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INTRODUCTION

Fifty years since the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons (NPT) opened for
signature, it remains the “cornerstone of the global non-proliferation regime” with an “essential
role in the maintenance of international peace, security and stability.” Those words come from
the NATO Summit Declaration of July 2018, and show that Allies remain strongly committed to the
full implementation of the Treaty.

As we approach the NPT’s 2020 Review Conference, it is worth looking back at NATO’s role in the
negotiation of the Treaty - a role that is relatively unknown. Of course, the topic of safeguards
(Article lll) was the focus of extensive discussions and negotiations in the North Atlantic Council
and various committees - especially as it related to the respective roles of the European Atomic
Energy Committee and the International Atomic Energy Agency. But closer to my personal interests
were the discussions at NATO Headquarters on Articles | and Il (on the prevention of transfer of
nuclear weapons).

Last year, | sought to illustrate the relationship between Articles | and Il of the NPT and
NATO’s nuclear sharing arrangements in a paper published by the Institut francais des relations
internationals in 2017.!"" While researching that paper, | came across a humber of declassified
documents from the archives of the United States, the United Nations, and NATO that were
difficult to access. Together with more widely-available sources, they told a remarkable story
about the negotiations of the Treaty and the close cooperation between the US and USSR in
agreeing to text that would serve their interests and accommodate NATO’s arrangements.

Subsequently, | have discovered additional still-classified documents in the NATO Archives that
further enrich our understanding of how NATO contributed to the Treaty. These two volumes
include a number of these documents - now declassified - as well as other key pieces from the
archives of the United States, the Eighteen-Nation Disarmament Committee, and even the New
York Times, to tell the story directly from the source documents.

| hope these two volumes will help you - whether as a policy-maker, an academic, a researcher,
or a casual reader - to understand better what went on in the closed meeting rooms in Brussels,
Geneva, and New York that led to agreement on Articles | and Il of the NPT. And while they
are intended to illustrate and illuminate, there is still more to find - and it is not all online.
| encourage you to continue seeking, to visit the libraries and archives - including NATO’s Archives
here in Brussels - and get closer to the original sources. | found my journey as rewarding as my
destination, and | hope you do too.

William Alberque
Director, NATO’s Arms Control, Disarmament, and WMD Non-Proliferation Centre (ACDC)

Brussels, Belgium, 19 October 2018

[ William Alberque, “The NPT and the Origins of NATO’s Nuclear Sharing Arrangements,” Proliferation
Papers, Ifri, February 2017.
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Article |

Each nuclear-weapon State Party to the Treaty undertakes not to transfer to
any recipient whatsoever nuclear weapons or other nuclear explosive devices
or control over such weapons or explosive devices directly, or indirectly; and
not in any way to assist, encourage, or induce any non-nuclear-weapon State to
manufacture or otherwise acquire nuclear weapons or other nuclear explosive
devices, or control over such weapons or explosive devices.

Article Il

Each non-nuclear-weapon State Party to the Treaty undertakes not to receive
the transfer from any transferor whatsoever of nuclear weapons or other nuclear
explosive devices or of control over such weapons or explosive devices directly,
or indirectly; not to manufacture or otherwise acquire nuclear weapons or other
nuclear explosive devices; and not to seek or receive any assistance in the
manufacture of nuclear weapons or other nuclear explosive devices.
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NATO Memorandum: “Comparison of the US and USSR Draft Treaties on the Non-Dissemina-
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Resclntions adoptad on reports of the First Commitiee 5

the Declaration of St. Petersburg of 1268, the Declara-
tion of the Brussels Conference of 1874, the Conven-
tiops of The Hague Peace Conferences of 1899 and
1907, and the Geneva Protocol of 1925, to which the
majority of nations are stili parties,

Considering that the use of nuclear and thermo-
nuclear weapons would bring about indiscriminate
suffering and destruction to mankind and civilization
0 an even greater extent than the use of these weapons
declared by the aforementioned international declara-
tions and agreements to be contrary to the laws of
humanity and 2 crime under international law,

Believing that the use of weapons of mase destruc-
tion, such as nnclear and thermo-nuclear weapons, is
a direct negation of the high ideals and objectives which
the United Nations has been established to achieve
throuph the protection of succeeding generations from
the scourge of war and through the preservaticn and
promotion of their cultures,

i. Declares that:

{a) The use of nuclear and thermo-nuclear weapons
is contrary to the spirit, letter and aims of the United
Nations and, as such, a direct violation of the Charter
of the United Nations;

