the 
prolongation of our moratorium after January 1, 1986 if the United 
States joins it. Moreover, we are prepared already now, today, for a 
timeless treaty ban on all nuclear weapon tests.

If political will is displayed, it would be quite possible, we believe, 
to solve the question concerning verification. The present state of 
national technical means in possession of the USSR and the United 
States allows the sides to determine without difficulty whether nuclear 
tests are conducted or not. Facts of the most recent time confirm this.

In addition, in reaching an accord on baiming nuclear weapon tests 
totally and imiversally, other mutually acceptable verification methods 
too, including those involving the use of the possibilities which are 
mentioned in your message, could be looked for.

The solution of the problem of a comprehensive ban on nuclear 
weapon tests, as well as a temporary moratorium on the nuclear tests, 
require steps towards each other, the taking into accoimt of each 
other's seciuity interests. Aiiy hopes to achieve unilateral advantages 
in this sphere are groundless.

We continue to believe in the effect of a good example, in the 
triumph of common sense which should get an upper hand in the long 
run when the point at issue is the problem connected with the very 
existence of the civilization.

I should like to express hope that the efforts in this direction 
stimulated by the opinion of the influential leaders of the states— 
signatories to the Delhi Declaration representing various continents on 
our planet will bear fruit. You can always count on the Soviet Union 
in this noble work.

226. Polish Draft Resolution Submitted to  th e  First Commit
te e  o f th e  U.N. G eneral A ssem bly: Study of th e  Vari
ous C onsequences o f th e  M ilitarization o f O uter 
Space, N ovem ber 7, 1985 ^

The General Assembly,

 ̂A /C.1/40/L.45. Poland submitted a revised version on November 14, Document 
233, which it subsequently withdrew.

Document 226



802 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1985

Gravely concerned at the impending danger posed to all mankind by 
the real prospect of extending the arms race into outer space.

Reaffirming that outer space is the common heritage of mankind and 
its peaceful exploration and use shall be the province of all maiJcind, 

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 imdertaken, in 
article IV, 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, ̂

Determined to prevent the militarization of outer space.
Aware of the various proposals submitted to that end by Member 

States to the General Assembly in recent years.
Recalling its resolutions 36/97 C and 36/99 of 9 December 1981, 37/ 

83 of 9 December 1982, 37/99 D of 13 December 1982, 38/70 of 15 
December 1983 and 39/59 of 12 December 1984,

Taking note of paragraph 99 of the report of the Conference on 
Disarmament,® containing the report of its Ad Hoc Committee on the 
agenda item entitled ^Trevention of an arms race in outer space",

1. Requests the Secretary-General to prepare a comprehensive study 
of the various consequences of the militarization of outer space;

2. Recommends that the study be prepared on the basis of accessible 
material, with the assistance of eminent consultant experts of various 
nationalities appointed by the Secretary-General, taking into accoimt 
the views expressed and the suggestions made during the discussion of 
this subject at the fortieth session of the General Assembly;

3. Calls upon Governments and international scientific institutions 
and organizations to co-operate with the Secretary-General in the 
preparation of the study;

4. Requests that the study be transmitted to the Conference on Disar
mament, the Security Council and the General Assembly by 1 July 
1987, and to the Governments of Member States in time to permit its 
consideration at the forty-second session of the General Assembly;

5. Recommends that Member States give the study wide distribution in 
their respective languages, through various media of communication, 
so as to acquaint public opinion with its contents.

* Documenk on Disarmament 1967, pp. 38-43.
® Official Records of the General Assembly, Fortieth Session, Supplement No. 27 (A/AO/27 and 

Corr.l).
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227. Draft Resolution Introduced in th e  First Com m ittee of 
th e  U.N. G eneral A ssem bly by  th e  Federal Republic 
of G erm any: P revention  of W ar in th e  N uclear A ge, 
N ovem ber 7, 1985 ^

The General Assembly,
Recalling the determination of the peoples of the world to save 

succeeding generations from the scourge of war and, to this end, to 
strengthen their resolve to maintain international peace and security.

Emphasizing the special significance the commitment of States Mem
bers of the United Nations to the maintenance of international peace 
and security takes on in the fortieth year of the Organization's exist
ence,

NoHng with grave concern the implications of a continuing arms 
buildup, particularly in its nuclear aspect, and expressing its profoimd 
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 instnmient for 
settling international disputes and that the use and the threat of force 
are eliminated from international life as provided for in the Qiarter 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 recaUng 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 individually or 
collectively to defend themselves against armed attack, recognizing the 
vital importance of preventing armed conflict in any form and recog
nizing further that States may legitimately take measures necessary to 
restrain, or in other words deter, the initiation of, or persistence in an 
attack,

ReiteraHng 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.

 ̂A /C.1/40/L.74. Also sponsored by Canada, Denmark, Italy, Japan, Norway, Portu
gal, Turkey, and the U.K., this draft resolution was subsequently withdrawn by the 
sponsors.
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Stressing the necessity of building on the important steps that have 
akeady been taken to reduce the risk of war, most notably on the 
verifiable arms control agreements that have already been concluded, 
and stressing the importance of compliance with existing arms control 
commitments, so as to encourage the conclusion of further and more 
far-reaching agreements.

Recalling paragraphs 47 to 50 and 56 to 58 of the Final Document of 
the Tenth Special Session of the General Assembly, devoted to disar
mament, regarding the necessity for, and the process of, nuclear disar
mament, ̂

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—^notwithstanding the vital contribution of concrete dis
armament measures— t̂he goals of securing peace and preventing nu
clear war and any armed conflict can most effectively be served by 
fully recognizing 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 contribution to 
the prevention of war, arms control negotiations tend to 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 commimity;

2. Urges all States, in conformity with their obligations imder 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 further urges them 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 armament and forces, including 
nuclear armaments, taking into accoimt the relative importance of the 
existing arsenals of the nuclear-weapon States and other States con-

 ̂For the Final Document, see Documents on Disarmament 1978, pp. 411 ff.
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cemed, and of achieving stable military balance, globally and regional
ly, at the lowest possible levels;

6. Welcomes warmly in this connection the initiation of the bilateral 
negotiations between the United States of America and the Union of 
Soviet Socialist Republics;

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;

9. Underlines the importance of regional efforts at peace-keeping and 
conflict resolution among States, given that such efforts aimed at 
building confidence, promotion of co-operative relations and finding 
local solutions to local disputes among the States of the regions con
cerned can play a vital role in enhancing the objectives of peace and 
security, disarmament and development in the region;

10. Stresses the necessity of preventing military conflict which may 
take place by accident, miscalculation or commimications failure, by 
taking steps to maintain, or where necessary improve, commimications 
between Governments, particularly in areas of tension;

11. Calls upon all States to prevent the proliferation of nuclear weap
ons because such proliferation would seriously increase the danger of 
nuclear war, and to exert all endeavours to solve outstanding regional 
issues which may involve the risk of such proliferation;

12. Rejects military doctrines and policies which explicitly or implicit
ly aim at the achievement of military superiority in the place of 
balance, stability and imdiminished security for all States;

13. Declares its view that a nuclear war cannot be won and that a 
conventional war may involve the risk of escalation to nuclear war;

14. Takes note of the report of the Conference on Disarmament on its 
1985 session concerning the consideration of the agenda item entitled 
^Trevention of nuclear war, including all related matters",® and re
quests the Conference to continue its substantive consideration of this 
issue;

15. Commends the Secretary-General for having prepared a report on 
the prevention of nuclear war (A/40/498) and expresses the hope that 
this report will facilitate mutually acceptable solutions to this vital 
problem;

® General Assembly Official Records: Fortieth Session, Supplement No. 27 (A/AOJ27 and Corr. 1).
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16. Decides to include in the provisional agenda of its forty-first 
session an item entitled ^Trevention of nuclear war, including all 
related matters''.

228. S ta tem en t by  th e  U.S. R ep resen ta tive  (Lowitz) to  th e  
First Com m ittee o f th e  U.N. G eneral A ssem bly: Draft 
Resolution on a  Chemical W eapons Ban [Extract], No
vem ber 7, 1985 ^

• • • • • • •

In the opening statement of the United States delegation on 25 
October,  ̂ the urgent questions of the use and spread of chemical 
weapons were briefly addressed. Today I want to return to these 
important issues and to introduce a draft resolution under agenda item 
63, '̂ Chemical and bacteriological (biological) weapons". This draft 
resolution calls for important actions to solve these problems perma
nently. It was submitted on 6 November, imder the sponsorship of 
Australia, Belgium, Canada, Colombia, Costa Rica, Denmark, Ecuador, 
the Federal Republic of Germany, France, Greece, Italy, Japan, Kenya, 
the Netherlands, New Zealand, Norway, Portugal, Sierra Leone, 
Sweden, Thailand, the United Kingdom and the United States, and is 
niunbered A/C.1/40/L.31.®

Last year the General Assembly voted by a large majority to con
demn any and all use of chemical weapons and any other actions in 
contravention of existing relevant international accords. It is disturbing 
that since that time at least one new case of the employment of these 
weapons, in violation of the Geneva Protocol of 1925,  ̂ has been 
confirmed. It is important, therefore, that this body again place on 
record its convictions both that the task of putting a stop to the use of 
chemical weapons is urgent and that strict observance of existing 
international instruments and obligations in this field is required.

It is disquieting indeed that chemical-weapons capabilities are 
spreading to the arsenals of additional States, for this means that the 
existing international barriers to the use of chemical and biological 
weapons are in danger of being further eroded. It means that the 
likelihood of the use of chemical weapons in situations of conflict is 
increasing. And it may make the task of concluding a comprehensive 
ban on chemical weapons more complicated and difficult. As Secretary 
of State Shultz stated in his remarks before the United States Nationd 
Academy of Sciences on 6 March,

1 A /C.1/40/PV.30, pp. 11-15.
2 A /C.1/40/PV.13, pp. 16-23.
 ̂This draft resolution was adopted by the General Assembly as resolution 40/92 C 

on December 12 (see Document 268).
For the text of the Protocol, see Documents on Disarmament, 1969, pp. 764-765.
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The sad fact is that a half century of widely accepted internation
al restraint on the use or development of chemical weapons is in 
danger of breaking down.®

The nimiber of States possessing chemical weapons has grown from 
about 5 in 1963 to 15 or more today, and other States are also seeking 
to acquire chemical weapons. This disturbing trend is clearly an urgent 
matter for the entire international commimity. The United States wel
comes the expressions of concern on the part of other States about the 
spread of chemical weapons. The General Assembly should join in 
recording its concern over this imfortimate development.

The draft resolution we have introduced would, moreover, record 
the continuing and strong support of the General Assembly for efforts 
to strengthen existing agreements respecting biological and chemical 
weapons.

We hope that it will attract even broader support than was the case 
last year, not the least because there is today a wider appreciation of 
the dangerous trends I have cited and of the necessity, therefore, of 
accelerating the pace of work in the Conference on Disarmament. The 
United States strongly supports the negotiations in the Conference on 
Disarmament to conclude a comprehensive ban on chemical weapons. 
It believes that a comprehensive, effective and verifiable ban on chem
ical weapons is the best way to put an end, once and for all, to the 
threat of the fiuiher use and spread of these weapons.

The Geneva Protocol and the Biological and Toxin Weapons Conven
tion ® are of great importance, but we know from bitter experience 
that they have not been sufficient to remove the threat to internation
al stability that is posed by chemical weapons. They have not com
pletely eliminated the threat of more terror, terror like that experi
enced by the million gas casualties in the First World War.

The specter of chemical-weapons use continues to haimt States, in 
both developed and developing regions; it continues to menace people, 
both military and civilian. Unlike nuclear weapons, which require 
sophisticated manufactiuing operations and delivery systems, chemical 
weapons are relatively cheap and easy to acquire, and therefore pose a 
special threat to developing countries. It is indeed in such countries 
that chemical weapons have been used.

We should do all in our power to reverse the present dangerous 
trends and to promote the swiftest possible progress towards more and 
effective international restraints. The force of our common opinion 
voiced in this forum can make an impact on these efforts. Let us make 
that impact as strong as possible.

® Deparhnent State Bulletin, May 1985, p. 31 col. 3.
® Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 133-138.
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229. D epartm ent o f D efense A uthorization Act for Fiscal 
Y ear 1986: ABM Treaty , “ M atters Relating to  Arms 
C o n tro l/ ' an d  Chemical W eapons [Extracts], N ovem 
b er 8, 1985 1

•  •  •  •  e e •

SEC. 225 . CONGRESSIONAL EXPRESSION ON THE STRATEGIC DEFENSE 

INITIATIVE AND THE ABM TREATY

(a) F in d in g s  R e g a r d in g  ABM T r e a t y .— ^Th e  Congress 
finds—

UST3435. (1) that the President's Commission on Strategic
Forces declared in its report to the President, dated 
March 21, 1984, that ''One of the most successful 
arms control agreements is the Anti-Ballistic Missile 
Treaty of 1972";  ̂ and
(2) that the Secretary of State has stated that the 
"ABM Treaty requires consultations, and the Presi
dent has explicitly recognized that any ABM-related 
deployments arising from research into ballistic mis
sile defenses would be a matter for consultations and 
negotiation between the Parties".®

(b) S e n s e  o f  C o n g r e s s  R e g a r d in g  S D I  a n d  t h e  ABM 
T r e a t y .— Ît is the sense of Congress—

(1) that it fully supports the declared policy of the 
President that a principal objective of the United 
States in negotiations with the Soviet Union on nu
clear and space arms is to reverse the erosion of the 
Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty of 1972;
(2) that action by the Congress in approving fimds 
for research on the Strategic Defense Initiative—

(A) does not express or imply an intention on the 
part of the Congress that the United States should 
abrogate, violate, or otherwise erode such treaty; and 

23UST3435. (B) does not express or imply any determination
or commitment on the part of the Congress that the 
United States develop, test, or deploy ballistic mis
sile strategic defense weaponry that would contra
vene such treaty; and

 ̂P.L. 99-145, Title X, Sec. 225, 1001-1006, 1411-1413.
*The commission's report is printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1984, pp. 171-180. 

The Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty may be found ibid., 1972, pp. 197-201.
® Cf. the Department of State Bulletin, December 1985, p. 23.
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23 usT  3435 (3) that funds appropriated for the Strategic Defense
Initiative program should not be used in a manner 
inconsistent with any of the treaties commonly 
known as the Limited Test Ban Treaty,  ̂ the Thresh
old Test Ban Treaty,® the Outer Space Treaty,® or 
the Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty of 1972.

99STAT.705 SEC. 1001 . POUCY ON COMPLIANCE W TIH EXISTING STRATEGIC O F -

Union of Soviet PENSIVE ARMS AGREEMENTS

so^ t Repttb- S e n s e  o f  C o n g r e s s .— Ît is the sense of Congress
that—

(1) the United States should vigorously pursue with 
the Soviet Union the resolution of concerns of the 
United States over Soviet compliance with existing 
strategic arms control agreements and should seek 
corrective actions through confidential diplomatic 
channels, including, if appropriate, the Standing 
Consultative Commission and the Nuclear and Space 
Arms negotiations;
(2) the Soviet Union should take positive steps to 
resolve the compliance concerns of the United States 
about existing strategic offensive arms agreements in 
order to maintain the integrity of those agreements 
and to strengthen the positive environment neces
sary for the successful negotiation of a new strategic 
offensive arms agreement;
(3) the United States should continue, through De
cember 31, 1986, to refrain from undercutting the 
provisions of existing strategic offensive arms agree
ments—

(A)(i) to the extent that the Soviet Union refrains 
from ujidercutting those provisions; and

(ii) if the Soviet Union actively pursues arms re
duction agreements in the Nuclear and Space Arms 
negotiations; or

(B) imtil a new strategic offensive arms agreement 
between the United States and the Soviet Union is 
concluded;

President of u.s. (4) the President—

* Documents on Disarmament, 1963, pp. 291-293.
 ̂Ibid., 1974, pp. 225-229.

'̂ lUd., 1967, pp. 3S-43.
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(A) should carefully consider the impact of any 
change in the current policy of the United States 
regarding existing strategic offensive arms agree
ments on the long-term security interests of the 
United States and its allies; and

(B) should consult with Congress before making 
any change in that policy; and

(5) any decision by the President to continue the 
existing United States no-imdercut policy beyond 
December 31, 1986, shovild be a matter for consulta
tion between the President and Congress and for 
subsequent review and debate by Congress.

(b) R e q u ir e m e n t  f o r  R e p o r t .— N̂ot later than February 
1, 1986, the President shall submit to Congress a report 
containing the following:

(1) A range of projections and comparisons, on a 
year-by-year basis, of United States and Soviet stra
tegic weapons dismantlements that would be re
quired over the next five years if the United States 
and the Soviet Union were to adhere to a policy of 
not undercutting existing strategic arms control 
agreements.
(2) A range of projections and comparisons, on a 
year-by-year basis, of likely United States and 
Soviet strategic offensive force inventories over the 
next five years assuming a termination at the end of
1985 in the current no-undercut policy.
(3) An assessment of the possible Soviet political, 
military, and negotiating responses to the termina
tion of the United States no-imdercut policy.
(4) Recommendations regarding the future of United 
States interim restraint policy.

(c) P r o p o s a l  o f  M e a s u r e s .—If the President finds and 
reports to Congress that—

(1) the Soviet Union has violated the provisions of 
any strategic arms agreement; and
(2) such violations impair or threaten the security of 
the United States, the President may propose to 
Congress such measures as he considers necessary to 
protect the security of the United States.

(d) S c o p e  o f  P o u c y .—Nothing in this section shall be 
construed—

(1) to restrain or inhibit the constitutional powers of 
the President;
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(2) to endorse unilateral United States compliance 
with existing strategic arms agreements;
(3) as prohibiting the Uiuted States from carrying 
out proportionate responses to Soviet undercutting 
of strategic arms provisions;
(4) as prohibiting or delaying the development, 
flight testing, or deployment of the small interconti
nental ballistic missile (SICM) as authorized by law; 
or
(5) as establishing a precedent to continue the no
undercut policy beyond December 31, 1986.

SEC. 1002 . ANNUAL REPORT ON SOVIET COMPLIANCE W ITH ARMS 

CONTROL COMMTTMENTS

Not later than December 1, 1985, and not later than 
December 1 of each following year, the President shall 
submit to the Congress a report (in both classified and 
imclassified versions) containing, with respect to the 
compliance of the Soviet Union with its arms control 
commitments, the findings of the President and any ad
ditional information necessary to keep the Congress cur
rently informed.

SEC. 1003. STUDY OF ARMS CONTROL VERIFICATION CAPABILrTIES

(a) In t e r a g e n c y  S t u d y .— T̂he President shall provide for 
an interagency study with the purpose of determining 
possible avenues for cooperation between the United 
States and the Soviet Union in the development of capa
bilities not subject to national security restrictions for 
verification of compliance with arms control agreements. 
Areas of possible cooperation to be examined shall in
clude—

(1) limited exchanges of data and scientific person
nel; and
(2) the conduct of a joint technological effort in the 
area of seismic monitoring.

(b) A g e n c ie s  In c l u d e d .— T̂he President shall provide for 
participation in the interagency study under subsection
(a) by—

(1) the Secretary of State;
(2) the Secretary of Defense;
(3) the Secretary of Energy;
(4) the Director of the Arms Control and Disarma
ment Agency;
(5) the heads of appropriate intelligence agencies;
(6) the Joint Chiefs of Staff; and
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(7) such other officers as the President may desig
nate.

(c) R e p o r t .—( 1 )  The President shall submit to Congress 
a report on the results of the interagency study.

(2) The report shall be submitted in both a classified 
and imclassified version.
(3) The report shall be submitted not later than 
May 1, 1986.

SEC. 1004. SENSE OF CONGRESS RELATING TO UNITED STATES-SOVIET 

NEGOTIATIONS ON REDUCTION IN  NUCLEAR ARMS

It is the sense of the Congress—

(1) that the President of the Urdted States and the 
General Secretary of the Commimist Party of the 
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics should be com
mended for their willingness to meet to discuss 
major issues in United States-Soviet relations; and
(2) that following thorough preparation, such meet
ings should be used to work for the realization of 
mutual, equitable, and verifiable reductions in nucle
ar arms.

SEC. 1005 . PILOT PROGRAM FOR EXCHANGE OF CERTAIN H IG H - 

RANKING MILITARY AND CIVILIAN PERSONNEL WTTH THE SOVIET 

UNION

(a) S u b m is s io n  o f  P l a n .— T̂he Secretary of Defense shall 
submit to the appropriate committees of Congress a plan 
for the establishment and operation during fiscal year
1986 of a pilot program for the exchange of visits be
tween—

(1) high-ranking officers of the Armed Forces of the 
United States and high-ranking civilian officials of 
the Department of Defense; and
(2) corresponding high-ranking officers and officials 
of the Soviet Union.

(b) R e q u ir e m e n t s  o f  P l a n .—Such plan shall include—

(1) specific identification of the United States offi
cers and officials selected for participation in the 
program;
(2) the proposed length of the exchange visits with 
the Soviet Union;
(3) a description of the specific goals of each ex
change visit;
(4) an estimate of the cost to the United States of 
participation in each visit;
(5) a description of any special actions that will be 
taken to protect classified information of the United 
States during any visit to the United States by offi
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98 STAT. 2583

cers or officials of the Soviet Union who are partici
pating in the program; and
(6) any other details of the program that the Secre
tary considers appropriate.

(c) A v a il a b iijt y  o f  F u n d s .—Of the funds appropriated 
pursuant to section 301(a), the sum of $100,000 shall be 
available only for costs required for participation by the 
United States in the pilot program described in subsec
tion (a), including costs for travel, subsistence, and other 
support expenses.

(d) D e a d l in e  f o r  P l a n .—The Secretary shall submit the 
plan required by subsection (a) not later than December
1, 1985.
SEC. 1006 . REPORT ON NUCLEAR WINTER FINDINGS AND POUCY 

IM PUCATIONS

(a) C o n t in u e d  P a r t ic ip a t io n  in  In t e r a g e n c y  S t u d ie s .—  

Notwithstanding any limitation in any other provision of 
this Act, the Secretary of Defense, in accordance with 
section 1107(a) of the Department of Defense Authoriza
tion Act, 1985 (Public Law 98-525), shall participate in 
any comprehensive interagency study conducted on the 
atmospheric, climatic, envirormiental, and biological con
sequences 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) R e p o r t  o n  N u c l e a r  W in t e r  F in d in g s .—Not later 
than March 1, 1986, the Secretary of Defense shall 
submit to the Committees on Armed Services of the 
Senate and House of Representatives an imclassified 
report suitable for release to the public, together with 
classified addenda (if required), concerning the subject 
described in subsection (a). The Secretary shall include in 
such report the following:

(1) A detailed review and assessment of the findings 
in the current body of domestic and international 
scientific literature on the atmospheric, climatic, en
vironmental, and biological consequences of nuclear 
explosions and nuclear exchanges.
(2) A thorough evaluation of the implications that 
such findings have on—

(A) the nuclear weapons policy of the United 
States, especially with regard to strategy, targeting, 
planning, command, control, procurement, and de
ployment;

(B) the nuclear arms control policy of the United 
States; and

Document 229



814 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1985

(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 
incorporated into the nuclear weapons, arms control, 
and civil defense policies of the Uiuted States.
(4) An analysis of the extent to which current scien
tific findings on the consequences of nuclear explo
sions are being studied, disseminated, and used in 
the Soviet Union.

P a r t  B — C h e m ic a l  W e a p o n s

99STAT.746 SEC. 1411 . C O N D m O N S ON SPENDING FUNDS FOR BINARY CHEMICAL 

M U N m O N S

(a) L im t t a t io n  o n  F Y 8 6  F u n d s— F̂xmds appropriated pur
suant to authorizations of appropriations in title I may 
not be used—

(1) for procurement or assembly of binary chemical 
munitions (or components of such munitions); or
(2) for establishment of production facilities neces
sary for procxirement or assembly of binary chemical 
mimitions (or components of such munitions),

except in accordance with subsections (b) and (c).
(b) NATO C o n s u l t a t io n .—Subject to subsection (c), 

funds referred to in subsection (a) may be used for pro
curement or assembly of binary chemical mtinitions or 
for the establishment of production facilities necessary 
for the procurement or assembly of binary chemical mu
nitions (or components of such munitions) if the Presi
dent certifies to Congress that the United States—

(1) has developed a plan imder which United States 
binary chemical munitions can be deployed under 
appropriate contingency plans to deter chemical 
weapons attacks against the United States and its 
allies; and
(2) has consulted with other member nations of the 
North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) on that 
plan.

A plan imder clause (1) shall be developed in cooperation 
with the Supreme Allied Commander, Europe.

(c) CoNDmoNS FOR FiNAL ASSEMBLY.— ^Fimds re fe rred  to  

in  subsection (a ) m ay n o t be used fo r th e  fin a l assem bly  

o f com plete b in a ry  chem ical m u n itio n s befo re  O cto b er 1,

Union of Soviet 
Socialist Repub
lics.
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1987, and may only be used for such purpose on or after 
that date if—

(1) a mutually verifiable international agreement 
concerning binary and other similar chemical mimi> 
tions has not been entered into by the United States 
by that date;
(2) the President, after that date, transmits to Con
gress a certification that—

(A) final assembly of such complete mxmitions is 
necessitated by national security interests of the 
United States and the interests of other NATO 
member nations;

(B) performance specifications and handling and 
storage safety specifications established by the De
partment of Defense with respect to such mimitions 
will be met or exceeded;

(C) applicable Federal safety requirements will be 
met or exceeded in the handling, storage, and other 
use of such munitions; and

(D) the plan of the Secretary of Defense for de
struction of existing United States chemical warfare 
stocks developed pursuant to section 1412 (which 
shall, if not sooner transmitted to Congress, accom
pany such certification) is ready to be implemented;

(3) final assembly is carried out only after the end of 
the 60-day period beginning on the date such certifi
cation is received by the Congress;
(4) the plan of the Secretary of Defense for land- 
based storage of such mimitions within the United 
States during peacetime provides that the two com
ponents that constitute a binary chemical munition 
are to be stored in separate States; and
(5) the plan of the Secretary of Defense for the 
transportation of such mimitions within the United 
States during peacetime provides that the two com
ponents that constitute a binary munition are trans
ported separately.

(d ) Sense o f  Congress.— Ît is th e  sense o f Congress th a t 
ex is tin g  u n ita ry  chem ical m u n itio n s  c u rren tly  stored in  

th e  U n ite d  States and  in  European m em ber nations o f 
NATO should  be replaced b y  m o d em , safer b in a ry  

chem ical m u n itio n s .

(e) R eport.— N̂ot later than October 1, 1986, the Presi
dent shall submit to Congress a report describing the 
results of consultations among NATO member nations 
concerning the organization's chemical deterrent posture.
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The report shall include descriptions of any consultations 
concerning—

(1) efforts to provide key civilian workers at military 
support facilities in Europe—

(A) with personal and collective equipment to pro
tect against the use of chemical munitions; and

(B) with the training required for the use of such 
equipment;

(2) efforts to upgrade the chemical reconnaissance, 
decontamination, and protective capabilities of the 
military forces of each NATO member nation to a 
level adequate to meet the chemical threat identified 
in NATO intelligence estimates;
(3) efforts to initiate a NATO-wide study of meas
ures required to protect ports, airfields, logistics cen
ters, and command and control facilities in European 
member nations of NATO against chemical attack; 
and
(4) efforts to iiutiate a NATO-wide study of equita
ble and efficient sharing among NATO member na
tions of responsibilities with regard to deterring the 
use of chemical mimitions in Europe.

SEC. 1412 . DESTRUCTION OF EXISTING STOCKPILE OF LETHAL CHEM I

CAL AGENTS AND M U N m O N S

(a) In  G e n e r a l .— (1) Notwithstanding any other provi
sion of law, the Secretary of Defense (hereinafter in this 
section referred to as the ^^Secretary'') shall, in accord
ance with the provisions of this section, carry out the 
destruction of the United States' stockpile of lethal 
chemical agents and mvmitions that exists on the date of 
the enactment of this Act.

(2) Such destruction shall be carried out in conjunction 
with the acquisition of binary chemical weapons for use 
by the Armed Forces.

(b) D a t e  f o r  C o m p l e t io n .— (1) Except as provided by 
paragraphs (2) and (3), the destruction of such stockpile 
shall be completed by September 30, 1994.

(2) If a treaty baiming the possession of chemical 
agents and miuiitions is ratified by the United States, the 
date for completing the destruction of the United States' 
stockpile of such agents and munitions shall be the date 
established by such treaty.

(3)(A) In the event of a declaration of war by the 
Congress or of a national emergency by the President or 
the Congress or if the Secretary of Defense determines 
that there has been a significant delay in the acquisition

Document 229



DEFENSE DEPARTMENT AUTHORIZATION ACT, NOVEMBER 8 817

of an adequate number of binary chemical weapons to 
meet the requirements of the Armed Forces (as defined 
by the Joint Chiefs of Staff as of September 30, 1985), 
the Secretary may defer, beyond September 30, 1994, the 
destruction of not more than 10 percent of the stockpile 
described in subsection (a)(1).

(B) The Secretary shall transmit written notice to the 
Congress of any deferral made under subparagraph (A) 
within 30 days after the date on which the determination 
to defer is made or by August 31, 1994, whichever is 
earlier.

99 STAT. 748 (c) ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AND USE OF FACIUnBS. (1)
In carrying out the requirement of subsection (a)(1), the 
Secretary shall provide for—

(A) maximum protection for the enviroiunent, the 
general public, and the personnel who are involved 
in the destruction of the lethal chemical agents and 
mimitions referred to in subsection (a); and
(B) adequate and safe facilities designed solely for 
the destruction of lethal chemical agents and muni
tions.

(2) Facilities constructed to carry out this section may 
not be used for any purpose other than the destruction 
of lethal chemical weapons and munitions, and when no 
longer needed to carry out this section, such facilities 
shall be cleaned, dismantled, and disposed of in accord
ance with applicable laws and regulations.

(d) F la n .— (1 ) The Secretary shall develop a compre
hensive plan to carry out this section.

(2) In developing such plan, the Secretary shall consult 
with the Secretary of Health and Human Services and 
the Administrator of the Envirorunental Protection 
Agency.

(3) The Secretary shall transmit a copy of such plan to 
the Congress not later than March 15, 1986.

(4) Such plan shall provide—

(A) an evaluation of the comparison of onsite de
struction, regional destruction centers, and a national 
destruction site both inside and outside of the 
Uiuted States;
(B) for technological advances in techniques used to 
destroy chemical mimitions;
(C) for the maintenance of a permanent, written 
record of the destruction of lethal chemical agents 
and munitions carried out under this section; and
(D) a description of—
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(i) the methods and facilities to be used in the 
destruction of agents and munitions under this sec
tion;

(ii) the schedule for carrying out this section; and
(iii) the management organization established 

tmder subsection (e).
(e) M a n a g e m e n t  O r g a n iz a t io n .— (1) In carrying out this 

section, the Secretary shall provide for the establishment, 
not later than May 1, 1986, of a management orgaiuza- 
tion within the Department of the Army.

(2) Such organization shall be responsible for man
agement of the destruction of agents and munitions 
under this section.
(3) The Secretary shall designate a general officer as 
the director of the management organization estab
lished under paragraph (1). Such officer shall have—

(A) experience in the acquisition, storage, and de
struction of chemical agents and mimitions;

(B) training in chemical warfare defense oper
ations; and

(C) outstanding qualifications regarding safety in 
handling chemical agents and mimitions.

(f) I d e n t i h c a t i o n  o f  F u n d s .— F̂unds for carrying out this 
section shall be set forth in the budget of the Depart
ment of Defense for any fiscal year as a separate account. 
Such fimds shall not be included in the budget accounts 
for any military department. Fimds for military construc
tion projects necessary to carry out this section may be 
set out in the annual military construction budget sepa
rately from other fimds for such project.

(g) A n n u a l  R e p o r t .—(1) Except as provided by para
graph (4), the Secretary shall transmit, by December 15 
of each year, a report to the Congress on the activities 
carried out under this section during the fiscal year 
ending on September 30 of the calendar year in which 
the report is to be made.

99STAT.749 (2) The first such report shall be transmitted by De
cember 15, 1985, and shall contain—

(A) an accounting of the United States' stockpile of 
lethal chemical agents and munitions on the date of 
the enactment of this Act; and
(B) a schedule of the activities planned to be carried 
out under this section during fiscal year 1986.

(3) Each report other than the first one shall contain—

(A) a site-by-site description of the construction, 
equipment, operation, and dismantling of facilities 
(during the fiscal year for which the report is made)
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used to cany out the destruction of agents and mu
nitions under this section, including any accidents or 
other unplanned occurrences associated with such 
construction and operation; and
(B) an accounting of all funds expended (during 
such fiscal year) for activities carried out under this 
section, with a separate accoimting for amounts ex
pended for—

(i) the construction of and equipment for facilities 
used for the destruction of agents and mimitions;

(ii) the operation of such facilities;
(iii) the dismantling or other closure of such facili

ties;
research and development; and

(v) program management.
(4) ITie Secretary shall transmit the final report imder 

this subsection not later than 120 days following the 
completion of activities under this section.

(h) Prohibitign on Acquiring Certain Lethal Chemical 
Agents and MuNmoNS.—(1) Except as provided in para
graph (2), no agency of the Federal Government may, 
after the date of the enactment of this Act, develop or 
acquire lethal chemical agents or mimitions other than 
binary chemical weapons.

(2)(A) The Secretary of Defense may acquire any 
chemic^ agent or mimition at any time for purposes of 
intelligence analysis.

R ^arch  and de- (B) Chemical agents and munitions may be acquired
vdopment. t i T  1 1 .for research, development, test, and evaluation purposes 

at any time, but only in quantities needed for such pur
poses and not in production quantities.

(i) Reaffirmation o f  United States PosmoN on First Use 
OF Chemical Agents and MuNmoNS.— Ît is the sense of 
Congress that the President should publicly reaffirm the 
position of the United States as set out in the Geneva 
Protocol of 1925, which the United States ratified with 
reservations in 1975.*̂

(j) Definitions.—For purposes of this section:
(1) The term '̂chemical agent and mimition'' means 
an agent or munition that, through its chemical 
properties, produces lethal or other damaging effects 
on human beings, except that such term does not 
include riot control agents, chemical herbicides, 
smoke and other obscuration materials.

 ̂Printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1969, pp. 764-765.
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(2) The term 'lethal chemical agent and munition'' 
means a chemical agent or mimition that is designed 
to cause death, through its chemical properties, to 
human beings in field concentrations.
(3) The term "destruction" means, with respect to 
chemical mimitions or agents—

(A) the demolishment of such munitions or agents 
by incineration or by any other means; or

(B) the dismantling or other disposal of such mu
nitions or agents so as to make them useless for 
military purposes and harmless to human beings 
under normal circumstances.

(k) Effective Date.— T̂he provisions of this section 
shall take effect on October 1, 1985.
SEC. 1413 . REPORT CONCERNING THE TESTING OF CHEMICAL W AR

FARE AGENTS

The Secretary of Defense shall, within 90 days after 
the date of enactment of this Act, transmit a report to 
the Committees on Armed Services of the Senate and 
House of Representatives describing the following mat
ters concerning the testing of diluted or tmdiluted chemi
cal warfare agents:

(1) The criteria and process used for selecting sites 
for such testing.
(2) The nature and extent of any consultation carried 
out with State and local officials before the site for 
such testing is selected.
(3) The consideration that is given to the proximity 
of residential dwelling units, schools, child care cen
ters, nursing homes, hospitals, or other health care 
facilities to the testing site.
(4) Whether an envirorunental impact statement 
should be required prior to the approval of a con
tract for such testing.
(5) Any costs that may have to be incurred by the 
Federal Government to assist companies that carry 
out such testing to relocate to more isolated areas.
(6) The degree to which the Secretary estimates that 
such testing will increase or decrease.
(7) Any recurring problems associated with such 
testing or the site selection process for such testing.
(8) Any changes in site selection process that are to 
be implemented by the Secretary or for which legis
lative action is necessary.

• • • • • •
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230. N ote from th e  G overnm ent o f th e  G erm an Democrotic 
Republic to  th e  G overnm ent o f the  Federal Republic 
of G erm any: Establishm ent of a  Chem ical-W eapon- 
Free Zone in Central Europe, N ovem ber 8, 1985 ^

The Government of the German Democratic Republic welcomes the 
interest in a comprehensive agreement on the prohibition of chemical 
weapons expressed in the letter of Dr. Helmut Kohl, Qiancellor of the 
Federal Republic of Germany, of 27 September 1985.^

As the Government of the Federal Republic of Germany knows, the 
German Democratic Republic, at the Geneva Conference on Disarma
ment, consistently stands up for the early conclusion of a convention 
on the prohibition of the development, production and stockpiling of 
chemical weapons as well as on their destruction. It is actively in
volved in the activities of the respective Committee and has submitted 
specific proposals on how to solve a number of substantive issues. In 
]ine with this, the German Democratic Republic is of course ready to 
take up the proposal put forward in the letter of 27 September 1985 to 
the effect that the delegations of the Federal Republic of Germany and 
the German Democratic Republic to the Geneva Conference on Disar
mament should conduct talks on the problem of chemical weapons. It 
is the position of the German Democratic Republic that in these talks 
attention should be focused on the interrelationship between global 
and regional accords on the prohibition of chemical weapons. At the 
same time, solutions could be sought for a nimiber of open questions 
relating to a convention on the comprehensive prohibition of chemical 
weapons.

However, the Government of the German Democratic Republic is 
firmly convinced that, in the face of the danger of the production of a 
new kind of chemical weapons— b̂inary weapons—and the menace of 
their being stationed in Central Europe, consistent use must also be 
made of every opporturuty for regional measures to prohibit chemical 
weapons. That is why it proposed, jointly with the Govenmient of the 
Czechoslovak Socialist Republic, the establishment of a chemical- 
weapon-free zone in Central Europe.® Such a regional measure would 
not only promote a world-wide prohibition of chemical weapons but 
would also be apt to make a constructive contribution to detente, 
disarmament and confidence in Europe in the interest of strengthening 
security. The participation of the two German States in the establish
ment of a chemical-weapon-free zone in the heart of Europe would be 
a concrete step towards ensuring that never again will a war start from 
German soil, but that only peace will emanate from it.

 ̂A /C .l/40 /11 , Annex 1. The Government of Czechoslovakia sent a substantially 
similar note the same day.

2 Document 189.
® Document 170.
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The Government of the German Democratic Republic proposes that, 
parallel to the talks between the delegations in Geneva, proposed by 
the Federal Qiancellor, Dr. Helmut Kohl, Foreign Ministries  ̂ repre
sentatives authorized by the Governments of the German Democratic 
Republic, the Federal Republic of Germany and the Czechoslovak 
Socialist Republic, should take up consultations to discuss questions 
relating to the establishment of a chemical-weapon-free zone. The 
time and place of these consultations could be agreed through diplo
matic channels.

231. S ta tem en t by  th e  A ssistan t S ecretary  of D efense for 
In ternational Security Policy (P erle) Before th e  
S enate  Com m ittee on Foreign Relations: S trategic De
fen se  an d  M obile ICBMs, N ovem ber 12, 1985 ^

1 think it is important in considering strategic defenses generally in 
the SDI program to recall the logic that was thought to prevail in 
1972, when the ABM Treaty and the Interim Agreement on Offensive 
Forces were negotiated.^

I think it was the general imderstanding in this coimtry that we 
would be prepared to give up a potential defense, a defense that had 
been designed and developed and that was ready for deployment, if 
the Soviets would obviate the requirement for that defense by accept
ing significant limitations on the projected growth of their offensive 
forces.

Indeed, it made a good deal of sense. If the Soviets were going to 
restrain the offense, it would not be necessary for us to deploy a 
defense, and we would both be better off.

The phrase that was most commonly used in 1972 to describe what 
had been agreed on the 26th of May was that we had succeeded in the 
agreement on offensive forces, an interim agreement that would have 
expired in 1977, in halting the momentiun of the Soviet strategic 
buildup.

There were others who thought at the time that the Soviets had 
accepted a broader concept, the concept that it is desirable for both 
sides to remain vulnerable to retaliatory attack.

I think the historical record on that does not support the conclusion 
that the Soviets accepted that view. I think it is sufficient to explain 
their willingness to sign the ABM Treaty in terms of their capacity to 
deploy an ABM system at that time, measured against our demon
strated capacity to deploy such a system.

 ̂Commihnents, Consensus and U.S. Foreign Poliq/: Hearings . . , pp. 601-605.
2 The texts of the Treaty, the Interim Agreement and its Protocol, and the Agreed 

Interpretations may be found in Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 197-207.
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But, in any case, it is now clear that we did not succeed in halting 
the momentxmi of the Soviet strategic buildup. The Soviet strategic 
buildup continued imabated, with the result that some 8,000 or so 
strategic weapons have been added to the Soviet arsenal since that 
interim agreement was signed in 1977 [1972], fully half of those added 
to Soviet forces since the SALT II Treaty was signed in 1979.®

Not only has the Soviet buildup in offensive forces of all kinds 
continued; but from 1972 on, the Soviets redoubled their efforts with 
respect to strategic defenses. While the United States, by contrast, 
chose not to proceed even with the defenses that it was permitted to 
build under the Treaty, the Soviets greatly increased their investment 
in research and development on defensive forces. They have made a 
sustained effort since to upgrade the Moscow ABM system, deploying 
new interceptors, including above-groimd interceptors that can be 
rather rapidly deployed, developing new radars, including radars that 
can be rapidly deployed, and filling out a network of large phased 
array radars, similar in nature to the radars the U.S. had planned to 
build in 1972, a network that includes a radar at Krasnoyarsk that has 
been the subject of much discussion because it is our view that this 
radar constitutes a violation of the ABM Treaty and a rather impor
tant violation.

In addition to augmenting the classical sorts of antiballistic missile 
defense permitted under the Treaty, the Soviets have had, for many 
years, a vigorous research and development program with respect to 
exotic approaches to strategic defense, approaches that were defined in 
the ABM Treaty as those based on other physical principles. Many 
elements of that Soviet program reach back into the 1960's, and they 
have been sustained throughout the whole of this period.

This leaves us in 1985 with a very large Soviet offensive force, a 
force that threatens the survivability of major elements of the U.S. 
strategic deterrent, certainly those portions of our deterrent that are 
land-based, and a vigorous Soviet program in the defensive area, that 
includes violations of the ABM Treaty—and, by the way, there have 
been violations as well of the various agreements on offensive forces, 
including SALT II.

In my judgment, it does not make much sense for the United States 
to compete with the Soviet Union in an area where the Soviets are 
strong and we are weak. It does make sense for us to compete with 
the Soviet Union in the interest of maintaining a stable strategic 
balance by exploiting the areas where we are strong.

One of the areas in which I think we are notably weak is the 
deployment of additional offensive missiles, and, in particular, addi
tional land-based offensive missiles. I think we are weak in this regard 
for a variety of reasons. We have all seen the difficulty entailed in 
deploying the MX missile. A number of issues arise when mobile 
missiles are considered; they have to be placed somewhere and

3 Ibid., 1979, pp. 189-219.
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nobody is very keen to accept them. And I think there is a great 
reluctance in this country to go on deploying offensive missiles.

The Soviets are not troubled by any obvious reluctance to do that. 
They are, in fact, doing it. They have many times the land area in 
which it is possible to deploy land-based ballistic missiles, including 
mobile missiles, and, indeed, they are now in the process of doing 
precisely that.

So, competing with them in that area seems to me to be a foolish 
choice of the terms on which a continuing competition is likely to be 
played out.

We do have some advantages or potential advantages with respect 
to high technology, and one of the areas in which it may be possible 
to bring our technological base to bear is the development of strategic 
defenses which, if successfully deployed, would have the consequence, 
in the first instance, of diminishing the effective size of the Soviet 
offensive force, because some fraction of it, hopefully a large fraction, 
could be intercepted.

So, rather than match the Soviets in offensive weapons, it seems to 
me to make sense to see whether we can develop defensive weapons 
exploiting one of our areas of strength, rather than competing with the 
Soviets where they are strong.

In any case, I believe that the size and magnitude and vigor of the 
Soviet strategic defense program—and they have one, although they 
are loath to acknowledge it, has created a situation in which defenses 
are likely to be developed, and the question that remains is whether 
they will be developed on one side alone or on both sides.

In this I think we face a situation analogous to the situation faced 
by President Truman, when he had the difficxilt decision to make 
whether to proceed to develop thermonuclear weapons. Many of you 
will recall that, in that very difficult debate, there was division in the 
scientific and technical commimity, rather strikingly like the division 
that applies today over the question of SDL Indeed, some of the 
players are the same.

In those days, Edward Teller argued that we ought to proceed to 
develop thermonuclear weapons in the belief that the Soviets would 
do so whether we did or not, and if we did not and they did, they 
would emerge with a monopoly of those weapons.