{¥) The use of nuclear and thermo-nuclear weapons
would exceed even the scopt of war and cause in-
discriminate suffering and destruction to mankind and
civilization and, as such, is contrary to the rules of
international law and to the laws of humanity;

{¢} The use of nuclear and thermo-nucléar weapons
is a war directed not against an enemy or enemies alone
but also against mankind in general, since the peaples
of the world not involved in such a war will be subject-
ed to all the evils generated by the use of such weapons:

{d) Any State using nuclear and thermo-nuclear
weapons i5 to he condidered as violating the Charter
of the United Nations, as acting contrary to the laws
of humanity and as committing 2 crime against man-
kind and civilization;

2. Reguests the Secretary-General to consult the
Governments of Member States to ascertain their views
or the possibility of convening a special conference for
signing a convention on the prohibition of the use of
naclear and thermo-nuclear weapons for war purposes
and to report on the results of such consultation to the
General Assembly at its Seventeenth session,

1063rd plenary meeting,
24 November 19561,

1660 (XVI). Question of disarmament

The General Ascembly,

Welcoming the agreement between the Governments
of the Union of Soviet Secialist Republics and the
United States of America, as 2 result of negotiations
between them, that general and complete disarmament
shounld be accomplished, and their agreement om the
principles which should guide disarmament negotia-
ticns,

Noting that the two Governmrents are desirous of
resuming disarmament negobiations in an appropriate
body, whese composition is yet to be agreed upon,

C omide-ring it essential that these two principal
parties should agree to and accept a negotiating body,

Having regard to the success of negotiations between
these two parties resulting in the emergence of an
agreement on principles,

1. Urges the Governments of the Usnion of Soviet
Socialist Republics and the United States of America
to rcach agreement on the composition of a negotiating
body which both they and the rest of the world can
regard as satisfactory;

2. Expresses the hope that such negotiations will be
started without delay and will lead to an agreed r1e-
commendation to the General Assembly;

3. Reguests the Governments of the Union of
Soviet Sociatist Republics and the United States of
America to report to the General Assembly, before the
conclusion of its sixteenth sessicn, on the results of
such negotiations,

1067th plewary meeting,
28 Nowvewmber 1961,

1664 (XV1}). Question of disarmament
The General Assembly,

Convinced that )l measures should be tzken that
could talt further nyclear weapons tests and prevent
the further spread of nuclear weapons,

Recognizing that the countries not possessing nuclear
weapons have a grave interest, and an important part
o fulfil, in the preparation and implementation of such
measures,

Belisving that action taken by those countries will
facilitate agreement by the nuclear Powers to discor-
tinue all puclear tests and to prevent any imcrease in
the naumber of nuglear Powers,

Teking note of the suggestion that an inquity be
made into the conditions under which countriss aot
possessing nuclear weapons might be willing to enter
into specific undertakings to refrzin from manufactus-
ing or otherwise acquiring such weapons and to refuse
to receive, in the future, maclear weapons in their ter-
ritories on behal! of any other country,

1. Requesis the Secretary-General to make such an
inquiry as soon as possible and to submit a report on
its results to the Disarmament Commission not later
than I April 1962;

2. Reguests the Disarmament Commission to take
such further measures a3 appear to be warranted in the
light of that report;

3. Cailr upor the nuclear Powears to extend their

fudlest co-operation end assistance with regard to the
unplementation of the prasent resolution.

1070k plenary meeting,
¢ December 1961.

1665 (XVI). Prevention of the wider dissemins-
tion of nuclear weapons

The General Assembly,

Recalling its resolutions 1380 (XIV) of 20 Novem-
ber 1959 and 1576 (XV) of 20 December 1960,

Convinced that an increase in the number of States
possessing nuclear weapons is growing more imminent
and threatens to extend and intensify the arms race and




o General Assembly—Sixteenth Session

to increase the difficulties of avoiding war and of es-
tablishing intcrnational peace and security based on the
rule of law,

Believing in the necessity of an international agree-
ment, subject to inspection and control, whereby the
states producing nuclear weapous would refrain from
relinquishing control of such weapons to any nation not
possessing them and whereby states not possessing such
weapons would refrain from manufacturing them,

1. Cails upon all States, and in particular upen the
States at present possessiag nuclear weapons, to use
their best endeavours to secure the conclusion of an
international agrcernent containing provisions under
which the nuclear States would undertake to refrain
from relinquishing control of nuclear weapons und {rom
transmitting the information neeessary for their manu-
facture to States not possessing such weapons, and
provisions under which States not possessing ouclear
weapons would undertake not to manofacture or other-
wise acquire contral of such weapuns,

2. Urges all States to co-operate to those ends.

1070tk plenary meeting,
4 December 1961,

1721 (XVI), International eco-operation in the
peaceful uses of omter space

A

The General Assembly,

Recognizing the common interest of mankind in
furthering the peaceful uses of outer space and the
urgent need to strengthen international co-operation
in this important field,

Beliewing that the exploration and use of outer space
should be oniy for the betterment of mankind and to
the benefit of States irrespective of the stage of their
economic or scientific development,

1. Commends to States for their guidance in the
exploration and use of outer space the following prin-
ciples:

{a¢) International law, including the Charter of the
United Nations, applies to outer space and celestial
bodies;

{5) Outer space and celestial bodies are free for
exploration and use by all States in conformity with
international law and are not subject to natienal ap-
propriation;

2. Inuites the Committec on the Peaceful Uses of
Outer Space to study and report on the legal problems
which may arise {rom the exploration and use of onter
space.

1085th plenary meeting,
20 December 1961,

B

The General Assembly,

Believing that the United Nations should provide
a focal point for international co-operaticn in the peace-
fu! expioration and use of outer space,

i. Calls #pon Stiates launching objects into orbit or
beyond to furnish information pramptly to the Com-
mittee on the Peaceful Uses of Outer Space, through
the Secretary-General, for the registration of launch-
ings;

2. Requests the Secretarv-General to maintain a
public registry of the information furaished in accord-
ance with paragraph 1 above;

3. Requests the Committee on the Peaceful Uses of
Outer Space, in co-operation with the Secretary-Gen-
eral and making full use of the functions and resources
ol the Secretariat:

(g) To maintain close contact with governmental
and non-governmental organizations concerned with
onter space matters;

(b) Ta provide for the exchange of such informa-
tion rclating to outer space activities as Governments
nay supply on a voluntary basis, supplementing but not
duplicating existing technical and scientific exchanges;

{¢) To assist in the study of measures for the pro-
molion of international co-operation in outer space
activities;

4. Further reguests the Committee on the Peaceful
Uses of Outer Space to report to the General Assembly
on the arrangements undertaken for the performance
of these functions and on such developments relating
to the peaceful uses of outer space as i considers sig-
nificant.

1085th plenary smeeting,
20 December 1961,

C

The General Assembly, :

Noting with gratification the marked progress for
meteorological science and technology opened up by
the advances in outer space,

Conpinced of the world-wide benefits to be derived
from international co-operation in weather research
and analysis,

1. Recommends to all Member States and to the
World Meteorological Organization and other appro-
priate specialized agencies the early and comprehensive
study, m the light of developments in outer space, of
THERSUTEs !

{¢) To advance the state of atmmospheric science and
technclogy so as to provide greater knowledge of hasic
physical 1orces affecting climate and the possibility of
large-scale weather modification;

(b} To develop existing weather forecasting ca-
pabilities and to help Member States make effective use
of such capabilities through repional meteorological
centres

2. Reguests the World Metecrological Organiza-
tion, consuiting as appropriate with the United Nations
Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization and
other specialized agencies and governmental and non-
governmental organizations, such as the International
Council of Scientific Unions, to submit a repost to the
Governments of its Member States and to the Economic
and Social Council at its thirty-foarth session regard-
ing appropriate organizational and financial arrange-
ments to achieve those ends, with a wview to their
further consideration by the General Assembly at its
seventeenth session;

3. Reguests the Committee on the Peaceful uses
of Quter Space, as it ceems approprate, o review
that report and submit its comments and recoramenda-
tions to the Economic and Social Council and to the
Cieneral Assembly.

1085th plenary meeting,
20 December 1961,
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Jagreamant wers reasuchad on this point, it would mske further steps possible &n

JBut ha had alwo pointed out to Cromyko thet the expresssion “directly or fin-

——

=

Aftar discussing saveral aspacts of the Barlin question with Ambassador
Dobrynin (coverad in saparate semorandum of conversation), tle Secrstary
said he would like to turn spacificslly to the question of miclear non-
proliferation, Hers was a point in vhich & ganuine common interest existed
batwesn the Scviet Union and the United States and indssd tha United Xingdom
and France, On puraly thaoretical grounds no muclear powar eould be interestad
in any other power's becoming & nuclear power, On purely practical grounds,
looking ahead fiftesn to twanty yaars aml sseing the prospect of as:many as
ten to fifteen countriss coming into possession of nuclaar weapons, the proapett
for peace was not good. An slesent of unprsdictsbility would be added, We
therafora hava a comwon interast in svoiding nuclear proliferation,