Robert Oppenheimer and a large fraction of the scientific communi
ty who supported him held the view that we ought not to proceed to 
the development of thermonuclear weapons because if we did so, the 
Soviets would surely follow suit and we would be worse off.

We now know that even as President Tnunan was grappling with 
that difficult issue, a yoimg physicist named Andrei Sakharov had 
been drafted by Stalin to initiate work on the Soviet thermonuclear 
weapon development program, which ultimately succeeded.

I think it is clear that, had Truman listened to Oppenheimer and not 
Teller, the thing Teller feared most would have come about, that is.

Document 231



PERLE STATEMENT, NOVEMBER 12 825

the Soviets would have emerged in the early 1950 ŝ with a monopoly 
of thermonuclear weapons.

I think the situation we face today is rather analogous to that. The 
Soviets, in my judgment, are going to continue their program, both the 
advanced research associated with the technologies that we subsume 
imder the term strategic defense initiative and steady improvements to 
defense systems of the more classical sort.

The term '̂breakout'' has been used here this morning, and let me 
say a word about the concerns we have that the Soviets may, even 
now, be breaking out of the ABM Treaty.

It was understood in 1972, and a great deal of time was spent 
negotiating the specifics because of that understanding, that the key to 
the deployment of a nationwide defense, a territorial defense, based 
on classical technologies, was the construction of large phased array 
radars— t̂hey were key because they take anywhere from 5 to 7 years 
to build; they are higWy visible and can be observed—^while the other 
elements of a territorial defense can be built and stockpiled and rather 
rapidly deployed, so one could be surprised by all the elements of a 
strategic defense except the large phased array radars.

The Soviets have been building these large phased array radars ever 
since 1972, and they now have in place roughly twice the number the 
United States anticipated building for the defense that we had in mind 
in 1972, the Safeguard antiballistic missile system.

One of these radars is the radar at Krasnoyarsk, and that radar 
essentially completes the comprehensive radar coverage of the Soviet 
Union of a sort that could be used— cannot say will be used because 
I think the evidence is not in—but of a sort that could be used to 
support a territorial defense which would, itself, be a violation of the 
ABM Treaty.

In addition to the large phased array radars that take years to 
deploy, the Soviets have developed smaller radars that can be de
ployed in a matter of months, and we have no way of knowing to 
what extent the Soviets may have produced other radars similar to the 
ones that we have seen, no way of knowing whether they may 
choose, at some point in the future, to deploy significant numbers of 
these radars, which would be tied in to the large phased array radars 
that are already in evidence.

Moreover, the Soviets have, for many years, been experimenting in 
order to determine the effectiveness of air defense systems used for 
the purpose of intercepting ballistic missiles. The Soviets have many 
thousands of these siu'face-to-air missiles deployed for air defense 
piuposes. They have new ones under development and in the testing 
phase. And some of these new Soviet air defense weapons have at 
least some capability to intercept ballistic missiles.

So we are faced with the prospect—and, again, we cannot be defini
tive because it is simply too soon to say, but it is important to 
anticipate these developments—that with the large phased array radar 
complete and the 5- to 7-year lead-time essentially gone, of the
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addition to that large phased array radar, network, of the other impor
tant ABM elements, that the Soviets could deploy rapidly a territorial 
ABM defense.

This is a matter of significant concern to the administration and to 
our military planners. It is what we mean when we talk about break
out and it is a matter that is not theoretical, it is here and now.

The only uncertainty that remains is whether what we are seeing is, 
in fact, evidence that the Soviets are headed in that direction or not. 
But what we are seeing disturbs us greatly.

Finally, Mr. Chairman, if I may, I would say just a word about the 
question that has arisen this morning about the inclusion or exclusion 
of mobile ICBM's in any arms control regime that may be negotiated.

We think there are a number of good reasons why mobile ICBM ŝ 
ought to be barmed. One of them has to do with verification.

The observation has been made this morning that we are able to 
verify the deployment of the SS-20, and it is sometimes assimied, as a 
consequence of that fact, that we will be able to verify Soviet deploy
ments of mobile ICBM's.

So, let me be clear about what it is we can verify with respect to the 
SS-20.

The Soviets have obliged otir efforts at verification by associating 
SS-20 laxmchers with large and highly visible structures, single bay 
garages, as we call them. They did not have to deploy the SS-20 .in 
that manner; they chose to do so.

There is no reason to believe that if they were to embark upon a 
covert program of the deployment of mobile ICBM's, they would ease 
our verification problem by associating those ICBM's with fixed and 
highly visible installations. Indeed, the SS-25, a MIRV'd mobile 
ICBM, is likely to be deployed on railcars, and it is entirely possible 
that those railcars, containing those SS-25's, will be indistinguishable 
from railcars conveying ordinary commodities.

So we will have a potentially severe verification problem, leaving us 
in the dark as to the nimiber of mobile ICBM's that the Soviets might 
possess over and above any limit agreed upon.

Moreover, we are hoping that in the course of the Geneva negotia
tions we would be successful in persuading the Soviets to accept the 
sort of deep reductions that we have in mind. I believe that in a 
regime for the future, in which deep reductions have been taken, the 
requirement for a mobile ICBM on our side would be greatly dimin
ished. It is by no means certain, although we are trying to develop it, 
that we will be successful in developing an effective and survivable 
mobile ICBM that can be deployed, given all of the constraints that 
apply to the deployment of such weapons.

So we think that the argiunent for barming these missiles on both 
sides is a very powerful one: We face two Soviet mobile ICBM's and 
the likelihood that there will be variations of those two and possibly 
even additional mobile ICBM's while we have now on the drawing
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board a mobile ICBM that under the best of circumstances would be 
deployed in a rather limited area of our national territory.

So we think the world would be better off without mobile ICBM's, 
and for that reason the new proposal made by the administration 
would ban those missiles, solve the verification problem, and reduce 
one potential source of instability in the future.

232. Letter From S ecretary  of D efense W einberger to  
P resident R eagan: Soviet Treaty  V iolations, N ovem 
ber 13, 1985 1

On Jime 10,1985, when you annoimced that the U.S. would go ''the 
extra mile'' to give the U.S.S.R. time to correct its treaty violations,^ 
you asked us, in National Security Decision Directive 173, to give you 
an analysis of Soviet violations of arms control and other treaties. You 
also asked me to recommend incentives we might provide to the 
Soviets to correct their violations and, should such corrective action 
not be forthcoming, to effect appropriate and proportionate responses 
to those violations.

I am attaching Part One of this report you requested, together with 
an executive summary covering its main points. The report's principal 
conclusion is that Soviet violations are continuing and require an 
appropriate and proportionate response on our part.® The Joint Chiefs 
generally feel that your Strategic Modernization Program, as an
nounced by you in October 1981,  ̂ and the conventional and readiness 
improvements requested in your budgets would constitute the "appro
priate and proportionate response" if fully fimded by the Congress. I 
tend to agree with this opinion but, of course. Congress has made 
many cuts in your requests.

The Soviet violations put us in a partioilarly vulnerable and danger
ous position when these violations are compared with the sharp re
ductions in our requests for Strategic Defense [Initiative] funding. We 
all feel that it is essential to move as rapidly and effectively as 
possible on SDI because Soviet violations do give them an advantage 
which makes it very difficult for us to maintain a deterrence balance 
with them.

Of course, their violations also constitute a powerftd argument for 
getting the deepest possible cuts in nuclear arms by agreement, if we 
can secure agreements that bring us to parity at these lower levels and 
are thoroughly verifiable. Al^o, as we approach budget time for next 
year we may want to consider a supplemental for this year or more 
than 3 percent growth next year to compensate in specific ways for

 ̂ The Washington Post, November 17,1985, p. A30. 
2 Document 88.
® Classified report.
^Documents on Disarmament, 1981; pp. 461-464.
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these violations. We will present to you on your return from Geneva a 
range of options for appropriate responses. I will be glad to take up 
with you the responses we can make within various classified pro
grams.

If I may be permitted, I would like to mention a few other points 
here:

In Geneva, you will almost certainly come imder great pressure to 
do three things that would limit severely your options for responding 
to Soviet violations:

• One is to agree to continue to observe SALT II.®
• The second is to agree formally to limit SDI research, develop

ment, and testing to only that research allowed under the most 
restrictive interpretation of the ABM Treaty,® even though you 
have determined that a less restrictive interpretation is justified 
legally. The Soviets doubtless will seek assurances that you will 
continue to be bound to such tight limits on SDI development 
and testing that would discourage the Congress from maldng any 
but token appropriations.

• Third, the Soviets may propose communique or other language 
that obscures their record of arms control violations by referring 
to the '̂importance that both sides attach to compliance."

Any or all of these Soviet proposals, if agreed to, would sharply 
restrict the range of responses to past and current Soviet violations 
available to us. A pledge to continue to adhere to SALT II, even 
though the Soviets are violating it, could make it difficult, if not 
impossible, to do other things we should do to make up for their 
violations. We can, of course, continue to observe parts of SALT II, at 
your option, but a pledge to continue observing it all, could put rigid 
constraints on your ability to respond to Soviet violations.

Also, such a pledge would require us to dismantle far larger mun- 
bers of modem weapons than the Soviets over the near-term. (See 
pages 1-4 of the attached Armex A. This annex indicates the dramatic 
disparity between our respective dismantling requirements. Essentially, 
the U.S. would have to dismantle between 1,320 and 2,240 MIRV^ 
[multiple independently targetable reentry vehicle] ballistic missile 
warheads by 1991, whereas the Soviets would have to dismantle only 
about 558 ballistic missiles, of which just 112 would be MIRV sys
tems. Because Soviet modernization processes can go on, the net effect 
would be thousands of additional U.S.S.R. warheads by the early 
1990s.)

Any agreement to limit the SDI program according to a narrow 
(and, I believe, wrong) interpretation of the ABM Treaty—a Treaty 
which the Soviets are violating under any interpretation—^would di

® The SALT II Agreement may be found ibid., 1979, pp. 189 ff.
** The ABM Treaty and other SALT I Agreements may be found ibid., 1972, pp. 197-

207.
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minish significantly the prospects that we will succeed in bringing our 
search for a strategic defense to fruition.

Communique or other language that enables the Soviets to appear 
equally committed to full compliance—even as they continue to en
large their pattern of violations— ŵill make the difficult task of re
sponding to those violations even more problematic.

Geneva offers the opportunity to imderline the importance we 
attach to strict compliance with arms control agreements previously 
made. And it will help to build the foimdation on which any propor
tionate response must be based.

My report to you emphasizes that our failure over the years to 
respond promptly to Soviet violations can only encourage them to 
commit more—and more significant—^violations. It is significant that 
you are the first president to report to Congress violations by the 
U.S.S.R. that have continued for 20 years. The verification the Soviets 
have agreed to in the past is no substitute for actual compliance. This 
simply emphasizes that determined action to avoid a double standard, 
in which we comply and the Soviets do not, is as necessary as it is 
difficult.

233. Revised Polish Draft Resolution Subm itted to  th e  First 
Com m ittee of th e  U.N. G eneral A ssem bly: S tudy of 
th e  V arious C onsequences o f th e  M ilitarization of 
O uter Space, N ovem ber 14, 1985 ^

The General Assembly,
Gravely concerned at the danger posed to all mankind by the prospect 

of extending the arms race into outer space.
Reaffirming that outer space is the common heritage of mankind and 

its peaceful exploration and use shall be the province of all mankind. 
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 IV, not to place in orbit aroimd 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 marmer,̂

Determined to prevent the militarization of outer space.
Aware of the various proposals submitted to that end by Member 

States to the General Assembly in recent years.

 ̂A /C .l/40/L .45/R ev.l. The original draft resolution was submitted on November 7, 
see Document 224. Poland subsequently withdrew the revised draft resolution.

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1967, pp. 38-43.
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Recalling its resolutions 36/97 C and 36/99 of 9 December 1981, 37/ 
83 of 9 December 1982, 37/99 D of 13 December 1982, 38/70 of 15 
December 1983 and 39/59 of 12 December 1984,

Taking note of paragraph 99 of the report of the Conference on 
Disarmament,® containing the report of its Ad Hoc Committee on the 
agenda item entitled ""Prevention of an arms race in outer space'',

1 . Requests the Secretary-General to prepare a comprehensive study 
of the various consequences of the militarization of outer space;

2 . Recommends that the study be prepared on the basis of accessible 
material, with the assistance of eminent consultant experts of various 
nationalities appointed by the Secretary-General, and in co-operation 
with the United Nations Institute for Disarmament Research, taking in 
accoimt {sici the views expressed and the suggestions made during the 
discussion of this subject at the fortieth session of the General Assem
bly;

3. Calls upon Governments and international scientific institutions 
and organizations to co-operate with the Secretary-General in the 
preparation of the study;

4. Requests that the study be transmitted to the Conference on EHsar- 
mament, the Security Council and the General Assembly by 1 July 
1987, and to the Governments of Member States in time to permit its 
consideration at the forty-second session of the General Assembly;

5. Decides to include in the provisional agenda of its forty-second 
session an item entitled: ""Consequences of the militarization of outer 
space"".

234. S ta tem ent by  th e  Soviet R ep resen ta tive  ( iss rae ly an ) 
to  th e  First Com m ittee of th e  U.N. G eneral A ssem bly: 
Draft Resolution on Reduction of M ilitary Expendi
tu res, N ovem ber 14, 1985 ^

I wish to set forth the position of the Soviet Union on draft resolu
tion A/C.1/40/L.16.2

We have constantly been in favour of reducing military expendi
tures. Taking into account the fact that increasing military expenses 
directly connected with the stepping up of the arms race, the Soviet 
Union, together with its friends and allies imder the Warsaw Treaty, 
put forward in March 1984 a well-developed proposal with regard to 
negotiations aimed at achieving practical agreement among the coim- 
tries of the Warsaw Treaty and of the North Atlantic Treaty Organi-

® Official Records of the General Assembly, Fortieth Session, Supplement No. 27 (A /40/27 and 
Corr.l). [Footnote in original.]

1 A /C.1/40/PV.37, pp. 7-11.
2 This draft resolution was introduced by Sweden and cosponsored by 20 additional 

states. The General Assembly adopted a slightly revised version (oper. par. 3) as 
resolution 40/91 B.
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zation (NATO) on freezing nuclear expenditures and their subsequent 
reduction in percentage or absolute terms.®

We continue to believe that efforts to avoid increasing, and in fact 
to reduce, military expenditures should be shared by all States, pri
marily the States which possess a major military potential. At the 
same time, the implementation of such measures by the States Parties 
to the Warsaw Treaty and the States members of the North Atlantic 
Treaty Organization (NATO) would be of particular importance in the 
light of their heavy burden of military expenditure.

The urgency of our proposal was confirmed once again in the 
Declaration entitled 'Tor the elimination of the nuclear threat and for 
a turn for the better in European and world affairs'', adopted at the 
meeting of the Political Consultative Committee of the Warsaw Treaty 
Organization in Sofia on 23 October of this year.'* Another effective 
measure for limiting the arms race in all areas, as was stressed in that 
same Declaration, could be a reciprocal freeze, begiiming with the 
regular fiscal year, of the military budgets of the USSR and the United 
States.

The attainment of practical agreement with regard to the reduction 
of military budgets would not require a great deal of time if States 
Members of the United Nations were to evince the necessary political 
will and a real desire to bring about an early solution to this extremely 
important and urgent problem. The USSR would of course be ready 
on the basis of reciprocity to make a major reduction, in percentage or 
in absolute terms, of its military budget.

Draft resolution A/C.1/40/L.16, on defining the machinery for ac
counting and comparability of military expenditures, would, in es
sence, be a diversion from the actual task of reducing military expend
itures.

We believe that draft resolution A/C.1/40/L.16 leaves the problem 
of reducing military budgets at a dead end, as have similar draft 
resolutions in the past. We will therefore vote against it.

235. S ta tem en t by  th e  Israeli R epresen ta tive  (Issacharoff) 
to  th e  First Comm ittee o f th e  U.N. G eneral Assem bly: 
N uclear-W eapon-Free Zone in th e  M iddle East [Ex
tract], N ovem ber 14, 1985^

• • • • • • •

I should like to emphasize the position of my delegation that the 
establishment of a nuclear-weapon-free zone in the Middle East

 ̂Documents on Disarmament 1984, pp. 133-138.
* Document 211.
1 A/C.1/40PV.37, p. 27.
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should be on the basis of arrangements directly and freely arrived at 
among the States of the region. That position is consonant with the 
recommendation contained in paragraph 5.3 of the recommendations 
and proposals of the report of the Independent Commission on Disar
mament and Security Issues—also known as the Palme Commission— 
reproduced in document A/CN.10/38 of 8 April 1983.^

236. In terv iew  of French Foreign M inister Dumas with Le 
N o u ve! O b serva teu n  G en ev a  Summit M eeting and  
Strategic D efense in itiative [Extract], N ovem ber 15- 
21, 1985 1

[Text] Le Nouvel Observateur: France is not taking part in the 
Geneva negotiations which start in Geneva this week between Ronald 
Reagan and Mikhail Gorbachev. But it may one day be concerned with 
the strategic arms reduction process. What is its viewpoint on this 
question?

Roland Dumas: France is indeed not involved in these discussions. 
It should be remembered that our nuclear forces amoimt to less than 
5 percent of the forces of either of the two superpowers. In Geneva 
the aim, among other things, will be to seek a way of reducing 
excessive levels of strategic arms—a problem which now concerns only 
the United States and the Soviet Union.

We welcome this summit meeting, but we are not expecting any 
miracles. It would be surprising if a compromise could be achieved on 
the essence of the problem, and especially on SDI at this stage. The 
most we can expect is a kind of framework on major principles, as was 
the case in Vladivostok in 1974  ̂ where the foundations were laid for 
the SALT II negotiations, which were only concluded in 1979.® The 
most important thing in my view is that the two superpowers should 
show a real desire to negotiate. We hope that the plan for regular 
meetings between them is accepted on this occasion and that progress 
is made toward '^responsible compromises," as President Mitterrand 
said. However, this meeting is taking place after the periods of tension 
which have characterized East-West relations. This may only be the 
start of detente . . . But it looks like detente which is a good thing.

^Ambassador Issacharoff was commenting on the Egyptian draft resolution, A /C .l/ 
40/L.5, which the General Assembly adopted by consensus on December 12 as resolu
tion 40/82.

The recommendations and proposals of the Palme Commission's report to which he 
refers may be found in Documents on Disarmament, 1982, pp. 227-256.

 ̂Paris Le Nouvel Ohservateur in French, November 15-21, 1985, pp. 32-33; FBIS Daily 
Report, November 26, 1985, vol. VII, pp. 1- 2.

* Documents on Disarmament, 1974, pp. 746-747.
 ̂Ibid., 1979, pp. 189 ff.
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Le Nouvel Observateur: On what conditions, from what ^̂ thresh- 
old̂  ̂ so to speak, might France be concerned with this disarmament 
process?

Roland Dumas: It is difficult to say, and even more difficult to put 
a figure on it, because the difference between the superpowers and 
France is so great. The figures I have given you give an idea of the 
disproportion between our forces and the excessive arsenals of the 
United States and the USSR. It is this difference in nature which must 
go before comparisons can have any meaning. For the time being 
Mikhail Gorbachev's proposals only relate to 50 percent of his offen
sive strategic nuclear weapons. In our view the disarmament process 
should also include conventional and chemical weapons.

For the time being the question is certainly not being raised in 
France! But it is important that the move should be started and gather 
impetus. When the time comes France will not shirk the issue. Let us 
not forget that France has always advocated maintaining the balance 
of strategic forces at the lowest possible level.

Le Nouvel Observateur: What effects will the laxmching of the SDI 
program have on our defense policy?

Roland Dumas: The aim of the SDI program is apparently to 
replace offensive weapons with defensive weapons, ''the sword by the 
shield." But that is an illusion. The type of system which could render 
strategic weapons obsolete will depend on its complete impenetrabil
ity. If even 1 percent of the missiles succeed in penetrating the protec
tive shield, the potential aggressor will then be tempted to increase 
this 1 percent to the maximimi. No one can now promise this com
plete reliability. For the time being, and for a long time to come, the 
replacement of one system by the other remains imcertain. So each 
may then be tempted to strike first. This increases instability and 
hence the risk of war. SDI presents France with a technological chal
lenge, which we must take up, more than a defense problem. If it can 
be successfully implemented one day, it will not happen before the 
year 2020. . . Until then peace will be maintained by the balance of 
offensive systems.

Le Nouvel Observateur: Do you think that Mikhail Gorbachev's 
personality and the ascent to power of a new political generation in 
the USSR could change East-West relations?

Roland Dumas: Mikhail Gorbachev differs from his predecessors: 
He seems more flexible, more astute, and also more skillful and more 
"modem" in the way he deals with problems. His generation, the 
postwar generation, feels more concerned by the USSR's image abroad 
and more anxious to improve it. Mikhail has time on his side. He 
seems to want to start introducing radical reforms to improve living 
conditions for the Soviets, and to increase consumption. In the short 
term the changes will not ncessarily be seen very quickly. But I bet 
that in 10 or 15 years time the Soviet Union will have made consider
able progress on the path of change. Look at the new team which is 
taking the reins of power: It is different from the outgoing team.
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Le N ouvel Observateur: Eureka, the French project, seems to be 
receiving the approval of our partners in Europe and even outside 
Europe. Is it an adequate response to the '^technological challenge'  ̂
with which SDI presents us, and which you mentioned before?

Roland Dumas: Eureka is not in response to SDI, but without SDI 
there would perhaps not have been Eureka. The American initiative 
showed the European countries the dangers of technological inadequa
cy compared with the United States and Japan. We were in danger of 
becoming areas operating under license and of seeing a brain drain 
from our countries to the other side of the Atlantic, where research 
efforts will be made. That is why Frangois Mitterrand drew up the 
Eureka project to meet this challenge. All the structural problems have 
now been solved. Ten enterprise contracts have already been signed, 
public fimds have been aimounced, the permanent secretariat will 
become operational in January 1986. The first repercussions of Eiu'eka 
will be felt from next year. But Eiu*ope has already benefited consider* 
ably In addition to its scientific, technological, and economic impor
tance this plan is sparking off, without seeming to do so, the recovery 
which Europe needs. Europe was built around the coal-steel pool and 
progressed with the agricultural community. It must be admitted that 
we have marked time since then. Europe's future lies in advanced 
technology. It is in this sense that Eureka is promoting European 
unity.

• • • • • • •

237. S ta tem ent by  th e  Soviet R epresen ta tive  (Issrae lyan ) 
to  th e  First Comm ittee of the  U.N. G eneral A ssem bly: 
Draft Resolutions on Chemical W eapons, N ovem ber 
15, 1985 1

In connection with the vote on draft resolution A/C.l/40/L.31,^ 
relating to the prohibition of chemical weapons, the Soviet delegation 
would like to make the following statement.

The Soviet Union views the prohibition and destruction of this type 
of weapon of mass destruction as one of the most important and 
urgent tasks in the field of disarmament and vigorously condemns the 
use of chemical weapons. Quite recently, once again a statement to 
this effect was made by the General Secretary of the Central Commit
tee of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union, Comrade Gorba
chev.^ With regard to the interest of the Soviet Union in a business-

1 A/C.1/40/PV.39, pp. ia - 20.
 ̂The United States introduced this draft resolution. It was adopted by the General 

Assembly on December 12 as Resolution 40/92 C. The texts of all three parts of 
Resolution 40/92 may be found in Docviment 268.

® Document 195.
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like, dynamic round of negotiations on this problem at the Conference 
on Disarmament and in speeding up work on the text of the conven
tion, this is demonstrated by our actions at the Geneva multilateral 
forum and the proposals we have made there. We believe that the 
earliest possible achievement of agreement on the prohibition of 
chemical weapons would be greatly helped by draft resolutions A / 
C.l/40/L.15/Rev.l  ̂ and L.24.® They are aimed at energetic progress 
in the responsible matter of working towards agreement on the provi
sions of a future convention and are fiiUy in keeping with the concert
ing of the efforts of States parties in the achievement of that goal.

As for draft resolution A/C.1/40/L.31, we are firmly convinced that 
all it would do is create additional obstacles to the elimination of the 
chemical-weapon threat, among other things, through the trumping up 
of artificial issues about creating verification machinery outside the 
context of the current multilateral negotiations at the Geneva Confer
ence on Disarmament. At previous sessions the Soviet Union has 
already stressed that the idea of creating verification machinery has 
been outside the current talks in Geneva, and it remains a stiUbom 
idea that could only lead to illegal actions and wotdd in essence be 
tantamoimt to a revision of the Geneva Protocol.® Our position on 
this matter remains imchanged, and the Soviet delegation will vote 
against draft resolution A/C.1/40/L.31.

238. S ta tem ent by  th e  N etherlands R epresen ta tive  (v an  
Schaik) to  th e  First Comm ittee of th e  U.N. G eneral 
A ssem bly: Draft Resolutions on Chemical W eapons, 
N ovem ber 15, 1985 ^

My delegation wishes to explain its position on draft resolution A / 
C.1/40/L.15, introduced by the delegation of the German Democratic 
Republic. 2

In 1985 the Conference on Disarmament continued its efforts aimed 
at the early conclusion of a comprehensive, effective and verifiable 
ban on chemical weapons. That task is all the more pressing, as we 
witnessed, as we did also in 1984, the repeated use of those appalling 
weapons in the ongoing Gulf war. In the negotiations on a chemical 
weapons ban a number of important problems remains to be solved. 
These problems continue to demand our full attention and our imited 
efforts. Draft resolution A/C.l/40/L.24,^ co-sponsored by the Nether-

 ̂Introduced by the GDR and adopted as G.A. Resolution 40/92 A.
 ̂Introduced by Canada and adopted as Resolution 40/92 B.
® For the text of the Protocol, see Documents on Disarmament, 1969, pp. 764-765.
1 A/C.1/40/PV.39, pp. 27-28.
“ Adopted as G.A. Resolution 40/92 A on December 12. The Netherlands voted against. 
® Introduced by Canada and adopted as Resolution 40/92 B.
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lands, on which consensus has just been reached, gives expression to 
ouLr common determination to do so. This draft certainly imderlines 
the general agreement existing among States to participate in the final 
elaboration of a chemical weapons convention at the earliest possible 
date.

Having said that, 1 cannot but deplore the fact that the German 
Democratic Republic and the other sponsors have introduced draft 
resolution A/C.1/40/L.15, as they have done in previous years. As my 
delegation observed last year, this draft resolution casts growing doubt 
on the sincerity of the participation of the coimtries concerned in the 
consensus approach I just mentioned. The draft once again criticizes 
the intended resumption of chemical weapons production by the 
United States, a coimtry that has imilaterally observed a freeze on 
such production for over 15 years. The Soviet Union on the other 
hand has not matched that restraint shown by the United States and 
has, on the contrary, to the best of our knowledge, continued its 
massive build-up of stockpiles of chemical weapons of all sorts.

The time has come for my delegation seriously to reconsider our 
vote on this draft resolution. The main reason for this was our feeling 
that the armual return and virtually automatic introduction of the 
draft resolution is not conducive to the constructive work of the 
Conference on Disarmament, nor is it to the serious approach to this 
matter that is to be expected from the First Committee. The draft 
resolution is superfluous in view of draft resolution A/C.1/40/L.24, 
just adopted.

Our reaction in the past few years has been one of moderation and 
restraint. We fostered the hope, apparently in vain, that the authors of 
this draft resolution would in the end show the wisdom to discontinue 
the exercise. Unfortxmately, this year again we are faced with a text 
similar to the one submitted last year, which cannot convince us.

239. R esponses by  P resident R eagan  to  Q uestions Submit
ted  by  J a p a n e s e  Journalists: In te rm edia te-R ange Nu
clear Forces in A sia [Extract], N ovem ber 18, 1985 ^

• • • • • • •

Q. Large numbers of Soviet SS-20's have been deployed in the 
Pacific Far East in recent years, but the Soviets have refused to negoti
ate their presence. Is the U.S. plaiming to try to include these SS-20's 
in the Geneva arms control talks? What is the U.S. position on the 
strategic importance of the Soviet SS-20's that are stationed in Asia? 
Do they threaten Western security interests in the Pacific region?

 ̂ Weekly CompilaHon of Presidential Documenb, November 18, 1985, pp. 1404-1405. 

Document 239



EDIS STATEMENT, NOVEMBER 18 837

The President These missiles are included in the Geneva talks. The 
Soviet SS-20 is more accurate than earlier Soviet intermediate-range 
forces. It is mobile and thus easily redeployed. It also carries three 
independently targetable warheads, as opposed to the single warhead 
of the earlier generation of Soviet intermediate-range missiles; thus, 
the SS-20 greatly increases the threat to Asia as well as to Europe.

In 1981 we advocated that a total elimination of U.S. and Soviet 
missiles in this category is the best solution,^ and we have made this 
proposal to the Soviets in the Geneva arms control talks. As an 
interim measure, we have proposed reductions to the lowest possible 
equal mrniber of these U.S. and Soviet missile warheads on a global 
basis. We have made this position clear in the Geneva talks.

Nuclear weapons that threaten oiu* allies and friends anywhere in 
the world are, of course, of deep concern to us. We could not, there
fore, accept any Soviet proposal in Geneva which would endeavor to 
address European security by increasing the threat to our friends and 
allies in Asia. We have consiilted and will continue to consult with the 
Japanese Government as negotiations over Soviet intermediate-range 
forces proceed.

• • • • • • •

240. S ta tem en t by  th e  British R ep resen ta tive  (Edis) to  the  
First Comm ittee o f th e  U.N. G eneral A ssem bly: Draft 
Resolution on th e  N aval Arms Race, N ovem ber 18, 
1985 1

I wish to make some remarks about two draft resolutions, A /40/ 
C.1/L.36 2 and L.46,® now before the Committee, on which we shall 
be voting shortly and which come imder the general heading of naval 
issues. The major part of what I shall have to say relates to A/40/C.1/ 
L.46, but I should first like to say a few words about A/40/C.1/L.36.

My delegation will support draft resolution A/40/C.1/L.36, entitled 
^̂ Study on the naval arms race'  ̂which was introduced by the delega
tion of Sweden and is supported by a broadly based group of coim- 
tries. My delegation does not necessarily share the views expressed on 
every aspect of the draft resolution or in the study on which it is

2 See Documents on Disarmament, 1981, pp. 573-574.
1 A/C.1/40/PV.40, pp. 17-25.
 ̂Introduced in the First Committee by Sweden, this draft resolution was also spon

sored by Australia, Austria, China, Finland, France, Gabon, Indonesia, Iceland, Mexico, 
the Netherlands, Peru, Sri Lanka, and Yugoslavia. It was adopted by the General 
Assembly as Resolution 40/94 F on December 12.

®This draft resolution was co-sponsored by Democratic Yemen, GDR, Laos, Libya, 
Poland, Syria, and Viet Nam. Entitled "Curbing the naval arms race: limitation and 
reduction of naval armaments and extension of confidence-building measures to seas 
and oceans," it was subsequently adopted by the General Assembly as Resolution 40/94 
I.
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based. However, we do believe that it offers a generally acceptable 
and reasonable basis for work on the subject of naval issues by the 
United Nations Disarmament Commission.

In this respect, Mr. Qiairman, we wish to pay a tribute to you in 
your capacity as the Qiairman of the Study Group for its positive 
outcome. We shall play a full and active part in the debate on this 
subject at the Disarmament Commission.

The substance of what I have to say relates to draft resolution A / 
40/C.1/L.46, introduced in the name of Bulgaria and supported by a 
number of other Soviet allies.

We were somewhat surprised that the Bulgarian delegation has 
persisted in pursuing this initiative, which we regard as deeply flawed 
and which now seems to us to be irrelevant in the face of a generally 
acceptable resolution firmly grounded on a United Nations expert 
study. At no stage has this Warsaw Treaty initiative generated much 
enthusiasm. The predecessor resolutions of L.46 which are quoted in 
its first preambular paragraph, received very poor votes, in fact with 
fewer States voting in favour than those voting against and abstaining. 
The same initiative received a dismal reception at this year's session of 
the Disarmament Commission.

The reasons for this situation are as follows. This initiative cuts 
across that proposed by Sweden and a number of other countries in 
1983 for a study on naval issues carried out by a group of experts. It 
seems that those concerned are more interested in making propaganda 
than in contributing to an attempt at a factual and balanced study of 
naval issues. In this respect it is interesting to note that, despite the 
supposed interest in and concern about the subject of naval activities, 
both the Soviet Union and Bulgaria declined to participate in the 
group established under General Assembly resolution 38/188 G, de
spite initially indicating a willingness to take part.'̂  Instead the Soviet 
Union opted to put forward imilaterally a set of proposals on naval 
issues which are somewhat coyly referred to in the eleventh preambu
lar paragraph of draft resolution A/40/C.1/L.46. These proposals are 
discriminatory and contain too many propaganda points to be treated 
as a serious initiative on which the Governments concerned would 
wish to begin substantive negotiations.

For example, they are designed to limit naval deployments only in 
areas which are extensively used by Western navies while areas which 
are used by the Soviet Navy are not mentioned. Limits on particular 
types of naval vessels concentrate exclusively on types where Western 
coimtries aurently hold the advantage, while types in which the 
Soviet Union has numerical superiority—such as submarines designed 
to attack surface vessels, including merchant ships—are not men
tioned.

 ̂The study was issued as document A/40/535. An extract of the study is printed in 
Document 173.
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This same group of countries also attempted to induce the Disarma
ment Commission this May to embark upon a premature examination 
of the subject of naval activities in advance of the finalization of the 
United Nations expert study. In the process, in an attempt to get their 
way, they held up an important initiative by a group of African 
countries on the review of the United Nations in the field of disarma
ment. Ultimately, however, that tactic failed.

Draft resolution A/C.l/40/L.46/Rev.l is no exception to the ap
proach to which I referred just now. Although naval activities are 
undoubtedly of legitimate international concern, draft resolution A / 
C.l/40/L.46/Rev.l, like its predecessors, seeks to convey the impres
sion that we are in the middle of some dangerous escalation of a 
"naval arms racê ' which poses a new and volatile threat. 1 draw the 
Committee^s attention, for example, to its second preambular para
graph. We do not share that view.

Further, it seeks to give the impression that the West, especially the 
United States, is to blame for this new '̂ threat" that it has identified. 
That is the purpose of the fourth and fifth preambular paragraphs.

What are the facts? Overall, in the last 20 years, there has been a 
sharp drop, even a worrying drop, in the total naval forces available to 
the Western alliance. Perusal of the definitive reference work Jane's 
Rghiing Ships illustrates this point irrefutably.

On the other hand, despite the fact that the Soviet Union does not 
make objective information on military matters available publicly, the 
same period has seen a massive and imprecedented build-up in Soviet 
naval might.

Fortunately, we do have Soviet sources to illustrate my point that it 
is the Soviet Union, not the West, which is engaged in a naval arms 
race. Understandably proud of his achievement, the father of the new- 
style Soviet Navy, Admiral Sergey Gorshkov, said the following in a 
book entitled The Sea Power of the State:

. . . within the briefest time a qualitatively new [Soviet] fleet 
was’built, capable of fulfilling tasks of a strategic character and 
waging a successful struggle with a powerful sea adversary.

How, in more detail, does the language in draft resolution A /C .l/ 
40/L.46/Rev.l square with the real situation?

Of course, despite the sharp drop in naval imits, cotmtries of the 
Western alliance do have substantial naval forces. This naval capabil
ity is of long standing— ĥistoric in the case of my coimtry's Royal 
Navy—and essential to our security. Why is this so? One part of the 
answer lies in the fact that the component elements of the Western 
alliance are separated by gigantic bodies of water, the Atlantic and 
Pacific Oceans. The other major part of the explanation lies in the fact 
that all allied countries, especially those in Western Europe, Japan and 
Australia, depend for their very economic existence on sea-borne 
trade. The coimtries of the alliance thus depend vitally on sea commu
nications which have to be safeguarded and, if necessary, defended.
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This situation is in contrast to that of the Warsaw Treaty countries. 
The Soviet Union and its allies constitute a massive contiguous land 
mass with secure interior land communications and little sea-borne 
trade. The sea approaches to the Soviet Union are limited and diffi
cult, and can be easily defeiided by relatively small naval forces.

What, then, can be the purpose and effect of the massive Soviet 
naval build-up? By the potential and growing threat that it presents to 
Western lines of commimication and trade it can, in oiu* view, only be 
offensive and therefore inherently destabilizing. Is this exaggeration on 
my part? I think not. I turn again to Admiral Gorshkov, a very handy 
source of reference. In the same work that I quoted earlier, he said:

. . .  an ever-growing role is being played by [our] sea power, ex
pressing the real ability of the State to make effective use of the 
world ocean in the interest of communist construction. . . . The 
naval forces are becoming the main carrier of weapons, including 
nuclear missiles capable of striking at the enemy in all continents 
and seas.

Particularly remarkable has been the expansion of the Soviet sub
marine fleet, both nuclear-missile and ship-attack types. The Soviet 
submarine fleet, comprising up to 300 imits, is the largest in the 
world. I note that at the beginning of the Second World War oiu" then 
adversaries had only 50 or 60 submarines available. But look at the 
havoc that they caused.

The Soviet Union has also built up enormously its capacity in 
surface vessels, including aircraft carriers, landing sMps and marines. 
What is the purpose of those developments? Once again Admiral 
Gorshkov had an interesting comment to make in this connection:

. . . with the emergence of her navy on the oceanic expanses, the 
Soviet Union has gained new and wider possibilities for its use in 
peacetime to ensvire her State interests. . . . The mobility of the 
fleet and its flexibility where limited military conflicts come to a 
head enable it to exert an influence on coastal countries, employ 
and extend a military threat at any level, starting from a show of 
military force and ending with the mounting of landings. . . .

Looking at the language of the fourth and fifth preambular para
graphs of draft resolution A/C.l/40/L.46/Rev. 1, it seems to me that 
its sponsors are addressing themselves.

It is also remarkable that all the sponsors of that draft resolution, 
with the exception of one land-locked State, furnish the Soviet Union 
with naval facilities. In the case of two of those States, both of which 
are far distant from the shores of the Soviet Union—one being on the 
Indian Ocean and the other on the Pacific Ocean—they play host to 
large and increasingly significant permanent Soviet naval bases.

In the light of what I have said, it will come as no surprise that my 
delegation will cast a negative vote on draft resolution A/C.1/40/ 
L.46/Rev. 1.
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241. S ta tem en t by  th e  Soviet R ep resen ta tive  ( iss rae ly an ) 
to  th e  First Comm ittee of th e  U.N. G eneral Assem bly: 
Draft Resolution on th e  N aval Arms Race, N ovem ber 
18, 1985 ^

The Soviet delegation also wishes to speak to draft resolutions A / 
C.1/40/L.36  ̂ and L.46/Rev.l.® Together with the other socialist 
countries  ̂ the Soviet Union has consistently advocated that the ques
tion of curbing the arms race of the seas and oceans should be brought 
down to a practical level. We have repeatedly taken initiatives in this 
regard, and they are summarized in the letter of 9 [10\ April 1984 
from the Foreign Minister of the Soviet Union addressed to the Secre- 
tary-General.'*

We note with satisfaction that many of the Soviet Union's proposals 
on concrete measures for curbing naval activities and naval arma
ments, as well as on the form that negotiations should take, have been 
reflected in the United Nations study conducted under your guidance, 
Mr. Chairman.®

We cannot, however, agree with a niunber of the points made in 
that document. There is no need for me at this stage to go into a 
detailed analysis of the report. I would merely refer to its main flaws, 
namely, the imbalanced nature of many of its argimients, its unjusti
fied attempts to blame the Soviet Union for the naval arms race and 
the tendentiousness and inaccuracy of the statistics it presents which 
give a distorted picture of the actual situation.

Much of what is said in the report requires further study by States. 
We thus do not consider ourselves bound in any way by this report, 
and we reserve our right to revert to this subject during the Commit
tee's further consideration of the question of ciu’bing naval armaments. 
Nonetheless, the Soviet delegation will vote in favour of draft resolu
tion A/C.1/40/L.36, because we feel that consideration of the question 
of naval armaments in the Disarmament Commission can help to open 
up serious negotiations on the matter with the participation of all the 
major naval Powers and other interested States. Now that the study 
on naval armaments has been prepared, any further delay in this 
important matter is obviously imwarranted.

Draft resolution A/C.l/40/L.46/Rev. 1 is also aimed at bringing 
about negotiations on curbing the naval arms race. I should again like

1 A/C.1/40/PV. 40, pp. 26-27.
* Introduced by Sweden, this draft resolution was cosponsored by Australia, Austria, 

China, Finland, France, Gabon, Indonesia, Iceland, Mexico, the Netherlands, Peru, Sri 
Lanka, and Yugoslavia. The General Assembly adopted it as Resolution 40/94 F on 
December 12.

 ̂This draft resolution was entitled ''Curbing the naval arms race: limitation and 
reduction of naval armaments and extension of confidence-building measures to seas 
and oceans.'' Its cosponsors were: Democratic Yemen, GDR, Laos, Libya, Poland, Syria, 
and Viet Nam. The General Assembly adopted it as Resolution 40/94 I.

4 A /39/419, p. 17.
** A/40/535. An extract of the study is printed in Dociunent 173.

Document 241



842 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1985

to draw attention to the main provisions of that draft resolution, and 
specifically to the appeal addressed to all Member States, in particular 
the nuclear-weapon States and other major naval Powers—and here I 
would emphasize that, contrary to what was stated by the United 
Kingdom representative, no discrimination whatever is being made 
against any State—to refrain from increasing their naval presence and 
activities in areas of conflict or tension, or far from their own shores. 
In our view, the draft resolution rightly expresses alarm at the increas
ingly frequent use of fleets or other naval formations for the demon
stration or use of force and as a means of exerting pressure against 
sovereign States, especially developing coimtries, interfering in their 
internal affairs, and committing acts of armed aggression and interven
tion in order to preserve the vestiges of the colonial system. The 
Soviet delegation will vote in favour of the draft resolution.

It is obviously that provision, and in particular the second one I 
mentioned, that prompted the representative of the United Kingdom 
once again to make slanderous remarks about the Soviet Union.® I do 
not imderstand precisely why he chose to do so today, on the eve of 
important events designed to improve the international climate. His 
statement with regard to draft resolution A/C.l/40/L.46/Rev. 1 was 
tantamount to a lament over the United Kingdom's erstwhile role as 
the ruler of the seas and oceans when it sent vessels to the colonial 
coimtries over which it held sway. 1 shall not at this time reply to the 
United Kingdom representative, but I would point out that anti- 
Sovietism is a dangerous disease and that we are seeing that many 
conservative statesmen are gradually being cured of it. That, tmfortu- 
nately, caimot yet be said of the representative of the United King
dom.

242. S ta tem ent by  th e  U.S. R epresen ta tive  (Lowitz) to  the  
First Comm ittee of th e  U.N. G eneral Assem bly: Draft 
Resolution on th e  N aval Arms Race, N ovem ber 18, 
1985 1

I wish to explain the vote my delegation cast on draft resolution A / 
C.1/40/L.36.2 Two years ago, the United States voted against resolu
tion 38/188 G, calling for a comprehensive study on the naval arms 
race, a naval arms race which, in the view of my Government did not 
and does not exist. The United States is not engaged in a naval arms 
race.

® Supra.
1 A/C.1/40/PV.40, p. 41.
2 This draft resolution was introduced by Sweden and cosponsored by Australia, 

Austria, China, Finland, France, Gabon, Indonesia, Iceland, Mexico, the Netherlands, 
Peru, Sri Lanka, and Yugoslavia. The General Assembly adopted it on December 12 as 
Resolution 40/94 F.
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Geography dictates that naval forces wUl play an important— 
indeed, a vital— r̂ole in the national security of maritime nations. 
Other States, either by their very geography or for other reasons rely 
to a greater extent upon land-based military power. Any study that 
focuses only on naval forces in isolation, ignoring those inter-related 
threats which make maritime forces necessary in the first place, will 
perforce be skewed against those nations and groups of nations with 
vital maritime interests that must be defended.

Recognizing that these infirmities are inherent in the concept of this 
study, the United States opposed the resolution calling for such a 
study and did not participate in it. Therefore, my delegation did not 
support draft resolution A/C.1/40/L.36, which refers the completed 
study to the Disarmament Commission for its consideration, thereby 
diverting that Commission's attention from more appropriate pursuits. 
Our opposition to this draft resolution in no maimer casts doubt upon 
the capabilities of the experts who participated in the study or upon 
yoiir efforts, Mr. Chairman, in bringing the study to completion. 
Recognizing the good intentions of the sponsors, we regret our inabil
ity to support the draft resolution.

243. S ta tem ent by  th e  Indian R epresen ta tive  (G onsalves) 
to  th e  First Com m ittee of th e  U.N. G eneral Assem bly: 
N uclear-W eapon-Free Zone in South A sia, N ovem ber 
18, 1985 ^

This Committee is once again about to take a decision on the 
proposal for a nuclear-weapon-free zone in South Asia, which has 
become an aimual ritual. My delegation has gone along with proposals 
for nuclear-weapon-free zones in certain regions because they enjoy 
the support of all the States of those regions, although we have at the 
same time expressed reservations about the efficacy of such partial 
nuclear disarmament measures, particularly in the context of the now 
well-authenticated nuclear winter findings.

In regard to the nuclear-weapon-free zone in South Asia, we would 
further elaborate oiu* position of principle with the support of the 
provisions of the Final Document of the first special session of the 
General Assembly devoted to disarmament, ̂  which enjoys the unani
mous support of the membership of the United Nations. That docu
ment stipulates categorically that nuclear-weapon-free zones can be 
established exclusively on the basis of arrangements freely arrived at 
among the States of a region and taking into accoimt the characteris
tics of each region.

1 A/C.1/40/PV.41, pp. 13-17.
2 Printed in Documenfs on Disarmament 1978, pp. 411-439.

Document 243



844 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1985

In their statements in this Committee, several delegations have 
taken care to recall these vital criteria. So far as South Asia is con
cerned, it has been abundantly evident that no consensus exists on the 
establishment of a nuclear-weapon-free zone in that region. A reiter
ation, and support for this proposal, thus amoimts not only to over
looking this critical criterion but also to putting the cart before the 
horse.

In regard to the characteristics of the region, it must be emphasized 
that in areas immediately adjacent to the proposed zone, nuclear 
weapons exist and continue to proliferate in menacing numbers both 
on land and at sea. In such a security environment, my Government 
remains totally tmconvinced by seemingly related proposals for nega
tive security assurances.

The proposal covered by draft resolution L.IO  ̂ must, in realistic 
terms, be viewed in terms of a regional and global arms and nuclear 
weapons perspective, as also in terms of the process of regional confi
dence-building on which the States of the region continue to be 
engaged. It should be only too obvious that the establishment of a 
climate of mutual confidence must constitute the basis for, and neces
sarily precede, a variety of rhetorical proposals for arms limitation.

For the various weighty reasons I have cited, my delegation will 
vote against the proposal for the establishment of a nuclear-weapon- 
free zone in South Asia contained in L.IO. It is our earnest hope that 
all delegations which have unreservedly subscribed to the Final Docu
ment of the first special session of the General Assembly devoted to 
disarmament will, while voting on this proposal, bear fully in mind 
their solemn commitments to the proposition that a nuclear-weapon- 
free zone in South Asia can be established only if and when all the 
States of the region have successfully and freely arrived at arrange
ments for the establishment of such a zone and that the characteristics 
of the region being proposed for a nuclear-weapon-free zone can 
objectively be seen as justifying the establishment of such a zone in 
South Asia. That is manifestly not the case under existing circum
stances.

244. S to tem ent by  th e  U.S. R epresen ta tive  (Lowitz) to  the  
First Comm ittee of th e  U.N. G eneral A ssem bly: Draft 
Resolutions on N uclear-W eapon-Free Zones and  on 
Israeli Nuclear A rm am ent, N ovem ber 18, 1985 ^

I have asked to be allowed to speak to explain my Government's 
position on several of the draft resolutions on which we have just

® This draft resolution, which was introduced in the First Committee by Pakistan, was 
eventually adopted as G.A. Resolution 40/83 on December 12.

1 A/C.1/40/PV.41, pp. 39-42.
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voted that address the question of nuclear-weapon-free zones, specifi
cally draft resolutions A/C.1/40/L.10  ̂ on the establishment of a nu- 
clear-weapon-free zone in South Asia, A/C.1/40/L.61 ® on the Treaty 
of Tlatelolco, A/C.1/40/L.38  ̂ on the implementation of the Declara
tion on the Denuclearization of Africa, and A/C.1/40/L.40 ® 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 and compliance with the zone's provisions. The 
establishment of the zone shotdd not disturb existing security arrange
ments to the detriment of regional and international security. The zone 
arrangements should effectively prohibit the parties to it from devel
oping any nuclear explosive device for whatever purpose. The zone 
arrangements should not seek to impose restrictions on the exercise of 
rights recognized under international law, in particular the principle of 
freedom of navigation on the high seas and in international air space 
and in straits used for international navigation and the right of inno
cent passage through territorial areas. The establishment of a zone 
should not affect the existing right of its parties under international 
law to grant or deny transit privileges, including port calls and over
flight to other States. Those are the criteria by which the United 
States judges the effectiveness of any nuclear-weapon-free zones. We 
believe that effective nuclear-weapon-free zone, negotiated and sup
ported 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-weapon-free zone arrangements 
must effectively preclude the conduct of any nuclear explosions.

In addition, 1 have asked to speak in order to explain the vote of the 
United States on draft resolution L.63 on ^Israeli nuclear armament".® 
This draft resolution, much like those of previous years on the same 
subject, is discriminatory. It singles out one Member State for criticism 
and condemnation, while it patently ignores a nimiber of other States

2 A Pakistani draft resolution, it was adopted on December 12 as G.A. Resolution 40/ 
83.

® This draft resolution was introduced by Mexico and cosponsored by 17 other Latin 
American states. The General Assembly adopted it as Resolution 40/79.

* Introduced by Mauritius on behalf of members of the African Group at the United 
Nations, the draft resolution was adopted by the General Assembly as Resolution 40/89 
A.

® Also introduced by Mauritius on behalf of the African Group, this draft resolution 
was eventually adopted as G.A. Resolution 40/89 B.

 ̂Iraq introduceci this draft resolution, which was sponsored also by 23 Arab and 
Moslem states. In the First Committee, separate votes were taken on oper. pars. 4 and 5. 
Oper. par. 4 reiterates the request that the Security Council "investigate Israel's nuclear 
activities and the collaboration of other states . . .  in these activities.'' Oper. par. 5 calls 
for the discontinuation of all cooperation with, and assistance of, Israel in the nuclear 
field.
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which have neither become parties to the Treaty on the Non-Prolif
eration of Nuclear Weapons (NPT) or placed their nuclear facilities 
under the safeguards system of the International Atomic Energy 
Agency (IAEA). The United States, whose support for the NPT and 
IAEA safeguards is second to none, would welcome a balanced resolu
tion calling for all non-nuclear-weapon States which have not yet 
done so to request the 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 activities in a State 
contributes significantly to increased confidence among neighboiuing 
States as well as other States regarding the peaceful natiu’e of such 
activities. My Goverrunent could support an approach along these 
lines and hopes that the sponsors of L.63 will approach this question 
in a more constructive way next year.

245. Revised Soviet Draft Resolution Submitted to  the  First 
Comm ittee of th e  U.N. G eneral A ssem bly: in te rna 
tional C ooperation  in th e  Peaceful Exploitation of 
O u ter Space U nder Conditions of its N on-m ilitariza- 
tion, N ovem ber 19, 1985 ^

The General Assembly,
Determined to ensure that outer space be used for peaceful purposes 

and be an area of broad, equitable and mutually beneficial internation
al co-operation.

Reaffirming the urgent need to prevent an arms race in outer space, 
which would increase the danger posed to all mankind by an arms 
race and divert the material and intellectual resources necessary for the 
peaceful exploitation of outer space and for extended international co
operation in this field.

Guided by a desire to ensure that the exploration and use of outer 
space will most effectively serve the scientific, technical, economic and 
social progress of all peoples and the solution of the global problems 
facing mankind, including that of development,

1. Urges all States, in particular those with major space capabilities, 
to contribute actively to the goal of preventing an arms race in outer 
space, as an essential condition for the promotion of international co
operation in the exploration and use of outer space for peaceful piu*- 
poses;

2. Calls upon all States to examine the possibility of convening at a 
proper stage an international conference with the participation of

The text of the Treaty may be found in Documenk on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 461-465. 
 ̂A /C .l/40/L .l/Rev.l. The Soviet Union subsequently decided not to press the draft 

resolution to a vote. The original draft resolution, which was submitted to the U.N. 
General Assembly by Foreign Minister Shevardnadze on August 15 and subsequently 
submitted to the First Committee, is printed in Document 142.
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States with major space capabilities and of other interested countries 
to consider in its aspects the question of international co-operation 
in the peaceful exploration and use of outer space and of ensuring the 
most favourable conditions for it, including consideration of the ques
tion of the setting up of a world space organization;

3. Requests the Committee on the Peaceful Uses of Outer Space to 
take into consideration the content of the present resolution, as well as 
all documents related to this item, and in particular to examine the 
possibility of preparation of the international conference, and to 
submit a report on the work carried out and appropriate recommenda
tions to the General Assembly at its forty-first session;

4. Invites all States to commimicate to the Secretary-General not later 
than 1 March 1986, for transmittal to the General Assembly at its 
forty-first session, any views and suggestions with regard to the con
vening of the international conference.

246. S ta tem ent by  th e  Soviet R ep resen ta tive  (Issrae lyan ) 
to  th e  First Com m ittee o f th e  U.N. G eneral Assem bly: 
Draft Resolution on O bjective Information on M ilitary 
M atters, N ovem ber 19, 1985 ^

With regard to [the] vote which will take place on draft resolution 
A/C.l/40/L.56,2 the Soviet delegation would like to bring the follow
ing considerations to the attention of the Committee.

This draft resolution reflects an imprecise idea of the military poten
tial of States, which could be provoked by the absence of objective 
information, and could lead States to the implementation of an arms 
programme that would accelerate the arms race, in the belief that the 
dissemination of information of this kind could promote confidence 
and the conclusion of concrete agreements in the area of disarmament. 
Thus, the draft resolution places the transparency of military budgets, 
as it is called, practically as a pre-condition to measures of disarma
ment and arms control. We do not at all agree with that conclusion. 
The history of disarmament negotiations confirms that it is not a 
question of transparency. In our view, the reason why there is no 
progress towards disarmament rests with the absence of a political will 
to bring the arms race to a halt and the absence of a deposition 
[disposition] to reach agreements based on legality and equality.

We believe that it is impossible to acquire the needed confidence in 
relations between States without the elimination of the causes for the 
distrust. We are convinced that military transparency in itself, separate 
from disarmament measures—and I stress ''disarmament measures''— 
would not only not lead to arms control but would, on the contrary, 
only intensify the arms race.

1 A/C.1/40/PV.42, pp. 16-20.
2 This draft resolution was introduced by the United Kingdom and cosponsored by 10 

Western States. The General Assembly eventually adopted it as Resolution 40/94 K.
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No flow of information on disarmament or any survey on the 
comparability of military data or similar exercises could replace real 
efforts to limit the arms race. In effect, hundreds of thousands of 
words have been written in articles on transparency. Nevertheless 
there is still no progress in negotiations. It is another matter to ex
change information on arms and the arms race as part of the process 
of negotiation—to put it on the negotiating table, if you wish—^with 
achievements and concrete measures based on concrete agreements. 
This is the exchange of information which is not only not to be 
excluded but which is desirable and can be achieved. The experience 
which has preceded other disarmament measures makes this point. But 
the exchange of information should be done together with concrete 
disarmament measiu-es and not in isolation, not as an isolated measure, 
not, certainly, as a pre-condition, for the holding of negotiations.

Unfortunately, draft resolution L.56 on '̂Objective information on 
military matters'' not only is not related to concrete disarmament 
measures but in its substance subjects those concrete measures to pre
conditions. The delegation of the Soviet Union will therefore vote 
against that draft resolution.

247. S ta tem ent by  th e  Soviet R epresen ta tive  (iss rae ly an ) 
to  th e  First Com m ittee of th e  U.N. G eneral Assem bly: 
Draft Resolution on Compliance With Arms Control 
A greem ents , N ovem ber 19, 1985 ^

The Soviet delegation wishes to explain its vote on draft resolution 
A/C.l/40/L.66/Rev.l.2 The Soviet Union has consistently and vigor
ously supported strict compliance with obligations assumed by States 
imder international agreements. In the course of its more than 60 years 
of history, the Soviet Union has been a party to several hundred 
bilateral and multilateral international agreements, and for us, compli
ance with any obligations assumed by the Soviet Union is a hallmark 
of our foreign policy.

In general, therefore, we are in favour of the proposal in the draft 
resolution which is aimed at bringing about compliance with interna
tional agreements. At the same time, however, we condemn the use of 
the question of compliance with agreements as a pretext either for 
postponing the entry into force of international agreements or the 
opening of negotiations or for breaking off negotiations currently in 
progress. We aJso condemn imfounded assertions with regard to non

1 A/C.1/40/PV.42, pp. 41-42.
* This draft resolution became General Assembly Resolution 40/94 L. It was introduced 

by the United States and cosponsored by Denmark, France, Iceland, and Norway. Before 
its revision by the sponsors, oper. par. 2 contained a reference to “. . unresolved 
questions concerning compliance . . ."
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compliance with agreements as aimed at covering up a negative atti
tude to arms limitation and disarmament agreements.

We also wish to draw attention to the fact that the Soviet Union 
condenms the practice of not bringing into force agreements already 
concluded on arms limitation and disarmament, particularly those that 
have been signed at the very highest level by Heads of State. We call 
for the entry into force of agreements already concluded on arms 
limitation and disarmament. As the operative part of the draft resolu
tion points out, we call upon all States parties to arms limitation and 
disarmament agreements to implement and comply with the entirety 
of the provisions subscribed to.

Unfortunately, the international commimity cannot pride itself on a 
large nimiber of bilateral and multilateral agreements on arms limita
tion and disarmament. As members know, many of the existing agree
ments have been the targets of criticism and attempts to weaken them. 
We call upon all parties to preserve the great and precious results that 
have been achieved in the past through arduous and difficult interna
tional negotiations, and we call upon everyone to abide by them 
strictly, as we do in the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics.

248. Report of th e  House Com m ittee on Foreign Affairs: 
A greem en t for C ooperation  B etw een th e  United 
S ta tes  and  China Concerning Peaceful Uses of Nucle
a r  Energy, N ovem ber 20, 1985 ^

The Committee on Foreign Affairs, to whom was referred the joint 
resolution (H.J. Res. 404) with respect to the Agreement for Coopera
tion Between the United States and the People ŝ Republic of China 
Concerning the Peaceful Uses of Nuclear Energy, having considered 
the same, report favorably thereon with amendments and recommend 
that the bill as amended do pass.

The amendments are as follows:
Strike out all after the resolving clause and insert in lieu thereof the 

following:

That (a)fl) the Congress does favor the Agreement for Cooperation 
Between tne Govenunent of the United States of America and the 
Goverrunent of the People's Republic of China Concerning Peaceful 
Uses of Nuclear Energy, done on July 23, 1985 (hereafter in this joint 
resolution referred to as the ''Agreement'').^

(b) Notwithstanding section 123 of the Atomic Energy Act of 1954,  ̂
the Agreement becomes effective in accordance with the provisions of 
this joint resolution and other applicable provisions of law.

 ̂ With Respect to the A^eement for Cooperation Between the United States and the People’s Republic of 
China Concerning Peaceful Uses of Nuclear Energy: Report Together With Additional and Dissenting 
Views [To accompany HJ. Res. 404], (Rept. 99-382; 99th Cong., 1st. sess.).

* See Document 118.
3 42 U.S.C. Sec. 2011 et. seq.
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(b) Notwithstanding any other provision of law or any international 
agreement, no license may be issued for the export to the People's Re
public of China of any nuclear material, facilities, or components sub
ject to the Agreement, and no approval for the retransfer to the Peo
ple's Republic of China of any nuclear material, facilities, or compo
nents subject to the Agreement shall be given—

(1) until the expiration of a period of 30 days of continuous 
session of Congress after the President has certified to the Con
gress that—

(A) the reciprocal arrangements made pursuant to article 8 of 
the Agreement have been designed to be effective in ensuring 
that any nuclear material, facilities, or components provided 
under the Agreement shall be utilized solely for intended peace
ful purposes as set forth in the Agreement;

(B) the Govenmient of the People's Republic of China has 
provided additional information concerning its nuclear nonpro
liferation policies and that, based on this and all other informa
tion available to the U.S. Goverrunent, the People's Republic of 
China is not in violation of paragraph (2) of section 129 of the 
Atomic Energy Act of 1954; and

(C) the obligation to consider favorably a request to carry out 
activities described in article 5(2) of the Agreement shall not 
prejudice the decision of the United States to approve or disap
prove such a request; and
(2) imtil the President has submitted to the Speaker of the 

House of Representatives and the chairman of the Committee on 
Foreign Relations of the Senate a report detailing the history and 
current developments in the nonproliferation policies and prac
tices of the People's Republic of China.

The report described in paragraph (2) shall be submitted in unclassi
fied form with a classified addendimi.

(c) Each proposed export pursuant to the Agreement shall be subject 
to United States laws and regulations in effect at the time of each such 
export.

(d) Nothing in the Agreement or this joint resolution may be con
strued as providing a precedent or other basis for the negotiation or 
renegotiation of any other agreement for nuclear cooperation.

(e) For the purposes of subsection (b)—
(1) the continuity of a session of Congress is broken only by 

the adjoimunent of the Congress sine die at the end of a Congress; 
and

(2) the days on which either House is not in session because of 
an adjoununent of not more than 3 days to a day certain are ex
cluded in the computation of the period indicated.

Amend the title of the joint resolution to read as follows:

Joint Resolution relating to the approval and implementation of 
the proposed agreement for nuclear cooperation between the 
United States and the People's Republic of China.
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COMMITTEE COMMENT

On Jxily 24, 1985, the President formally submitted to the Congress 
the proposed Agreement between the United States and the People's 
Republic of China Concerning Peaceful Users of Nuclear Energy, pur
suant to sections 123(b) and 123(d) of the Atomic Energy Act of 
1954,  ̂ as amended (H. Doc. 99-86). Under the requirements of the 
Atomic Energy Act, such proposed nuclear cooperation agreements 
must be reviewed by the Congress for a total of 90 days of continuous 
session. Under section 123(b) the President is specifically required to 
consult with the congressional committees of jurisdiction regarding the 
consistency of the text of the proposed nuclear cooperation agreements 
with the requirements of law. Such consultations must occvir for a 
period of not less than 30 days of continuous session. The balance of 
60 days, set forth in section 123(d), is set aside for congressional 
review of the overall merits of such proposed nuclear cooperation 
agreements.

If a proposed agreement for cooperation is exempted by the Presi
dent from any of the criteria contained in section 123(a) of the Atomic 
Energy Act, such proposed agreement may not take effect imless the 
Congress approves by joint resolution. If no exemption is requested, 
the proposed agreement takes effect at the end of the review period 
imless the Congress disapproves by joint resolution. No exemption 
was requested by the President for the proposed nuclear cooperation 
agreement with the People's Republic of China.

Pursuant to section 130i of the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, Chair
man Fascell and Representative Broomfield, the ranking minority 
member, on October 1 introduced by request House Joint Resolution 
404, a resolution approving the proposed nuclear cooperation agree
ment with the People's Republic of China, which was used as the 
committee markup document. On November 13, the committee chose 
to amend House Joint Resolution 404 to add requirements for a one
time Presidential certification and report in advance of the issuance of 
any nuclear export licenses or retransfer approvals for the People's 
Republic of China. This action was taken in order to address the 
concerns set forth below.

The committee has long been concerned with the national security 
threat posed by the spread of nuclear explosives, and of the capabili
ties for their manufacture, to additional coimtries. In reviewing nuclear 
cooperation agreements, the committee takes special care to ensure 
that no peaceful nuclear cooperation in which the United States en
gages will further the abilities of additional countries to manufacture 
nuclear explosive devices. In this light, the committee notes that, while 
United States nuclear cooperation with the People's Republic of China 
will in no way further the ability of that country to use nuclear 
energy for military or explosive uses, it has long been concerned by

 ̂42 U.S.C. 2153 (b) and 2153 (d).
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reports of Chinese nuclear assistance to Pakistan's clandestine nuclear 
program. Other reports of uncontrolled nuclear exports by the People's 
Republic of China to other countries of proliferation concern similarly 
raised issues regarding the adherence of the PRC to internationally 
recognized norms and practices of peaceful nuclear trade. The commit
tee thus welcomes the statements by the People's Republic of China 
that it will not assist other countries to develop nuclear explosive 
devices, that it requires the application of International Atomic Energy 
Agency safeguards to its nuclear exports to non-nuclear-weapons 
states, and that it is imdertaking discussions with the International 
Atomic Energy Agency for the application of safeguards to some 
nuclear facilities in the PRC. The committee expects the Government 
of the People's Republic of China to continue to pursue policies 
consistent with the international nonproliferation regime.

The committee notes the obligation of the President, pursuant to the 
requirements of section 129 of the Atomic Energy Act, to cease nuclear 
cooperation with countries foimd to be in violation of certain conven
tions of nuclear trade and technology transfer. Section 129 requires the 
President to terminate nuclear exports to any nation—

foimd by the President to have * * * (A) materially violated an 
agreement for cooperation with the United States, * (B) as
sisted, encouraged, or induced any non-nuclear-weapon state to 
engage in activities involving source or special nuclear material 
and having direct significance for the manufactxu'e or acquisition 
of nuclear explosive devices, and has failed to take steps which, in 
the President's judgment, represent sufficient progress toward ter
minating such assistance, encouragement, or inducement; or (C) 
entered into an agreement * * for the transfer of reprocessing
equipment, materials, or technology to the sovereign control of a 
non-nuclear-weapon state except in connection with an interna
tional fuel cycle evaluation in which the United States is a partici
pant or pursuant to a subsequent international agreement or un
derstanding to which the United States subscribes; imless the 
President determines that cessation of such exports would be seri
ously prejudicial to the achievement of United States nonprolif
eration objectives or otherwise jeopardize the common defense 
and security

The committee carefully reviews proposed nuclear cooperation 
agreements to ensiu*e that the necessary controls required over U.S. 
nuclear exports are included in such agreements. During the commit
tee's consideration of the proposed agreement, concern was raised over 
the imusual provisions in the agreement regarding the verification of 
the peaceful use of U.S. nuclear exports and the approval process for 
reprocessing or other alteration of U.S.-supplied nuclear materials.

Regarding the verification of peaceful-use guarantees covering items 
transferred imder the agreement, the committee believes that Interna
tional Atomic Energy Agency safeguards are not required by U.S. law 
for nuclear exports to nuclear-weapons states such as the People's
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Republic of China. Section 123(a)! of the Atomic Energy Act of 1954 
required that all nuclear cooperation agreements contain—

a guaranty by the cooperating party that safeguards as set forth in the 
agreement for cooperation be maintained with respect to all nuclear ma
terials and equipment transferred pursuant thereto, and with re
spect to all special nuclear materid used in or produced throu^  
the use of such nuclear materials and equipment remains under 
the jiuisdiction or control of the cooperating party, irrespective of the 
duration of other provisions in the a^eement or whether the agreement is termi
nated or suspended for any reason;. (Italic added.)

While article 8 of the proposed agreement will remain in effect for 
the duration any times transferred [sic] remain in the territory of the 
People's Republic of China, such '̂safeguards" as are "set forth" in the 
proposed nuclear cooperation agreement with the People's Republic of 
China are indefinite as to their nature. Article 8 of the proposed 
agreement, among other things, states only that "In order 
to * * * ensure that the provisions of this agreement are effectively 
carried out * * * the parties will use diplomatic channels to establish 
mutually acceptable arrangements for exchanges of information and 
visits to material, facilities and components subject to this agreement." 
The committee would have preferred that these reciprocal arrange
ments be in place before the submission of the nuclear cooperation 
agreement to the Congress so as to remove any uncertainty as to their 
effectiveness; hence the requirement in subsection (b)(1)(A) of H.J. 
Res. 404, as amended, that the President must certify that these ar
rangements will be effective to ensure the peaceful use of items pro
vided under the proposed agreement. The committee expects: (1) that 
these arrangements will be made well in advance of the issuance of 
any export licenses or retransfer approvals to the People's Republic of 
China; (2) that the arrangements will apply to all items reqtiiring a 
United States export license or retransfer approval; and (3) that the 
arrangements will be submitted to the Congress for review as a "sub
sequent arrangement" pursuant to section 131a of the Atomic Energy 
Act of 1954.

The committee notes the requirement of section 123(a)7 of the 
Atomic Energy Act, which requires a United States right of prior 
approval before any material supplied pursuant to nuclear agreements 
for cooperation, or material produced through the use of material or 
facilities supplied pursuant to such agreements, is reprocessed, en
riched or otherwise altered in form or content. Article 5(2) appears to 
predispose the United States to approve any of these activities should 
they ultimately be considered by the People's Republic of China. As 
such, the committee would have preferred the inclusion of clearer 
language setting forth a reciprocal right of prior approval for these 
activities, and believes that nothing in the proposed nuclear coopera
tion agreement should prejudice the United States rights of prior 
approval for these activities. The committee further expects that any 
arrangements agreed to under the terms of article 5(2) of the proposed
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agreement will also be submitted to the Congress for review pursuant 
to section 131a of the Atomic Energy Act of 1954.

The committee is concerned that the vague and unorthodox lan
guage of the proposed nuclear cooperation agreement with the Peo
ple's Republic of China might lead to futiu'e misunderstandings in the 
implementation of the provisions of the agreement, and expects that 
future nuclear cooperation agreements submitted for its review will 
contain clear and imequivocal provisions regarding U.S. consent rights 
and other requirements of law. Further, the committee expects that the 
provisions of the proposed agreement will in no way be construed as 
precedents for the negotiation of any new or amended nuclear coop
eration agreements.

SECTION BY SECTION ANALYSIS

Subsection (a)(1) states that the Congress does favor the proposed 
nuclear Agreement for Cooperation between the United States and the 
People's Republic of China.

Subsection (a)(2) states that, notwithstanding section 123 of the Atomic 
Energy Act of 1954, the Agreement becomes effective in accordance 
with House Joint Resolution 404, as amended, and with other applica
ble provisions of law.

Subsection (b)(1) states that, notwithstanding any other provision of 
law, no nuclear export license or retransfer approval for any nuclear 
material, facilities or components subject to the Agreement shall be 
given imtil the expiration of a period of 30 days of continuous session 
of Congress after the President has certified that:

(A) the reciprocal arrangements made piu'suant to article 8 of 
the agreement have been designed to be effective in ensuring that 
items transferred imder the agreement shall be utilized only for 
peaceful purposes;

(B) the People's Republic of China has provided additional in
formation regarding its nonproliferation policies and that, based 
on this and all other available information, it has not been foimd 
to have materially violated the Agreement, assisted other coim- 
tries to develop or acquire nuclear explosive devices, or entered 
into an agreement to provide reprocessing materials equipment or 
technology to a non-nuclear-weapon state; and

(C) the obligation in article 5(2) of the agreement to consider 
favorably a request to reprocess, enrich or otherwise alter in form 
or content any U.S.-controlled nuclear material shall not prejudice 
the United States decision regarding such a request.

Subsection (b)(2) requires a report, in unclassified form with a classified 
addendum, detailing the history and current developments in the non
proliferation policies and practices of the People's Republic of China, 
in advance of the issuance of any nuclear export licenses or retransfer 
approvals for the People's Republic of China.
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SubsecHon (c) states that each proposed export tinder the agreement 
shall be in accordance with all applicable United States laws at the 
time of such export.

SubsecHon (d) states that nothing in the agreement may provide a 
precedent or other basis for negotiation or renegotiation of any other 
nuclear agreement for cooperation.

SubsecHon (e) defines "'continuous session of Congress.''

REQUIRED REPORTS SECTION

Cost esHmate

The resolution will not involve any additional direct cost to the U.S. 
Government.

InflaHonary impact statement

Enactment of this resolution by both Houses of Congress will have 
no impact on inflationary forces.

Statements Required by Clause 2(1) (3) of House Rule XI

(a) Oversight Findings and RecommendaHons,— În addition to the markup 
cited above. Members of Congress and their staffs have participated in 
hearings, numerous briefings, and other discussions regarding the pro
posed nuclear agreement for cooperation between the United States 
and the People's Republic of China and other related issues. As a 
result of these oversight activities, the committee recommends that 
House Joint Resolution 404, as amended, be approved.

(b) Budget Authority.— T̂he adoption of House Joint Resolution 404, as 
amended, will create no new budget authority.

(c) Committee on Government OperaHons Summary.—No oversight findings 
and recommendations which relate to this measure have been received 
by the Committee on Goverrunent Operations under clause 4(c)(2) of 
rule X of the Rules of the House of Representatives.

(d) Congressional Budget Office Cost EsHmates.—No cost estimate concern
ing this measure has been received from the Congressional Budget 
Office.

ADDITIONAL VIEWS OF HON. EDWARD F. FEIGHAN, HON. 
HOWARD WOLPE, HON. MICHAEL D. BARNES, HON. 
MORRIS K. UDALL, HON. GERRY STUDDS, HON. TED WEISS, 
HON. LAWRENCE J. SMITH, HON. MEL LEVINE, AND HON. 
HOWARD L. BERMAN

While we understand the considerations leading to the adoption of 
the Senate amendment language to House Joint Resolution 404, we 
remain deeply concerned about the implications of allowing the imple
mentation of the U.S./China Nuclear Cooperation Agreement without 
significant clarification.

Specifically, we believe that, even with the Presidential certifications 
outUned in the Committee resolution, what is a terribly flawed and
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ambiguous Agreement falls far short of what should be required of 
any agreement for peaceful nuclear trade. The certifications required 
by this Committee remain imilateral assertions of the United States 
and provide no assurance whatsoever of PRC conciuxence with such 
interpretations. As the Agreement leaves serious questions regarding 
safeguards, prior consent rights, and the non-proliferation policy of 
the PRC, we feel that it still invites the kind of misimderstanding and 
difference of interpretation which imdermined the strength of a simi
lar agreement with India and served to damage, rather than strength
en, our diplomatic relations with that country.

In summary, we would prefer clarifications of the Agreement for 
Nuclear Cooperation outlined in legislation offered by Reps. Feighan 
and Wolpe, and conouxently by Senator John Gleim in the other 
body. We believe that the willingness of the Executive Branch and the 
Congress to let anything short of full and explicitly shared under
standing prevail in nuclear matters indicates a failure to promote 
vigorously our commitment to nuclear non-proliferation as outlined in 
the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Act of 1978.® Particularly in light of 
terrorist threats around the world, and the growing likelihood that an 
attack will eventually involve nuclear materials, we believe the NNPA 
should set the miiumum standards for any nuclear agreement, and not 
be considered a limitation on the process.

With these reservations, we concur in the Committee's action and 
strongly support expeditious action by the full Congress.

H o w a r d  W o l p e .

M ic h a e l  B a r n e s .

G e r r y  S t u d d s .

L a r r y  S m tth .

H o w a r d  L . B e r m a n .

E d w a r d  F e ig h a n .

M o r r is  U d a l l .

T e d  W e is s .

M el  L e v in e .

DISSENTING VIEWS OF HON. DAN BURTON

I concur with the strong misgiving expressed in the Additional 
Views of Representative Feighan et al but would go further: I believe 
we should have no agreement involving nuclear technology with the 
People's Republic of China so long as they remain advocates of nucle
ar proliferation and threaten aggression against the Republic of China 
(Taiwan).

It is reckless for the United States not to take every opportuiuty to 
discourage the spread of nuclear weapons to terrorist states, such as 
Libya and Iran. The PRC has explicitly stated that it is their policy to 
increase the spread of nuclear weapons to ''socialist" nations "so long 
as the imperialists refuse to ban nuclear weapons." While I agree with

® For text, see Document on Disarmament, 1978, pp. 118-164.
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those who agree that this agreement would not appreciably increase 
the PRC's capability to carry out their nuclear proliferation policy, the 
disapproval of a nuclear co-operation agreement is the least the United 
States Congress can do to signal its condemnation of this policy.

It is equally important that the United States not place the interests 
of a communist nation with an atrocious record on human rights 
above a democratic ally. The Secretary General of the Chinese Com
munist Party stated in May 1985:

Everyone knows we do not yet have the military power [to 
attack Taiwan]. This temporary period may last 4, 5 or 7, 8 
years; . . . We have to wait until our economy is on the right 
track . . .  By then if most Taiwan people wish to return [to the 
mother country] and only a few saying no, we will have to use 
some force on them.®

The current relationship between the United States and the PRC, 
including this agreement is predicated on a pledge made on January 1, 
1979 and reiterated on September 30, 1981 and August 17, 1982 that it 
was the policy of the PRC to strive for '^peaceful reunification of the 
Motherland.'' The United States should make no agreement with the 
PRC imtil that coimtry renoimces the above and similar statements 
that constitute a policy of aggressive intent against Taiwan.

D an  B u rto n , 
Member of Congress,

249. S ta tem en t by  the  ACDA A ssis tan t Director for Nucle
a r  and  W eapons Control (Dunn) Before a  Subcommit
te e  o f th e  S enate  Comm ittee on G overnm ental Af
fairs: Results of th e  1985 Review  C onference on the  
Treaty  on th e  N on-Proliferation o f Nuclear W eapons, 
N ovem ber 20, 1985 ^

I appreciate this opportimity to appear before the subcommittee to 
discuss the results of the 1985 Conference on the Treaty of Non- 
Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons, the so-called NPT.  ̂ I have a de
tailed statement, which 1 would ask be included in the record. What I 
would like to do is sum up the statement.

Over the past years, the administration has worked to put together 
a defense indepth in the nonproliferation area. We have worked stren
uously to strengthen export controls to make it technically more diffi-

® Hu Yaobang during an interview with the editor of Pai Hsing, a Hong Kong maga
zine (FBIS Daily R^ort, vol. I, June 3, 1985, p. W7).

 ̂ Third Non~ProliferaHon Treaty Remew Conference . . . Hearing . . . , 99th Cong., 1st sess., 
pp. 5-9. The hearing was before the Subcommittee on Energy, Nuclear Proliferation, and 
Government Processes.

 ̂For the text of the Treaty, see Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 461-465.
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cult for a country to acquire nuclear explosives. We have worked to 
reduce the motivations that a country might have and which could 
lead a country toward a nuclear explosive capability. And finally, we 
have worked as part of this endeavor, to strengthen international 
institutions which are a key part of our global nonproliferation effort. 
One of those institutions is the Non-Proliferation Treaty.

With regard to the recent Non-Proliferation Treaty Review Confer
ence, let me sum up first the big picture and then turn to a more 
detailed discussion of some of the elements of the Review Conference.

Despite predictions by some observers that this Conference would 
end in deadlock and confrontation, or even worse, threatened with
drawals from the treaty, the parties engaged in a full and successful 
review of the treaty's implementation, and even adopted a consensus 
final declaration.^

In this declaration, the parties imequivocally reaffirmed their sup
port for the treaty and concluded that the NPT is essential to interna
tional peace and security. They expressed their determination as well 
to enhance the treaty's implementation, building on its strengths in 
the years ahead. Although the United States had stressed during the 2 
years' preparation for the conference that agreement on such a final 
document shovdd not be the measure of a successful review, the final 
declaration that did result is, nonetheless, a valuable political state
ment.

It sets out recommendations for strengthening further the nonprolif
eration regime and supports our global nonproliferation efforts, espe
cially through this declaration's strong endorsement of the Non-Prolif- 
eration Treaty, strong endorsement of the need to prevent the spread 
of nuclear weapons, and strong endorsement of the International 
Atomic Energy Agency and its system of international safeguards.

The key to this successful review, in our view, was the recognition 
of the parties' common stake in the NPT. As President Reagan said in 
his message to the 1985 Review Conference, "The NPT is an historical 
accomplishment, and it serves all countries' seciuity."^ This theme 
was repeated by virtually all of the states represented at the Review 
Conference.

As provided for under the treaty, the parties have conducted three 
major multilateral reviews of the treaty's operation. The Third Review 
Conference met for 4 weeks in Geneva in August and September; 86 
of the 130 parties to the treaty participated. In addition, a nimiber of 
nonparties participated as observers.

There also was heavy attendance by various nongovernmental orga
nizations. For our part, the United States at this Third Review Confer
ence sought two broad objectives: First, we wanted a reaffirmation by 
the parties of their support for this vital arms control agreement and 
the international nonproliferation regime of which it is a key part.

® Document 179. 
 ̂Document 157.
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Second, we sought to identify ways to strengthen the overall non
proliferation regime and the NPT without amending the treaty. Both 
objectives were achieved, as evidenced by the basic themes of the 
debate and the specific elements of the final declaration.

Turning to the basic themes, during the general debate at the start 
of the Conference when parties delivered national statements, one 
basic theme struck by virtually all the parties was strong support for 
the NPT. Speaker after speaker acknowledged the treaty ŝ important 
contribution to international security and warned that the further 
spread of nuclear weapons would add to regional and global tensions 
and increase the risk of nuclear war. Many states called it the most 
important arms control agreement in history.

Strong endorsement of the International Atomic Energy Agency and 
its international safeguards system was another basic theme. There 
also were calls for increased assistance to developing coimtries inter
ested in pursuing peaceful nuclear programs.

Finally, throughout the debate, there was widespread criticism and 
disappointment over the slim progress made toward achieving the 
objectives of article 6, negotiation of effective measvires to end the 
nuclear arms race and on nuclear disarmament. We, for our part, 
shared the disappointment over the slender progress that had been 
made since the treaty came into effect in 1970.

Following a general debate, the Conference undertook an article by 
article review of the implementation of the treaty. 1 shall sketch some 
of the key results and request that the final declaration of the Confer
ence be included in the record as an appendix to my testimony.

Under articles 1 and 2 of the treaty, nuclear weapons states and 
nonnuclear weapons states, respectively, commit themselves to policies 
and practices designed to prevent the proliferation of nuclear weapons 
and other nuclear explosive devices. In its final declaration, the final 
declaration [sic] states these commitments have been met imder the 
period imder review, greatly helping to prevent the spread of nuclear 
weapons.

Concerning article 3, which provides for the application of IAEA 
safeguards on peaceful nuclear activities in nonnuclear weapons states, 
the parties concluded that such safeguards are a fimdamental element 
of the treaty, play a key role in preventing the spread of nuclear 
weapons, promote confidence among states, are essential to peaceful 
nuclear commerce and help to strengthen international seauity.

Significantly, the 1985 Review Conference declared that imsafe- 
guarded nuclear activities in nonnuclear weapon states pose serious 
proliferation dangers and urge countries with such activities to accept 
IAEA safeguards on present and future peaceful facilities. President 
Reagan previously had urged all nuclear suppliers to agree to require 
comprehensive safeguards in nuclear weapons states as a condition for 
any nuclear supply commitment.

Tilting in that direction, the final declaration calls on the parties 
"specifically as a necessary basis for the transfer of relevant nuclear
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supplies to nonnuclear weapon states to take effective steps toward 
achieving acceptance of such safeguards by those states/'

Turning to peaceful uses in article IV, the Conference affirmed that 
the nonproliferation and safeguards commitments of the NPT provid
ed an essential framework for peaceful nuclear cooperation and that 
the NPT does foster the worldwide peaceful use of nuclear energy. In 
contrast to 1980,® at the last Review Conference, it acknowledged that 
an appreciable level of bilateral cooperation had taken place. At the 
same time, the Conference reaffirmed the parties' commitment to help 
foster peaceful nuclear cooperation and welcomed the IAEA's technical 
assistance and cooperation programs. It identified the \for\ IAEA con
sideration possible measiu-es to strengthen peacefid assistance.

As expected, evaluation of the slender progress toward the nuclear 
arms limitation and disarmament objectives of article VI was the most 
difficult issue at the Review Conference. Much of the discussion 
centered on the relative priority to be placed on a comprehensive ban 
on nuclear testing, a so-called CTB. On the one hand, virtually all 
parties present supported immediate negotiations on an urgent conclu
sion of a comprehensive nuclear test ban.

The United States, on its part, while making clear its commitment to 
the long-term goal of the CTB, stressed its conviction that deep and 
verifiable reductions in existing nuclear weapons must have the high
est priority. In our view, only such reductions would represent 
progress toward the shared goal of the eventual elimination of nuclear 
weapons.

In the Conference's final declaration, the parties agreed, after inten
sive negotiations, to reflect these legitimate differences of view in a 
straightforward, factual manner. All the Conference participants, in
cluding the United States, first endorsed language that said that the 
objectives of article VI remain unfulfilled and that welcomed the 
United States-Soviet bilateral negotiations in Geneva.

Then the compromise language that followed set out the strong 
belief of the great majority of the parties present that CTB negotia
tions should resume in 1985. But that language equally reflected the 
U.S. conviction that deep and verifiable reductions of existing nuclear 
arsenals should be the first step.

The 1985 Review Conference also was the scene of extensive 
behind-the-scenes maneuvering on a number of regional-political 
issues, which threatened the work of the Conference. These issues 
were how to characterize Israel's 1981 bombing of Iraq's research 
reactor, calls for Conference action on nuclear cooperation with Israel 
and South Africa, and on the final night, how to deal with alleged 
Iraqi attacks on an Iranian nuclear reactor.

In each case, outcomes satisfactory to the United States eventually 
were reached.

® The final declaration of the 1980 conference may be found in Documenk on Disarma
ment 1980, pp. 152-156.
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Many factors, in my view, contributed to the successful outcome of 
the 1985 Review Conference. For over 2 years, the United States had 
been preparing for this Review Conference. Throughout these prepara
tions, we conducted extensive consultations with our allies, with the 
Soviets and other members of the Socialist group, and with many 
members of the Neutral and nonaligned group. In these consultations, 
we sought not only to explain U.S. views, but also to gain a better 
understanding of the concerns of other parties. We stressed the need 
for an honest review, a review which recognized where there was less 
progress than wanted in meeting certain of the Treaty's goals, but also 
emphasized many of the Treaty's successes. The strong common inter
est of the Uiuted States and the Soviet Union and the NPT played a 
part, too. It fostered a general cooperative instructive working relation
ship at the Review Conference.

Polemical exchanges in Geneva, which would have served only to 
distract attention from the many security benefits of the NPT, were 
avoided. A general desire on the part of virtually all coxmtries to avoid 
a repetition of the acrimonious disagreement of 1980 also played a 
role. That said, I believe that the most important factor which led to 
success in 1985 and clearly the most significant from the perspective 
of the long-term health of the treaty, was the recognition by all of the 
parties of their vital stake in this important arms control agreement.

This was evident throughout the Conference as the parties worked 
intensely to find the common groimd to reaching consensus. It was 
most evident on the final night when the parties including many of 
the nonaligned, urged Iran and Iraq to compromise and kept the Non- 
Proliferation Treaty from becoming a political hostage.

Simply, even with less progress than desired on article VI, there was 
more that united the parties than divided them. The NPT was too 
important to risk damaging in order to make a particular political 
point, whether a political point about regional politics, nuclear supply, 
or disarmament.

Above all, all of the parties recognized that without this treaty, 
every one of them would be less secure and the world a much more 
dangerous place.

What about the impact of the Review Conference on the future of 
the NPT? The final declaration contains many specific inclusions and 
recommendations which need to be followed up. As such, it makes a 
real contribution to global nonproliferation efforts.

On a broader level, however, the significance of the Review Confer
ence lies in the fact that through the parties' imequivocal reaffirmation 
of support for the NPT, the treaty regime has been strengthened by 
this review. The debate and the results of the conference imderscore 
the vitality of the Non-Proliferation Treaty. Momentum, also but
tressed by more than a dozen new adherents to the treaty in the past 
few years, is with the NPT. U.S. nonproliferation and security inter
ests are supported by this Review Conference.
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Looking ahead, the United States, can work on several fronts to 
strengthen the effectiveness of the NPT. As I suggested, various pro
posals within the final declaration need to be followed up. U.S. diplo
macy can work with other coimtries to convince additional countries 
to adhere to the Treaty, building on the momentum of the review. 
Strong support is required for peaceful nuclear cooperation with the 
NPT parties.

In addition, despite the fact that the parties' vital security interests 
in the NPT carried the day in 1985, we caimot dismiss the great 
disappointment that more far-reaching results had not yet been 
achieved on arms limitation and disarmament. Implementation of arti
cle VI will remain a major issue. For our part, the Reagan administra
tion will continue to negotiate flexibly and seriously in Geneva toward 
the goal of the eventual elimination of nuclear weapons.

Most important, by way of conclusion, Mr. Chairman, as we look to 
the future, we should recall the words of the Review Conference 
President, Mohamed Shaker. I quote, ''We must build on the NPT's 
successes, not belittle them."

This Review Conference has reaffirmed successfully broad, interna
tional support for the Non-Proliferation Treaty. There was an honest 
taking stock and the NPT stood on its merits. This outcome will keep 
momentxmi behind the Treaty, and will support our nonproliferation 
efforts in the coming years.

250. Revised Italian Draft Resolution Subm itted to  th e  First 
Com m ittee of th e  U.N. G eneral A ssem bly: Prevention 
of an  Arms Race in O uter Space, N ovem ber 20, 
1985 1

The General Assembly,
Recalling its relevant resolutions and the applicable provisions of the 

Final Document of the Tenth Special Session of the General Assem
bly. ̂

Recognizing the common interest of all mankind in the progress of the 
exploration and use of outer space for peaceful purposes.

Reaffirming that the exploration and use of outer space shall be 
carried out for the benefit and in the interest of aU coimtries, irrespec
tive of their degree of economic or scientific development, and shall be 
the province of all mankind.

Recalling that the States parties to the Treaty on Principles Governing 
the Activities of States in the Exploration and Use of Outer Space,

 ̂A /C .l/40/L .22/R ev.l. This version of the Italian draft resolution had the same 
sponsors as the original draft, see Document 224. Subsequently, the sponsors decided 
not to press for a vote on the revised draft.

 ̂For the Final Document, see Documents on Disarmament 1978, pp. 411-439.
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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, and the Charter of the United Nations, in the 
interest of maintaining international peace and security and of pro
moting international co-operation and understanding.

Emphasizing the paramoimt importance of strict compliance with ex
isting international arms control and disarmament agreements relevant 
to outer space.

Aware of the fundamental contribution that space activities can 
make both to the economic and social progress of mankind, and to 
international trust, implementation of arms control agreements, peace 
and stability.

Convinced that ftirther efforts should be made in the search for effec
tive and verifiable agreements on the interrelated questions of pre
venting an arms race in outer space and terminating it on Earth,

Aware of the crucial role that pertains to the Union of Soviet Social
ist Republics and the United States of America in the pursuance of 
these goals.

Noting the work so far undertaken in the Conference on Disarma
ment and its Ad Hoc Committee to consider all issues relevant to the 
prevention of an arms race in outer space and convinced that such a 
multilateral process and bilateral negotiations are both complementary 
and essential,

1 . Recalls the obligation of all States, in accordance with the Charter 
of the United Nations, to refrain from the threat or use of force, 
which applies in all environments including outer space;

2 . Reiterates that the Conference on Disarmament, as the single multi
lateral negotiating forum, has a primary role in the question of pre
venting an arms race in outer space;

3 . Expresses its satisfaction at the agreement reached in 1 9 8 5  in the 
Conference on Disarmament, the single multilateral negotiating forum, 
on the establishment of an Ad Hoc Committee on item 5  of its agenda, 
entitled ^Trevention of an arms race in outer space"; ^

4. Notes furthermore that the Ad Hoc Committee initiated examination 
of issues relevant to the prevention of an arms race in outer space, 
taking into accoimt all existing agreements and proposals;

5 . Deems it necessary, as recognized by the Ad Hoc Committee, that all 
efforts should be made to assure that substantive work on the agenda 
item entitled "Prevention of an arms race in outer space" will continue 
at the next session of the Conference;

6 . Emphasizes the great responsibility towards mankind as a whole 
which falls on the major space and nuclear Powers in the search for 
effective and verifiable agreements on the prevention of an arms race 
in outer space and its termination on Earth;

 ̂Ibid., 1967, pp. 38-43.
 ̂See Document 61.
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7. Welcomes the fact that the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics and 
the United States of America have initiated bilateral negotiations on 
both strategic and intermediate-range, space and nuclear arms, with all 
these questions to be resolved in their interrelationship;

8 . Expresses its satisfacHon at the agreed objective of these negotiations, 
that is, to work out effective agreements aimed at preventing an arms 
race in space and terminating it on Earth, at limiting and reducing 
nuclear arms and at strengthening strategic stability;

9. Emphasizes the necessity of preventing the erosion of relevant 
existing treaties;

10 . Calls upon the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics and the United 
States of America to spare no effort to reach early agreement in 
conformity with the agreed objective of the negotiations;

1 1 . Calls upon all States to encourage an early and successful outcome 
of these negotiations;

1 2 . Requests the Conference on Disarmament to report on its consid
eration of this subject to the General Assembly at its forty-first ses
sion;

13. Decides to resume consideration of this issue at its forty-first 
session imder the item entitled ^Trevention of an arms race in outer 
space'̂

251. S ta tem en t by  the  J a p a n e s e  R ep resen ta tive  (Im ai) to  
th e  First Com m ittee o f th e  U.N. G eneral A ssem bly: 
D raft Resolutions on a  N uclear W eapons Freeze, No
vem ber 20, 1985 ^

I wish to explain my delegation's votes on draft resolutions A /C .l/ 
40/L.18 2 and L . 4 4 w h i c h  we shall vote against, and A/C.1/40/ 
L.25 on which we shall abstain.

We shall vote in that way because we have certain reservations 
about the practicability and meaningfulness of these so-called freeze 
proposals. I do not need to emphasize here the long and continued 
efforts of Japan in piu'suit of nuclear disarmament with a view to the 
ultimate elimination of all nuclear weapons from the earth. We have 
been engaged in such efforts at the United Nations, at the Conference 
on Disarmament, and in various other international forums. We play 
an active part in such matters as a nuclear-test ban. We take an active

1 A/C.1/40/PV.43, pp. 22-25.
2 The draft resolution was introduced in the First Committee by Mexico and cospon

sored by Ecuador, Indonesia, Pakistan, Peru, Romania, Sweden, and Uruguay. In Decem
ber, the General Assembly adopted it as Resolution 40/151 C.

 ̂Introduced in the First Committee by the Soviet Union and 12 of its allies, this draft 
resolution was adopted as General Assembly Resolution 40/94 H.

 ̂India introduced this draft resolution, which the General Assembly adopted in 
December as Resolution 40/151 E.
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interest in the promotion of nuclear disarmament and arms control 
negotiations between the United States and the Soviet Union.

In all those processes towards the achievement of serious measiires 
of nuclear disarmament, we carmot and should not overlook the reali
ty that there is a certain balance of military strength which works to 
maintain an equilibrium, and that nuclear power undoubtedly plays a 
very major role in formulating that equilibrium. If the peace and 
secvirity of the international community is in reality so greatly de
pendent upon the notion of deterrence, then any realistic steps of 
disarmament should be predicated upon the workings of that mecha
nism and should be mindful of the imderlying stability that is created 
through various balancing acts.

A nuclear freeze, imless it is immediately followed by firmly and 
delicately constructed arrangements for balanced reductions in nuclear 
arms, could be used as a means to freeze the real or perceived nuclear 
superiority of one side over the other. Such an outcome would con
tribute to destabilizing the basic fabric of international security.

In addition to such conceptual difficulties as those, it is also widely 
recognized that the verification of a nuclear freeze would be extremely 
difficult and thus could not lead to proper confidence-building. It 
would be more useful and meaningful if, instead of playing with the 
somewhat unrealistic notion of a freeze, we worked more on such 
priority items as a nuclear test ban and nuclear non-proliferation, and 
then went on to verifiable arrangements to reduce the existing nuclear 
weapons that are being deployed by the nuclear-weapon States.

Those are the basic reasons why we cannot support draft resolutions 
A/C.1/40/L.18, L.25 and L.44.

252. S ta tem en t by  th e  U.S. R ep resen ta tive  (Lowitz) to  the  
First Com m ittee of th e  U.N. G eneral A ssem bly: Draft 
Resolution on th e  Program  of Fellowships on Disar
m am ent, N ovem ber 20, 1985 ^

The United States delegation greatly regrets that, despite consulta
tions with the sponsors of draft resolution A /C .l/4 0 /L .5 4 /R ev .l,2  we 
were not able to support it. As the draft resolution itself notes, the 
United States has been a strong supporter of the United Nations 
Programme of Fellowships on Disarmament. Representatives of the 
United States Government have spoken to several classes of Fellows, 
both in Geneva and Washington, and we have ourselves profited from 
such exchanges, as we hope the Fellows have.

1 A/C.1/40/PV.44, pp. 17-18.
 ̂This draft resolution was introduced by Nigeria. It became General Assembly Resolu

tion 40/151 H.
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My delegation is grateful for the recognition given our efforts in 
operative paragraph 5 of this draft resolution. Nevertheless, as mem
bers of the Committee are aware. United States representatives 
throughout the United Nations are under strict instructions to oppose 
any real increase in spending such as would result from this proposal 
and is detailed in dociunent A/C.1/40/L.79. What is more, we are 
concerned that beyond the $63,700 required for 1986-1987 there could 
be substantial additional costs in later years if the programmes de
scribed in operative paragraphs 3 and 4 of the draft resolution are 
implemented.

We would have hoped that more careful preparations, including 
earlier consultations with interested States, could have taken place so 
that my delegation could have joined in a consensus resolution on the 
Disarmament Fellows.

253. S ta tem ent by  th e  U.S. R ep resen ta tive  (Lowitz) to  the  
First Com m ittee o f th e  U.N. G eneral A ssem bly: Draft 
Resolution on Climatic Effects of Nuclear W ar, No
vem ber 20, 1985 ^

The United States' negative vote on draft resolution A/C.1/40/ 
L.43 in no way signifies that we consider the issue of nuclear winter 
unimportant. On the contrary, we believe that the issue merits inten
sive study by highly qualified scientists and technicians. We further 
believe that it is critical that such work be shielded from emotionally 
and politically charged atmospheres. That would be impossible in a 
study such as that proposed in this draft resolution. In addition, the 
draft resolution has financial implications which further persuaded my 
Govenunent to vote "no'  ̂ In any event, the United States Govern
ment— ând, I know, other national and international bodies of high 
qualification— ŵill continue to study this question.

254. Jo in t S ta tem en t by  th e  United S ta tes  and  th e  Soviet 
Union on th e  G en ev a  Summit M eeting, N ovem ber 21, 
1985 ^

By mutual agreement. President of the United States Ronald Reagan 
and General Secretary of the Central Committee of the Communist 
Party of the Soviet Union Mikhail Gorbachev met in Geneva Novem
ber 19-21. Attending the meeting on the U.S. side were Secretary of

3 A/C.1/PV.44, p. 43.
** Mexico introduced this draft resolution in the First Committee. On December 16, 

the General Assembly adopted a revised version as Resolution 40/152 G.
 ̂ Weekly CompilaHm of Presidential Documenk, November 25,1985, pp. 1422-1424.
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State George Shultz; Chief of Staff Donald Regan; Assistant to the 
President Robert McFarlane; Ambassador to the USSR Arthur Hart
man; Special Advisor to the President and the Secretary of State for 
Arms Control Paul H. Nitze; Assistant Secretary of State for European 
Affairs Rozaime Ridgway; Special Assistant to the President for Na
tional Security Affairs Jack Matlock. Attending on the Soviet side 
were Member of the Politburo of the Central Committee of the CPSU, 
Minister of Foreign Affairs E. A. Shevardnadze; First Deputy Foreign 
Minister G. M. Komiyenko; Ambassador to the United States A. F. 
Dobrynin; Head of the Department of Propaganda of the Central 
Committee of the CPSU, A. N. Yakovlev; Head of the Department of 
International Information of the Central Committee of the CPSU L. M. 
Zamyatin; Assistant to the General Secretary of the Central Committee 
of the CPSU, A. M. Aleksandrov.

These comprehensive discussions covered the basic questions of 
U.S.-Soviet relations and the current international situation. The meet
ings were frank and useful. Serious differences remain on a nimiber of 
critical issues.

While acknowledging the differences in their systems and ap
proaches to international issues, some greater imderstanding of each 
sidê s view was achieved by the two leaders. They agreed about the 
need to improve U.S.-Soviet relations and the international situation 
as a whole.

In this connection the two sides have confirmed the importance of 
an ongoing dialogue, reflecting their strong desire to seek common 
groimd on existing problems.

They agreed to meet again in the nearest future. The General Secre
tary accepted an invitation by the President of the United States to 
visit the United States of America and the President of the United 
States accepted an invitation by the General Secretary of the Central 
Committee of the CPSU to visit the Soviet Union. Arrangements for 
and timing of the visits will be agreed upon through diplomatic chan
nels.

In their meetings, agreement was reached on a number of specific 
issues. Areas of agreement are registered on the following pages.

Security

The sides, having discussed key security issues, and conscious of the 
special responsibility of the USSR and the U.S. for maintaining peace, 
have agreed that a nuclear war cannot be won and must never be 
fought. Recognizing that any conflict between the USSR and the U.S. 
could have catastrophic consequences, they emphasized the impor
tance of preventing any war between them, whether nuclear or con
ventional. They will not seek to achieve military superiority.

Nuclear and Space Talks

The President and the General Secretary discussed the negotiations 
on nuclear and space arms.
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They agreed to accelerate the work at these negotiations, with a 
view to accomplishing the tasks set down in the Joint U.S.-Soviet 
Agreement of January 8, 1985,  ̂ namely to prevent an arms race in 
space and to terminate it on earth, to limit and reduce nuclear arms 
and enhance strategic stability.

Noting the proposals recently tabled by the U.S. and the Soviet 
Union, they called for early progress, in particular in areas where there 
is common ground, including the principle of 50% reductions in the 
nuclear arms of the U.S. and the USSR appropriately applied, as well 
as the idea of an interim INF agreement.

During the negotiation of these agreements, effective measures for 
verification of compliance with obligations assumed will be agreed 
upon.

Risk Reduction Centers

The sides agreed to study the question at the expert level of centers 
to reduce nuclear risk taking into accoimt the issues and developments 
in the Geneva negotiations. They took satisfaction in such recent steps 
in this direction as the modernization of the Soviet-U.S. hotline.

Nuclear Non-Proliferation

General Secretary Gorbachev and President Reagan reaffirmed the 
commitment of the USSR and the U.S. to the Treaty on the Non- 
Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons ® and their interest in strengthening 
together with other countries the non-proliferation regime, and in 
further enhancing the effectiveness of the Treaty, inter alia by enlarging 
its membership.

They note with satisfaction the overall positive results of the recent 
Review Conference of the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear 
Weapons.'*

The USSR and the U.S. reaffirm their commitment, assumed by 
them under the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons, 
to pursue negotiations in good faith on matters of nuclear arms limita
tion and disarmament in accordance with Article VI of the Treaty.

The two sides plan to continue to promote the strengthening of the 
International Atomic Energy Agency and to support the activities of 
the Agency in implementing safeguards as well as in promoting the 
peaceful uses of nuclear energy.

They view positively the practice of regular Soviet-U.S. consulta
tions on non-proliferation of nuclear weapons which have been busi
nesslike and constructive and express their intent to continue this 
practice in the future.

2 Document 3.
® Documenk on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 461-465.
 ̂The final declaration of the review conference is printed in Document 179. 
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Chemical Weapons

In the context of discussing security problems, the two sides reaf
firmed that they are in favor of a general and complete prohibition of 
chemical weapons and the destruction of existing stockpiles of such 
weapons. They agreed to accelerate efforts to conclude an effective 
and verifiable international convention on this matter.

The two sides agreed to intensify bilateral discussions on the level 
of experts on all aspects of such a chemical weapons ban, including 
the question of verification. They agreed to initiate a dialogue on 
preventing the proliferation of chemical weapons.

MBFR

The two sides emphasized the importance they attach to the Vienna 
(MBFR) negotiations and expressed their willingness to work for posi
tive results.

CDE

Attaching great importance to the Stockholm Conference on Confi
dence and Security Building Me^ures and Disarmament in Europe 
and noting the progress made there, the two sides stated their inten
tion to facilitate, together with the other participating states, an early 
and successful completion of the work of the conference. To this end, 
they reaffirmed the need for a document which would include mutu
ally acceptable confidence and seciuity building measures and give 
concrete expression and effect to the principle of non-use of force.

Process of Dialogue

President Reagan and General Secretary Gorbachev agreed on the 
need to place on a regular basis and intensify dialogue at various 
levels, [sic] Along with meetings between the leaders of the two coim- 
tries, this envisages regular meetings between the USSR Miiuster of 
Foreign Affairs and the U.S. Secretary of State, as well as between the 
heads of other Ministries and Agencies. They agree that the recent 
visits of the heads of Ministries and Departments in such fields as 
agriculture, housing and protection of the environment have been 
useful.

Recognizing that exchanges of views on regional issues on the 
expert level have proven useful, they agreed to continue such ex
changes on a regular basis.

The sides intend to expand the programs of bilateral cultural, educa
tional and scientific-technical exchanges, and also to develop trade and 
economic ties. The President of the United States and the General 
Secretary of the Central Committee of the CPSU attended the signing 
of the Agreement on Contacts and Exchanges in Scientific, Educational 
and Cultiiral Fields.

They agreed on the importance of resolving humanitarian cases in 
the spirit of cooperation.
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They believe that there should be greater understanding among oiu* 
peoples and that to this end they will encourage greater travel and 
people-to-people contact.

Northern Pacific Air Safety

The two leaders also noted with satisfaction that, in cooperation 
with the Government of Japan, the United States and the Soviet 
Union have agreed to a set of measures to promote safety on air routes 
in the North Pacific and have worked out steps to implement them.

Civil Aviation/Consulates

They acknowledged that delegations from the United States and the 
Soviet Union have begxm negotiations aimed at resumption of air 
services. The two leaders expressed their desire to reach a mutually 
beneficial agreement at an early date. In this regard, an agreement was 
reached on the simultaneous opening of Consulates General in New 
York and Kiev.

Environmental Protection

Both sides agreed to contribute to the preservation of the environ
ment—a global task— t̂hrough joint research and practical measures. In 
accordance with the existing U.S.-Soviet agreement in this area, con
sultations will be held next year in Moscow and Washington on 
specific programs of cooperation.

Exchange Initiatives

The two leaders agreed on the utility of broadening exchanges and 
contacts including some of their new forms in a number of scientific, 
educational, medical and sports fields (inter alia, cooperation in the 
development of educational exchanges and software for elementary 
and secondary school instruction; measures to promote Russian lan
guage studies in the Uiuted States and English language studies in the 
USSR; the annual exchange of professors to conduct special courses in 
history, culture and economics at the relevant departments of Soviet 
and American institutions of higher education; mutual allocation of 
scholarships for the best students in the natiu-al sciences, technology, 
social sciences and hiunanities for the period of an academic year; 
holding regular meets in various sports and increased television cover
age of sports events). The two sides agreed to resume cooperation in 
combating cancer diseases.

The relevant agencies in each of the coimtries are being instructed 
to develop specific programs for these exchanges. The resulting pro
grams will be reviewed by the leaders at their next meeting.

Fusion Research

The two leaders emphasized the potential importance of the work 
aimed at utilizing controlled thermonuclear fusion for peaceful pur
poses and, in this connection, advocated the widest practicable devel-
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opment of international cooperation in obtaining this source of energy, 
which is essentially inexhaustible, for the benefit of all mankind.

255. N ew s C onference Rem arks by  Soviet G eneral Secre
ta ry  G orbachev  a t  th e  Close o f th e  G en ev a  Summit 
M eeting [Extracts], N ovem ber 21, 1985 ^

•  •  •  e e •  e

Here is what 1 would like to talk about now: This analysis has 
shown that notwithstanding the diversity of approaches and evalua
tions which came to the surface duning this very serious and necessary 
work—^without which, without doing this work it would have been 
impossible to come to the meeting— ŵe discovered, so it seems to us, 
that we have something in common which could serve as a starting 
point in improving our relations. This is an imderstanding of the fact 
that nuclear war is inadmissible, that it cannot be waged and it caimot 
have any victors. This thought was expressed more than once, both on 
our side and the U.S. side. And from this it follows that the central 
problem in relations between our coimtries in the present stage is the 
problem of security. We are resolutely in favor of attaining agreements 
ensuring equal security for both our sides. We imagine that it is 
precisely on this basis that it will be possible to effect consistent 
strengthening of mutual trust and a general improvement in the politi
cal atmosphere, within which one can hope for the development of 
political dialogue, for fruitful discussion of economic problems, hu
manitarian problems, problems of contacts, reciprocal information, and 
so forth.

Here also is the key to the problem of preservation of life on earth 
and the problem of the change of atmosphere toward good will.

We told the President that we have not been striving and will not 
be striving to achieve superiority over the United States in the sphere 
of seciuity. Futhermore, I tried more than once in private and at 
plenary sessions of the delegations, to express our deep conviction that 
less security for the United States of America, if compared with the 
Soviet Union, would be disadvantageous for us because it would lead 
to distrust and lack of faith, and would generate instability. But we, at 
the same time, reckon on the same approach by the U.S. side concern
ing us. We told the President and all members of the delegation that 
we in turn, would not allow the United States to achieve superiority 
over us under any circumstances. I think this is a logical argument. 
Both sides would have to become used to strategic parity as the 
natural state of Soviet-U.S. relations. If there is anything to talk about.

'  Moscow Television Service in Russian, November 21, 1985; FBIS Dni/y Report, No
vember 2 1 ,1985, vol. in, no. 225, supp. 013, pp. 2-8.
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it is how, by joint efforts, to reduce the level of this parity. In other 
words, to implement realistic measures for the reduction of nuclear 
arms on a common basis. Here is a sphere worthy of leaders of such 
great states as the Soviet Union and the United States of America, and 
also a sphere of action for other states' leaders, because this is our 
common question.

From this, the following conclusion of fundamental importance also 
follows quite logically: Neither of us, neither the United States of 
America nor the Soviet Union, must do anything that opens doors for 
an arms race in space or in new spheres—specifically in space. This is 
why, if this is done, then the scale of military rivalry [pauses, restarts] 
If this were to be done— îf the doors were opened to space—then the 
scale of this rivalry would grow immeasurably, and the arms race, I 
think, would assume— ît can even now be forecast to a certain 
extent—an irreversible character, because it is very difficult to keep 
controls on it.

It is very difficult to verify it. And each side would have the feeling 
at any moment that it is losing out in something and it would fever> 
ishly search for ever new methods of responding. This would urge on 
the arms race, and not only in space, but on earth too, for the 
responses do not necessarily have to be in that sphere. They simply 
have to be effective. This is my reasoning, and I am reasoning before 
you in the same way as when I was conversing with the President. 
One can imagine that if such a situation were to begin, the possibility 
of an agreement on some restraint of this military rivalry, the arms 
race, would become, in general, very, very problematical. I should like 
to return again to my assertion that the present period is characterized 
by the fact that we have reached a certain point. And if one fails to 
consider and weigh everything in a truly responsible fashion, one 
could reach such political conclusions and, as a result of incorrect, 
erroneous conclusions for politicians. . . . [appears to correct himself] 
for politics, one could embark on such steps as will have grave conse
quences for our peoples.

• • • • • • •

1 would like to retiun once again to the main issue which was, so to 
speak, the crux of the meeting. There was not a session, nor a face-to- 
face meeting, where it did not occupy the central position. I am 
thinking of the issue of war and peace, arms control. This was the 
crux of the Geneva meeting.

We explained to the U.S. side that the ''star wars" program will not 
only give an impulse to the arms race in all types of weapons, but will 
also put an end to all restraint in this race. In reply, they spoke again 
and again about the supposedly defensive nature of a large-scale 
system of antimissile defense with space-based elements. They said to 
us: What will you tell yoxu* people after Geneva—that you refused to 
make reductions in offensive weapons? On this score our answer was
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this: I repeat, we are ready for a radical reduction in nuclear weapons 
on the condition that the door be shut firmly on the development of 
an arms race in space. We are ready to go the first step, on the basis 
of applying a 50 percent principle of reduction, and then, bringing in 
other nuclear powers, to go further.

Among the people, to a certain extent in the world perhaps, even 
among certain politicians and even journalists, there is, so to speak, a 
certain positive reaction to SDI. They say that after all, we are talking 
about defensive weapons, about a shield.

That is completely wrong. After all, the main point—taking into 
consideration the fact that moimtains of weapons have already been 
stockpiled in the world now— îs that it is further being proposed to us 
that since there is an arms race and we caimot get the better of this 
process or take it in hand, curb it, and go backwards, it is further 
being proposed to us, in this most complex situation, to open up 
competition in space. Who will guarantee, who will be able to give a 
guarantee that we will then be able to organize any kind of productive 
talks? I think no sensible person will be able to. And then the U.S. 
side does not want to admit SDI means putting weapons into space. 
But it does mean weapons in space.

And if today there are weapons on earth and under the water, then 
we will have waves of Soviet—of U.S. and Soviet weapons—over the 
heads of all peoples. And we will look, gaze at that sky, and wait for 
something to crash down. Let us all imagine—this is what we wanted 
to say to the U.S. side— l̂et us imagine for a moment— ĝiven the 
collisions there have been and are happening now—something sepa
rates from a rocket, the head goes on, the carrier part falls away, and 
it collides with some kind of grouping of these space weapons. Signals 
will be set off, which may be seen almost as an attempt by the other 
side— am not saying by whose side, by ours or whose, in this case— 
as a signal that an attempt is being imdertaken to annihilate this, [as 
heard] All computers are switched on, the politicians cannot do any
thing sensible in that case, and we are at the mercy of events.

Yes, one can paint many pictures. I said to the President that in as 
far as we feel this idea has captured him, as a person, we can perhaps 
even understand to some extent; but that his position as a politician— 
answering for such a powerful state, for its defence, for questions of 
security—this we cannot imderstand. We think that after these con
versations, the U.S. side will weigh all that we said on this theme in 
the most responsible manner.

We saw at the meeting that the Americans do not like our logic, but 
we can in no way discover any logic in their arguments. They say: 
Believe us, if we are the first to invent it, we will share it with you. 
Then, Mr. President, I call on you to believe us. We have already 
stated that we will not use weapons and we will not attack the United 
States of America. Why are you beginning— ŵhile not just preserving 
the entire offensive potential on earth and under the water— ŵhy are 
you further proposing, why do you intend to laimch an arms race in
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space? Don't you believe us? It becomes clear that you do not believe 
us. And why should we believe you any more than you believe us? 
We have all the more groimds not to believe you, as we are calling on 
you not to clamber into space, and to engage in disarmament on earth. 
That is a thought which every person can imderstand.

On the whole, one would like to hope—and this is what we be
lieve—that this was not the U.S. side's last word. The talks were 
thorough: We listened attentively to each other's argiunents and re
corded all of it. If the United States finds the will and resolve to think 
again and evaluate all the destructive aspects and consequences of the 
"star wars" program, a path will open up for a constructive solution to 
the problems of the international situation and of halting the arms 
race.

When I speak of this, I bear in mind that this also applies to 
problems of verification. A large amount of speculation is being built 
up around this problem, with the USSR's position being deliberately 
distorted. But the truth boils down to the fact that the Soviet Union is 
open to verification. If an accord is achieved on banning the transfer 
of weapons to space, we are prepared on a mutual basis to open our 
laboratories for monitoring an accord of that kind. What has been 
suggested to us is something like: Let us open up the laboratories and 
monitor how the arms race in space is going. That is naivete; the 
starting point is fallacious and imacceptable. If the U.S. side also halts 
all nuclear weapons tests and we conclude an agreement on this, again 
there will be no problems whatsoever from our side regarding verifica
tion, including international inspection. If both sides agree to reduce 
nuclear weapons by 15 [50] percent, then of course the reduction 
process will have to be monitored; we are interested in that no less 
than the Americans are.

I would like to say literally two words about the fact that at this 
stage differences also came to light in the positions regarding a 50- 
percent reduction in nuclear weapons. We have observations on the 
plan presented by the Americans; the Americans have observations on 
our plans. But we are not making a drama out of these differences; we 
are ready to search for a mutually acceptable solution in the event that 
a race does not begin in space. The two sides' proposals form a basis 
for a search for mutually acceptable solutions: Compromises are possi
ble here; time and clarification of the situation are required. We are 
ready to search for these solutions, proceeding from the foimding 
principle that we are not striving to achieve superiority and we are for 
equal security.

• • • • • • •

Question. Mikhail Sergeyevich, what specific practical steps could 
the Soviet Union and the United States take to halt the arms race as 
soon as possible?
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Gorbachev. It seemed to me that I devoted my entire speech to this. 
However, I should like to say that we have to stop. If we can avoid an 
arms race in space, what we have contributed and what the U.S. side 
has contributed enables us to advance toward each other, to seek 
compromises, to seek parity at a lower level. I could of course add, 
there is a good mechanism for this, the Geneva talks. I should like to 
add further that we hope the U.S. Administration has not yet said its 
last word on the banning of all tests of nuclear weapons. The whole 
world is in favor of this, the whole world. The U.S. side still has time 
to think over the situation. This would be a tremendous step. I think 
this is another step which would speed up the process of halting the 
arms race and reducing armaments. I think it would facilitate the 
process, the Geneva process, and the further intensifying of the politi
cal dialogue between USSR and U.S. leaderships. We agreed to expand 
it and I think the participation of the top leaders of our countries will 
also facilitate this. And another thing; the subject at Geneva, I refer to 
the Geneva talks with their known subject and aims, is a matter for all 
peoples, and each people, and each responsible politician, particularly 
the head of one state or another, must now take a firm position on 
this matter. This would be of tremendous significance. I think an 
absolute, overwhelming majority of politicians favor speeding up the 
process in Geneva and finding ways to halt the arms race and get on 
with disarmament.

Unidentified spealcer in French with superimposed translation. 
You have said you completely disagree with the United States regard
ing ''star wars." Would it be possible to discuss this again?

Gorbachev. I would have to repeat again to significant extent what 
I have already said. But I would just like to express our position in a 
few words. It amounts to the fact that we are in a constructive frame 
of mind at the negotiations in Geneva. We will strive to search for 
solutions in order to stop the arms race and achieve a radical reduction 
in nuclear armaments, so that later, at some stage of this process, we 
realistically approach the question of altogether eliminating nuclear 
weapons, by then with the participation of the entire world communi
ty. We say firmly that this is possible, this achievement would be 
possible if the door to the arms race, to expanding the arms race in 
space, were to be tightly shut both by the Soviet Union and by 
America.

• • • • • • •

Unidentified speaker in English with superimposed translation. 
Mr. Gorbachev, you spoke of the President's personal commitment to 
the "star wars" program and that you discussed it in detail. How did 
the President react to your argimients regarding the "star wars" pro
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gram? Did he evaluate your arguments? Do you see a possibility of 
shifting this question out of the impasse?

Gorbachev. I would reply to your question like this. I thirJc the U.S. 
side has every reason after the meeting to think over all that which we 
said. We are hoping for an imderstanding of our arguments. They are 
founded, we think, on a sense which corresponds to the spirit of the 
January accord, namely that as a result of the Geneva process, we 
should enter a road of radical reductions in nuclear weapons on the 
condition of preventing, with a simultaneous prevention of arms race 
in space [as heard]. That objective has been defined by us. The 
President considered it to be a shield, but we have shown, I hope 
convincingly, that these space weapons could be used equally against 
missiles, against satellites, and against facilities on earth. These space 
weapons are a new kind of weapons and thereby, a new sphere of 
arms race opens up.

Therefore, it is unacceptable. It would complicate the entire situa
tion and make the situation at our negotiations in Geneva very prob
lematic. Therefore, I appreciate that at the President's level and at the 
CPSU General Secretary's level it has been emphasized that the work 
would be accelerated in Geneva in the course of negotiations on the 
basis of the January accord. Now this is a point of view reinforced not 
only by foreign affairs ministers' signatures, but also by state leaders. 
We view this as a specific signal and hope.

Unidentified speaker. What is your question, please?
Unidentified speaker in English, with superimposed translation. 

Peter Snow, BBC Television ''Newsnight" program. Mr. General Sec
retary, I represent the BBC. If you are imable to negotiate an end to 
the arms race in space, will you be able to keep up with U.S. technol
ogy in this field, or will you be left behind?

Gorbachev. Here you have touched on a very interesting question. I 
have tried to say to Mr. President in a frank and direct conversation 
that, as it seems to me, much in U.S. policy in relation to the Soviet 
Union is based on misconceptions. In one case, they have it in their 
minds, that by the arms race, by continuing it, they will exhaust the 
Soviet Union economically, weaken its influence in the world, and 
thus give the United States of America a free hand. History has 
shamed these prophets. There was a time when our society had differ
ent potential and capacities. Now we have tremendous capacities, and 
this misconception is simply a hindrance to conducting a realistic 
policy. There have been misconceptions in the military sphere, also. 
They tried to overtake us, they invented the intercontinental ballistic 
missile; the response came, with a little time lag, but it came. Then 
multiple warheads appeared. The response came. We have always 
found a response.

It seems to me that there is an illusion in military circles, which has 
apparently been transmitted in some degree to political circles, and in 
particular possibly to the President—though I am not asserting that 
this is so, but we have formed this impression—that, no, the United
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States has a certain lead in certain aspects of technology, in particular 
as regards computer technology and radio technology. Again there 
appears the desire to seize this and achieve an advantage; and here 
again that fine winged phrase resounds through the air— Ĵohnson̂ s 
phrase. President Johnson's. He once said, long ago, that the nation 
which rules in space will also rule on earth. Some people are rubbing 
their hands over this; they are so keen, you see, to achieve this world 
supremacy, to look down on the whole world from above—old ambi
tions, from those years.

The world has changed a lot in many respects. So if one speaks of 
this so-called technological superiority which they contemplate realiz
ing with the SDI, thus putting the Soviet Union in a difficult position, 
this is another misconception. A response will be found. I said to the 
President: Bear in mind, Mr. President, you do not have simpletons 
sitting in front of you. And if the President was gripped by this idea, 
then it was my obUgation as general secretary— îndeed it is the obliga
tion of all the Soviet leadership—to go thoroughly into this; after all, 
this is the President's point of view to go into this idea. We consid
ered it and came to the conclusion that if we proceed along this road, 
and there is a certain proposal from the American side,—diet's see, let's 
study it, in general, let us discuss not the question of not permitting 
the militarization of space, but what weapons to take into space— t̂hen 
we are against this. We are against the race. We analyzed the other 
side of the question, too. All right, if the United States does not accept 
our arguments and our good will, so that we could at least start along 
the road of a reduction in armaments, the reduction of nuclear arma
ments, those which now exist, and if they take this other course, we 
shall of course find a response. And the instructions which the Soviet 
leadership gave in the past to the competent authorities, organizations, 
and scientists show that our response will be effective, and less expen
sive, and that it can be implemented in a shorter period.

But our political choice does not consist of this, not of welcoming 
such a turn of events, that we should proceed along the road of a 
suitable response to the SDI, but that we should all the same think 
over the situation and pursue a responsible policy on the basis of 
common sense, on the basis of the mood and the longings of people, 
and not whip up, not complicate, this most acute problem of external 
international relations.

• • • • • • •
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256. A ddress by  P resident R eagan  Before a  Jo in t Session 
of th e  C ongress: Discussion of Arms Control a t  the  
G en ev a  Summit M eeting [Extract], N ovem ber 21, 
1985 1

•  •  e •  e e e

We discussed nuclear arms and how to reduce them. I explained our 
proposals for equitable, verifiable, and deep reductions. I outlined my 
conviction that oiir proposals would make not just for a world that 
feels safer but one that is really safer.

And I am pleased to report tonight that General Secretary Gorba
chev and I did make a measure of progress here. While we still have a 
long way to go, we're still heading in the right direction. We moved 
arms control forward from where we were last January, when the 
Soviets returned to the table. We are both instructing our negotiators 
to hasten their vital work and the world is waiting for results.

Specifically, we agreed in Geneva that each side should move to cut 
offensive nuclear arms by 50% in appropriate categories. In our joint 
statement, we called for early progress on this, txmiing the talks 
toward our chief goal—offensive reductions. We called for an interim 
accord on intermediate-range nuclear forces, leading, I hope, to the 
complete elimination of this class of missiles. And all of this with 
tough verification.

We also made progress in combating, together, the spread of nuclear 
weapons—an arms control area in which weVe cooperated effectively 
over the years. We are also opening a dialogue on combating the 
spread and use of chemical weapons, while moving to ban them 
altogether. Other arms control dialogues—in Vienna on conventional 
forces and in Stockholm on lessening the chances for surprise attack in 
Europe—also received a boost. And finally, we agreed to begin to 
work on risk reduction centers, a decision that should give special 
satisfaction to Senators Nimn and Warner, who so ably promoted this 
idea.

I described our Strategic Defense Initiative (SDI)—our research 
effort that envisions the possibility of defensive systems which could 
ultimately protect all nations against the danger of nuclear war. This 
discussion produced a very direct exchange of views.

Mr. Gorbachev insisted that we might use a strategic defense system 
to put offensive weapons into space and establish nuclear superiority.

I made it clear that SDI has nothing to do with offensive weapons; 
that, instead, we are investigating non-nuclear defense systems that 
would only threaten offensive missiles, not people. If our research 
succeeds, it will bring much closer the safer, more stable world that 
we seek. Nations could defend themselves against missile attack and

 ̂Department of State, Current Policy No. 766, p. 2.
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mankind, at long last, escape the prison of mutual terror. This is my 
dream.

So I welcomed the chance to tell Mr. Gorbachev that we are a 
nation that defends rather than attacks, that our alliances are defen
sive, not offensive. We don't seek nuclear superiority. We do not seek 
a first-strike advantage over the Soviet Union. Indeed, one of my 
fimdamental arms control objectives is to get rid of first-strike weap
ons altogether. And this is why we've proposed a 50% reduction in 
the most threatening nuclear weapons, especially those that could 
carry out a first strike.

I went further in expressing our peaceful intentions. I described oiu* 
proposal in the Geneva negotiations for a reciprocal program of open 
laboratories in strategic defense research. We're offering to permit 
Soviet experts to see firsthand that SDI does not involve offensive 
weapons. American scientists would be allowed to visit comparable 
facilities of the Soviet strategic defense program, which, in fact, has 
involved much more than research for many years.

Finally, 1 reassured Mr. Gorbachev on another point. I promised that 
if oiu* research reveals that a defense against nuclear missiles is possi
ble, we would sit down with our allies and the Soviet Union to see 
how, together, we could replace all strategic ballistic missiles with 
such a defense, which threatens no one.

• • • • • • •

257. S ta tem ent by  th e  Soviet R ep resen ta tive  ( is s rae ly an ) 
to  th e  First Com m ittee of th e  U.N. G eneral A ssem bly: 
Draft Resolutions on a  C om prehensive Test Ban, No
vem ber 21, 1985 ^

The Soviet delegation wishes to explain its position on draft resolu
tions A /C .l/4 0 /L .3 5 /R ev .l,2  L.49  ̂ and L.73,'* all relating to the ques
tion of nuclear tests. The Soviet Union attaches great importance to a 
general and complete prohibition of nuclear-weapon testing, and has 
worked consistently towards that end. Accordingly, we gauge draft 
resolutions by the extent to which they aim at achieving that goal.

The Soviet delegation will vote in favour of draft resolution A /C .l/ 
40/L.35/Rev.l, sponsored by Mexico and several other countries, since 
it is intended to bring about an early start to negotiations on that

1 A/C.1/40/PV.45, pp. 7-12.
2 I.e., the draft resolution that was adopted on December 12 as General Assembly 

Resolution 40/80 A.
® This draft resolution, also sponsored by Mexico as well as several other countries, 

later became General Assembly Resolution 40/80 B.
This was a New Zealand draft resolution whose cosponsors included Australia, other 

South Pacific states, and the Scandinavian states. It subsequently became General 
Assembly Resolution 40/81.
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subject in the Conference on Disarmament. It names as the goal of 
those negotiations a treaty to achieve the complete cessation of nucle
ar-test explosions.

In that connection, we must observe that, in our view, the goal of 
negotiations should be the preparation of a draft treaty that would 
effectively ban all test explosions of nuclear weapons by all States 
everywhere and would contain provisions, acceptable to all, preventing 
the circumvention of this ban by means of nuclear explosions for 
peaceful purposes. That formulation, contained in draft resolution A/ 
C.1/40/L.42,® submitted by the delegation of Himgary, is better bal
anced and takes into accoimt the views of a broad range of States.

The Soviet delegation takes a favourable view of the idea of a 
moratoriimi on nuclear explosions, as set out in paragraph 7 of draft 
resolution A/C.l/40/L.35/Rev.l. Unfortxmately, the text of the draft 
resolution does not state the objective fact that on 6 August 1985 the 
Soviet Union unilaterally declared a moratorium on such explosions,® 
in response to resolution 39/52 of 1984. We are grateful to the repre
sentative of Mexico, who in his statement today took a very favoura
ble view of the initiative taken by the Soviet Union in declaring that 
moratoriimi.

As to verification of such a moratorium, the current technological 
state of the art makes it possible easily to determine whether or not 
nuclear explosions are being detonated. Of course, if agreement is 
reached on a prohibition of nuclear weapons everywhere and for all 
time, it will be possible to look for other mutually acceptable means of 
verification.

We have reservations also concerning another draft resolution intro
duced by Mexico, draft resolution A/C.1/40/L.49, which seeks to 
convert the 1963 Moscow Treaty Banning Nuclear Weapon Tests in 
the Atmosphere, in Outer Space and Under Water into a comprehen
sive ban on test explosions.*  ̂ We take an extremely positive view of 
the 1963 Moscow Treaty and are in favour of strengthening it and of 
increasing the nimiber of its signatories until all nuclear States have 
become Parties to it. It is well known that two nuclear Powers, France 
and China, are not Parties to the Moscow Treaty. We would favour a 
tripartite prohibition of nuclear-weapon testing, but with the addi
tional participation of the other two nuclear States. Nevertheless, we 
shall vote in favour of draft resolution A/C.1/40/L.49.

We have already noted that draft resolution A/C.1/40/L.73, intro
duced by New Zealand, urges the begirming of negotiations on a test 
ban. We welcome this as a step in the right direction, although we feel 
that in the proposed programme of work for the proposed ad hoc 
committee excessive stress is placed on the question of verification.

 ̂Cosponsored by 12 Communist states, including the USSR, this draft resolution was 
subsequently adopted as G.A. Resolution 40/88.

® See Gorbachev's statement of July 29 in Document 126.
For the Treaty text, see Documents on Disarmament, 1963, pp. 291-293.
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In paragraph 5 of draft resolution A/C.1/40/L.73, as in previous 
similar draft resolutions, it is proposed that verification elements, 
including an international seismic network and an international net
work to monitor atmospheric radioactivity, be established apart from 
the development, and prior to the conclusion, of a treaty prohibiting 
nuclear-weapon tests. For reasons it has stated repeatedly in the past, 
the Soviet delegation cannot agree with this approach to the question. 
We therefore request that a separate vote be taken on paragraph 5 of 
this draft resolution. We shall vote against that paragraph. If para
graph 5 is adopted, we shall have to abstain in the vote on the draft 
resolution as a whole.

We also have objections to paragraph 4 of draft resolution A /C .l/ 
40/L.73, whose recommended programme of work for an ad hoc com
mittee of the Conference on Disarmament is improper, particularly 
since it is not in keeping with the position of the socialist cotmtries, as 
set forth in the documents of the Conference on Disarmament.

258. S ta tem en t by  th e  British R ep resen ta tive  (C rom artie) 
to  th e  First Com m ittee of th e  U.N. G eneral Assem bly: 
D raft Resolutions on a  C om prehensive Test Ban, No
v em ber 21, 1985 ^

I should like to explain why my delegation will vote against draft 
resolutions A/C.l/40/L.35,^ L.42 ® and L.73.'̂

The British Government imderstands the wish of many Member 
States to see early negotiations on a comprehensive test ban. We 
continue to believe, however, that an essential preliminary to the 
beginning of negotiations is the reaching of some agreement on how 
to solve the outstanding and serious problems of verification. I note 
that the communique issued on 22 October 1985 by Commonwealth 
leaders meeting in Nassau, Bahamas,

called upon nuclear-weapon States to facilitate and pursue vigor
ously through the Conference on Disarmament the early resolu
tion of outstanding problems, including the problem of verifica
tion, over a comprehensive test-ban treaty.®

We strongly endorse this approach to that problem, which continues 
to present a major and substantive obstacle to the conclusion of an 
effective comprehensive test ban. A comprehensive test ban or mora
torium on nuclear tests which is not adequately verifiable would be 
worse than useless.

1 A/C.1/40/PV.45, p. 14-16.
* See n. 2 to supra.
3 Ibid., n. 5.
* Ibid., n. 4.
® Document 210.
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My delegation participated actively in the working group set up by 
the then Committee on Disarmament in 1982 and 1983. In recent years 
we have submitted three detailed technical papers in the Conference 
on Disarmament, but they have, regrettably, not yet been discussed 
because of the refusal of some delegations to renew the mandate of 
the working group as an ad hoc committee in the 1984 and 1985 
sessions of the Conference.

At the 1984 session, in an effort to resiune substantive work on this 
issue in the Conference on Disarmament, my delegation joined with 
others in proposing a broader draft mandate for an ad hoc committee. 
At the 1985 session we also joined with others in putting forward a 
detailed work programme for such a comimittee, which would include 
the important issue of scope, which remains to be resolved, as well as 
that of verification.

This programme of work remains on the table at the Conference on 
Disarmament, and we hope that the interval before the Conference's 
next session will give delegations time to reconsider their approaches 
so that a practical discussion of the issues can begin again.

Finally, my delegation cannot support draft resolution A/C.1/40/ 
L.49 ® since it follows from what I have just said that we should not 
favour a meeting of States parties to the Partial Test-Ban Treaty for 
the purpose suggested.

259. S ta tem en t by  th e  U.S. R ep resen ta tive  (Lowitz) to  the  
First Com m ittee of th e  U.N. G eneral A ssem bly: Draft 
Resolutions on a  C om prehensive Test Ban, N ovem ber 
21, 1985 1

The United States wishes to explain its votes on draft resolutions 
A/C.l/40/L.35,2 L.49 ® and L.73,'̂  all of which address the issue of a 
comprehensive nuclear-test-ban treaty.

It is well known that a comprehensive test ban continues to be a 
long-term objective of the United States arms control policy. Such a 
ban should be achieved in the context of broad, deep and verifiable 
arms reductions, substantially improved verification capabilities and 
expanded confidence-building measures.

Additionally, of course, the United States recognises the necessity 
for maintaining an effective deterrent. My Government has taken an 
important step towards that goal by pursuing with a sense of great 
urgency deep, equitable and verifiable arms reductions during the

® See Document 257.
For the text of the Treaty, see Documents on Disarmament, 1963, pp. 291-293.

1 A/C.1/40/PV.45, pp. 34-37.
2 See n. 2 to Document 257.
® Ibid., n. 3.
 ̂Ibid., n. 4.
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course of the negotiations in Geneva with the Government of the 
Soviet Union. We are confident that progress in that forum will open 
the way towards a comprehensive test-ban.

I must also call attention to an additional reason why the United 
States could not support draft resolutions A/C.1/40/L.35 and L.49. 
Those draft resolutions contain paragraphs that imply that the Third 
Review Conference of the Parties to the Treaty on the Non-Prolifera- 
tion of Nuclear Weapons (NPT) reached consensus on a call for imme
diate negotiations on a comprehensive test-ban. A reading of that 
document clearly establishes that there was no such consensus.® The 
United States is of course fully committed to the implementation of 
the NPT.® The recent Review Conference demonstrated once more the 
importance of that Treaty.

In addition, the United States voted in favour of operative para
graph 5 of draft resolution A/C.1/40/L.73. My Government has con
sistently supported, and has actively contributed to, the development 
and improvement of the seismic monitoring network. That effort 
centred in the Ad Hoc Group of Scientific Experts of the Conference on 
Disarmament should go forward.

The United States looks forward to being able to negotiate a com
prehensive test-ban, but such negotiation must rest upon a soimd 
foimdation, not upon emotion, however well intentioned, and not on 
the basis of inacciirate scientific information. We intend to continue to 
devote large svuns of money to the scientific research and development 
of seismic and other technologies that will serve as a basis for a soimd 
regime of verification for nuclear testing. We hope that other nations 
will co-operate in the proper use of this technology for verification.

We particularly regretted, in this respect, the declining by the Soviet 
Union of our invitation to be present, with whatever equipment it 
deemed necessary, at a recent nuclear test. We invite all other nations 
to join us in building such a foundation for a comprehensive test-ban.

260. S ta tem en t by  th e  U.S. R ep resen ta tive  (A kalovsky) to  
th e  First Com m ittee o f th e  U.N. G eneral A ssem bly: 
Draft Resolution on th e  Prevention of an  Arms Race 
in O uter Space, N ovem ber 22, 1985 ^

The United States will abstain from the vote on draft resolution A / 
C.l/40/L.68/Rev.l as a whole and will vote against its paragraphs 5 
and 9.2

® See Document 179.
® Documents on Disarmament 1968, pp. 461-465.
1 A/C.1/40/PV.47, pp. 12-15.
2 This draft resolution was introduced by Egypt. It was sponsored also by Algeria, 

Bangladesh, Brazil, Cameroon, Ethiopia, Ghana, India, Indonesia, Malaysia, Mexico, 
Pakistan, Romania, Sri Lanka, Sudan, Venezuela, Yugoslavia, and Zimbabwe.
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While draft resolution A/C.l/40/L.22/Rev.l ® reflected my Govern
ment's views 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 resolution on this agenda item—a. draft reso
lution that could be adopted by consensus. We regret that such a 
consensus resolution has not been achieved. That it has not been, we 
are convinced, was not through lack of effort on the part of my 
delegation or of most other delegations.

With regard to operative paragraph 5 of draft resolution A /C .l/ 
40.L.68/Rev.l, my delegation most strongly objects to certain wording 
contained therein. It is clear that the paragraph in question has been 
included to give some recognition to subjects associated with agenda 
item 145.“* We see no merit in those proposals, and saw no need for 
any paragraph in this draft resolution that implied otherwise.

Beyond that, however, the United States believes that it is totally 
inappropriate for the First Committee to consider the issue of interna
tional co-operation in the peaceful uses of outer space; that is the 
responsibility of the Special Political Committee under agenda item 76. 
Since the Special Political Committee's consideration of item 76 is 
based on the consensus procedtu'e, the effect of such action by the 
First Committee is to denigrate the fimctions of the Special Political 
Committee, the Committee on the Peaceful Uses of Outer Space and a 
25-year tradition in the United Nations of dealing with matters relat
ing to co-operation in peaceful uses according to consensus. For this 
body to countenance the liiddng of the question of preventing an arms 
race in space with the issue of peaceful co-operation in space is 
fraught with danger. Those who value such peaceful co-operation and 
the Committee on the Peaceful Uses of Outer Space, we believe, 
should stand up and speak out against that paragraph.

With reference to operative paragraph 9 of draft resolution A /C .l/ 
40/L.68/Rev.l, a certain number of delegations maintained that bal
anced language—Slanguage that would not prejudice the position of 
any group in the Conference on Disarmament— ŵas imacceptable. 
Such language, we believe, was within reach. 1 would note in this 
regard as well that the language of draft resolution A/C.1/40/L.22/ 
Rev.l avoided intervention in the internal consultations and decision
making of the Conference on Disarmament and was consistent with

Par. 5 requests the Secretary General to invite member states to submit their views on 
the possibility of enhancing international cooperation in preventing an outer space arms 
race ''and the peaceful use of outer space, including the desirability of establishing 
relevant machinery for that purpose . . . Par. 9 urges the Soviet Union and the 
United States ''to  pursue their bilateral negotiations [on an agreement on outer space] in 
a constructive spirit . . . and to advise the Conference on Disarmament regularly of the 
progress of their bilateral sessions. . The draft resolution was later adopted as General 
Assembly Resolution 40/87.

® See Dociunent 224.
 ̂Agenda item 145 included the Soviet proposal and draft resolution in Documents 

141 and 142.
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the conclusions set forth in paragraph 56 of the 1985 Final Report of 
the Conference's Ad Hoc Committee on Outer Space.®

For those reasons, my delegation must record its opposition to para
graphs 5 and 9 and its abstention on draft resolution A/C.1/40/L.68/ 
Rev.l as a whole.

261. Report by  Soviet G eneral Secretary  G orbachev  to  th e  
Suprem e Soviet: The G en ev a  Summit M eeting [Ex
trac ts], N ovem ber 27, 1985 ^

• • • • • • •

I have already had occasion to speak of my first impressions of the 
talks with the U.S. President at the press conference in Geneva. ̂  The 
final docimient of the meeting, the joint statement, is also well 
known.® Today, speaking at this session of the USSR Supreme Soviet, 
I would like to appraise the results and the significance of the Geneva 
meeting in the context of the present-day situation, taking into ac- 
coxmt the experience of the past, and the prospects for the future and 
the tasks we have to solve. First of all I must say that the path to the 
Geneva dialogue was long and not easy for many reasons.

The U.S. Administration that came to power at the beginning of the 
eighties openly took a course toward confrontation, rejecting the very 
possibility of a positive development of Soviet-U.S. relations. I think 
that everyone recalls the intensity of the anti-Soviet rhetoric of those 
years, the ''strong-arm" nature of the U.S. ruling circles. The joint 
efforts of many years to create the necessary minimimi of confidence 
in these relations were committed to oblivion. Almost all the threads 
of bilateral cooperation were sundered. Detente itself was declared as 
being counter to U.S. interests. Having taken up a course toward 
military superiority over the USSR, the administration began the real
ization of programs for re-equipping the United States with nuclear 
and other arms. The deployment [razvertyvaniyê  of U.S. first-strike 
missiles began in Western Europe. A situation was created which was 
fraught with a high level of military-political uncertainty and its 
attendant risks. And finally, in addition, the "star wars" program, the 
so-called "Strategic Defense Initiative" appeared. Washington seized 
on this idea, not giving much thought to the grave consequences 
which are inevitable in the event of its realization.

The idea of taking weapons into space is extremely dangerous for all 
the peoples of the world, without exception. But we know something

® Document 155.
 ̂Pravda in Russian, November 28, 1985, first edition, pp. 1-2; FBIS Daily Report, 

December 3,1985, vol. Ill, pp. R13-R23.
2 Document 255.
 ̂Document 254.
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else: This policy of the United States must inevitably lead to a clash 
with realities. That is what happened. The Soviet Union, together with 
its allies, stated clearly: Military superiority over us will not be per
mitted. Even among the allies of the United States there arose confu
sion in the face of this evident disregard for the interests of their 
security and Washington's readiness to put everything at stake in 
pursuit of the chimera of military superiority. This course aroused 
serious doubts even in the United States itself. The proclamation of 
the plan for the preparation of ^̂ star wars" resovmded like an alarm 
throughout the planet. Those who thought that their line toward a 
confrontation would become the determinant one for international 
development were mistaken. I will add, perhaps, in this connection, 
that dreams of world domination are false from the outset. Both as far 
as the purpose and the means are concerned. Just as the idea of 
perpetual motion comes from a lack of knowledge of the elementary 
laws of nature, imperial claims grow from a picture of the present-day 
world that is far removed from reality.

The Soviet Union has coupled its firm rebiiff to the U.S. line toward 
distiu'bing the military-strategic balance with the promotion of large- 
scale peace initiatives and a display of restraint and constructive atti
tude in the approach to the central issues of peace and seauity. By 
our initiatives, and these amount to quite a few, we have clearly 
demonstrated what we are striving for in the world—aims which we 
call the United States and its allies to strive for. These actions of the 
USSR have met with the warm approval of the world public, and they 
have been highly appraised by the governments of many coimtries. 
Influenced by these factors, Washington has been forced to maneuver. 
A show of love of peace has appeared in the statements of the U.S. 
Administration. It has not been backed up by facts, but the very fact 
that it has been made is symptomatic.

At the beginning of the year, at our initiative, an accord was 
reached on new talks between the USSR and the United States, talks 
which were to interlink the whole complex of space and nuclear 
armaments, and to make their goal the prevention of an arms race in 
outer space and to end it on earth.'*

The atmosphere of Soviet-U.S. relations, to some extent, and the 
international behavior of the United States began to undergo change, 
and thus of course could not be taken into accoimt when examining 
the question of the possibility of a summit meeting.

In making such a decision our firm premise was that at the talks, 
central place must be given to those questions which determine our 
relations and also the whole world situation, questions of security. 
And at the same time we took into accoimt the political and strategic 
realities in Europe and in the world, the opinion of our friends and 
allies, the positions of governments and public circles of many coim- 
tries, and insistent appeals to the Soviet Union to do everything

 ̂Document 3.
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possible so that the summit might take place. We realized how much 
hope was being pimied on this meeting throughout the world, and we 
took specific steps to improve the international climate and to make it 
more favorable for the meeting.

At the talks on nuclear and space weapons in Geneva we put 
forward specific, radical proposals. What is the gist of these proposals? 
We proposed primarily to ban completely space strike weapons. We 
proposed this because starting an arms race in space, and even the 
deployment [razvertyvanii/e\ in near-earth space of antimissile systems 
alone, would not strengthen anyone^s security. Covered by a space 
shield, nuclear attack weapons would become still more dangerous. 
The appearance of space strike weapons could turn the present strate
gic balance into strategic chaos, provoke a feverish arms race in all 
directions and undermine one of the most important foundations of its 
limitation, the ABM Treaty.® As a result, mistrust among coimtries 
would grow, but security wotdd be considerably reduced.

Further, together with a complete ban on space strike weapons, we 
proposed a one-half reduction of all existing USSR and U.S. nuclear 
weapons capable of reaching one another's territory, and to limit each 
side's overall number of nuclear warheads on them to a ceiling of 
6,000 units. That is a radical reduction, measurable in thousands of 
nuclear warheads. Such an approach is just: It embraces all the weap
ons which make up the strategic correlation of forces. It makes it 
possible to take into account the volimie of the nuclear threat really 
existent for each side, independent of how and from where the nucle
ar warheads are delivered to their territory— b̂y missile or by aircraft, 
from one's own territory or from allies' territory.

We regard that 50 percent reduction of the nuclear weapons of the 
USSR and the United States as a start: We are ready to go fvirther, 
imtil complete destruction of nuclear weapons with the participation, 
of course, of other nuclear states also. Understandably, especial imease 
is provoked among the European peoples by the nuclear arms race. We 
well imderstand this imease. Europe is saturated with nuclear weap
ons. The Soviet Union advocates complete liberation of Europe from 
nuclear weapons, both medium-range and tactical. But the United 
States and its NATO partners do not agree to this. Then we proposed 
starting merely interim solutions, later to be extended to further re
ductions. We are convinced that oxir proposals are in keeping with the 
European peoples' hopes of weakening the nuclear threat and increas
ing Europe's seciuity. I want to stress the fundamental aspect of the 
matter: In three spheres of the talks—on space, strategic offensive 
weapons, and medium-range nuclear weapons— ŵe are not making 
any proposals to the United States that would reduce its security.

Moreover, our proposals provide the opportunity for the resolution 
of such matters which the U.S. side also places among its "particular 
concerns". For example, much is being said about Soviet interconti

® For the text of the Treaty, see Documents on Disarmament 1972, pp. 197-201.
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nental ballistic missiles. Our proposals envisage that the number of 
these missiles will be reduced; the proportion of their warheads [hoyego- 
lovka\ within the overall level of nuclear charges [zaryad\ will be limit
ed.

Or, to give another example: There is much noise made in the West 
over the Soviet SS-20 missiles. We are proposing to reduce these 
considerably in the context of resolving the problem of medium-range 
nuclear weapons in Europe.

The nuclear weapons of Britain and France are the stumbling block. 
They say that these carmot be discussed at Soviet-U.S. talks. We are 
ready to seek a solution to this: We propose a direct exchange of 
views with these countries regarding their nuclear weapons.

The Soviet proposals have been met with a broad and positive 
reaction worldwide. Behind them is the prestige of the Warsaw Pact 
states who imanimously support our constructive stance. To a consid
erable extent, also in accord with our approach is the joint statement 
by the leaders of six countries—^Argentina, Mexico, Tanzania, India, 
Sweden and Greece.® The Soviet initiative was perceived with approv
al and hope by the communist and workers' parties, major public 
organizations of various coimtries and continents, world-famous scien
tists, eminent political and military figures. It received a positive reac
tion from the majority of parties in the Socialist International, not to 
mention the thousands of letters from Soviet and foreign citizens 
which arrived for me on the eve of and during the meeting in Geneva. 
I would like to take this opporturuty to express gratitude to their 
authors for the good wishes, for the advice and support, for their 
profoimd and sincere concern for the preservation of peace, [applause]

On the eve of the meeting, the Americans put forward their coun
terproposals. This is, in itself, a positive fact. One of our numerous 
iiutiatives evoked a favorable response. Much has been written in the 
press about the essence of these counterproposals. I shall not repeat 
their content. I shall only say that they are proposals which only go 
halfway, and in many ways are unfair. They are based on a one-sided 
approach, obviously dictated by a desire for military superiority for 
the United States and NATO as a whole. But the main point is that 
the U.S. position does not allow for a ban on the making of offensive 
space weapons. On the contrary, they want to legalize their creation. 
The position adopted by the U.S. side on the matter of '^star wars" is 
the main obstacle on the path toward an agreement on arms control. 
And this is not our opinion alone. The Governments of France, Den
mark, Norway, Greece, the Netherlands, Canada and Australia also 
refused to take part in the so-called "Strategic Defense Iiutiative." On 
the eve of the Geneva meeting, the UN General Assembly adopted a 
resolution calling upon the leaders of the USSR and the United States 
and some of its allies which considered it possible not to support this

® Document 10.
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clear appeal from the world community.'^ This is a fact, which, as they 
say, needs no comment.

One should, perhaps, also recall that there were powerful political 
forces at work in the United States, who were doing everything they 
could to at least emasculate the content of the meeting, to bring to 
nought its significance, even to wreck it. I think many people have 
fresh recollection of actions such as the testing of an anti>satellite 
system, the appearance of the battleship 'Iowa", carrying long-range 
cruise missiles, in the Baltic, the forced deployment of Pershings in the 
FRG, the decision to create binary chemical weapons, and finally, the 
adoption of yet another record military budget, and so on and so 
forth.

The President was already on his way to Geneva when the letter 
from the U.S. Defense Secretary became known, which entreated him 
not to agree to any accord with the USSR that would confirm the 
treaties on the limitation of strategic arms and antimissile defense, in 
other words, leaving the United States full freedom of action in all 
directions of the arms race, both on earth and in space.® But was the 
matter really limited to the Pentagon alone? A sort of order, given to 
the U.S. President by U.S. ultra-rightwing circles represented by the 
ideological headquarters of the Heritage Fund, did not escape our 
attention. The President was instructed to continue the arms race, not 
to give the Soviet Union the opportimity to switch fimds to the 
realization of socioeconomic programs, and to strive, in the final anal
ysis, to squeeze the USSR out of international politics. These gentle
men went so far as to set the U.S. Administration the task of forcing 
us to change our system and our constitution.

These are familiar themes, comrades. We have had to listen to all 
this many times already. In a word, there were a good many attacks. 
All the same, we made a decision in favor of the meeting with the 
U.S. President. We made it because we did not have the right to 
neglect even the slightest chance restraining the dangerous develop
ment of events in the world. We made the decision realizing that if we 
do not manage to start a direct and frank conversation now, tomorrow 
it will be a himdred times more difficult, and maybe altogether too 
late.

There is no argimient, the differences between us are enormous. 
However, in the world today the interlinkage and interdependence 
between us are so great. The acuteness of the times we are living 
through does not leave the leaders of the USSR and the United States, 
the peoples of the USSR and the United States, any alternative but to 
comprehend the great science of living together. From our very first 
tete-a-tete with the President—and such conversations occupied a 
great deal of the meeting in Geneva—the question was directly posed

Resolution 40/18 of November 18.
® D oounent 232. For the texts of the treaties and accompanying docimients referred to 

here, see Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 197-207. and ihid., 1979, pp. 189 ff.
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that the Soviet delegation had come to seek the solution of the most 
burning problem which is at the center of international life, the prob
lem of preventing nuclear war and curbing the arms race. As I said to 
the President, therein lies the basic point of our meeting and this will 
also determine its results.

I must stress that the talks in Geneva were at times very pointed, I 
would say frank to the utmost. Here it is impossible to outwit each 
other or to escape with political and propaganda cliches. Too much 
depends on these pivotal questions of war and peace. Diuing the talks 
the U.S. side stubbornly insisted on the realization of its SDI program. 
We were told that the issue is of the creation of purely defensive 
means, which are allegedly in no way a weapon. It was said that these 
means will help to stabilize the situation and get rid of nuclear weap
ons altogether. It was even proposed that these means be shared 
sometime in the foreseeable future, to open laboratory doors to one 
another. We frankly told the President that we do not agree with such 
assessments. We have carefully analyzed all these questions and ar
rived at the unequivocal conclusion that space weapons are not at all 
defensive; that they are capable of giving rise to the dangerous illusion 
that a nuclear first-strike can be made from behind a space ^^shield,'' 
and a coimterstrike be prevented, or at least attenuated. What guaran
tee is there that space weapons themselves would not be used as a 
means to knock out targets on earth? There is every indication that 
the U.S. antimissile space system is being planned not as a shield at 
all, but as part of a single offensive system.

Natiu'ally, we cannot agree with the assertion that the space systems 
envisaged in his program are not weapons at all, just as we cannot rely 
on the assurance that the United States will share with us what they 
succeed in setting up in this sphere. If the laboratories are to be 
opened, then it is only for purposes of verification of compliance with 
the ban on the creation of offensive space weapons, and certainly not 
to legitimize them.

We are told of the desire to remove the fear of missiles, to secure 
the elimination of nuclear weapons overall. Such a wish can only be 
welcomed. It fully corresponds with the aims of our policy. It is, 
however, a lot simpler to eliminate these weapons without creating 
offensive space systems for this purpose. Why spend tens or himdreds 
of billions of dollars and pile up more moimtains of space weapons 
along with the nuclear weapons? What is the sense in that? I asked 
the President, does the U.S. leadership really seriously suppose that 
while U.S. space weapons are being set up, we will reduce our strate
gic potential, and help the United States to weaken it with our own 
hands? It is useless to coimt on that. It is precisely the reverse that 
will happen. To restore balance the Soviet Union will be forced to 
raise the efficiency, precision, and might of its weapons in order to 
neutralize, if this is required, the electronic space machine of ''star 
wars'' being created by the Americans.
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Will the Americans feel more comfortable if the echelons of space 
weapons planned by the U.S. is complemented in space by our weap
ons? People in the United States surely cannot hope that they will 
retain a monopoly in space. At the least, all this is not serious. 
However, the U.S. Administration is still not abandoning the tempta
tion to try out the possibility of gaining military supremacy.

Right now, by venturing into an arms race in space, they intend to 
outpace us in electronics and computers.

But, as has been the case many times in the past, we will find a 
response. It will be an effective response, sufficiently quick and quite 
likely cheaper than the U.S. program. We also said this to the Presi
dent with all clarity, [prolonged applause]

I think that new approaches are needed, a fresh look at many things 
and, the main thing, political will from the leadership of both coun
tries, for a real upturn in our relations, which would serve the inter
ests of the USSR and the United States and the interests of the 
peoples of the world. The USSR, and I stressed this in Geneva, does 
not feel emnity for the United States. It respects the American people. 
We do not base our policy upon a desire to encroach upon the 
national interests of the United States. I wotdd say more. We, for 
example, would not want to change the strategic balance in our favor. 
We would not want this because this kind of situation will increase 
the suspicion of the other side and increase the instability of the 
overall situation. The way things are [zhizn skladyvaeisya iak\, both our 
coimtries will have to get used to strategic parity as the natural state. 
We will have to reach a common imderstanding of what level of 
weapons on each side could be considered relatively sufficient, from 
the point of view of its reliable defense. We are convinced that the 
level of this sufficiency is much lower than that which the USSR and 
United States in fact possess at the moment. And this means that 
weighty practical steps for the limitation and reduction of weapons are 
perfectly possible, measures which not only will not lessen, but 
strengthen security both for the USSR and the United States, and the 
entire strategic stability of the world.

• • • • • • •

How then is one to assess th^ main results of the Geneva meeting? 
The meeting was imdoubtedly a significant event. Direct, clear and 
specific talks are useful; the opportimity to compare positions in a 
well-defined marmer is useful. Too many explosive and acute prob
lems had built up. We needed to discuss these seriously and attempt 
to move out of the impasse.

We value the personal contact established with the U.S. President. 
A dialogue between top leaders is always a moment of truth in 
relations between states. It is important that such a dialogue has taken 
place. In the present diffictdt times it is, in itself, a stabilizing factor.
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But we are realists, and we must say straight out that at the meeting 
we did not succeed in finding solutions for the very important ques
tions connected with ending the arms race. The imwillingness of the 
U.S. leadership to give up the ''star wars'' program made it impossible 
for specific accords to be reached at Geneva on real disarmament and, 
primarily, on the central problem of nuclear and space armaments.

The meeting did not result in any reduction in the amount of 
armaments stockpiled by both sides. TTie arms race is continuing. This 
cannot but cause disappointment. The USSR and the United States are 
still divided by major differences on a number of other fundamental 
questions concerning the world situation and the development of 
events in individual regions.

But we are far from belittling the importance of the accords reached 
in Geneva. I will recall the most important of them.

There is, first and foremost, the affirmation in the joint statement of 
the understanding held in common that nuclear war should never be 
imleashed and that there can be no victor in one, and the pledge by 
the USSR and the United States to construct their relations on the 
basis of this indisputable truth and not to strive for military superiori
ty.®

We consider that this understanding, jointly affirmed at summit 
level, should in practice be used as the basis for the foreign policy of 
the two states.

As soon as it is recognized that by its very nature nuclear war 
cannot serve to achieve any rational aims, the stronger should be the 
incentive for preventing it, for ceasing the development [razrabotka\ and 
testing of means of mass annihilation, and for the total liquidation of 
the stockpiles of nuclear weapons. And the more impermissible it now 
is to open up new directions for the arms race.

Of coturse, the joint statement is not a treaty. But it is a fimdamen- 
tal declaration of the positions of the leaders of the two countries, 
which imposes many obligations. The USSR and the United States 
also confirmed in precise terms their pledge to promote the enhance
ment in every possible way of the effectiveness of the regime of 
nonproliferation of nuclear weapons, and they came to an agreement 
on joint practical steps in that direction.

In the current unsettled international situation this has no little 
significance for maintaining stability in the world, and reducing the 
risk of nuclear wars flaring up. The joint statement of the leaders of 
the two countries in favour of a comprehensive and total ban on and 
destruction of such a barbaric weapon of mass destruction as chemical 
weapons, has fxmdamental significance. I would like to hope that the 
United States in its practical policies will follow this important imder- 
standing. The accord of the leadership of the USSR and the United 
States to contribute jointly with other states participating in the 
Stockholm Conference to its early completion by adopting a docimient

® Document 254.
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which would include both concrete obligations on the non-use of 
force and also mutually acceptable measures for strengthening trust, 
also goes far beyond the framework of Soviet-U.S. relations. One can 
only welcome the fact that as a result of the meeting a nimiber of 
useful accords in many areas for the development of bilateral coopera
tion between the USSR and the United States have appeared. I think 
that they will serve as a good base for raising the level of trust 
between our coimtries and peoples, if of course one takes an attitude 
of care to what has been worked out, and if one develops everything 
good that is laid down in it and does not seek artificial reasons to 
refute it.

Special mention must be made of the significance of the accord 
achieved in Geneva on the continuation of political contacts between 
the Soviet Union and the United States, including new meetings at 
summit level. And so we are right in saying that the overall balance of 
Geneva is a positive one. The achievement of such a promising [obna- 
dezhivayushchiy] result undoubtedly to a decisive extent was contributed 
to by the constructive, consistent policy of our country. At the same 
time it would be unfair not to say here also that in the position of the 
U.S. side at the meeting, certain elements of realism came through, 
which contributed to the solution of a mmiber of issues.

Of covirse, the real significance of everything useful that was agreed 
on in Geneva can only become manifest in practical deeds. In this 
connection 1 want to state that the Soviet Union for its part intends, 
with all determination, not to slacken the pace and in the spirit of 
honest cooperation with the United States, to continue its attempts to 
achieve a ciu*tailment of the arms race and a general improvement in 
the international situation. We are counting on such an approach 
being manifested also by the United States.

I am sure the work carried out in Geneva will then bear real fruit, 
[applause]

Such is our assessment of this event and its role in international 
relations. I am pleased to be able to say that this assessment is shared 
by our allies, the fraternal socialist countries, as the meeting of the 
leaders of the Warsaw Pact member coimtries in Prague immediately 
after the conclusion of the Soviet-U.S. summit negotiations, bears 
witness with utmost clarity. The participants in the Prague meeting 
stressed that the situation, of course, is still not a simple one.^° The 
struggle to improve it goes on, but the conditions of this struggle— t̂his 
one can say akeady today—have gotten better. The meeting in Geneva 
is an important link in our long-term, joint, closely coordinated efforts 
which aimed to secure peace.

One naturally poses the question: How does one proceed in light of 
the results of the Soviet-U.S. dialogue in Geneva? As I have already 
said, we attribute great importance to the agreements reached in

Pravda, November 22, 1985, p. 1; The Current Digest of the Soviet Press, vol. XXXVII, No.
47 (December 18, 1985), pp. 5-6.
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Geneva on holding new Soviet-U.S. summit meetings. I would like to 
stress that we do not approach this matter in a formal maimer. What 
is important is not just the fact that there will be another meeting 
between the leaders of the two coimtries: The important thing is what 
its results will be. The peoples will await practical progress along the 
path outlined in Geneva; we shall strive towards precisely this. One 
must start preparing even now for the next Soviet-U.S. simunit meet
ing, first and foremost in the sphere of practical policy.

In order not to make it more difficult to attain future accords, we 
are convinced that both sides must first and foremost refrain from 
actions which undermine what has been achieved in Geneva; must 
refrain from actions which would block negotiations and erode the 
existing factors limiting the arms race. This assumes, in particular, 
honest and precise observance of the agreement limiting antimissile 
defense systems, and further mutual observance by the sides of the 
relevant provisions of SALT-II.

The main thing, however, is of course to create the possibility of a 
genuine halt to the arms race and to start practical steps to cut the 
stockpiled nuclear arsenals. Does such a possibility exist? We are 
firmly convinced that it does. It does exist. It is true that at the 
present time our proposals, and the U.S. ones, on reducing nuclear 
weapons diverge in many respects. But we do not dramatize this fact. 
Compromise solutions are possible here, and we are ready to seek 
them. There is no doubt that with a development of events such as 
this, questions of reliable monitoring— în which the Soviet Union has 
a very direct interest—^would also be resolved. One cannot rely on 
words here, all the more so when it is disarmament and the country's 
defense which is involved.

But in order to solve all these questions it is absolutely necessary to 
tightly close the door through which weapons might penetrate outer 
space. Without this a radical reduction in nuclear armaments is impos
sible. I want to say this with all responsibility, on behalf of our people 
and its supreme body of power, [prolonged applause]

An accord is attainable if it takes into account the interests of both 
sides. The stubborn desire of the American side to go on with the 
creation [sozdaniye] of space weapons can have only one end result—the 
blocking of the opportimity of ending the nuclear arms race. Natural
ly, such an outcome would give rise to bitter disappointment among 
die peoples of the whole world, including, I am sure, the American 
people.

Today there is a real opportunity to sharply reduce the threat of a 
nuclear war, and subsequently to eliminate fully the possibility of one. 
It would be a fatal mistake to let this opportunity pass. We hope that 
what was said in Geneva about the SDI is not the last word from the 
U.S. side.

President Reagan and I made an arrangement to instruct our delega
tions at the Geneva talks on nuclear and space armaments to speed up 
the talks and to conduct them on the basis of the January accord
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between the two countries. Thus, it has been reaffirmed by both sides 
at summit level: An arms race in outer space must be prevented by 
tackling this question in conjimction with a reduction of nuclear arma
ments. This is precisely what the Soviet Union will be striving for, and 
this is precisely what we are urging the United States to emulate. By 
fulfilling in practice the commitments we have jointly imdertaken, we 
will justify the hopes of the peoples of the whole world, [prolonged 
applause]

The longer it goes on, the more acute becomes the question of 
ending nuclear tests, first and foremost because an end would be made 
to the creation [sozdaniye\ of new and the perfection of existing types 
of nuclear weapons. Because, further, without tests, without modern
ization, the process of the dying out of nuclear arsenals and the 
phasing out of nuclear weapons would gradually proceed. Because, 
finally, it can no longer be permitted that nuclear explosions— t̂hey 
have amounted to hundreds—disfigure our beautiful earth, swelling 
the alarm as to how future generations will live. That is why the 
Soviet Union aimotmced its moratoriiun on all types of nuclear tests 
through 1 January 1986 and is prepared to extend this moratorium 
if there is reciprocity from the U.S. side.

We await from the U.S. leadership a concrete and positive decision 
which would have a very favorable effect on the whole situation, 
which would in many ways change it and would strengthen trust 
between our coimtries. We asked this question of the U.S. President in 
Geneva. The answer was silence. In reality, there are no reasonable 
arguments against baiming nuclear tests. In fact, there are no argu
ments at all. Sometimes reference is made to the difficulties of moni
toring. But the Soviet Union has clearly demonstrated the total possi
bility of the implementation of such monitoring by means of national 
facilities. This year we detected an imderground nuclear explosion of 
extremely small capacity carried out by the United States and not 
aimounced by it. We are ready also to examine the possibility of 
setting up international monitoring. Deserving attention in this con
nection are the considerations submitted in the message from six states 
proposing the creation on their territories of special stations for ob
serving the fulfillment of an agreememt on halting tests.

The whole world is raising its voice in favor of halting nuclear tests. 
At the UN General Assembly a resolution has just been passed calling 
for such a halt. Only three countries, the United States, Britain, and 
France, voted against it.^^ This is worthy of deep regret.

But there is still time. I think that the leaders of the United States 
and the other nuclear powers will take the opportimity which has 
opened up, proceeding from the interests of peace, and will display 
the necessary responsibility. I should like to recall that our moratoriimi

Document 126.
Resolution 40/80 of December 12. The First Committee of the General Assembly 

adopted it in November.
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remains in force and we hope that the discussion of this question at 
the USSR Supreme Soviet will be assessed as an urgent appeal for a 
realistic and immediate ban on all nuclear tests.

Altogether, the Soviet Union proposes an all-embracing complex of 
measures which would block all the roads of the arms race, whether in 
space or on earth, whether in nuclear, chemical, or conventional weap
ons. The specific proposals in this respect are known in Vienna, in 
Geneva, and in Stockholm. They remain in force and retain all their 
topicality.

Europe should be mentioned separately. The task of preventing the 
further raising of the level of military confrontation is more acute here 
than ever before. The European house is a house in common, where 
geography and history have closely interlinked the fates of dozens of 
coimtries and their peoples. The Exu*opeans can only preserve their 
house and make it better and safer by collective efforts, following the 
sensible standards of international intercourse and co-operation. We 
proceed on the basis that Eiu*ope, which has given so much to the 
world in the fields of culture, science, technology, and progressive 
social thought, is capable of setting an example also in solving the 
highly complex problems of contemporary international life. The 
fotmdations for this were laid 10 years ago in Helsinki. In the final 
analysis, we are most deeply convinced that the whole world, includ
ing the United States of America, will gain from the positive develop
ment of the situation in Europe. We have been working and shall 
continue to work for the more energetic consolidation on the long- 
suffering Eiu’opean Continent of the principles and policy of detente, 
for overcoming the obstructions of the past and the consequences of 
the confrontation of recent years.

262. A greem en t B etw een Brazil an d  A rgen tina  To Estab
lish a  Jo in t W orking Group for Nuclear C ooperation, 
N ovem ber 30, 1985 ^

The President of the Federative Republic of Brazil, Dr. Jose Samey, 
and the President of the Argentine Republic, Dr. Raul Ricardo Alfon- 
sin, following conversations that were held in Puerto Iguazu, Argenti
na, and the Foz do Iguacu, Brazil, November 29 and 30,1985.

Considering:

The reference is to the CSCE Final Act, the arms control portions of which may be 
found in Documenb on Disarmament 1975, pp. 304-308. For the complete text, see Department 
of State Bulletin, September 1 ,1975, pp. 323-350.

 ̂ACDA files. The agreement was signed in Foz do Iguacu.

Document 262



BRAZIL-ARGENTINA AGREEMENT, NOVEMBER 30  8 9 7

That nuclear science and technology, in the life of modem countries, 
are of transcendental value in promoting their social and economic 
development;

That, for many years, both coimtries have been actively engaged in 
the research and the study of the application of nuclear energy for 
peaceful purposes and that this effort has required from the two 
countries substantial investment in order to reach a significant level of 
knowledge which now allows their respective peoples the possibility 
of benefiting from the progress derived from the peaceful use of 
nuclear energy;

That cooperation between Brazil and Argentina will have a multipli
er effect on the reciprocal benefits that the two countries will be able 
to obtain from the peaceful use of nuclear energy; and that it will 
permit the two coimtries to face, under better conditions, the growing 
difficulties involved in the international supply of nuclear equipment 
and materials;

That the above-mentioned cooperation should remain open to all 
interested Latin American countries;

Reiterate:

1) Their commitment to the development of nuclear energy exclu
sively for peaceful purposes;

2) Their intention to cooperate closely in all peaceful applications of 
nuclear energy and to enter into mutual cooperation on aspects they 
consider convenient to both countries;

3) Their hope that this cooperation be extended to other Latin 
American cotmtries which have the same objectives;

Declare:

4) Their decision to create a joint working group imder the aegis of 
the Brazilian and Argentine foreign ministries, composed of represent
atives of their respective nuclear commissions and enterprises, for the 
encouragement of relations between the two countries in this area, the 
promotion of nuclear technological development and the creation of 
mechanisms which will insuure the highest interests of peace, security 
and development in the region, without prejudice to the technologic^ 
aspects of nuclear cooperation which continue to be regulated by 
existing instruments.

Based on the above-mentioned objectives, the two Presidents have 
instructed their respective foreign ministries to convoke a meeting of 
the working group within a period of 120 days in order to study the 
procedures aimed at implementing this declaration.
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263. S ta tem en t by  th e  C hinese R ep resen ta tive  (W ang 
Zhiyun) to  th e  First Comm ittee of th e  U.N. G eneral 
A ssem bly: Draft Resolutions on a  Nuclear W eapons 
Freeze, N ovem ber 30, 1985^

The Chinese delegation has maintained all along that, owing to the 
ever escalating arms race between the two super-Powers with the 
largest nuclear arsenals, they should bear special responsibility for the 
achievement of nuclear disarmament. We are of the view that that 
special responsibility requires that not only should the two super- 
Powers be the first to stop testing, improving and producing nuclear 
weapons; they shoxild also take the lead in drastically reducing their 
nuclear arsen^s. When they have taken effective action in the field of 
nuclear disarmament, other nuclear-weapon States should also take 
corresponding measures. Basing ovirselves on that fimdamental posi
tion, we abstained in the votes on draft resolutions A/C.1/40/L.18,® 
L.25^ and L.44.5

With regard to draft resolution A/C.1/40/L.64, ® the Chinese delega
tion voted in favour, for we support its main thrust. However, in our 
view, this draft resolution fails to mention the special responsibility to 
be shouldered by the coimtries with the largest nuclear arsenals, and 
there is more room for improvement on that point.

264. S ta tem ent by  P resident R eagan  on the  New NATO 
Proposal Introduced a t  th e  M utual and  Balanced Force 
Reductions Talks, Decem ber 5, 1985 ^

Consistent with the Joint Statement issued by General Secretary 
Gorbachev and me at the conclusion of the Geneva meeting,^ and 
with our efforts to promote a more constructive East-West relation
ship, we and our NATO allies are introducing in Vienna today a new 
proposal designed to break the long deadlock on conventional arms 
reductions in Europe.

Since the early 1970's, NATO has engaged the Warsaw Pact in 
discussions aimed at limiting the ntunbers of troops on both sides in 
central Europe. These discussions, known as the Mutual and Balanced 
Force Reductions Talks (MBFR), now constitute one of the longest 
continuously rurming arms control negotiations in history.

2 A/C.1/40/PV.43, pp. 37-38.
 ̂See n. 2 to Document 251.

^Ibid., n. 4.
 ̂Ibid., n. 3.

®I.e, a draft resolution introduced by Argentina entitled ''Cessation of the nuclear 
arms race and nuclear disarmament/' wfiich 8 ie General Assembly subsequently adopt
ed as Resolution 40/152 P.

 ̂ Weekly CompilaHon of Presidential Documents, December 9, 1985, pp. 1465-1466.
2 Doctunent 254.
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The NATO allies have consistently tried to move these negotiations 
forward. In 1982 and 1984, the U.S. and the allies presented new 
proposals designed to achieve progress in the MBFR negotiations.^ 
Regrettably both proposals were rejected by the Warsaw Pact. After 
extensive national reviews of these talks and their objectives, we and 
our allies have concluded that a significant and forthcoming new move 
could provide new impetus to the negotiations.

In an effort to move the negotiations forward, and taking into 
accoimt expressed Eastern concerns, we have today tabled a new 
proposal for reductions with effective verification.

The proposed package of verification measures is intended to verify 
the nimibers of troops withdrawn as well as the numbers which will 
remain. Thus, in exchange for a comprehensive and effective package 
of verification measures, NATO would be willing to accept the general 
framework of the February 1985 model proposed by the Soviet Union 
and its allies for a noncomprehensive agreement.'* We will no longer 
insist, as we have since the outset of negotiations, that the sides come 
to an agreement on Eastern troop levels before treaty signature. Nor 
will we continue to insist, for now, on a comprehensive approach 
whereby East and West must agree at the outset on all steps needed to 
reduce to parity.

In this context, the U.S. is now prepared to accept a reduction of
5,000 U.S. and 11,500 Soviet groimd troops in the central European 
reduction area. These figures reflect the ratio between existing U.S. 
and Soviet troop levels in the area.

As soon as these reductions are completed, NATO is prepared to 
accept a commitment by both alliances not to increase forces in central 
Europe. As verified by implementation of the verification measures, 
this no-increase commitment would last for 3 years.

The new Western proposal builds on key aspects of the Warsaw 
Pact's ideas of February 1985. These include a time-limited, noncom
prehensive agreement; reductions without prior data agreement on 
Eastern forces; and a no-increase agreement. The main element which 
NATO has added is in the area of verification.

Fair, effective, and reciprocal verification measures are essential so 
that both sides will be able to know whether the terms of the accord 
are being complied with. This is especially important if we are to 
accept a no-increase commitment on troops in the area without prior 
agreement on the level of those troops. The Soviets have contended 
that such prior agreement was imnecessary and that Western concerns 
could be satisfied through implementation of verification measiu'es. 
This new Western proposal offers them an opportunity to pursue that 
approach. Agreement on all aspects of the proposed verification meas-

® For statements about these proposals, see Documenk on Disarmament, 1982, pp. 418-421, 
908-909, and ibid., 1984, pp. 322-324, 421-422. An article on the 1982 proposal may be 
found ibid., 1982, pp. 869-871.

 ̂A Soviet statement on this proposal is printed in Document 23.
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ures would, of course, have to be reached prior to the signature of a 
treaty.

We urge the Soviet Union and the other Warsaw Pact countries to 
consider carefully the details of our proposal. This NATO initiative 
can help fulfill the commitments made at the Geneva siunmit and 
produce real progress in Vienna which would reduce forces in central 
Europe.

265. A ddress by  th e  Special A dviser to  th e  P resident an d  
th e  Secre tary  o f S ta te  on Arms Control M atters 
(N itze): N uclear an d  Space Arms Talks, Decem ber 5, 
1985 1

We stand today at the edge of what we hope can be a fresh start in 
the U.S.-Soviet relationship, ushered in by the summit meeting be
tween President Reagan and General Secretary Gorbachev. We are 
poised not just between rounds III and IV of the Geneva talks but 
also, in a sense, between the first summit and the beginning of prep
arations for the second.

It does not detract from the worthwhile nature of the November 
summit to reflect on the difficult issues which continue to divide the 
two sides at the Geneva negotiations on nuclear and space arms. It is 
my intent to review the positions of the two sides in the talks and to 
dwell for a moment on those differences which appear most intracta
ble.

The November summit and the autumn events leading up to it 
represent not only the possibility for a fresh start in the U.S.-Soviet 
relationship but mark what we hope is the beginning of a genuine 
process of give-and-take in the nuclear and space arms talks. The 
barriers to agreement are, however, substantial.

Soviet Counterproposal

The first break in the ice came at the end of September with the 
tabling of a Soviet counterproposal to our March 1985 offer. While the 
effects of that counterproposal would be inequitable and destabilizing, 
it also contains, as the President expressed it, ^ ŝeeds which should be 
nurtured."

The Soviet offer consists of various bans and freezes, as well as 
limits on and reductions in offensive forces.

• '^Strategic delivery systems'' would be reduced by 50%, to a level 
of 1,250 for the U.S.S.R. and 1,680 for the United States. Howev
er, the Soviet definition of strategic delivery vehicles wotild also 
cover, on the U.S. side, LRINF missiles and ''medium-range'' nu-

 ̂Department of State, Current Policy No. 770. The address was delivered before the 
Atlantic Council, Washington, D.C.

Document 265



NTTZE ADDRESS, DECEMBER 5 901

dear-capable aircraft in Europe, in Asia, and on all of our aircraft 
carriers, while about 2,000 comparable Soviet nuclear delivery ve
hicles, as well as 300 Backfire bombers, would not be limited. 
Thus, were the United States to retain equality in strategic nuclear 
delivery vehicles, it would have to cut LRINF missiles and dual- 
capable aircraft to 430, 20% of the current Soviet level. If the 
United States were to retain LRINF missiles and dual-capable air
craft at current levels, it would have to cut strategic nuclear deliv
ery vehicles to less than half the allowed Soviet nimiber.

• ^'Nuclear charges" would be sharply reduced to a level of 6,000. 
However, they would be defined to include the gravity bombs 
and short-range attack missiles carried by U.S. heavy and 
medium-range bombers. By coimting such bomber weapons as 
equivalent to Soviet ballistic missile RVs, despite the massive 
Soviet air defenses faced by bombers and the lower readiness rate 
of bombers compared to ballistic missiles, the United States would 
be significantly penalized.

• "Charges" on any one component (that is, ICBMs, SLBMs, or 
bombers) would be reduced to 60% of the total, leading to a max- 
imirni level of 3,600 ICBM RVs. Although this sublimit would 
represent a major reduction, Soviet prompt counterforce capabili
ties would actually grow against the reduced nimiber of U.S. 
hardened facilities.

• All cruise missiles with ranges above 600 kilometers would be 
banned, terminating the U.S. ALCM, SLCM and GLCM programs.

• All "new" nuclear delivery systems would be baimed, probably 
precluding the U.S. D-5 and Midgetman missiles and advanced 
technology bomber, while allowing the Soviet SS-25, SS-X-24 
and SS-NX-23 missiles and Blackjack heavy bomber.

• Research, development, and deployment of "space-strike arms" 
would be banned, halting the U.S. SDI program and allowing 
many Soviet ABM activities to continue.

In sum, despite significant reductions, the Soviet coimterproposal 
would block U.S. strategic defense programs while allowing Soviet 
programs to proceed; it would halt the modernization of U.S. strategic 
offensive forces; and it would include in reductions U.S. systems 
which defend our allies and exclude Soviet systems which threaten 
them. The net effect would be a lopsided nuclear balance, a weakened 
U.S. deterrent, and decreased stability for both sides.

However, in spite of its numerous flaws, the detailed Soviet coim- 
terproposal did include the principle of deep cuts in strategic offensive 
arms and, along with subsequent offers in Geneva, seemed to contem
plate an interim INF outcome which would allow for U.S. LRINF 
missiles in Europe. Building on such positive elements. President 
Reagan directed that a new U.S. proposal be advanced at the negotia
tions on November 1.
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US, November Proposal

Strategic Offensive Arms, The new U.S. proposal builds on the 50% 
reduction concept in a constructive and equitable way.

• Reentry vehicles on ICBMs and SLBMs would be reduced to a 
limit of 4,500—^about 50% below current levels.

• Reentry vehicles on ICBMs would be reduced to 3,000—about 
50% below the current Soviet level and roughly halfway between 
our earlier proposal for a limit of 2,500 and flieir proposed limit of 
3,600.

• The highest overall strategic ballistic missile throw-weight of 
either side would be reduced by 50%, in this case, from the 
Soviet level of 11.9 million poimds. (By way of comparison, the 
United States has 4.4 million pounds.)

• Contingent upon acceptance of RV and throw-weight limits, the 
United States would accept equal limits of 1,500 on the number of 
long-range ALCMs carried by U.S. and Soviet heavy bombers— 
about 50% below planned U.S. deployment levels.

• For reasons previously alluded to, the United States cannot agree 
to one common limit on ballistic missile RVs and ALCMs. But if 
the Soviets were to accept our proposed limit of 4,500 RVs along 
with our proposed limit of 1,500 ALCMs, it would result in re
duction to a total of 6,000 ballistic missile RVs and ALCMs on 
each side.

With respect to strategic nuclear delivery vehicles, the United States 
has proposed a reduction in strategic ballistic missiles to a limit of
1,250-1,450, or about 40-45% below the current higher Soviet level. In 
this context, the United States could accept further reduction of heavy 
bomber limits to 350 (compared to our earlier proposal of 400)—about 
40% below the cxurent U.S. SALT-accoimtable level.

For reasons similar to those applying to an RV and ALCM aggre
gate, the United States cannot agree to the Soviet proposal to include 
in a single aggregate strategic ballistic missiles and heavy bombers. 
However, if agreement were reached on a range of 1,250-1,450 for 
ICBMs and SLBMs, and on heavy bomber limits of 350, it would 
result in reduction of the total of strategic ballistic missiles and heavy 
bombers to between 1,600 and 1,800.

The U.S. proposal also contains a ban on the development and 
deployment of all new heavy strategic ballistic missiles and on the 
modernization of existing heavy missiles due to the destabilizing char
acter of such systems. All mobile ICBMs would also be banned be
cause of inlierent verification difficulties and asymmetries in deploy
ment opportimities between the sides. '^Build-down'^ is the suggested 
means of implementing the agreed reductions.

Intermediate-Range Nuclear Forces. With respect to intermediate-range 
nuclear forces, the United States continues to prefer total elimination 
of the entire class of U.S. and Soviet LRJNF missiles. Thus, our
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previous proposals remain on the table. We have also made a new 
proposal as an interim step toward this goal.

• The United States would cap its own LRINF missile laimcher de
ployments in Europe at the nimiber deployed as of December 31, 
1985 (140 Pershing II and GLCM) in return for Soviet agreement 
to reduce SS-20 missile launchers within range of NATO Europe 
to the same number.

• There would be freedom to mix between systems deployed as of 
December 31,1985, but the mix would be a subject for discussion. 
For example, we could agree on a mix giving the United States an 
approximately equal ntimber at around 420 to 450 LRINF missile 
warheads in NATO Europe (based on 4 warheads per GLCM 
launcher, 1 warhead per Pershing II laimcher, and 3 warheads per 
SS-20 launcher).

• The Soviets would be required to reduce SS-20 launchers in Asia 
(not within range of NATO Europe) by the same proportion as 
the reduction of launchers within range of NATO Europe. The 
end result would be equal global LRINF warhead limits.

• Appropriate constraints would also be applied to shorter range 
INF missiles.

Defense and Space, With respect to defense and space, the United 
States has made clear that we are committed to the SDI research 
program, which is being carried out in compliance with the ABM 
Treaty.^ We seek a Soviet commitment to explore with us now how a 
cooperative transition could be accomplished, should new defensive 
technologies prove feasible. We are also proposing that the Soviets 
join us, even now, in an ''open laboratories'' arrangement under which 
both sides would provide information on each other's strategic defense 
research programs and provide reciprocal opportunities for visiting 
associated research facilities and laboratories.

Verification and Compliance. The United States continues to stress the 
critical importance of agreeing to effective means of verification so as 
to be able to assess with confidence compliance with provisions of all 
agreements resulting from the negotiations. The importance of verifi
cation is more evident now than it was before, given Soviet violations 
of existing arms control agreements.

The United States continues to stress the need for the Soviets to 
take necessary steps to correct current instances of noncompliance 
with existing arms control agreements, for noncompliance is both 
politically corrosive and militarily hazardous. Restoring compliance is, 
thus, a critical step.

The Soviet Union must alter current practices which obstruct U.S. 
verification of compliance. One initial step is for Soviets to alter their 
current encryption of telemetry and revert to telemetry practices in use

* The Treaty is printed in Documents on Disarmament 1972, pp. 197-201.
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at the time of signing the SALT II.® This is militarily important in its 
own right and is also of considerable political significance.

The November Summit

You know the duration of the sessions at the November summit 
between President Reagan and General Secretary Gorbachev: some 5 
hours of one-on-one dialogue and more than 8 hours of discussion in 
plenary. The two leaders had an intensive and frank examination of 
the issues in all four agenda categories. The potential intangible bene
fits to be derived from the development of personal rapport between 
these two men is obvious, so I will confine my observations to the 
language relating to the nuclear and space talks which appeared in the 
joint statement published at the conclusion of the simunit and to a 
discussion of issues it addresses.**

We were able in the joint statement to achieve Soviet commitment 
to early progress in the negotiations, focusing particularly on ^̂ the 
principle of 5 0 %  reductions in the nuclear arms of the U.S. and USSR 
appropriately applied'' and ''the idea of an interim INF agreement." As 
I have already mentioned, these concepts are common elements in the 
fall proposals of the two sides, but it is not clear that the Soviets do 
not still link such language to termination of the U.S. Strategic De
fense Initiative. SDI is, of course, not mentioned at all in the joint 
statement. The Soviets were content, in the end, to repeat the lan
guage of the joint agreement of January 8 , 1 9 8 5 , which included the 
goal of preventing an arms race in space.® We have made abundantly 
clear to the Soviets that, in our view, SDI is consistent with this goal; 
we are calling for a cooperative approach to the deployment of defen
sive systems—as opposed to a "race"—^were oiu* research, or theirs, to 
demonstrate that such systems could help the world get rid of the 
threat of mutual destruction.

I would highlight another passage in the joint statement: "During 
the negotiation of these agreements, effective measures for verification 
of compliance with obligations assimied will be agreed upon." It will 
be useful for us during the negotiations to have this acknowledgment 
that effective verification measures must be devised concurrently with 
the resolution of other issues. It represents another modest step in our 
efforts to put verification concerns on a par with the reductions or 
limitations themselves.

One of the less encouraging aspects of the simunit was Gorbachev's 
unwavering opposition to SDI. There were, indeed, no signs of move
ment from even the most untenable elements of the Soviet position on 
strategic defenses, such as the proposed ban on all research. The 
Soviets also refused to move from any of their fimdamentally imac- 
ceptable positions on START and INF. More encouraging are the

 ̂The SALT II Treaty may be found ibid., 1979, pp. 189 ff. 
 ̂The joint statement is printed in Document 254.

® Document 3.
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growing indications that the Soviets may be willing seriously to dis
cuss all three aspects of the negotiations concurrently when the nucle
ar and space arms talks resume in Geneva in January without demand
ing a prior agreement on a ban on SDI research.

It is also noteworthy that the President seems to have made some 
progress in convincing Gorbachev that he is sincere in his stated 
intentions for SDI, even though the Soviet leader vigorously disputed 
the President's conclusions about its consequences.

During the next roimd of the nuclear and space arms talks, com
mencing on January 16, 1986, we will be able to judge the Soviet 
implementation of our mutual commitment to accelerate work. We 
plan to spend the opening weeks describing our November 1 proposal 
in greater detail. Max Kampelman, Senator Tower, and Mike Glitman 
will have authority to explore opportunities for give-and-take. We 
hope to elicit constructive responses from the Soviet side so that we 
may then be able to report that they are engaged in a genuine process 
of serious negotiation toward balanced and verifiable agreements 
which will improve stability and reduce the risk of war.

266. Resolution A dop ted  by  th e  O rgan iza tion  of American 
S tates: Limitation o f C onventional W eapons, Decem
ber 9, 1985 ^

WHEREAS:
The essential purposes of the Orgaiuzation of American States are:

a) To strengthen the peace and security of the Continent;
b) To prevent possible causes of difficulties and to ensure the pacific 

settlement of disputes that may arise among the Member States;
c) To provide for common action on the part of those states in the 

event of aggression;
d) To seek the solution of political, jtiridical, and economic problems 

that may arise among them; and
e) To promote, by cooperative action, their economic, social, and 

cultiu'al development.

Article 3 of the Charter contains a reaffirmation of principles, salient 
among which are the following:

a) International law is the standard of conduct of States in their 
reciprocal relations;

b) The American States condemn war of aggression: victory does not 
give rights;

c) An act of aggression against one American State is an act of 
aggression against all the other American States;

 ̂OEA/Ser. P, AG /doc. 2003/85 rev. 1, December 9 ,1985.
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d) Controversies of an international character arising between two 
or more American States shall be settled by peaceful procedures;

e) Economic cooperation is essential to the conunon welfare and 
prosperity of the peoples of the Continent.

In successive declarations, adopted at Inter-American conferences, 
regular sessions of the General Assembly of the Organization, and the 
Meetings of Consultation appeals have been made to the member 
governments of the system to limit, without prejudice to the require
ments of national security, military expenditures as a recognition that 
the demands of economic development and social progress make it 
necessary to apply thereto a maximum of available resources in Latin 
America;

The presidents of America, in the declaration signed in Punta del 
Este, Uruguay, on April 14, 1967, stated that ^'conscious of the impor
tance of the armed forces in maintaining security, at the same time 
they recognize that the demands of economic development and social 
progress make it necessary to devote the maximum resources available 
in Latin America to these ends'^ and therefore '^express their intention 
to limit military expenditures in proportion to the actual demands of 
national security, in accordance with each coimtry's constitutional 
provisions, avoiding those expenditures that are not indispensable for 
the performance of the specific duties of the armed forces and, where 
pertinent, of international commitments that obligate their respective 
goverrunents''; ^

The peaceful disposition of the peoples of Latin America and the 
adherence of their governments to the essential principles of this 
organization recommends a study of mechanisms that regulate the 
growth of armaments and military troops in the region and enable 
their inspection and control as one of the factors that ensure a lasting 
peace;

It is necessary and urgent to update and strengthen the inter-Ameri
can system and to adapt it to present political, social, and economic 
circumstances; and

The Protocol of Amendment to the Charter of the Organization, 
adopted in Cartagena de Indias during the fourteenth special session 
of the General Assembly, made it one of the essential aims of the 
OAS to achieve an effective limitation of conventional weapons that 
will make it possible to devote the largest amoimt of resources to the 
economic and social development of the member states,

THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY 
RESOLVES:

To request the Secretary General to carry out consultations with the 
member states on the matter referred to in paragraph 7 of the Pream
ble, so that as comprehensive a report as possible on the outcome

2 American Foreign Policy: Current Documents, 1967, pp. 684-685.
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thereof may be submitted to the General Assembly at its sixteenth 
regular session.

267. S ta tem en t by  th e  U.S. R ep resen ta tive  to  the  M utual 
an d  Balanced Force Reductions Talks (Blackwill) 
Before th e  Arms Control Panel of th e  House Commit
te e  on A rm ed Services, Decem ber 12, 1985 ^

1 am very pleased to be here today to discuss the Vienna negotia
tions on mutual and balanced force reductions (MBFR) with you. As 
you are aware, the NATO allies participating in these talks put for
ward to the Warsaw Pact last week an imaginative and far-reaching 
proposal aimed at breaking the decade-long deadlock in these discus
sions on conventional force reductions in central Europe.

Before txmiing to this new Western move, perhaps some general 
comments regarding the Vienna negotiations are in order.

These talks—^which now constitute the longest continuous arms 
control negotiations in history—are a unique case of NATO-Warsaw 
Pact dialogue. They are the only forum in which we and our NATO 
partners regularly ^scuss security concerns and arms control with the 
Warsaw Pact on an alliance-to-alliance basis. As you know, our 
NATO allies attach great political and military importance to MBFR— 
not least because it is an East-West arms control forum in which they 
are able to participate directly and actively.

This said, the talks have failed to date to achieve their declared 
objective; that is, the negotiated reduction and limitation of forces in 
central Europe. During the past 12 years, some progress has been made 
on several issues, but real success has remained out of reach. Funda
mental differences have persisted on two key points.

Rrst there has been a longstanding disagreement over the number of 
Warsaw Pact troops stationed in central Europe— t̂he so-called data 
issue. Since the outset of the negotiations in 1973, the West has tried 
xmsuccessfuUy to persuade the East of the merits of first reaching a 
common imderstanding on the size of forces in the reductions area.

Second, the sides remain far apart on the question of verification. 
There are differences on the actual scope and fimctioning of negotiat
ed verification measures and on the necessary degree of intrusiveness 
of the verification regime. There are also differing views over the 
question of when measures should go into effect, i.e., during or after 
reductions. The East has so far refused to accept verification measures 
as precise and comprehensive as those proposed by the West.

After extensive national reviews of these talks and their objectives, 
we and our NATO allies recently concluded that a significant and 
forthcoming new move could provide new impetus to the negotiations.

 ̂Department of State Bulletin, February 1986, pp. 63-64.

Document 267



908 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1985

Consistent with the joint statement issued by the President and Gen
eral Secretary Gorbachev at the conclusion of the Geneva sununit 
meeting ^—and with our efforts to promote a ^'fresh start" and a more 
constructive East-West relationship— t̂he United States, together with 
our NATO allies, introduced on December 5 a major new proposal 
designed to break the long deadlock in Vienna.

Despite our continuing conviction that prior agreement on force 
data would have been the more sensible and effective means to 
making progress, NATO now is willing to drop this longstanding, 
important aspect of its position in the interest of breaking the decade- 
long logjam at the Vienna talks. This move comes in response to 
repeated Eastern suggestions over the years that if the West were to 
drop demands for prior data agreement, substantive progress could be 
made— îndeed, that the path would be cleared to an agreement.

In addition to this major step, the West now accepts the general 
framework of the East's February 1985 "basic provisions" proposal; ® 
that is, we agree to negotiate on a time-limited, first phase agreement 
consisting of initial U.S. and Soviet ground force reductions, followed 
by a no-increase commitment covering the forces in central Europe of 
aU participants in the MBFR negotiations.

This willingness to accept the framework proposed by the other side 
is an important development. In the past, the negotiations have been 
characterized by one side advancing a proposal, followed by the other 
side—^usually after some interval— t̂abling a coimterproposal. Too 
often these have borne little or no relation to each other, thus limiting 
practical possibilities for real negotiation. Now for the first time in the 
negotiations, the sides— âs a result of the Western move—are in a 
position where they are talking about the same kind of approach at 
the same time. Whether this marks a beginning of real negotiations 
will depend, of course, upon the Eastern reaction to our proposal.

With regard to the specifics of the Western proposal, we have 
identified at least 16 specific points on which, as a result of the West's 
review of its position and subject to resolution of detail, there would 
now seem to be broad agreement between the two sides. These are 
identified in the attachment to my statement. There also are a nimiber 
of areas in which the sides appear to be in near agreement—for 
example, on a provision allowing for normal peacetime military activi
ties such as NATO reinforcement exercises and the call-up of reserv
ists for training.

The most important differences between the new Western positions 
and those of the East are as follows.

First the West is now proposing that initial reductions should be
5,000 American and 11,500 Soviet ground troops. These figures reflect 
the ratio of the U.S. and Soviet forces in the reductions area. The new

2 Document 254.
 ̂A  Soviet statement on this proposal is printed in Document 23.

Document 267



BLACKWILL STATEMENT, DECEMBER 12 909

figures thus continue to provide for a proportionate level of reduction 
and verification procedures of this first-phase agreement.

Second, while the East has proposed that troops to be withdrawn take 
with them their organic armaments and combat equipment, the West 
proposes that, in order to achieve a timely first-phase agreement, each 
side should have discretion to decide for itself how to deal with such 
armaments. Moreover, we do not believe it would be meaningful or 
practicable to apply a no-increase commitment to armaments, as the 
East has proposed. Indeed, the East itself has begim to recognize 
recently the difficxilties of including armaments in a limitations agree
ment.

Third, as noted previously, the East envisages minimal provisions for 
verification. The West proposes an effective verification system which 
has several key features.

• It converts the observation points proposed by the East into per
manent and permanently manned entry and exit points througji 
which all forces— t̂hose entering as well as those leaving the re
ductions area—should pass.

• It provides for the exchange of detailed information, disaggregated 
down to the battalion level, on forces remaining in the reductions 
area after initial U.S. and Soviet withdrawals, llie  initial informa
tion exchange would constitute the basis for verifying the no-in
crease commitment.

• It provides for an inspection regime imder which each side would 
have the right to conduct 30 inspections during each of the 3 
years immediately following the completion of U.S. and Soviet re
ductions.

• It provides for the establishment of a consultative commission, 
whose tasks would include clarifying ambiguities expeditiously 
and helping to resolve disputes.

Fourth, while the East envisages both alliance-wide and national 
ceilings on armed forces, the West believes the no-increase commit
ment should simply be alliance-wide, with subceilings only on U.S. 
and Soviet forces, since they are the only forces involved in initial 
reductions.

Finally, as in any international agreement of this kind, the West 
proposes to include a clause recognizing the right of each side to take 
steps to protect its security interests in the event of activities by the 
other side which are incompatible with the object or purposes of the 
agreement or which jeopardize those interests.

It is too soon to predict how the negotiations will evolve in the 
wake of the West^s new proposal. The Western move, however, offers 
a imique opportimity to maintain the momentimi following the 
Geneva simunit and to produce real progress in Vienna.

The Soviet representative, on behalf of the East, has promised that 
the Western proposal would be ^^thoroughly studied." We will prob
ably have to wait imtil the next negotiating round, which begins on 
January 30, before any authoritative Eastern views are registered. It
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was, however, disappointing that the Soviet representative, as a pre
liminary reaction, also ventured to express the view that the Western 
propos^ ''does not inspire optimism'' and to suggest that the Western 
position on dealing with armaments and verification "does not con
tribute to the achievement of a mutually acceptable agreement." East
ern press reaction we have seen thus far, moreover, has followed this 
line and has failed to acknowledge the many positive elements in the 
new NATO initiative.

This said, it is now up to the Soviet Union and its Warsaw Pact 
allies to show that they can match the West in flexibility, imagination, 
and pragmatism.

ATTACHMENT: POINTS OF AGREEMENT

As a result of the West's review of its position and subject to 
resolution of the details, there would now seem to be broad agreement 
between the two sides on the following points.

1. The concept of a first-phase agreement as providing a general 
framework for our future work.

2. The omission in the context of a first-phase agreement of any 
reference to the need for prior agreement on data.

3. Initial reductions by the United States and the Soviet Union 
within 1 year from the entry into force of the agreement.

4. Reductions in units, with up to 10% as individuals.
5. Withdrawn forces shall return to within their national bound

aries.
6. Withdrawn forces shall not be deployed in new locations in such 

a way as to diminish the security of any state participant in the 
negotiations, including those with special status.

7. Lists shall be exchanged of the American and Soviet military 
units to be withdrawn from the area of reductions.

8. The United States and the Soviet Union shall inform all parties 
about the start of the practical arrangements to reduce their groimd 
forces in central Europe and about their completion.

9. Observation points should be established through which with
drawn Soviet and American forces shall pass.

10. Each side should determine independently the location of these 
points in its own territory.

11. There shall be a no-increase commitment following the period of 
reductions.

12. National technical means of verification should be used in a 
maimer consistent with generally recognized principles of international 
law and the sides should undertake not to interfere with the national 
technical means of verification of the other side.

13. The agreement envisaged should be of limited duration.
14. Implementation of a verification regime would also provide most 

valuable experience in applying associated measures, which would 
prove useful in the futxue in the coiu'se of more substantial reductions.

15. The agreement should be legally binding.
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16. The East proposes that the sides should undertake to pursue the 
negotiations on the reduction of armed forces and armaments in cen
tral Europe with the object of reaching parity at equal collective levels 
of up to 900,000 men, including up to 700,000 men in groimd forces. 
The West agrees that, subject to the successful implementation of a 
first-phase agreement, this should remain our objective.

268. U.N. G eneral A ssem bly Resolution 40 /92 : Chemical 
an d  Bacteriological (Biological) W eapons, Decem ber 
12, 1985 1

A 2

PR O fflB m O N  OF CHEMICAL AND BACTERIOLOGICAL WEAPONS

The General Assembly,
Recalling paragraph 75 of the Final Docimient of the Tenth Special 

Session of the General Assembly,® which states that the complete and 
effective prohibition of the development, production and stockpiling 
of all chemical weapons and their destruction represents one of the 
most urgent measures of disarmament.

Recalling its previous resolutions relating to the complete and effec
tive prohibition of the development, production and stockpiling of all 
chemical weapons and to their destruction.

Convinced of the need for the earliest conclusion of a convention on 
the prohibition of the development, production and stockpiling of all 
chemical weapons and on their destruction, which would significantly 
contribute to general and complete disarmament imder effective inter
national control.

Stressing the continuing importance of the Protocol for the Prohibi
tion of the Use in War of Asphyxiating, Poisonous or Other Gases, 
and of Bacteriological Methods of Warfare, signed sixty years ago at 
Geneva,^

Determined, for the sake of all mankind, to exclude completely the 
possibility of the use of chemical weapons, through the earliest con
clusion and implementation of a convention on the prohibition of the 
development, production and stockpiling of all types of chemical

1 A/RES/40/92.
* The original draft of this resolution was introduced in the First Conunittee by the 

GDR and sponsored also by Afghanistan, Angola, Bulgaria, Byelorussian SSR, Czecho
slovakia, Hungary, Laos, Mongolia, Poland, Ukrainian SSR, and Viet Nam. The sponsors 
made two changes in the draft resolution: (1) They inserted "highly appreciating in line
3 of preambular par. 6, and (2) changed line 4 of oper. par. 3 from "proceed immediately 
to drafting such a convention." [The General Assembly adopted the revised draft 
resolution by 93 votes to 15 (U.K., U.S.), with 41 abstentions (China).]

® Resolution S-10/ 2. See Documents on Disarmament, 1978, p. 425.
1969, pp. 764-765, or League of Nations, Treaty Series, vol. XCIV (1929), No. 

2138, p. 65.
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weapons and on their destruction, thereby complementing the obliga
tions assumed imder the Geneva Protocol of 17 Jime 1925,

Taking Mo consideration the work of the Conference on Disarmament 
during its session in 1985 regarding the prohibition of chemical weap
ons and, in particular, highly appreciating the work of its Ad Hoc 
Committee on Chemical Weapons,

Expressing profound concern at recent decisions on the production of 
binary chemical weapons, as well as at their intended deployment. 

Deeming it desirable for States to refrain from taking any action that 
could delay or further complicate negotiations and to display a con
structive approach to such negotiations and the political will to reach 
an early agreement on the chemical weapons convention.

Aware that the qualitative improvement and development of chemi
cal weapons complicate ongoing negotiations on the prohibition of 
chemical weapons.

Taking note of proposals on the creation of chemical-weapon-free 
zones aimed at facilitating the complete prohibition of chemical weap
ons and at contributing to the achievement of stable regional and 
international security,

1. Reaffirms the necessity of the speediest elaboration and conclusion 
of a convention on the prohibition of the development, production 
and stockpiling of all chemical weapons and on their destruction;

2. Appeals to all States to facilitate in every possible way the conclu
sion of such a convention;

3. Urges the Conference on Disarmament to intensify the negotia
tions in the Ad Hoc Committee on Chemical Weapons with a view to 
achieving accord on a chemical weapons convention at the earliest 
possible date and, for this purpose, to intensify the drafting process of 
such a convention for submission to the General Assembly at its 
forty-first session;

4. Reaffirms its call to all States to conduct serious negotiations in good 
faith and to refrain from any action that could impede negotiations on 
the prohibition of chemical weapons and specifically to refrain from 
the production and deployment of binary and other new types of 
chemical weapons, as weU as from stationing chemical weapons on the 
territory of other States;

5. Calls upon all States that have not yet done so to become parties 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 Jime 1925.

C h e m ic a l  a n d  b a c t e r io l o g ic a l  ( b io l o g ic a l ) w e a p o n s  

The General Assembly,

® Part B, which was introduced by Canada in the First Committee, was sponsored also 
by Argentina, Australia, Belgium, Denmark, FRG, GDR, Greece, Indonesia, Ireland,
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Recalling its previous resolutions relating to the complete and effec
tive prohibition of the development, production and stockpiling of all 
chemical weapons and to their destruction.

Reaffirming the lu-gent necessity of strict observance by all States of 
the principles and objectives of the Protocol for the Prohibition of the 
Use in War of Asphyxiating, Poisonous or Other Gases, and of Bacte- 
riological Methods of Warfare, signed at Geneva on 17 June 1925, and 
of the adherence by all States to the Convention on the Prohibition of 
the Development, Production and Stockpiling of Bacteriological (Bio
logical) and Toxin Weapons and on Their Destruction, signed in 
London, Moscow and Washington on 10 April 1972,®

Having considered the report of the Conference on Disarmament, which 
incorporates, inter alia, the report of its Ad Hoc Committee on Chemical 
Weapons,^

Convinced of the necessity that all efforts be exerted for the continu
ation and successful conclusion of negotiations on the prohibition of 
the development, production and stockpiling of all chemical weapons 
and on their destruction,

1. Takes note of the work of the Conference on Disarmament during 
its session in 1985 regarding the prohibition of chemical weapons and, 
in particular, appreciates the work of its Ad Hoc Committee on Chemi
cal Weapons on that question and the progress recorded in its report;

2. Expresses again its regret and concern that an agreement on the complete 
and effective prohibition of the development, production and stockpil
ing of all chemical weapons and on their destruction has not yet been 
elaborated;

3. Urges again the Conference on Disarmament, as a matter of high 
priority, to intensify, diuing its session in 1986, the negotiations on 
such a convention and to reinforce further its efforts, inter alia, by 
increasing the time during the year that it devotes to such negotia
tions, taking into account all existing proposals and future initiatives, 
with a view to the final elaboration of a convention at the earliest 
possible date, and to re-establish its Ad Hoc Committee on Chemical 
Weapons for this purpose with the 1985 mandate;

4. Requests the Conference on Disarmament to report to the General 
Assembly at its forty-first session on the results of its negotiations.

C 8

C h e m ic a l  a n d  b a c t e r io l o g ic a l  ( b io l o g ic a l )  w e a p o n s

The General Assembly,

Japan, Kenya, Mongolia, Netherlands, Norway, Poland, Rwanda, Spain, Ukrainian SSR, 
U.K., Uruguay, and Viet Nam. The General Assembly adopted it by consensus.

^Documents on Disarmament 1972, pp. 133-138, or Resolution 2826 (XXVI), aimex. 
 ̂Official Records of the General Assembly, ForHelh ^ssion, Supplement No. 27 (A/40/27 and 

Corr.l), sect. III.D, para. 96. See also Document 154.
* TTie U.S. introduced Part C in the First Committee (Document 228). There were 26 

cosponsors: Australia, Belgium, Canada, Colombia, Samoa, Costa Rica, Deiunark, Ecua-
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Reaffirming the urgent necessity of strict observance by all States of 
the principles and objectives of the Protocol for the Proliibition 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 
of the adherence by all States to the Convention on the Prohibition of 
the Development, Production and Stockpiling of Bacteriological (Bio
logical) and Toxin Weapons and on Their Destruction, signed in 
London, Moscow and Washington, on 10 April 1972,

Noting with concern reports that chemical weapons have been used, as 
well as indications of their emergence in an increasing niunber of 
national arsenals.

Expressing concern over the increasing risk that chemical weapons may 
be resorted to again.

Noting international efforts to strengthen relevant international pro
hibitions, including efforts to develop appropriate fact-finding mecha
nisms.

Recalling its resolution 39/65 A of 12 December 1984 on chemical 
and bacteriological (biological) weapons,

Rededicating its efforts to protect marJdnd from chemical and biologi
cal warfare,

1. Reaffirms the need for strict observance of existing international 
obligations regarding prohibitions on chemical and biological weapons 
and condemns all actions that contravene those obligations;

2. Welcomes the ongoing efforts to ensure the most effective prohibi
tions possible on chemical and biological weapons;

3. Urges the Conference on Disarmament to accelerate its negotia
tions on a multilateral convention on the complete and effective pro
hibition of the development, production and stockpiling of chemical 
weapons and on their destruction;

4. Calls upon all States, pending the conclusion of such a comprehen
sive ban, to co-operate in efforts to prevent the use of chemical 
weapons.

269. U.N. G eneral A ssem bly Resolution 4 0 /9 4  A: C onven
tional D isarm am ent on a  Regional Scale, December
12, 1985 1

The General Assembly,

dor, France, FRG, Greece, Iceland, Italy, Japan, Kenya, Netherlands, New Zealand, 
Norway, Portugal, Samoa, Sierra Leone, Spain, Sweden, Thailand, U.K., Uruguay.
The General Assembly adopted Part C by 112 (China) votes to 16 (USSR), with 22 
abstentions (India, Iraq, Mexico).

 ̂A/RES/40/94. This resolution comprises part A of a 15-part resolution with the 
overall title of "General and Complete Disarmament." Peru introduced part A on 
October 22 in the First Committee, and, together with 10 cosponsors (Bolivia, Came
roon, Chad, Chile, Colombia, Costa Rica, Ecuador, Pakistan, Paraguay, and Romania), 
submitted a revised draft on November 4. These 11, together with 8 additional sponsors
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Reaffirming the determination to save succeeding generations from the 
scourge of war that is expressed in the Preamble to the Qiarter of the 
United Nations,

Again recognizing the urgent need for the harmonizing of political 
wills in order to promote initiatives aimed at reducing expenditure on 
armaments so that the resources thus released can be devoted to the 
social and economic development of all peoples.

Recalling the Final Dociunent of the Tenth Special Session of the 
General Assembly, the first special session devoted to disarmament, in 
which it states, inter alia, that the nuclear and conventional arms build
up threatens to stall the efforts aimed at reaching the goals of devel
opment, to become an obstacle on the road of achieving the new 
international economic order and to hinder the solution of other vital 
problems facing mankind,^

Recalling further that in the Final Docxmient of the Tenth Special 
Session of the General Assembly, it declared, inter alia, that priorities in 
disarmament negotiations should be: nuclear weapons; other weapons 
of mass destruction, including chemical weapons; conventional weap
ons, including any which may be deemed to be excessively injurious 
or to have indiscriminate effects; and reduction of armed forces; and 
that nothing should preclude States from conducting negotiations on 
all priority items concurrently.

Recognizing that unilateral measures to limit or reduce armaments can 
make a contribution to the attaiiunent of disarmament.

Recalling its resolution 37/100 F of 13 December 1982 on regional 
disarmament, in which it stresses, inter alia, the importance of the 
regional measures already adopted, as well as of efforts of a regional 
nature imdertaken in the field of nuclear and conventional disarma
ment.

Recalling likewise its resolutions 38/73 J of 15 December 1983 and 39/ 
63 F of 12 December 1984 on regional disarmament,

1. Urges Governments, where the regional situation so permits and 
on the initiative of the States concerned, to consider and adopt appro
priate measures at the regional level with a view to strengthening 
peace and security at a lower level of forces through the limitation and 
reduction of armed forces and conventional weapons, under strict and 
effective international control, taking into account the need of States 
to protect their security, bearing in mind the inherent right of self- 
defence enshrined in the Charter of the United Nations and without 
prejudice to the principle of equal rights and of the self-determination 
of peoples, in conformity with the Charter, and taking into account

(Bangladesh, Ivory Coast, Jamaica, Sudan, Thailand, Togo, Uruguay, and Yugoslavia) 
submitted a further revised version on November 11. This third version was adopted by 
the First Committee at its 38th meeting on November 14 and by the General Assembly 
on December 12. The vote in the General Assembly was 128 to 0, with 8 abstentions 
(Afghanistan, Angola, Ethiopia, Ghana, India, Laos, Uganda, Viet Nam).

 ̂For the Final Document, see Documenk on Disarmament 1978, pp. 411-439.
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the need to ensure balance in each phase and to avoid impairing the 
security of any State;

2. Expresses its most firm support for recent imilateral measures, 
adopted by some Governments, which are intended to limit conven
tional armaments and reduce military expenditures and which contrib
ute to the creation of an atmosphere favourable to the realization of 
conventional disarmament on a regional scale;

3. Endorses most emphatically the recent regional and subregional 
initiatives directed towards the conclusion of agreements to limit ar
maments and reduce military expenditures;

4. Reaffirms the primary responsibility of the militarily significant 
States, especially the nuclear-weapon States, for halting and reversing 
the arms race, and the priority assigned to nuclear disarmament in the 
context of the advances towards general and complete disarmament;

5. Requests all States to facilitate progress towards regional disarma
ment by strictly honouring their commitment to refrain from the 
threat or use of force and to contribute to the creation of an atmos
phere favourable to the realization of conventional disarmament on a 
regional scale;

6. Also urges countries which are suppliers of conventional weapons 
to co-operate with regional efforts;

7. Requests the Secretary-General to provide interested Governments, 
upon request, with such technical services and assistance as may be 
useful in measures of conventional disarmament on a regional scale 
and also requests him to submit a report on the situation with regard 
to this matter to the General Assembly at its forty-first session;

8. Decides to include in the provisional agenda of its forty-first 
session an item entitled ^^Conventional disarmament on a regional 
scale'^

270. U.N. G eneral A ssem bly Resolution 4 0 /9 4  K: O bjective 
Inform ation on M ilitary M atters, Decem ber 12, 1985 ^

The General Assembly,
Noting that misperceptions of the military capabilities and the inten

tions of potential adversaries, which could be caused, inter alia, by a 
lack of objective information, could induce States to undertake arma
ments programmes leading to the acceleration of the arms race, in

 ̂A/RES/40/94. This is part K of a 15-part resolution with the overall title of 
"General and Complete Disarmament." Part K was introduced in the First Committee 
by the United Kingdom and cosponsored by Australia, Belgiiun, Canada, Denmark, 
France, Iceland, Italy, New Zealand, Norway, and Turkey. It was adopted by the First 
Committee at its 42d meeting on November 19 and by the General Assembly on 
December 12. The vote in the General Assembty was 107-13, with 16 abstentions. 
AMinst: Afghanistan, Bulgaria, Byelorussia, Cuba, Czechoslovakia, GDR, Hungary, Laos, 
Mongolia, Poland, Ukraine, USSR, Viet Nam. Abstaining: Algeria, Benin, Brazil, Burldna 
Faso, Burma, China, Congo, Cyprus, Ethiopia, Ghana, India, Iran, Madagascar, Mexico, 
Nicaragua, Tanzania.
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particular the nuclear-arms race, and to heightened international ten
sions.

Recalling paragraph 105 of the Final Document of the Tenth Special 
Session of the General Assembly, the first special session devoted to 
disarmament, which encourages Member States to ensure a better flow 
of information with regard to the various aspects of disarmament, to 
avoid dissemination of false and tendentious information concerning 
armaments and to concentrate on the danger of escalation of the arms 
race and on the need for general and complete disarmament imder 
effective international control,^

Recognizing that the adoption of practical, confidence-building meas
ures on a global, regional or subregional level would greatly contribute 
to a reduction in international tension.

Aware that objective information on the military capabilities, in 
particular of nuclear-weapon States and other militarily significant 
States, could contribute to the building of confidence among States 
and to the conclusion of concrete disarmament agreements, and, there
by, help to halt and reverse the arms race.

Recalling its resolutions 37/99 G of 13 December 1982 and 38/188 C 
of 20 December 1983,

Aware of the existence, under the auspices of the United Nations, of 
an international system for the standardized reporting of military ex
penditures, and that annual reports on military expenditures are now 
being received from an increasing nimiber of States,

1. Expresses its conviction that a better flow of objective information 
on military capabilities could help relieve international tension and 
contribute to the building of confidence among States on a global, 
regional or subregional level and to the conclusion of concrete disar
mament agreements;

2. Urges all States, in particular nuclear-weapon States and other 
militarily significant States, to consider implementing additional meas
ures based on the principles of openness and transparency such as, for 
example, the international system for the standardized reporting of 
military expenditures with the aim of facilitating the availability of 
objective information on, as well as objective assessment of, military 
capabilities;

3. Invites all Member States to communicate to the Secretary-General 
before 30 April 1986 the measures they have adopted to contribute to 
greater openness in military matters in general and in particular to 
improve the flow of objective information on military capabilities;

4. Requests the Secretary-General to report to the General Assembly 
at its forty-first session on the implementation of the provisions of the 
present resolution;

5. Decides to include in the provisional agenda of its forty-first 
session the item entitled "^Objective information on military matters".

 ̂Documents on Disarmament 1978, p. 430.
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271* U.N. G eneral A ssem bly Resolution 4 0 /9 4  L: Compli
ance  With Arms Limitation and  D isarm am ent A g ree 
m ents, Decem ber 12, 1985 ^

The General Assembly,
Conscious of the abiding concern of all Member States for preserving 

respect for rights and obligations arising from treaties and other 
sources of international law.

Convinced that observance of the Charter of the United Nations, 
relevant treaties and other soiirces of international law is essential for 
the strengthening of international security.

Mindful in particular, of the fimdamental importance of full imple
mentation and strict observance of agreements on arms limitation and 
disarmament if individual nations and the international community are 
to derive erJianced security from them.

Stressing that any violation of such agreements not only adversely 
affects the security of States parties but can also create security risks 
for other States relying on the constraints and commitments stipulated 
in those agreements.

Stressing further that any weakening of confidence in such agreements 
diminishes their contribution to global or regional stability and to 
further disarmament and arms limitation efforts and undermines the 
credibility and effectiveness of the international legal system.

Believing that compliance with arms limitation and disarmament 
agreements by States parties is, therefore, a matter of interest and 
concern to the international commimity, and noting the role that the 
United Nations could play in that regard,

1. Urges all States parties to arms limitation and disarmament agree
ments to implement and comply with the entirety of the provisions 
subscribed to;

2. Calls upon all Member States to give serious consideration to the 
implications of non-compliance with those obligations for internation
al seciuity and stability, as well as for the prospects for fiu'ther 
progress in the field of disarmament;

3. Appeals to all Member States to support efforts aimed at the 
resolution of non-compliance questions, with a view towards encour
aging strict observance of the provisions subscribed to and maintaining 
or restoring the integrity of arms limitation or disarmament agree
ments;

 ̂A/RES/40/94. This is Part L of a 15-part resolution entitled "General and Complete 
Disarmament/^ Introduced in the First Committee by the United States on November 
11, it was cosponsored by France, Iceland, Norway, and Denmark. On November 15, the 
original sponsors and four additional states—Costa Rica, Greece, Italy, and New Zea
land—submitted a revised version. This version was adopted by the First Committee at 
the 42d meeting on November 19 and by the General Assembly on December 12. The 
General Assembly vote was 131 to 0, with 16 abstentions. Abstaining: Afghanistan, 
Algeria, Benin, Burkina Faso, Cuba, Cyprus, Egypt, Ethiopia, India, Indonesia, Nicara
gua, Nigeria, Sri Lanka, Uganda, Viet Nam, Yugoslavia.
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4. Requests the Secretary-General to provide Member States with 
assistance that may be necessary in this regard.

272. Communique o f th e  North A tlantic Council, Decem ber
13, 1985 1

The North Atlantic Council met in Ministerial Session in Brussels 
on 12th and 13th December 1985. Ministers agreed as follows:

1. Encouraging developments have taken place in East-West rela
tions since our meeting in Lisbon in Jime. They demonstrate the 
validity of our policy—^reaffirmed in the Washington Statement—of 
preserving peace in freedom through adequate military strength and 
political solidarity and, on that basis, pursuing a more stable and co
operative relationship between the countries of East and West.^

2. We welcome recent high level East-West contacts, notably the 
meeting between President Reagan and General Secretary Gorbachev, 
which marks an important step in our efforts to develop a realistic and 
constructive dialogue with the coimtries of the East. We hope that this 
will lead to improved relations, more extensive contacts, including 
regular high level meetings, and broad co-operation on the full range 
of East-West questions. We shall all play our full part in making 
further progress. We call upon the Soviet Union and its allies to join 
us in this endeavour.

3. Meanwhile, the continuing build-up of Soviet nuclear and con
ventional arms remains a major Allied concern. We do not seek mili
tary superiority. But we are determined to safeguard our security by 
maintaining adequate conventional and nuclear forces. Our strategy of 
deterrence has proved its worth in preserving peace, and remains fully 
valid.

The close and permanent link between North American and Europe
an Allies, which has kept the peace for 36 years, remains the basis of 
our collective seciuity. Alliance cohesion will continue to be ensured 
through close consultations on all matters affecting our common inter
ests and security. The value of these consultations has again been 
clearly demonstrated in recent months.

4. We are committed to substantive progress in arms control. This 
must be based on the criteria of strengthened stability, eqtiitable and 
significant reductions, and effective verification.

5. We have reviewed the US-Soviet negotiations in Geneva on their 
strategic and intermediate range nuclear weapons, and on defense and 
space systems. These aim to prevent an arms race in space and termi
nate it on earth, limit and reduce nuclear arms and strengthen strategic 
stability. We strongly support US efforts in all three areas of negotia
tion. We welcome the agreement between President Reagan and Gen

 ̂NATO Review, vol. 33, No. 6 (December 1985), pp. 21-22.
 ̂Documents on JDisarmament, 1984, pp. 427-430.
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eral Secretary Gorbachev to accelerate work at Geneva, in particular in 
areas where there is common groimd, including the principle of 50% 
reductions in US and Soviet nuclear arms, appropriately applied.

The Allies concerned endorse the constructive proposals on US and 
Soviet INF systems recently tabled in Geneva by the US, and support 
the idea of an interim agreement. They reiterate their willingness to 
modify, halt, reverse, or dispense with longer range INF (LRINF) 
deployment as part of an equitable and verifiable arms control agree
ment. In the absence of such an agreement, they will continue to 
deploy LRINF missiles on schedule.®

6. The Allies participating in the Vienna MBFR negotiations pro
posed on 5th December 1985 a verifiable agreement for US-Soviet 
ground force reductions, followed by a collective no-increase commit
ment of three years on US and Soviet and NATO and Warsaw Pact 
forces.'* The proposal embodies associated measures which open the 
way to the establishment of reliable force levels and which are essen
tial to verify compliance with the Agreement's provisions. It responds 
to an earlier Eastern proposal and represents an imaginative attempt to 
break a longstanding dead-lock.

7. We remain deeply concerned about the proliferation and use of 
chemical weapons. At the Geneva Conference on Disarmament we 
seek an effective and verifiable convention on a general and complete 
prohibition of such weapons and on the destruction of existing stock
piles. We strongly support the agreement between President Reagan 
and General Secretary Gorbachev to accelerate their efforts to this end.

8. We call upon the Soviet and East European governments to 
implement effectively all provisions of the Helsinki Final Act ® and 
the Madrid Concluding Document.® We note with regret that the 
Ottawa meeting on Human Rights and the Budapest Cultural Forum, 
although useful in themselves, revealed persisting deficiencies in the 
implementation of these docimients, and were imable to reach 
common conclusions.

At the Stockholm Conference (CDE), an integral part of the CSCE 
process, we are actively working for early agreement consistent with 
the Madrid Mandate. Such an agreement would embody a substantial 
set of militarily significant confidence and security building measures, 
covering the whole of Europe, and give concrete expression and effect 
to the existing duty of all participating states to refrain from the threat 
or use of force.

All participating states reaffirmed their commitment to the Helsinki 
Final Act on its 10th aimiversary. We seek to promote genuine and

 ̂Denmark and Greece reserve their positions on the INF part of this paragraph. 
[Footnote in original.]

 ̂For statements on this proposal, see Documents 264 and 267.
® The arms control portions of the Final Act may be found in Documents on Disarmament, 

1975, pp. 304-308. For the complete text, see L^artment of State Bulletin, September 1, 
1975, pp. 323-350.

® Documents on Disarmament, 1983, pp. 791-793. For the complete text, see Department of 
State BulleHn, vol. 83, No. 2079, pp. 53-60.

Document 272



NORTH ATLANTIC COUNCIL COMMUNIQUE, DECEMBER 13 921

balanced progress in all its aspects, including those concerned with 
respect for human rights and the fundamental freedoms of the indi> 
vidual, and those relating to co-operation between states. We remain 
committed to meaningful results at the forthcoming Beme meeting on 
hirnian contacts. The Vierma Follow-up meeting will review all aspects 
of the CSCE process.

9. The maintenance of a calm situation in and around Berlin, includ
ing freedom of access to the city, remains of fimdamental importance 
for East-West relations. The strict observance and full implementation 
of the Quadripartite Agreement are essential to this end. In this 
cormection, we support all efforts to promote the prosperity and via
bility of the city. We also support the efforts of the Federad Republic 
of Germany further to develop inner-German relations as a significant 
contribution to peace and to the well-being of the people of a divided 
Germany, particularly the Berliners.

10. We urge the Soviet Union to end the imacceptable military 
occupation of Afghanistan, now approaching its seventh year, to with
draw its troops, and agree to a political solution restoring Afghani
stan's independence and non-aligned status.

We emphasise the continuing need in Poland for genuine dialogue 
between the various elements of society and for national reconcilia
tion.

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.

11. We strongly condemn terrorism and will continue to work to 
eliminate this threat. We invite all states to join us in this resolve.

12. We have examined ways of enhancing armaments cooperation 
among all the countries of the Alliance. This cooperation reflects our 
continuing concern for effective defence, particularly in the conven
tional field. In the light of our examination, we have decided to 
implement a strategy aimed at improving cooperation. This should 
give a fresh boost to the work being done in this field within the 
Alliance and lead in a short time to specific co-operative programmes 
encompassing both its European and North American members.

13. In the spirit of Article 2 of the North Atlantic Treaty,*̂  we 
reaffirm the importance of special programmes for less favoured part
ners and remain committed to promoting the stability and well-being 
of our commimity of free nations.

14. The Spring 1986 meeting of the Coimcil in Ministerial Session 
will be held in Halifax, Canada, in May.

» » »

’ 63 Stat. 2241, HAS 1964, 4 Bevans 828, 34 UNTS 243; 24 LIST 2355, HAS 7759; 
TIAS 10367.

Document 272



922 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1985

The Minister of Foreign Affairs of Spain reserves his Government's 
position on the present Communique.

273. S en a te  Jo in t Resolution 238: A pproval and  Implemen
ta tio n  of the  Proposed A greem en t for C ooperation 
B etw een th e  United S ta tes  an d  China Concerning 
Peaceful Uses of Nuclear Energy, Decem ber 16, 
1985 1

Dec. 16, 1985 Relating to the approval and implementation of the pro- 
[s j. Res. 238] posed agreement for nuclear cooperation between the

United States and the People's Republic of China.
Energy. Resolved by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United

States of America in Congress assembled, That (a)(1) the Con
gress does favor the Agreement for Cooperation Between 
the Govenunent of the United States of America and the 
Government of the People's Republic of China Concern
ing Peaceful Uses of Nuclear Energy, done on July 23, 
1985 (hereafter in this joint resolution referred to as the 
''Agreement"). 2 

(2) Notwithstanding section 123 of the Atomic Energy 
Act of 1954,^ the Agreement becomes effective in ac
cordance with the provisions of this joint resolution and 
other applicable provisions of law.

Exports. (b) Notwithstanding any other provision of law or any
international agreement, no license may be issued for 
export to the People's Republic of China of any nuclear 
material, facilities, or components subject to the Agree
ment, and no approval for the transfer or retransfer to 
the People's Republic of China of any nuclear material, 
facilities, or components subject to the Agreement shall 
be given—

(1) until the expiration of a period of thirty days of 
continuous session of Congress after the President 
has certified to the Congress that—

(A) the reciprocal arrangements made pursuant to 
Article 8 of the Agreement have been designed to be 
effective in ensuring that any nuclear material, fa
cilities, or components provided imder the Agree-

 ̂Public Law 99-183; 99 Stat. 1174. The Senate approved the resolution November 21 
by voice vote, the House on December 11 by a roll call vote of 307-112.

2 Document 118.
“ 42 U.S.C. 2153.
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ment shall be utilized solely for intended peaceful 
purposes as set forth in the Agreement;

(B) the Government of the People's Republic of 
China has provided additional information concern
ing its nuclear non-proliferation policies and that, 
based on this and all other information available to 
the United States Government, the People's Republic 
of China is not in violation of paragraph (2) of 
section 129 of the Atomic Energy Act of 1954; and

(C) the obligation to consider favorably a request 
to carry out activities described in Article 5(2) of the 
Agreement shall not prejudice the decision of the 
United States to approve or disapprove such a re
quest; and

(2) until the President has submitted to the Speaker 
of the House of Representatives and the chairman of 
the Committee on Foreign Relations of the Senate a 
report detailing the history and ciurent develop
ments in the nonproliferation policies and practices 
of the People's Republic of China.

The report described in paragraph (2) shall be submitted 
in unclassified form with a classified addendimi.

Exports. (c) Each proposed export pursuant to the Agreement
shall be subject to United States laws and regulations in 
effect at the time of each such export.

(d) Nothing in the Agreement or this joint resolution 
may be construed as providing a precedent or other basis 
for the negotiation or renegotiation of any other agree
ment for nuclear cooperation.

(e) For purposes of subsection (b)—

(1) the continuity of a session of Congress is broken 
oiily by adjoiimment of the Congress sine die at the 
end of a Congress; and
(2) the days on which either House is not in session 
because of an adjourrunent of more than three days 
to a day certain are excluded in the computation of 
the period indicated.

Approved December 16, 1985.

42 u s e  2158.

President of U.S. 
Report.
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274. S ta tem en t by  P resident R eagan  on Signing S enate  
Jo in t Resolution 238 on th e  A greem ent for C oopera 
tion B etw een th e  United S ta tes  an d  China Concerning 
Peaceful Uses o f Nuclear Energy, Decem ber 16, 
1985 ^

I am pleased to sign into law today SJ. Res. 238, in which the 
Congress states that it favors the agreement for peaceful nuclear coop
eration between the United States and the People's Republic of 
China,^ which I transmitted to Congress on July 24, 1985. The agree
ment will have a significant, positive effect on the relations between 
the United States and the People's Republic of China and will lead to 
a continuing dialog with China on important nuclear energy and 
nonproliferation matters. It will further U.S. nonproliferation and 
other foreign policy interests. I therefore welcome the Congress' sup
port for the agreement.

Since I submitted the agreement without exempting it from any 
requirement in section 123(a) of the Atomic Energy Act, ® no affirma
tive legislation was required to permit the agreement to be brought 
into force after the legally stipulated time periods for congressional 
review had been completed. The agreement may therefore be brought 
into force at that time in accordance with the procedure set forth in 
article 10 of the agreement.

The joint resolution does require a one-time certification and a one
time report before exports to China imder the agreement may com
mence. It assigns exclusively to the President the responsibility to 
review the matters to be certified to and to decide whether the certifi
cation may be made. Three matters must be certified: (1) that the 
arrangements for visits and exchanges of information made pursuant 
to article 8 of the agreement are, as called for by this article itself, 
designed to be effective in ensuring that nuclear exports imder the 
agreement are used solely for intended peaceful pxirposes; (2) that, 
after examining all information available to the United States Govern
ment, including any additional information that China has provided, 
nuclear exports to China are not precluded under section 129(2) of the 
Atomic Energy Act; and (3) that the obligation to consider favorably a 
request to carry out activities described in article 5(2) of the agreement 
does not prejudice the decision of the United States to approve or 
disapprove such a request.** In addition, the joint resolution requires a 
report on Chinese nonproliferation policies and practices before ex
ports commence.

The joint resolution also states that U.S. exports are subject to U.S. 
laws and regulations in effect at the time of export. This is a restate-

 ̂Weekly CmpilaHon of PresidenHal Documents, December 23,1985, pp. 1506-1507. 
 ̂Supra. For the agreement, see Document 118.

8 42 U.S.C. 2153.
42 U.S.C. 2158.
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ment of existing U.S. law and does not conflict with any obligations 
undertaken by the United States under the agreement. Finally, the 
joint resolution contains a section intended to ensure that the provi
sions in the China agreement that are textually different from provi
sions of the type contained in other U.S. peaceful nuclear cooperation 
agreements will not be the starting point for futiu’e nuclear coopera
tion agreement negotiations with other countries.

This joint resolution serves oiu* interests in promoting peaceful nu
clear cooperation and a nonproliferation dialog with China. For this 
reason, I have decided to sign the joint resolution.

I appreciate the efforts of Senators Lugar and Cranston and Repre
sentatives Fascell, Broomfield, Bonker, Solarz, as well as others, in 
developing a joint resolution text that both the administration and the 
Congress could accept.

I imderstand that an amendment relating to the U.S.-China peaceful 
nuclear cooperation agreement is ciuxently imder consideration in the 
conference on the continuing resolution. I strongly object to that 
amendment.

275. Letter From th e  Director, G eophysical Science Divi
sion, D efense A dvanced  R esearch Projects A gency 
(A lew ine) to  th e  Chairm an, Special Panel of the  
House Com m ittee on A rm ed Services (Byron): Verifi
cation of a  C om prehensive Test Ban, Decem ber 16, 
1985 1

I am pleased to have the opportimity to respond to the testimony 
presented to the Arms Control and Disarmament Panel on 20 Novem
ber 1985.^ Perhaps the most telling conclusion from all of the techni
cal witnesses that appeared before the Panel was the recognition that a 
Comprehensive Test Ban carmot be successfully monitored under any 
verification arrangements that can be practically obtained. In my testi
mony of 18 September 1985,® I pointed out that a Comprehensive 
Test Ban with the Soviet Union would be, from a monitoring point of 
view, a low-yield Threshold Test Ban Treaty with a vague, undefined 
threshold. This fact has been imcontested by any of the expert testi
mony before the Panel.

Much of the difference between the testimony presented by myself 
and by Dr. Sykes  ̂ on the verification of a Comprehensive Test Ban 
falls into two major areas:

 ̂Remew of Arms Control and Disarmament Activities, 99th Congress, 1st Session: Hearing Before the 
Special Panel on Arms Control and Disarmament of the Procurement and Military Nuaear Systems 
Subcommittee . . . [H.A.S.C. No. 99-18], pp. 438-441.

^Ibid., pp. 307 ff.
 ̂Ibid., pp. 93 ff.
 ̂For the Sykes testimony, see ibid., pp. 317 ff.
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— T̂he way in which deliberate attempts at evasion and concealment 
must be taken into accoimt; and

— T̂he difficulties in confidently recognizing low level signals from 
small nuclear explosions, or decoupled larger explosions, amidst the 
large niunber of signals from earthquakes and chemical explosions.

Each of these areas has been treated in a most serious manner by 
the Department of Defense in its assessments of the verification po
tential of a nuclear test ban treaty.

Evasion

The flippant remarks by Dr. Sykes concerning the possibilities for 
cavity decoupling evasion gloss over a very difficult and threatening 
problem that must be addressed. Although it is possible that large 
imdergroimd cavities suitable for this purpose could be constructed in 
various kinds of rocks, the most practical geological formations usually 
considered are imdergroimd salt deposits. There is general agreement 
that the best verification capabilities should be focused on such re
gions. However, such regions are known to be very widespread. The 
best information available indicates that suitable bedded salt deposits 
and areas of salt domes together occur in at least over 2.9 million 
square kilometers in the Soviet Union. This is about 13% of the 
country and is equivalent in area to over four times the size of the 
state of Texas. Other areas that are not fully mapped or reported 
could increase this estimate.

Over 80% of the known salt areas in the Soviet Union contain salt 
formations which are thick enough for cavities to be constructed with 
volumes of 50 thousand cubic meters; easily large enough to fully 
decouple a one kiloton nuclear explosion. Underground cavities of this 
size and larger are in common use for the storage of petroleum prod
ucts. Approximately 25% of the suitable salt areas contain very large 
salt domes, diapirs, and thick-bedded salt where cavities of about 500 
thousand cubic meters could be constructed. Such cavities could fully 
decouple nuclear explosions of at least 10 kilotons. Solution mining of 
cavities of this type have been reported by the Soviets. About one- 
half of the area suitable for the construction of these very large 
cavities is located in the Caspian Sea lowlands, while the remaining 
areas are widely scattered from near the border with Afghanistan to 
along the coast of the Arctic Ocean.

There are indications from both theoretical work and from measure
ments that the cavity decoupling loses its effectiveness at high fre
quencies and thus, the question turns on the propagation efficiency of 
these signals that leak out. In my testimony, I described the ongoing 
research on this topic as highly promising. One can argue about the 
extent to which the promise of high frequency event detection has 
been rigorously proven— ŵe are just beginning to collect and evaluate 
the relevant data. What can hardly be contested is that giving an 
identification to the origin of such signals (nuclear explosion, chemical 
explosion, earthquake, rock burst, etc.) is going to be extremely diffi
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cult for the small events of concern. As yet, no technique has been 
demonstrated to do this.

In summary, the potential for cavity decoupling evasion is wide
spread in the Soviet Union, even with today^s limited knowledge of 
the geology. It is known that there are many cavities existing today in 
the Soviet Union which are large enough to decouple the 8 kiloton 
explosion referred to in Dr. Sykes' testimony. To recognize these facts 
is not being pessimistic, as some would say, but pragmatic and pru
dent.

Dr. Sykes fails to address adequately the possiblities for evasion in 
envirormients other than underground. In such cases, the seismological 
methods discussed in the testimony provided to the Panel do not 
apply.

Nuclear Explosion IdenHficaHon

For a number of years, a rigorous research effort has been conducted 
to develop a robust signal analysis technique to differentiate earth
quake and explosion signals using ordy data collected at regional 
distances. Thus far, such a robust technique has not been developed. 
The theoretical and observational work in this area has been conflict
ing. Dr. Sykes and his co-workers have chosen one purely theoretical 
approach as the solution to this problem. These untested hypotheses 
are presented as if they could be used universally.

In my testimony, I stated that a detection threshold of about magni
tude 2.5 would be required to monitor the Soviet Union at the one 
kiloton level. Such a level could be achieved only by the installation 
of high quality stations and arrays inside the Soviet Union. Dr. Sykes 
stated that a less sensitive level of only 2.8 or 3.2 would be necessary 
for various parts of the Soviet Union. Such a statement fails to take 
into consideration the difference between detecting a signal and deter
mining its nuclear origins. It is well established that the threshold for 
identification of seismic events, especially those at shallow depths, is 
larger than the detection threshold. Even assuming that discrimination 
procedures can be developed for signals at this level, some margin 
must be maintained for natural fluctuations in signal sizes and dis
crimination procedures. There remains a certain amoimt of imcertainty 
in all of these estimates. The values presented in my testimony repre
sent our best current knowledge. Many of the differences between 
these values and those of Dr. Sykes are based on his use of optimistic 
and improved assumptions.

At the one kiloton monitoring level (magnitude 2.5), there are many 
thousands of events occurring annually in the Soviet Union. Dr. Sykes 
has recently stated that it is possible to distinguish between earth
quakes and small nuclear explosions of only one kiloton with 90% 
reliability. Even if such unfoimded statements are correct, there remain 
hundreds of events annually which remain imidentified—each one a 
potential nuclear explosion. In order for the on-site inspection meas
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ures to be meaningful, the number of such unidentified events must 
be reduced to a more manageable number.

Dr. Sykes and I agree that at the present time, there is no seismic 
method for proving that an explosion is nuclear rather than chemical. 
This is one of the key concerns about CTBT verification capabilities. 
At the one kiloton monitoring level there will be many such chemical 
explosions that must be examined. Negotiating the on-site inspection 
provisions for monitoring such explosions would be a difficult matter 
and would require Soviet agreement to very intrusive verification 
measures that are certainly imprecedented. This task should not be 
imderestimated.

Yield EsHmaHon

The seismological methods which can be used to monitor the 150 
kiloton Threshold Test Ban Treaty ® have been under intense investi
gation and review within the Department of Defense for several years. 
Inherent in these methods are critical assimiptions involving the geo
physical character of the Soviet nuclear test sites and the conditions 
within the earth near those sites. No conclusive proof of these various 
assimiptions is possible without direct and trustworthy information 
from the Soviet test sites themselves. The scientists involved in this 
research and review use their best professional judgement to select the 
most reasonable assumptions. On the yield estimation question, there 
has been, and continues to be, a range of professional judgements on 
these assumptions among the most knowledgeable and experienced 
geophysicists in this country. Dr. Sykes represents one extreme in the 
assumptions he advocates (leading to lower yield estimates than most). 
There are others, just as responsible and knowledgeable, who advocate 
extreme assumptions on the opposite end (leading to higher yield 
estimates). The reviews conducted by the DOD have tended to bal
ance these extremes.

Dr. Sykes' assertion that seismic yield estimates of Soviet under
ground nuclear explosions can be made with a precision of 30% is 
overly optimistic about many of the aspects of this problem. Such a 
claim seems to ignore the possibility of variations in the coupling of 
explosion energy to seismic waves. This question cannot be resolved 
with the available seismological data. Direct information from the 
Soviet test sites is required. While it may be plausible to assume that 
the geological variations at the Nevada Test Site are greater than at 
the Soviet Semipalatinsk test site, we certainly do not know this to be 
the case.

Dr. Sykes gives a hypothesis for the increase in the size of yields 
tested at the Semipalatinsk site after the TTBT had been in effect for 
several years. This hypothesis ignores the fact that there were at least 
four underground explosions at the Semipalatinsk site before 1976 that 
appear to be as large, or larger, than the biggest test since 1976. The

® For the text of the Treaty and its Protocols, see ibid., 1974, pp. 225-229.
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scenario of sudden Soviet concern about the level of ground shaking 
strikes those who are knowledgeable about Soviet practices as absurd. 

I hope the Panel finds these remarks useful in its deliberations.

276. S ta tem en t by  th e  Soviet R ep resen ta tive  to  th e  M utual 
and  Balanced Force Reductions Talks (M ikhaylov), 
Decem ber 17, 1985 ^

On 5 December of this year the recent roimd of negotiations on 
mutual bilateral force reductions ended in Vienna. In this, as in the 
two previous rounds, the Soviet delegation and the delegations of 
other member states of the Warsaw Pact, in aiming for the achieve
ment of efficient progress in negotiations, urged their Western part
ners toward a business-like and constructive discussion of the 
14 February 1985 proposals of the socialist coimtries concerning the 
initial ciuiailment of Soviet and U.S. land forces and armaments in 
central Europe with subsequent nonexpansion of the level of military 
forces and armaments of the coimtries in this region. ̂  The draft 
proposed by us of the basic conditions of such an agreement has 
already been on the negotiation table for 10 months. We have provid
ed all the explanations it needs. Correspondents, accredited in 
Moscow, were also informed in due time at briefings about the intro
duction and contents of the socialist countries' proposals.

Perhaps it should be recalled that, having advanced their proposal of 
14 February, the Warsaw Pact countries proceeded on the basis that, 
given the impasse in which the Vieima negotiations foimd them
selves— t̂hrough no fault of ours— t̂he attaiiunent of an agreement in 
Vierma, however limited and provisional, would have been an expedi
ent and useful practical step on the way to limiting the level of 
military confrontation in the heart of Europe.

The logic of such a step consists in the fact that it is impossible to 
begin limiting the level of military confrontation without first stop
ping the acciunulation of military forces and arms.

Specifically, the socialist countries' proposal provides for a reduction 
of troops of the USSR and the United States of 20,000 and 13,000 men 
respectively along with their regular armaments and combat equip
ment over a 1-year period. It also provides for a subsequent nonex
pansion, or, so to speak, a freeze on troop and armament levels in 
central Europe for all countries participating in the proposed agree
ments for 2 years both on a collective, i.e., within the alliance, and a 
national basis. The proposal also contains essential measiu'es for moni
toring the way the coxmtries fulfill their obligations—^measiu'es which 
are adequate to these obligations.

1 ACX>A fUes.
* For a Soviet statement on the proposal, see Document 23.

Document 276



930 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1985

However, it must be confirmed that during the course of the com
pleted round of negotiations. Western participants did not display a 
readiness for concrete discussion of the essence of our proposal. They 
limited themselves to an abstract repetition of their old position, 
which gave no way out of the impasse. Hence, there was no produc
tive discussion during this round.

Nonetheless, as you know, in the last plenary session of 5 Decem
ber, the NATO countries came out with responsive considerations of 
their own.^ Their representatives also spoke for an initial reduction of 
Soviet and American troops, but in smaller numbers than we proposed 
and with no inclusion of armaments. They aimounced likewise their 
accord with a freeze in troop level, but, to be sure, without applying 
this obligation to armaments.

We regard as positive the very fact of the Western participants' 
reply to the proposal of the socialist countries, feeling that an ex
change of signals as well as a political dialog corresponds to the 
agreement reached at the Soviet-American siunmit meeting in Geneva. 
In the light of the readiness each side expressed in Geneva to strive 
for positive results at the Vienna negotiations, we are now thoroughly 
examining the Western coimtries' reply in order to ascertain to what 
degree it can facilitate progress in Vienna. At this time we can only 
speak about initial impressions. It appears that the step taken by the 
West in regard to the February proposal of the socialist countries can 
be assessed positively. At least a step has been taken toward our 
proposed plan for an initial agreement and toward a framework for 
further negotiations.

But along with certain constructive provisions, the Western proposal 
contains a series of questionable elements that do not answer the 
requirements of realism or the principle of fairness and equal security. 
The main deficiency of the proposal of the NATO countries consists 
in the fact that it brings to naught efforts toward a realistic decrease in 
the level of military confrontation in central Europe, while substitut
ing instead a premeditated increase in monitoring measures. This in
evitably prompts the question, ^'Why is this being done?'' Monitoring, 
after all, should be in proportion to the obligations of the agreement 
and should facilitate their fulfillment by the parties without serving as 
a source of distrust or suspicion.

Thus, our proposal and the Western proposal still diverge in many 
respects. It is to be hoped that in the course of future negotiations 
realistic and mutually acceptable solutions will finally be foimd 
through the efforts of both sides. We consider it abnormal that in 12 
years the Vienna negotiations have not yielded any practical results. 
We have the will to do everything within our power to bring these 
negotiations out of the deadlock and to achieve realistically tangible 
results.

® For statements on the Western proposals  ̂ see Documents 264 and 267.
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277. W hite House S ta tem en t on Nuclear Testing, Decem ber 
19, 1985 1

The Soviet Union has both publicly and through confidential diplo
matic channels continued to press its proposal for a moratorium on all 
nuclear explosions that it made public on July 29.^

For our part, the President has long advocated a dialog with the 
Soviet Union to arrive at the improved verification procedures neces
sary for any testing limitations. It was the President who extended an 
imconditional invitation to Soviet experts to visit the U.S. nuclear test 
site to measure the yield of a U.S. nuclear test, with any instrumenta
tion devices they deemed necessary.® This initiative was designed with 
the hope that it might set in motion a process that could increase 
confidence and cooperation between our nations regarding limitations 
on nuclear testing. The U.S. would, of course, welcome Soviet willing
ness to agree to reciprocal visits to nuclear testing sites.

It is through measures of this type that a basis could be created to 
develop and institute the type of verification measures needed to 
make effectively verifiable the pending treaties dealing with nuclear 
testing, namely, the threshold test ban and peaceful nuclear explosions 
treaties.

This is an issue, however, quite separate from that of a moratorium 
on nuclear explosions. As we have stated many times previously, the 
U.S. has learned through experience that moratoria cannot be coimted 
on to lead to the enhanced security desired. The Soviet Union broke a 
nuclear testing moratoriiun a quarter of a century ago with the most 
intensive nuclear test series in history—some 40 explosions over a 
period of several weeks.

We made clear when the Soviets annoimced their moratorium the 
reasons for our nuclear testing limitation policy, as well as for con
tinuing the U.S. testing program. U.S. testing is required to ensure the 
continued credibility and effectiveness of our deterrent, and to ensiu’e 
the reliability and safety of the U.S. arsenal.

While we are actively investigating technologies that may one day 
make the U.S. less dependent on offensive nuclear weapons for our 
security, nuclear weapons will remain, for the foreseeable future, the 
key element of our deterrent. In such a situation, where both the U.S. 
and our allies must rely upon nuclear weapons to deter aggression, 
nuclear testing will be required.

A comprehensive test ban, however, is a long-term objective of the 
U.S. in the context of achieving broad, deep, and verifiable arms 
reductions; substantially improved verification capabilities; expanded 
confidence building measures; greater balance in conventional forces;

 ̂ Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, December 23, 1985, pp. 1514-1515. The 
statement was made by the Principal Deputy Press Secretary to the President.

2 Document 126.
® Documents on Disarmament, 1984, p. 692, and Document 125.
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and at a time when a nuclear deterrent is no longer as essential an 
element as currently for international security and stability. The 
United States is currently involved in discussions with the Soviet 
Union in most of these areas.

278. Soviet S ta tem en t on N uclear W eapon  Tests, Decem ber 
19, 1985 1

Since the simuner of 1945, when nuclear weapons were spawned, 
like an evil spirit, by the Manhattan Project, himianity has been 
waging a persistent struggle for the limitation and, ultimately, the 
elimination of these means of mass destruction. The struggle against 
nuclear weapons has become an international, and, in the full sense of 
the word, a worldwide movement uniting representatives of the most 
diverse social classes, ideologies and professions. That is imderstand* 
able, for what is at stake is no less than the eradication of a threat to 
life on Earth, the securing of a peaceful future for present and suc
ceeding generations.

The question of a nuclear-weapon test ban is an important, integral 
part of this problem. It is common knowledge that tests are a kind of 
motor driving the nuclear arms race onwards. Thanks to tests, new 
and ever more terrible types of such weapons are developed and their, 
so to speak, "̂qualitŷ ' is improved. This, in its turn, fuels the process 
of the further accimiulation, in quantitative terms, of nuclear explo
sives: in the form of warheads for cruise missiles, ICBMs, submarine- 
laimched missiles, and so on.

Only recently, yet one more, extremely dangerous aspect of nuclear 
experimentation has come to light: in the boreholes and galleries of a 
base in Nevada, the United States of America is developing lasers 
excited by nuclear explosions with a view to employing such devices 
in the "̂star wars'' in the compilation of plans for which the country's 
strategists are now busily engaged.

In a word, the continuation of nuclear testing constitutes a source of 
increased tension and military threat and deepens the mistrust be
tween peoples.

It is for that precise reason that the Soviet Union has, from the very 
onset of the nuclear age, consistently called, as it continues to call, for 
the cessation of nuclear-weapon tests. It must be said that the efforts 
of the Soviet Union and of all peace-loving forces to that end have 
not been in vain. In the early 1960s there was concluded a multilateral 
treaty that is noŵ  in force which bans the conduct of nuclear tests in 
three media. ̂  Under a treaty dating from 1974, the USSR and the 
United States agreed to limit the yield of underground explosions of

1 CD/647.
2 Documenb on Disarmament 1963, pp. 291-293. 
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nuclear weapons to 150 kilotonnes.^ A Soviet-United States treaty of 
1976 also introduced stringent rules with respect to underground nu
clear explosions for peaceful purposes.'* Substantial progress was made 
in trilateral talks (involving the USSR, the United States and the 
United Kingdom) concerning the complete and general banning of 
nuclear-weapon tests, that is, their banning in all media: in the atmos
phere, in space, imder water and underground.

Unfortimately, the 1974 and 1976 treaties have yet to be ratified, 
but that is not the fault of the USSR. Nor was it because of any 
initiative on oxu* part that the tripartite talks were broken off.

The complete cessation of nuclear explosions therefore remains one 
of the most iu*gent problems of contemporary international politics. As 
emphasized by M.S. Gorbachev, '̂ The further things develop, the 
more acute the question of the cessation of nuclear tests becomes. 
Above all, because it would put an end to the creation of new, and the 
perfecting of existing, types of nuclear weapons. Because, too, without 
tests, without being renewed, nuclear arsenals would gradually disap
pear and nuclear weapons die out. And because, finally, nuclear explo
sions—which number in the himdreds—can no longer be allowed to 
deform our beautiful planet, increasing the concern about how future 
generations will live on it." ®

The concern of world public opinion at the continuance of nuclear 
tests and determination to put an end to them were apparent in the 
well-known appeal by leaders of six States from different continents— 
Argentina, Greece, Mexico, India, Tanzania and Sweden— f̂or the 
USSR and the United States to agree on the mutual cessation of 
nuclear tests. They also called for the speediest possible conclusion of 
a treaty on a complete and general nuclear-weapon test ban.® Recent
ly, the United Nations General Assembly once again made a similar 
appeal.The appeal made on this subject to the leaders of the USSR 
and the United States by a group of eminent, Nobel Prize-winning 
scientists won a wide international welcome.

In its striving for movement on the question of the cessation of 
testing, the Soviet Union came forward this summer with a major 
initiative: from 6 August, it imilaterally halted all types of nuclear 
explosions and it called upon the United States Government to act in 
the same way. As announced at the time, the Soviet moratorium will 
remain in effect imtil 1 January 1986, but can be extended beyond 
that date if the United States subscribes in its turn to a moratorium.®

In taking this step, the Soviet Government was moved by a desire to 
halt the further build-up and perfecting of nuclear arsenals, which 
have now been going on for over 40 years. In other words, a joint

3 Ibid., 1974, pp. 225-229.
^Und., 1976, pp. 328-332.
® Document 261.
® Document 216.
 ̂G.A. Resolution 40/80 of December 12, 1985. 
 ̂Document 126.
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Soviet-United States moratorium on all nuclear explosions would be a 
major landmark on the road to the elimination of the nuclear threat.

TTie Soviet Union's decision was welcomed throughout the world 
and has been widely supported. But the attitude to it in Washington 
has been different, at least so far. There they have attempted, using all 
sorts of far-fetched excuses, and sometimes without adducing any 
argiunents at all, to leave our appeals for the establishment of a joint 
moratorium without a positive response. An intensive programme of 
imderground testing of nuclear weapons continues in the United States 
of America.

One caimot but be justifiably concerned about all this. After all, if 
the United States Admdnistration continues to ignore the call to refrain 
from setting off nuclear explosions, that will lead to a situation in 
which, with the expiry of the declared time-limit, which is now very 
close indeed, the Soviet Union's undertakings under the unilaterd 
moratorium will cease to be valid. The reasons for that are under
standable: faced with the military preparations across the ocean, the 
USSR cannot sacrifice the interests of its own security, or the security 
of its allies and friends.

The Soviet population is, however, anything but anxious for the 
rivalry in the nuclear sphere to continue. Everything possible must be 
done not to let slip by the favourable prospect which the Soviet 
Union's efforts have created for halting nuclear tests. Although there 
is, we repeat, barely any time left for that, it is sufficient for the 
taking of a correct and diily-considered decision.

It must be clearly recognized that, if it is genuinely intended to 
bring about the cessation of nuclear-weapon tests, there can be no 
objections to a reciprocal moratorium, for it would yield great benefits. 
The cessation of nuclear explosions is a subject concerning which 
concrete results—^measurable, tangible results—can be achieved right 
now. Such a joint step by the USSR and the United States would be 
of enormous political significance: it would give a very definite signal 
to the other nuclear Powers and would create a radically new situation 
far more conducive to the positive development of the process initiat
ed as a result of the Soviet-United States summit meeting at Geneva, 
to the adoption of effective practical measures to curtail the arms race.

It would unquestionably be another real step in that direction if the 
tripartite talks on a complete and general nuclear-weapon test ban 
were resumed. The Soviet Union is willing to resume those talks 
immediately, at the very beginning of next year.

When they consider the question of a moratorium on nuclear explo
sions, they refer in the West, and above all in the United States, to the 
difficulties of monitoring. But it is well known that both the Soviet 
Union and the United States have highly sophisticated national tech
nical means capable of reliably providing the parties with the certitude 
that a moratorium is being observed.

A further guarantee of the effectiveness of monitoring would be to 
renoimce—as the Soviet Union has just done—all nuclear explosions.
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whether for military or for peaceful purposes. Against a background of 
silent test sites, in the absence of peaceful nuclear explosions, none of 
the parties would venture to breach the moratorixmi because it would 
not want to risk incurring the heavy burden of political responsibility 
in the face of the entire world for such a step.

With a view to increasing the effectiveness of monitoring—a matter 
in which the USSR has a direct interest— t̂he Soviet Union has also 
expressed support for the idea of employing an international inspec
tion system.

Advantage might be taken for this purpose of, for example, the 
proposal by six States for the setting up in their territories of special 
stations to observe the fulfilment of an agreement to halt tests.

The Soviet Union is prepared to go still further. It favours reaching 
agreement with the United States, in the event of the immediate 
institution of a reciprocal moratorium on nuclear explosions, concern
ing a nimiber of in situ monitoring measures to eliminate possible 
doubts about the observance of that moratoriimi.

Thus, the problem of monitoring carmot be viewed as an obstacle to 
the achievement of an agreement on a reciprocal moratorium. It is 
entirely solvable and the Soviet Union is proposing concrete means for 
its mutually acceptable resolution.

For a joint Soviet-United States moratorium on all nuclear explo
sions to become a reality requires one thing: the political will to move 
forward along the path of adopting concrete measures aimed at cur
tailing the arms race and eliminating the threat of war. In other words, 
along a covirse of realizing the positive results of the Geneva meeting.

It is to be hoped that there will be a constructive approach in 
Washington to the question of a moratorium. The interests of all 
peoples, including the people of the United States, urgently require the 
halting of nuclear tests. The United States Government has every 
opportimity to respond to the popular aspirations by agreeing with the 
Soviet Union on a joint moratorium on all nuclear explosions.

279. R eport by  P resident R eagan  to  th e  C ongress on 
Soviet Noncom piiance With Arms Control A gree 
m ents, Decem ber 23, 1985 ^

In reporting to the Congress on February 7 [1] of this year on Soviet 
noncompliance with arms control agreements, I stated that:

In order for arms control to have meaning and credibly contribute 
to national security and to global or regional stability, it is essen
tial that all parties to agreements fully comply with them. Strict 
compliance with all provisions of arms control agreements is fun
damental, and this Administration will not accept anything less.

1ACDA fUes.
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To do SO would imdermine the arms control process and damage 
the chances for establishing a more constructive U.S.-Soviet rela
tionship.

I further stated that:

Soviet noncompliance is a serious matter. It calls into question im
portant seciuity benefits from arms control, and could create new 
security risks. It imdermines the confidence essential to an effec
tive arms control process in the future. With regard to the issues 
analyzed in the January 1984 report, the Soviet Union has thus far 
not provided satisfactory explanations nor imdertaken corrective 
actions sufficient to alleviate oiu* concerns. The United States 
Government has vigorously pressed, and will continue to press, 
these compliance issues with the Soviet Union through diplomatic 
channels.^

The important role of treaty compliance for future arms control was 
recently recognized by the United Nations. On December 12, 1985, the 
General Assembly passed by a vote of 131-0 (with 16 abstentions) a 
resolution on arms control compliance which had been introduced by 
the United States and other co-sponsors. The resolution:

—surges all parties to arms limitation and disarmament agreements 
to comply with their provisions;

—calls upon those parties to consider the implications of noncom
pliance for international security and stab^ty and for the pros
pects for further progress in the field of disarmament; and 

—appeals to all U.N. members to support efforts to resolve non- 
compliance questions ^̂ with a view toward encouraging strict 
observance of the provisions subscribed to and maintaining or 
restoring the integrity of arms limitation or disarmament agree
ments.®

At the request of the Congress, I have in the past two years provid
ed three reports to the Congress on Soviet compliance issues. The first, 
forwarded in January 1984, reviewed seven compliance issues, con
cluding that the Soviet Union had, in fact, violated a number of 
important arms control commitments.

In September 1984 I provided, at the request of the Congress, a 
report on Soviet noncompliance prepared by the independent General 
Advisory Committee on Arms Control and Disarmament. That report 
concluded that over a 25-year span the Soviets had violated a substan
tial number of arms control commitments.'*

In February 1985, I submitted a report to the Congress updating the 
Administration's January 1984 report and reviewing 13 issues that 
could be treated in unclassified terms and an additional group of 6 
issues treated on a classified basis. That report discussed the pattern of

2 Document 12. For the Presidential message and White House fact sheet on the 
January 1984 report, see Documenk on Disarmament, 1984, pp. 33-39.

® Document 271.
 ̂Documenk on Disarmament, 1984, pp. 715-725.
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Soviet arms control violations, probable violations, or ambiguous ac> 
tivity in 17 cases. The U.S. Government foimd seven Soviet violations, 
three probable violations, one likely and one potential violation. The 
Soviets were foimd to be in compliance in two other cases examined.^

One of those issues, Yankee-Class submarine reconfiguration, is not 
addressed in the current report. While a submarine reconfigured to 
carry long-range cruise missiles constitutes a threat similar to that of 
the original SSBN, I reported in February that Soviet reconfiguration 
activities have not been in violation of the SALT I Interim Agree
ment.® This issue, therefore, requires no fiuiher judgment in terms of 
compliance at present.

Public Law 99-145 requires the Administration to provide on an 
annual basis by December 1 of each year a classified and unclassified 
report to the Congress containing the findings of the President and 
any additional information necessary to keep the Congress informed 
on Soviet compliance with arms control agreements.*^

The current report responds to this Congressional requirement. It is 
the product of months of careful technical and legal analysis by all 
relevant agencies of the United States Government and represents the 
Administration's authoritative updated treatment of this important 
matter.

The current imclassified report examines one new issue and updates 
all of the issues studied in the classified report of February 1985, 
except the issue of Yankee-Class submarine reconfiguration. There are 
violations in nine cases. Of the nine cases involving violations, one 
SALT II issue ®—that of Soviet concealment of the association be
tween missiles and their launchers— îs examined for the first time. The 
Soviet Union has now also violated its commitment to the SALT I 
Interim Agreement through the prohibited use of remaining facilities 
at former SS-7 ICBM sites. In addition, Soviet deployment of the SS- 
25 ICBM during 1985 constitutes a further violation of the SALT II 
prohibition on a second new type of ICBM. Several other issues 
involve potential, probable or likely violations.

The current imclassified report reaffirms the findings of the Febru
ary 1985 classified report concerning ABM issues, making public two 
of them for the first time. It also reaffirms the February findings 
concerning SALT II issues involving violations, including one concern
ing strategic nuclear delivery vehicles, which has not previously been 
made public. In two SALT II issues with respect to which the Soviets 
were not judged to be in clear violation in the classified report of last 
February, the findings are altered or updated. These two issues are the

® Document 12.
® Documents on Disarmament 1972, pp. 202-204. The SALT I ABM Treaty is printed ibid., 

pp. 197-201.
 ̂Document 229.

® The texts of the SALT II agreements may be found in Documents on Disarmament, 1979, 
pp. 189 ff.

Document 279



938 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1985

SS-16 and an issue made public for the first time—Backfire Bomber 
production rate.

The Administration's most recent studies support its conclusion that 
there is a pattern of Soviet noncompliance. As dociunented in this and 
previous reports, the Soviet Union has violated its legal obligation 
under or political commitment to the SALT I ABM Treaty and Interim 
Agreement, the SALT II agreement, the Limited Test Ban Treaty of 
1963,® the Biological and Toxin Weapons Convention,^® the Geneva 
Protocol on Chemical Weapons, and the HelsiiJci Final Act.̂  ̂ In 
addition, the USSR has likely violated provisions of the Threshold 
Test Ban Treaty.

While we remain concerned about Soviet violations of Basket I of 
the Helsinki Final Act and the Limited Test Ban Treaty, there is no 
imambiguous evidence of new 1985 Soviet violations of these two 
treaties. With regard to the Biological and Toxin Weapons Conven
tion, or the Geneva Protocol on Chemical Weapons, there also is no 
imambiguous evidence of new 1985 Soviet lethal attacks that meets 
our strict standards of evidence. However, the Soviets clearly remain 
in violation of the Biological and Toxin Weapons Convention.

THE SIGNIFICANCE OF SOVIET NONCOMPLL\NCE

Through its noncompliance, the Soviet Union has made military 
gains in the areas of strategic offensive arms as well as chemical, 
biological and toxin weapons. If the yields of Soviet nuclear tests have 
been substantially above 150 kilotons, then Soviet testing would allow 
proportionately greater gains in nuclear weapons development than 
the U.S. could achieve. The possible extent of the Soviet Union's 
military gains by virtue of its noncompliance in the area of strategic 
defense also is of increasing importance and serious concern.

In a fundamental sense, all deliberate Soviet violations are equally 
important. As violations of legal obligations or political commitments, 
they cause grave concern regarding Soviet commitment to arms con
trol, and they darken the atmosphere in which current negotiations are 
being conducted in Geneva and elsewhere.

In another sense, Soviet violations are not of equal importance. 
While some individual violations are of little apparent military signifi
cance in their own right, such violations can acquire importance if, left 
imaddressed, they are permitted to become precedents for future, more 
threaterung violations. Moreover, some issues that individually have 
little military significance could conceivably become significant when 
taken in their aggregate.

» Ibid., 1963, pp. 291-293.
Ibid., 1972, pp. 133-138.

1969, pp. 764-765.
The arms control portions of the Final Act may be found ihid., 1975, pp. 304-308. 

For the complete text, see Department of State Bulletin', September 1, 1975, pp. 323-350. 
Documents on Disarmament, 1974, pp. 225-229.
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The Krasnoyarsk Radar

The radar under construction near Krasnoyarsk in Siberia is disturb
ing for both political and military reasons. Politically, the radar dem
onstrates that the Soviets are capable of violating arms control obliga
tions and commitments even when they are negotiating with the 
United States or when they know we will detect a violation. The 1972 
ABM Treaty prohibits the Soviets from siting an ABM radar, or siting 
and orienting a ballistic missile detection and tracking radar, as the 
Krasnoyarsk radar is sited and oriented.

Militarily, the Krasnoyarsk radar violation goes to the heart of the 
ABM Treaty. Large phased-array radars (LPARs) like that imder con
struction near Krasnoyarsk were recognized during the ABM Treaty 
negotiations as the critical, long lead-time element of a nationwide 
ABM defense.

When considered as a part of a Soviet network of new LPARs, the 
Krasnoyarsk radar has the inherent potential to contribute to ABM 
radar coverage of a significant portion of the central USSR Moreover, 
the Krasnoyarsk radar closes the remaining gap in Soviet ballistic 
missile detection and tracking coverage.

ABM Territorial Defense and Other ABM Activities

The Krasnoyarsk radar appears even more menacing when consid
ered in the context of other Soviet ABM-related activities. Together 
they cause concern that the Soviet Union may be preparing an ABM 
territorial defense. Some of these activities, such as permitted LPARs 
and the Moscow ABM deployment area, are consistent with the ABM 
Treaty. Others involve potential or probable Soviet violations or other 
ambiguous activity, including:

— t̂he apparent testing and development of components required 
for an ABM system which could be deployed to a site in 
months rather than years;

— t̂he probable concurrent testing of air defense components and 
ABM components;

—the development of a modem air defense system, the SA-X-12, 
which may have some ABM capabilities; and 

—the demonstration of an ability to reload ABM laimchers and to 
refire the interceptor missile in a period of time shorter than 
previously noted.

Soviet deployment of an ABM territorial defense contrary to the 
ABM Treaty would have profound implications for Western security 
and the vital East-West strategic balance. A unilateral Soviet territorial 
ABM capability acquired in violation of the ABM Treaty could erode 
our deterrent and leave doubts about its credibility. Such a capability 
might encourage the Soviets to take increased risks in crises, thus 
degrading crisis stability.
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SS--25

The SS-25, a clear and irreversible violation of the Soviet Union's 
SALT II commitment, also has important political and military impli
cations. Testing and deployment of this missile violates a central 
provision of the SALT II Treaty, which was intended to limit the 
mmiber of new ICBMs. The Treaty permits only one new type of 
ICBM for each Party. The Soviets have informed us that their one 
new type will be the SS-X-24, which is now undergoing testing, and 
have falsely asserted that the SS-25 is a permitted modernization of 
the silo-based SS-13 ICBM.

Under the pretext of permitted modernization, the Soviets, since the 
last compliance report, have deployed a prohibited second new type of 
missile, the SS-25, which is mobile and could be made more lethal. 
The SS-25 also could be modified to carry more than a single war
head. Most worrisome is the technical argument by which the Soviets 
sought to justify the SS-25, for it might be applied to additional 
prohibited new types of ICBMs in the future.

Telemetry EncrypHon and Concealment of Missile/Launcher Association

Two other Soviet violations impede our ability to verify the Soviet 
Union's compliance with its political commitments. Soviet use of en
cryption impedes U.S. verification of Soviet compliance and thus con
travenes the provision of the SALT II Treaty which prohibits use of 
deliberate concealment measures which impede verification of compli
ance by national technical means. A new finding of this report is that 
current Soviet activities violate the provision of the Treaty which 
prohibits use of deliberate concealment measures associated with test
ing, including those measures aimed at concealing the association be
tween ICBMs and laxmchers during testing. These deliberate Soviet 
concealment activities impede our ability to know whether a type of 
missile is in compliance with SALT II requirements. They could also 
make it more difficult for the United States to assess acciu’ately the 
critical parameters of any future missile.

Since the SALT I agreement in 1972, Soviet encryption and conceal
ment activities have become more extensive and disturbing. These 
activities, Soviet responses on these issues, and Soviet failure to take 
the corrective actions which the United States has repeatedly request
ed, are indicative of a Soviet attitude contrary to the fimdamentals of 
sound arms control agreements. Soviet encryption and concealment 
activities present special obstacles to maintaining existing arms control 
agreements, imdermine the political confidence necessary for conclud
ing new treaties, and imderscore the necessity that any new agreement 
be effectively verifiable. Soviet noncompliance, as documented in cur
rent and past Administration reports and exemplified by the encryp
tion and concealment issues, has made verification and compliance 
pacing elements of arms control today.
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Chemical Biological and Toxin Weapons

The Soviet Union's violations of its legal obligations under the 
Biological and Toxin Weapons Convention and the Geneva Protocol 
have important political and military implications. The Soviets had a 
program of biological and toxin weapons before they signed the multi
lateral Treaty. Upon signing the Treaty, the Soviets not only did not 
stop their illegal program but they expanded facilities and were instru
mental in the use of prohibited agents.

The Soviet Union has a prohibited offensive biological warfare ca
pability which we do not have and against which we have no defense. 
This capability may include advanced biological agents about which 
we have little knowledge. Evidence suggests that the Soviets are ex
panding their chemical and toxin warfare capabilities in a maimer that 
has no parallel in NATO's retaliatory or defensive programs. Even 
though there has been no imambiguous evidence of lethal attacks 
during 1985, previous activities have provided testing, development 
and operational experience.

Nuclear Testing

With respect to the Threshold Test Ban Treaty, Soviet testing at 
yields above the 150 kiloton limit would allow development of ad
vanced nuclear weapons with proportionately higher yields than the 
yields of weapons that the U.S. could develop imder the Treaty. The 
U.S. Government judges that Soviet test activities constitute likely 
violations of the 150 kiloton limit.

Other Issues

Military significance is evidently not necessarily the determining 
factor in Soviet decisions or actions which violate their arms control 
commitments. The Soviet Union has also violated or probably violated 
arms control obligations and commitments from which at present it 
appears to reap little military gain. The following cases are relevant in 
this regard:

—the use of remaining facilities at former SS-7 ICBM sites since 
the February 1985 compliance report (SALT 1 Interim Agree
ment);

—exceeding the strategic nuclear delivery vehicle limits (SALT II); 
—^probable deployment of the SS-16 (SALT II); and 
—^undergroimd nuclear test venting (Limited Test Ban Treaty).

The 1981 Soviet violation of the military exercise notification provi
sions of the Helsinki Final Act involved an action contrary to the 
confidence-building measures included in that agreement.

Soviet deployments of Backfire Bombers to Arctic staging bases are 
inconsistent with the Soviet Union's political conunitment to the 
SALT II Treaty. In addition, while there are ambiguities concerning the 
data, there is evidence that the production rate of the Backfire Bomber 
was constant at slightly more than 30 per year until 1984, and slightly
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less than 30 per year since then. These Soviet Backfire Bomber activi
ties will continue to be monitored and assessed.

THE SOVIET RESPONSE

At the same time as the Administration has reported its concerns 
and findings to the Congress, the United States has had extensive 
exchanges with the Soviet Union on Soviet noncompliance in the 
Standing Consultative Commission (SCC), where SALT-related issues 
(including ABM issues) are discussed, and through other appropriate 
^plomatic channels. I expressed my personal concerns directly to 
General Secretary Gorbachev during my recent meeting with him in 
Geneva.

All of the violations, probable violations and ambiguous situations 
included in this report and previously reported on have been raised 
with the Soviets, except certain sensitive issues. The Soviet Union has 
thus far not provided explanations sufficient to alleviate our concerns 
on these issues, nor has the Soviet Union taken actions needed to 
correct existing violations. Instead, they have continued to assert that 
they are in complete compliance with their arms control obligations 
and commitments.

U.S. POLICY

In contrast with the Soviet Union, the United States has fully 
observed its arms control obligations and commitments, including 
those under the SALT I and SALT II agreements. As I stated in my 
message to the Congress on June 10 of this year concerrung U.S. 
interim restraint policy:

In 1982, on the eve of the Strategic Arms Reductions Talks 
(START), I decided that the United States would not imdercut the 
expired SALT I agreement or the imratified SALT II agreement as 
long as the Soviet Union exercised equal restraint. Despite my 
serious reservations about the inequities of the SALT I agreement 
and the serious flaws of the SALT II agreement, I took this action 
in order to foster an atmosphere of mutual restraint conducive to 
serious negotiation as we entered START.

Since then, the United States has not taken any actions which 
would undercut existing arms control agreements. The United 
States has fully kept its part of the bargain. However, the Soviets 
have not. They have failed to comply with several provisions of 
SALT II, and we have serious concerns regarding their compliance 
with the provisions of other accords.

The pattern of Soviet violations, if left imcorrected, imdercuts the 
integrity and viability of arms control as an instnunent to assist in 
ensuring a seciu’e and stable future world. The United States will 
continue to pursue vigorously with the Soviet Union the resolu
tion of our concerns over Soviet noncompliance. We cannot

Documents on Disarmament, 1982, p. 332.
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impose upon ourselves a double standard that amounts to imilat- 
eral treaty compliance.̂ ®

On Jime 10, I invited the Soviet Union to join the United States in 
an interim framework of truly mutual restraint on strategic offensive 
arms and to pursue with renewed vigor our top priority of achieving 
deep reductions in the size of existing nuclear arsenals in the ongoing 
negotiations in Geneva. I noted that the U.S. cannot establish such a 
framework alone and that it would require the Soviet Union to take 
positive, concrete steps to correct its noncompliance, to resolve our 
other compliance concerns, to reverse its imparalleled and imwarranted 
military buildup, and actively to pursue arms reduction agreements in 
the Geneva negotiations.^®

In going the extra mile, I have made clear that as an integral part of 
this policy, we will also take those steps required to assure our nation
al security and that of our Allies that were made necessary by Soviet 
noncompliance. Thus, as I indicated to the Congress on Jime 10, 
'̂ appropriate and proportionate responses to Soviet noncompliance are 
called for to ensure our security, to provide incentives to the Soviets 
to correct their noncompliance, and to make it clear to Moscow that 
violations of arms control obligations entail real costs.''

As we monitor Soviet actions for evidence of the positive, concrete 
steps needed on their part to correct these activities, I have directed 
the Department of Defense to conduct a comprehensive assessment 
aimed at identifying specific actions that the United States could take 
to augment as necessary the U.S. strategic modernization program as a 
proportionate response to, and as a hedge against the military conse
quences of those Soviet violations of existing arms control agreements 
which the Soviets fail to correct. We will carefully study this report as 
soon as it has been completed.

As we press for corrective Soviet actions and while keeping open all 
programmatic options for handling future milestones as new U.S. 
strategic systems are deployed, we will continue to assess the overall 
situation in light of Soviet actions correcting their noncompliance, 
reversing their military build-up, and promoting progress in Geneva.

I look forward to continued close consultation with the Congress as 
we seek to make progress in resolving compliance issues and in nego
tiating sound arms control agreements.

The findings on Soviet noncompliance with arms control agreements 
follow.

Document 87.

Document 89.
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THE FINDINGS 

AnH'BallisHc Missile (ABM) Treaty

Treaty Status
The 1972 ABM Treaty and its Protocol ban deployment of ABM 

systems except that each party is permitted to deploy one ABM 
system around the national capital area or, alternatively, 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, therefore, violations of a legal obligation.

1. The Krasnoyarsk Radar
• Obligation: To preclude creation of a base for territorial ABM de

fense, the ABM Treaty provides that radars for early warning of 
ballistic missile attack may be deployed only at locations along 
the periphery of the national territory of each party and 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.

• Issue: The January 1984 and February 1985 reports examined the 
issue of whether the Krasnoyarsk radar meets the provisions of 
the ABM Treaty governing phased-array radars. This report reex
amines this issue.

• Finding: The U.S. Government reaffirms the conclusion in the Feb
ruary 1985 report that the new large phased-array radar imder 
construction at Krasnoyarsk constitutes a violation of legal obliga
tions under the Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty of 1972 in that in its 
associated siting, orientation, and capability, it is prohibited by 
this Treaty. Continuing construction and the absence of credible 
alternative explanations have reinforced our assessment of its pur
pose. Despite U.S. requests, no corrective action has been taken. 
This and other ABM-related Soviet activities suggest that the 
USSR may be preparing an ABM defense of its national territory.

2. Mobility of ABM System Components
• Obligation: The ABM Treaty prohibits the development, testing or 

deployment of mobile land-based ABM systems or components.
• ksue: The February 1985 report examined whether the Soviet 

Union has developed a mobile land-based ABM system, or com
ponents for such a system, in violation of its legal obligation 
xmder the ABM Treaty. This report reexamines this issue.

• Finding: The U.S. Government judges that the evidence on Soviet 
actions with respect to ABM component mobility is ambiguous, 
but that the USSR's development and testing of components of an 
ABM system, which apparently are designed to be deployable at 
sites requiring relatively limited site preparation, represent a po-

For the ABM Treaty and its Protocol, see Documenk on Disarmament 1972, pp. 197-
201 and ibid., 1974, pp. 229-231.
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tential violation of its legal obligation under the ABM Treaty. 
This and other ABM-related Soviet activities suggest that the 
USSR may be preparing an ABM defense of its national territory.

3. Concurrent TesHng of ABM  and Air Defense Components
Obligation: The ABM Treaty and its Protocol limit the Parties to 
one ABM deplo3onent area. In addition to the ABM systems and 
components at that one deployment area, the Parties may have 
ABM systems and components for development and testing pur
poses so long as they are located at agreed test ranges. The Treaty 
also prohibits giving components, other than ABM system com
ponents, the capabHity ^̂ to counter strategic ballistic missiles or 
their elements in flight trajectory'' and prohibits the Parties from 
testing them in ''an ABM mode." The Parties agreed that the con
current testing of SAM and ABM system components is prohibit
ed.
ksue: The February 1985 compliance report examined whether the 
Soviet Union has concurrently tested SAM and ABM system 
components in violation of its legal obligation since 1978 not to 
do so. It was the purpose of that obligation to further constrain 
testing of air defense systems in an ABM mode. This report reex
amines this issue.
Finding: The U.S. Government reaffirms the judgment made in the 
February 1985 Report that the evidence of Soviet actions with re
spect to concurrent operations is insufficient fully to assess com
pliance with Soviet obligations imder the ABM Treaty. However, 
the Soviet Union has conducted tests that have involved air de
fense radars in ABM-related activities. The large number, and 
consistency over time, of incidents of concurrent operation of 
ABM and SAM components, plus Soviet failure to accommodate 
fully U.S. concerns, indicate the USSR probably has violated the 
profdbition on testing SAM components in an ABM mode. In 
several cases this may be highly probable. This and other ABM- 
related activities suggest the USSR may be preparing an ABM de
fense of its national territory.

4. ABM Capability of Modem SAM  Systems
Obligation: Under the ABM Treaty, each party imdertakes not to 
give non-ABM interceptor missiles, laimchers or radars "capabili
ties to coimter strategic ballistic missiles or their elements in flight 
trajectory, and not to test them in an ABM mode . . . "
Issue: The February 1985 classified report examined whether the 
Soviet Union has tested a SAM system or component in an ABM 
mode or given it the capability to counter strategic ballistic mis
siles or their elements in flight trajectory in violation of their legal 
obligation under the ABM Treaty. This report reexamines this 
issue.
Finding: The U.S. Government reaffirms the judgment made in the 
February 1985 report that the evidence of Soviet actions with re
spect to SAM upgrade is insufficient to assess compliance with 
the Soviet Union's obligations under the ABM Treaty. However,
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this and other ABM-related Soviet activities suggest that the 
USSR may be preparing an ABM defense of its national territory.

5. Rapid Reload of ABM Launchers
• Obligation: The ABM Treaty limits to 100 the number of deployed 

ABM interceptor launchers and deployed interceptor missiles. It 
does not limit the number of interceptor missiles that can be built 
and stockpiled. The Treaty prohibits the development, testing or 
deployment of ^̂ automatic or semi-automatic or other similar sys
tems for rapid reload" of the permitted launchers.

• Issue: The February 1985 classified report examined whether the 
Soviet Union has developed, tested or deployed automatic, semi
automatic, or other sin^ar systems for rapid reload of ABM 
laimchers in violation of its legal obligation imder the ABM 
Treaty. This report reexamines this issue.

• Finding: The U.S. Government judges, on the basis of the evidence 
available, that the USSR's actions with respect to the rapid reload 
of ABM laimchers constitute an ambiguous situation as concerns 
its legal obligations under the ABM Treaty not to develop sys
tems for rapid reload. The Soviet Union's reload capabilities are a 
serious concern. These and other ABM-related Soviet activities 
suggest that the USSR may be preparing an ABM defense of its 
national territory.

6 . ABM Territorial Defense
• Obligation: The ABM Treaty allows each party a single operational 

site, explicitly permits modernization and replacement of ABM 
systems or their components, and explicitly recognizes the exist
ence of ABM test ranges for the development and testing of ABM 
components. The ABM Treaty prohibits, however, the deploy
ment of an ABM system for defense of the national territory of 
the parties and prohibits the parties from providing a base for 
such a defense.

• Issue: The February 1985 report examined whether the Soviets 
have deployed an ABM system for the defense of their territory 
or provided a base for such a defense. This report reexamines this 
issue.

• Finding: The U.S. Government judges that the aggregate of the 
Soviet Union's ABM and ABM-related actions (e.g., radar con
struction, concurrent testing, SAM upgrade, ABM rapid reload 
and ABM mobility) suggests that the USSR may be preparing an 
ABM defense of its national territory.

SALTn Treaty

Treaty Status

SALT II was signed in June 1979 and has not been ratified. In 1981 
the United States made clear to the Soviet Union its intention not to 
ratify the SALT II Treaty. Prior to this clarification of our position in 
1981, both nations were obligated imder customary international law 
not to take actions which would defeat the object and purpose of the 
signed, but imratified. Treaty. Such Soviet actions prior to 1981 are
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violations of legal obligations. Since 1981, the United States has ob
served a political commitment to refrain from actions that imdercut 
the SALT II Treaty so long as the Soviet Union does likewise. The 
Soviets have told us they also would abide by these provisions. Soviet 
actions inconsistent with this commitment are violations of their polit
ical commitment with respect to the SALT II Treaty.

1. The SS^25 ICBM
• ObligaHon: In an attempt to constrain the modernization and the 

prouferation 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 dif
fers from an existing type by more than 5 percent in length, larg
est diameter, launch-weight or throw-weight or differs in number 
of stages or propellant type. In addition, it was agreed that no 
ICBM of an existing type with a post-boost vehicle and a single 
reentry 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 possibil
ity that single warhead ICBMs could quickly be converted to 
MIRVed systems.

• ksues: The January 1984 and February 1985 reports examined the 
evidence: whether the Soviets have tested or deployed a second 
new type of ICBM (the SS-25) which is prohibited; 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-wei^t; and whether encryption of SS-25 flight test 
telemetry impedes verification. This report reexamines these 
issues.

• findings:

a. Second New Type—Testing and Deployment: The U.S. Government 
judges, based on convincing evidence about the SS-25, that the throw- 
weight of the Soviet SS-25 ICBM exceeds by more than five percent 
the throw-weight of the Soviet SS-13 ICBM and cannot therefore be 
considered a permitted modernization of the SS-13 as the Soviets 
claim. The SS-25 is a prohibited second "new type" of ICBM and its 
testing, in addition to the testing of the SS-X-24 ICBM, thereby is a 
violation of the Soviet Union's political commitment to observe the 
"new type" provision of the SALT II Treaty. The deplo3onent of this 
missile diuing 1985 constitutes a further violation of the SALT II pro
hibition on a second "new type" of ICBM.

b. RV'tO’Throw-weight Ratio: The U.S. Government reaffirms the con
clusion of the January 1984 report regarding the SS-25 RV-to-throw- 
weight ratio. That is, if we were to accept the Soviet argtunent that 
the SS-25 is not a prohibited "new type" of ICBM, it woiJd be a vio
lation of their political commitment to observe the SALT II provision 
which prohibits the testing of such an existing ICBM with a single re
entry vehicle whose weight is less than 50 percent of the throw- 
w ei^ t of the ICBM.
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c. Encryption: The U.S. Government reaffirms its judgment made in 
the January 1984 report regarding telemetry encryption during tests of 
the SS-25. Encryption diuing tests of this missile is illustrative of the 
deliberate impeding of verification of compliance in violation of the 
USSR's political commitment.

Despite U.S. requests for explanations and corrective actions with 
regard to the SS-25 ICBM-related activities, Soviet actions continue 
imchanged, and the Soviet Union has proceeded to deployment of this 
missile.

2. Strategic Nuclear Delivery Vehicle Limits
• Obligation: The Soviet Union's political commitment to abide by 

SALT n is interpreted by the U.S. Govenmient as including an 
obligation not to increase the nimiber of strategic nuclear delivery 
vehicles (SNDVs) in its arsenal. The Soviet Union had 2,504 
SNDVs when it signed SALT II.

• Issue: The February 1985 classified report examined the issue of 
whether the Soviet Uiuon has abided by its commitment not to 
exceed the level of 2,504 SNDVs. This report reexamines this 
issue.

• finding: The U.S. Goverrunent interprets the Soviet commitment to 
abide by SALT II as including the existence of a cap on SNDVs— 
at a level of 2,504 existing at the time SALT II was signed. The 
Soviet Union has deployed SNDVs above the 2,504 cap in viola
tion of its political commitment imder SALT II. Such activity is 
indicative of a Soviet policy inconsistent with this political com
mitment.

3. SS-16 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 or the reentry vehicle of that mis
sile.

• Issue: The January 1984 and February 1985 reports examined the 
evidence regarding whether the Soviets have deployed the SS-16 
ICBM in spite of the ban on its deployment. This report reexam
ines this issue.

• Finding: The President's February 1985 Report to Congress which 
noted that the evidence is somewhat ambiguous and we cannot 
reach a definitive conclusion, foimd the activities at Plesetsk to be 
a probable violation of the USSR's legal obligation and political 
commitment under SALT II. Soviet activity in the past year at 
Plesetsk seems to indicate the probable removal of SS-16 equip
ment and introduction of equipment associated with a different 
ICBM.

4. BACKFIRE Bomber Intercontinental Operating Capability
• Obligation: At the signing of SALT II, the USSR gave the U.S. as

surances about the BACKFIRE bomber's intercontinental operat
ing capability. The Soviet statement of June 16,1979, read, in per
tinent part, as follows:
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The Soviet side informs the U.S. side that the Soviet 'Tu-22M" 
airplane, called ^BACKFIRE' in the USA, is a mediiim-range 
bomber, and that it does not intend to give this airplane the capa
bility of operating at intercontinental distances. In this connection, 
the Soviet side states that it will not increase the radius of action 
of this airplane in such a way as to enable it to strike targets on 
the territory of the USA. Nor does it intend to give it such a ca
pability in any other manner, including by in-flight refuel
ing . .

This imilateral statement is an integral part of the SALT II agree
ment and the U.S. considers it to be incorporated in the Soviet Union's 
political commitment to abide by SALT II.
• Issue: The February 1985 classified report addressed the issue of 

whether temporary deployments of BACKFIRE bombers to Arctic 
bases constitute actions inconsistent with Brezhnev's June 16, 
1979, statement not to give the BACKFIRE an increased radius of 
action and the capability of operating at intercontinental dis
tances. This report reexamines this issue.

• Finding: The U.S. Government judges that the temporary deploy
ment of BACKFIRES to Arctic bases is cause for concern and con
tinued careful monitoring. By such temporary deployment of 
BACKFIRES, the Soviet Union acted in a maimer inconsistent 
with its political commitment in the June 1979 BACKFIRE state
ment not to give BACKFIRE the capability to strike targets on the 
territory of the United States.

5. BACKFIRE Bomber Production Rate
• Obligation: At the signing of SALT II, the USSR gave the U.S. as

surances about the BACKFIRE bomber's production rate. The 
Soviet statement read, in pertinent part, as follows: " . . .  the 
Soviet side states that it will not increase the production rate of 
this airplane as compared to the present rate." Soviet President 
Brezhnev, according to Secretary Vance's SALT II transmittal 
letter to the Senate, "confirmed that the Soviet BACKFIRE pro
duction rate would not exceed thirty per year." President 
Carter stated that the United States enters into the SALT II 
Agreement on the basis of the commitments contained in the 
Soviet statement and that it considers the carrying out of these 
commitments to be essential to the obligations under the 
Treaty.^ ̂  The U.S. considers the Soviet unilateral statement to be 
an integral part of the SALT II Agreement and, as such, to be in
corporated in the Soviet Union's political commitment to abide by 
SALT II.

• Issue: The February 1985 report examined the question of whether 
the Soviet Union has produced more than 30 BACKFIREs per year 
and increased the production rate since sigiung SALT II. This 
report reexamines this issue.

Documents on Disarmament, 1979, p. 189.
Ibid., p. 244.

21 Ibid., p. 189.
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• Finding: The U.S. Government judges that the Soviet Union is obli
gated to produce no more than 30 BACKFIRE bomber aircraft per 
year. There are ambiguities concerning the data. However, there is 
evidence that the Soviet BACKFIRE production rate was constant 
at slightly more than 30 per year imtil 1984, and decreased since 
that time to slightly below 30 per year.

6. Encryption of Ballistic Missile Telemetry
• Obligation: Provisions of SALT II ban deliberate concealment meas

ures that impede verification by national technical means. The 
Treaty 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 January 1984 compliance report examined whether the 
Soviet Union has engaged in encryption of missile test telemetry 
(radio signals) so as to impede verification. This issue was reex
amined in the February 1985 compliance report and is examined 
again in this report.

• Finding: The U.S. Govenunent reaffirms the conclusion in the Feb
ruary 1985 report that Soviet encryption practices constitute a 
violation of a legal obligation imder SALT II prior to 1981 and a 
violation of their political commitment since 1982. The nature and 
extent of such encryption of telemetry on new ballistic missiles, 
despite U.S. requests for corrective action, continues to be an ex
ample of deliberately impeding verification of compliance in vio
lation of this Soviet political commitment.

7. Concealment of Missile/Launcher Association
• Obligation: Article XV of the SALT II Treaty prohibits ^^deliberate 

concealment measures which impede verification by national 
technical means of compliance with the provisions of this Treaty". 
This obligation is further clarified in a Common Understanding 
that states that Article XV applies to all provisions of the Treaty 
and ^ încludes the obligation not to use deliberate concealment 
measures associated with testing, including those measures aimed 
at concealing the association between ICBMs and launchers 
during testing'^

• Issue: This report examines for the first time the issue of whether 
the Soviets have concealed the association between an ICBM and 
its laxmcher during testing in violation of their obligation not to 
use deliberate concealment measures which impede verification.

• Ending: The U.S. Govenunent judges Soviet activities related to 
the SS-25 to be a violation of the Soviet Union's political commit
ment to abide by the SALT II Treaty provision prohibiting con
cealment of the association between a missile and its launcher 
during testing.

SALT I Interim Agreement

Treaty Status
The SALT I Interim Agreement entered into force for the United

States and the Soviet Union in 1972. Dismantling procedures imple-
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menting the Interim Agreement were concluded in 1974. The Interim 
Agreement, by its own terms, was of limited duration and expired as a 
legally binding docxmient in 1977. The applicability of the Interim 
Agreement to the actions of both parties has, however, been extended 
by the parties by a series of mutual political commitments, including 
the President's May 31, 1982 statement that the United States would 
refrain from actions which would undercut existing strategic arms 
agreements so long as the Soviet Union shows equal restraint. The 
Soviets have told us they would abide by the SALT I Interim Agree
ment and SALT II. Any actions by the USSR inconsistent with this 
commitment are violations of its political commitment with respect to 
the Interim Agreement and its implementing procedures.

Use of "Remaining FaciliHes" at Former SS-7 Sites
• Obligation: The SALT I Interim Agreement and its procedures pro

hibit the Parties from using facilities remaining at dismantled or 
destroyed ICBM sites for storage, support, or laimch of ICBMs. 
Any Soviet actions inconsistent with this commitment are viola
tions of a political commitment with respect to the Interim Agree
ment and its implementing procedures.

• Issue: The February 1985 report examined whether the USSR has 
violated the SALT I Interim Agreement prohibition against using 
facilities remaining at dismantled former SS-7 ICBM sites for the 
storage, support or launch of SS-25 ICBMs. This report reexam
ines this issue.

• Finding: The U.S. Government judges that Soviet use of former SS- 
7 ICBM facilities in support of the deployment and operation of 
the SS-25 mobile ICBMs is in violation of the SALT I Interim 
Agreement. Should the Soviets use ^'remaining facilities'' in the 
future at other former SS-7 sites where the S^25 is now in the 
process of being deployed, such use will also constitute Soviet 
violation of its political commitment imder the SALT I Interim 
Agreement.

Biological Weapons Convention and 1925 Geneva Protocol

Chemical, Biological and Toxin Weapons
• Treaty Status: The 1972 Biological and Toxin Weapons Convention 

(the BWC) and the 1925 Geneva Protocol are multilateral treaties 
to which both the United States and the Soviet Uiuon are parties. 
Soviet actions not in accord with these treaties and customary 
international law relating to the 1925 Geneva Protocol are viola
tions 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, pro
tective or other peaceful purposes. It also bans weapons, equip
ment and means of delivery of agents or toxins. The 1925 Geneva 
Protocol and related rules of customary international law prohibit

22 Ibid., 1982, p. 332.
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the first use in war of asphyxiating, poisonous or other gases and 
of all analogous liquids, materials or devices and prohibits use of 
bacteriological methods of warfare.

• Issues: The January 1984 and February 1985 reports examined 
whether the Soviets are in violation of provisions that ban the de
velopment, production, transfer, possession and use of biological 
and toxin weapons and whether they have been responsible for 
the use of le th i chemicals. This report reexamines this issue.

• Finding: The U.S. Government judges that ongoing Soviet activities 
confirm and strengthen the conclusion of the January 1984 and 
February 1985 reports that the Soviet Union has maintained an 
offensive biological warfare program and capability in violation of 
its legal obligation imder the Biological and Toxin Weapons Con
vention of 1972.

Allegations concerning the use of lethal chemicals or toxins in Kam
puchea, Laos, or Afghanistan have subsided in 1985. However, there is 
no basis for amending the February 1985 conclusion that, prior to this 
time, the Soviet Union has been involved in the production, transfer, 
and use of trichothecene mycotoxins for hostile purposes in Laos, 
Kampuchea, and Afghanistan in violation of its legal obligation \mder 
international law as codified in the Geneva Protocol of 1925 and the 
Biological and Toxin Weapons Convention of 1972.

Threshold Test Ban Treaty

Nuclear Testing and the 150 Kiloton Limit
• Treaty Status: The Threshold Test Ban Treaty (TTBT) was signed in 

1974. The Treaty has not been ratified but neither party has indi
cated an intention not to ratify. Therefore, both Parties are subject 
to the obligation imder customary international law to refrain 
from acts that would defeat the object and purpose of the TTBT. 
Soviet actions that would defeat the object and purpose of the 
TTBT are therefore violations of their legal obligations. The 
United States is seeking to negotiate improved verification meas
ures for the Treaty. Both Parties have separately stated they 
would observe the 150 kiloton threshold of the TTBT.

• Obligation: The Treaty prohibits any imdergroimd nuclear weapon 
test having a yield exceeding 150 kilotons at any place under the 
jurisdiction or control of the Parties begirming March 31, 1976. In 
view of the technical imcertainties associated with estimating the 
precise yield of nuclear weapon tests, the sides agreed that one or 
two slight, imintended breaches per year would not be considered 
a violation.

• Issue: The January 1984 and February 1985 reports examined 
whether the Soviets have conducted nuclear tests in excess of 150 
kilotons. This report reexamines this issue.

• Finding: While ambiguities in the pattern of Soviet testing and ver
ification imcertainties continued in 1985, the U.S. Government re
affirms the February 1985 finding that Soviet nuclear testing ac
tivities for a nimiber of tests constitute a likely violation of legal 
obligations under the Threshold Test Ban Treaty of 1974, which
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banned underground nuclear tests with yields exceeding 150 kilo- 
tons. These Soviet actions continued despite U.S. requests for cor
rective measures.

Limited Test Ban Treaty

Underground Nuclear Test Venting
• Treaty Status: The Treaty Banning Nuclear Weapon Tests in the At

mosphere, in outer Space and Under Water (Limited Test Ban 
Treaty) (LTBT)) is a multilateral treaty that entered into force for 
the United States and the Soviet Union in 1963. Soviet actions not 
in accord with this treaty are violations of a legal obligation.

• Obligations: The LTBT specifically prohibits nuclear explosions in 
the atmosphere, in outer space and imder water. It also prohibits 
nuclear explosions in any other environment ^̂ if such explosions 
cause radioactive debris to be present outside the territorial limits 
of the State imder whose jurisdiction or control such explosion is 
conducted''.

• Issue: The February 1985 report examined whether the USSR's im- 
dergrotmd nuclear tests have caused radioactive debris to be 
present outside of its territorial limits. This report reexamines this 
issue.

• Finding: The U.S. Goverrmient reaffirms the judgment made in the 
February 1985 report that the Soviet Union's underground nuclear 
test practices resulted in the venting of radioactive matter on nu
merous occasions and caused radioactive matter to be present out
side the Soviet Union's territorial limits in violation of its legal 
obligation under the Limited Test Ban Treaty. The Soviet Union 
failed to take the precautions necessary to minimize the contami
nation of man's environment by radioactive substances despite 
numerous U.S. demarches and requests for corrective action.

Helsinki Rnal Act

Helsinki Final Act Notification of Military Exercises
• Legal Status: The Final Act of the Conference on Security and Co

operation in Europe was signed in Helsinki in 1975. This docu
ment 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 viola
tions of their political commitment.

• 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 troops.

• Issue: The January 1984 and February 1985 reports examined 
whether notification of the Soviet military exercise "Zapad-81" 
was inadequate and therefore a violation of the Soviet Union's 
political commitment under the Helsinki Final Act. This report re
examines this issue.

• Finding: The U.S. Government previously judged and continues to 
find that the Soviet Union in 1981 violated its political commit
ment to observe provisions of Basket I of the Helsinki Final Act
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by not providing prior notification of exercise ^'Zapad-81". While 
the USSR has generally taken an approach to the confidence- 
building measures of the Final Act which minimizes the informa
tion it provides, Soviet compliance with the exerdse-notification 
provisions was improved in 1983. In 1984 the Soviets returned to 
a minimalist approach providing only the bare iitformation re
quired under the Final Act. The Soviet Union continued this ap
proach during 1985.

280. Letter From Soviet General Secretary Gorbachev to 
the Leader of the Greater London Council (Living
stone): Nuclear Disarmament, December 30, 1985 ^

1 read with close attention your address, pervaded with awareness of 
the need to take urgent measures to rid the peoples of the nuclear 
threat. The worry of your compatriots about the dangerous develop
ment of the world situation is fully shared in the Soviet Union.

Mankind is living through a critical period in its history. It has no 
choice but to survive or to destroy itself entirely. So today, it is more 
incumbent than ever before upon all the politicians to whom people 
have entrusted responsibility for their future to display a broad states- 
man-like approach and the ability to rise above narrow, selfish inter
ests and to realize in fuU, the collective and individual responsibility 
of states for the destinies of peace.

Pursuing a clear and consistently peace-loving course the Soviet 
Union is doing all that it can to close the path into space to arms and 
to achieve radical reduction in nuclear weapons and, in the final 
analysis, their complete elimination. The Soviet Union is imdertaking 
positive steps in this direction, the need for which you mention in 
your address. The USSR already has pledged not to be first to use 
nuclear weapons  ̂ and has introduced a imilateral moratorium on all 
nuclear explosions.® The prospects for transforming this moratorium 
into a mutual accord depend on the U.S. Government.

We favor an immediate freeze on nuclear weapons and a complete 
ban without an expiry date on testing them and with the most effec
tive verification. We are ready in the very near future again to engage 
in tripartite talks in order to find a mutually acceptable solution to 
this problem, together with representatives of the United States and 
Great Britain.

You also know that ovir country has proposed a 50 percent reduc
tion of the corresponding nuclear weapons of the USSR and United 
States. Of course, progress at the Geneva talks is possible only if there

 ̂Moscow TASS International Service in Russian, January 2, 1986; FBIS Daily Report, 
January 2, 1986, vol. Ill, pp. G1-G 2. The letter was in response to a December 4 letter 
from Mr. Livingstone.

® Documenk on Disarmament 1978, p. 348.
® Document 126.
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is a fxill ban on offensive space weapons— în other words, the aban
donment of the '̂ star wars'' program, the realization of which would 
result in strategic chaos and a qualitatively new, uncontrollable phase 
of the arms race. Unfortimately we see that the fatal consequences of 
joining in the ''star wars" plans are still not realized fully by the ruling 
circles of either Great Britain or certain other of the United States' 
closest allies.

I warmly remember my visit to your country a year ago and the 
numerous meetings on British soil. I understand the striving of the 
British to preserve their traditions and their historical heritage, to 
augment achievements in various fields and pass all this on to their 
descendants intact.

People in other European coimtries, in the Soviet Union, and the 
whole world, are showing similar concern. This is why the peoples' 
concern is quite legitimate in coimection with the fact that ever- 
increasing mountains of death-dealing weapons are appearing on the 
path to realizing these noble himiane tasks. Even the relatively small 
British Isles are now filling up with nuclear weapons, the presence of 
which, it should be said outright, does not strengthen anyone's securi
ty.

An important place in the struggle to limit the area of nuclear 
preparations is occupied by nuclear weapons nonproliferation meas- 
lu'es and measures to create non-nuclear zones in various parts of the 
world. The proclamation of specific areas and towns as nuclear-weap- 
ons-free zones, also goes in this direction. In this we perceive the 
peoples' realization of their responsibility for the world's fate and their 
intention to act in forms available to them. The edifice of peace is 
made of separate bricks. Detente is made up of tiny grains.

It is pleasing to see that the movement of local authorities and other 
organizations in support of setting up nuclear-freeze zones is growing 
and becoming stronger. In our view such zones are not wishful think
ing or idealistic dreams, but a positive phenomenon in international 
life reflecting the will of ordinary people for peace, cooperation and 
detente.

In our attitude to nuclear-free zones we do not make exceptions for 
any states, be they participants or nonparticipants in military alliances. 
We have one condition: If any coimtry refuses to acquire nuclear 
weapons and does not have them on its territory then it receives from 
us firm and effective guarantees. For example, if Great Britain fully' 
rejects nuclear weaponry and eliminates foreign nuclear bases from its 
territory then the USSR would guarantee that Soviet nuclear weapons 
would not be targeted on British territory and would not be used 
against it. Such guarantees could also be formulated by concluding an 
official agreement that takes into consideration all the appropriate 
aspects of a military nature.

We value highly the aspiration of the Greater London Coimcil, as 
well as of many himdreds of municipalities in dozens of countries of 
the world, who make their contribution to the common efforts of
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peoples, which are directed toward removing the nuclear threat and of 
restoring an atmosphere of trust and mutual imderstanding in relations 
between states.

I wish you further success in your noble activity in the name of 
preserving peace on earth. Accept my very best wishes for the coming 
new year.
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__________________ _ The President's Strategic Defense Initiative. January 1985.

Presidential Chemical Warfare Review Commission. Report of the Chemical Warfare Review 
Commission (Washington, D.C., June 1985).

Non-U.S. Government Publications

The Current Digest of the Soviet Press. Weekly Publication Vol. XXXVII covers 1985.®

North Atlantic Treaty Organization. NATO Review. Published every 2 months. Vol. 33 
comprises the 1985 issues.**

USSR. "Star Wars”: Delusions and Dangers. Moscow: Military Publishing House, 1985.

United Nations Publications
The UN Chronicle, published by the United Nations Department of Public Information, 

offers a concise review of United Nations news, covering the activities of the General 
Assembly, its various committees, and affiliated organizations such as the International 
Atomic Energy Agency and the International Court of Justice. Volume XXII covers 1985 
in 11 issues, one for each month except August, with November and December com
bined in one issue, number 10/ 11. The Department for Disarmament Affairs issues a 
number of useful publications. One of these is entitled Disarmament: A  Periodic Review by 
the United Nations, published in Arabic, Chinese, English, French, Russian, and Spanish. 
Volume VIII comprises the 1985 issues, as follows: Number 1, Spring [Sales No. 
E.85.IX.3]; Number 2, Summer [Sales No. E.85.IX.5]; Number 3, Winter [Sales No. 
E.85.IX.8]. All 1985 issues highlight nuclear proliferation and the third NPT review 
conference. Included are articles on these and other subjects by persons of international 
eminence in the arms control field. Other features include chronicles of disarmament 
events, book and article reviews, and texts of relevant international treaties. In addition, 
the Summer 1985 issue celebrates the United Nations fortieth year, while the Winter 
issue includes a symposium on ''Survival in the Nuclear Age.'' Beginning with the 1976 
edition, the Department for Disarmament Affairs has published The United Nations Disar- 
mament Yearbook, which contains a review of the main developments and negotiations in

* The Current Digest of the Soviet Press, 1314 Kinnear Road, Columbtis, Ohio 43212.
 ̂Published for United States distribution by the Atlantic Council of the United States. English language editions 

distributed by the Atlantic Council, 1616 H St., N.W., Washington, D.C. 20006 and by the Department of State 
(Bureau of Public Affairs [PA/OAP], U.S. Department of State, Room 5815A, Washington, D.C. 20520).
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the disarmament field each year as well as a brief history of the major aspects of the 
overall question. Volume 8 covers 1983 [Sales No. E.84.DC.3] and Voliune 9, 1984 [Sales 
No. E.85.IX.4]. Another publication of the Department is a booklet. The United Nations 
General Assembly and Disarmament, 1985 [Sales No. E.86.IX.11], which offers a summary of 
proposals made and actions taken on disarmament issues within the General Assembly 
at its 40th regular session. It has also issued as number 12 in its Study Series the Study on 
Conventional Disarmament [Sales No. E.85.IX.1], the report (A/39/348) prepared for the 
Secretary General pursuant to General Assembly resolutions 35/156A of December 12, 
1980 and 36/97 of December 9, 1981. A summary of this study is available in the 
Disarmament Fact Sheets series [Sales No. E.85.IX.1]. Number 13 in the Department's 
Study Series is Unilateral Nuclear Disarmament Measures [Sales No. E.86.IX.2], the Secretary 
General's report (A/39/516) which was prepared in accordance with General Assembly 
resolution 38/183 of December 20,1983.

Ad Hoc Committee on the Indian Ocean

The report of the Committee has been published as General Assembly Official Records: 
Fortieth Session, Supplement No. 29 (A/40/29).

Ad Hoc Committee on the World Disarmament Conference

The report of the Ad Hoc Committee has been published as General Assembly Official 
Records: Fortieth Session, Supplement No. 28 (A/40/28).

Conference on Disarmament

The Report of the Conference on Disarmament has been issued as General Assembly 
Official Records: Fortieth Session, Supplement No. 27 (A/40/27).

Department for Disarmament Affairs^

A report on the activities of the Department has been issued by the Secretary General 
in document A/40/618. The Department has published Conference on Security, Disarmament 
and Development in Africa: Meeting of Experts [Sales No. E.86 .IX.6], an account of the Lome 
conference of August 1985. Other publications of the Department are listed above.

Disarmament Commission

The Report of the Disarmament has been published as General Assembly Official Records: 
Forftieth Session, Supplement No. 42 (A/40/42).

General Assembly

The Resolutions and Decisions adopted by the General Assembly during its Fortieth 
Session have been published in General Assembly Official Records: Fortieth Session, Supplement 
No. 53 (A/40/53).

Preparatory Committee for the International Conference on the Relationship Between Disarmament and 
Development

The report of the Preparatory Committee has been published in General Assembly Official 
Records: Fortieth Session, Supplement No. 51 (A/40/51).

United Nations Institute for Disarmament Research

A report on the activities of the Institute has been issued by the Secretary General in 
document A/40/725.

* Tide changed from Center for Disarmament as of January 1,1983, pursuant to resolution 37/99K of December 13, 
1982.
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Secretary General

The report of the Secretary General on the work of the organization has been 
published as General Assembly Official Records: Thirty^ninih Session, Supplement No. I  (A /39/1).

He has also issued the following reports that were prepared pursuant to General 
Assembly resolutions:

Resolution 37/95 B of December 13, 1982 on Reduction of M ilitary Budgets— 
Construction of Military Price Indexes and Purchasing-Power Parities for Comparison of Military 
Expenditures. A /40/421.

Resolution 37/99 F of December 13, 1982, 38/188 I of December 20, 1983, and 39/
151 B of December 17, 1984 on General and Complete Disarmament—Study of the Question 
of Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zones in A ll Its Aspects. A /40/379. In an annex to the docu
ment, the Q iairm an of the Group of Experts appointed by the Secretary General 
to prepare the report informs him that the group was still unable to reach 
agreement on the study.

Resolution 37/99 K of December 13,1982, Concerning the General Assembly's 10th 
and 12th Special Sessions—Advisory Board on Disarmament Studies, United Nations Insti
tute for Disarmament Research. A /40/744.

Resolution 38/71 A of December 15, 1983—Relationship Between Disarmament and Devel
opment. A /40/618.

Resolution 38/188 of December 20, 1983 on General and Complete Disarmament—
38/188 G. Study on the Naval Arms Race. A /40/535.
38/188 H. Study on Concepts of Security. A /40/553.

Resolution 39/54 of December 12, 1984—Establishment of a Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zone in 
the Region of the Middle East (replies of governments). A/40f^42  and Add. 1.

Resolution 39/63 of December 12, 1984 on Review and Implementation of the 
Concluding Docimient of the Twelfth Special Session of the General Assembly—

39/63 B. United Nations Program of Fellowships on Disarmament. A /40/816.
39/63 D. World Disarmament Campaign. A /40/443 and Add. 1.

Resolution 39/64B of December 12, 1984 on Reduction of M ilitary Budgets— 
Military Expenditures in Standardized Form Reported by States. A /40/313, Adds 1, 2, and 3.

Resolution 39/148 of December 17, 1984 on Review of the Implementation of the 
Recommendations and Decisions Adopted by the General Assembly at its Tenth 
Special Session—

39/148 F. Prevention of Nuclear War: Climatic Effects of Nuclear War, Including Nuclear 
W inter. A /40/449 and Corr. 2.

39/148 H. United Nations Institute for Disarmament Research. A /40/725.
39/148 J. Disarmament Week (information from governments). A /40/552.
39/148 O. Review of the Implementation of the Recommendations and Decisions Adopted by 

the General Assembly at Its Tenth Special Session (inform ation from governments). 
A /40/842.

39/148 P. Prevention of Nuclear War (including replies of governments). A /40/498.
39/151 C of December 17, 1984 on General and Complete Disarmament—Study 

on Conventional Disarmament. A /40/486 and Add. 1. U.N. publication. Sales 
No. E.85.IX.1.

39/153 of December 17, 1984. Strengthening of Security and Cooperation in the Mediter
ranean Region. A /40/448 and Corr. 1.

International Atomic Energy Agency

The IAEA Bulletin is issued quarterly in Chinese, English, French, Russian, and Spanish 
editions by the Division of Public Information, in cooperation w ith Heads of Agency 
Departments and their staffs. It contains inform ation on Agency activities in the appli-
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cation of international safeguards and the peaceful development of nuclear power in 
various fields. It can be obtained, free of charge from the International Atomic Energy 
Agency, W agramerstrasse 5, P.O. Box 100, A-1400 Vienna, Austria. Volume 27 covers 
the year 1985.
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