It was against this background, the Secretary contimued, that he had
talked with Gromyke st Geneva and urged that ths Eoviet Union and the United
States concentrate specifically on the question of non-diffusion of miclesr
waapons on 4 national basis, that is concentrate on governments which could
davalop mational caparities on their own. Wa balieva that wa should concen-
trate on this centrsl point and not try to solve all related matters, 1f

the disaxmement fisld, With refersnce to the Western Alliance, the Secretery
said that he had pointad out to Gremykc that wa did not have in mind the
transfer of nuclesr weapons directly or indiractly tlwough this Alliancs,

divectly through & milivary allisnce™ might lead to uisundarstanding and -
would require further discuseton. With this tn mind we had drafted a

L
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declaration on nuclsar non-transfer of two paragraphs and had sleo appendsd

a clarifying miruts to axplain vhat would or would not be goversd., Our
languagse is illustrativa but sericus and does not necessarily cover all of

the points we would like to discuss at the time of the declaration. However,
thars ara ancugh points in the minute to show that our stress is on the
axtansion of national capabilitias, We belisve this to ba not just another
pisca of papsr but an srrangesent that would actuslly prevent the proliferation
of waspons om & national basis,

Jabassador Dobrynin asked whathar tha Secrstary had discussed tha de-
claration with the Franch end the British and whather thay had agrasd to it.
The Secretary said we had given thex copies but that he was not zcting as
their agant today, BEs did want to say, with & full sansa of responsibility,
that if tha Soviats falt that our papsr provided a basis of negotistions,
the Allies would taks this as a very serious step and we could take up the
mibject with them, We could not ccomit them today, the Secretary added, but
ha was sncourapged to £find out 4f the Soviets dicd consider the paper am &
basias for nagotiationa.

After Dobhrynin had carefully read tha paper which the Secratary had
handed him (text stteched), the Sacretery obsarved that soms of the discuseicn
in the Waat over tha past faw ysava on nucleaxy matters, and ths incrsass in
conmiltation asong the Waatarn powers on this subject, was due to the change
brought about fn the nuclsar situation whan in 1956-57 tha USSR had made
clear that it wvas targsting & considarable numbasr of muclear weapons on
Uastern Zurope to be deliversad sither by bombers or by missiles. Thie
brougbt the quastion to tha forefront in ths thinking of Western Zuropesn
govermeants. The Sovists had atrussed the point sither to visitors in
Moscow or during visite of Soviets lesaders to tha West, smphasizing that ore
or more countries would ba destroyed. It was only natural for the countries
threstened by nuclear vesapons to want to know something mors about thea.

Thus the increass in the discussion of nuclesar problems in the Wes® was tha
dirsct result of the developments which he bad sentionad in the nuclesr field.

Furthermure, the Secrstary want on, he ainceraly askead the Soviet
govermment to balieve that we cursealivas ars opposed to placing muclesr
waapons in the bands of naticnal govermmants and nationzl forcew. This is a
matter of ocur intarast, We have pursued this policy avan though some of our
Allies have disagreed with it, Therse is nothing in the background which
cuks across thia most slemantary policy of the US govarmment. Although the
Soviets may have axprassed concern from time to time with regard to somathing

which
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. |vma saying today, ths Sacretary pointed out, was not cur answar to the
;. lreocant Soviet note on the sultilateral foree, We would deal with this in

|multilateral forca, Tha key point about the lattser is that national govern-

LSl

ACh S/

SECRET-LIMITED DISTRIBUTION §/5
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which bas not yet come into bsing, this is US govarmment policy. What he

due course, but Asbsssador Dobrynin would not bs surprised to hear that we

I |disagvea with many points 4in the Foviat note. Tha Secratary said he did
‘ |bave one immediste comment. The nots mentionad tha multinational as well
~jas multilateral forca, The former was meinly tha British V-bombers and

jUf Polaris submarines. Thess were tha principal elemants along with the

coordination with other elemants which might have related misstions, The -

[multinational force doas not change the existing situstion am far as the

spresd of weapons is conoarnad. Our viav is that this i» also trus of the

ments will not be able to employ it on a national basis by their own decision
or that of thair srmed forces, The main objective ia to prevent the apread
of national nucleer capabilitias, ¥e are not interested solely 4n one, two
or thras countries but on & world wide basis, After all, countries not
#llied aither with the U5 or the USSR pay be planning teo scquire miclesr
capacitias, Hencs we think that a four-powar agressent along the linem of

.. in quality, - In a year or two tha situation will furthar change and. than

the declarstion would be great prograss,

After some discussion of Berlin at this point (coversd in saparste
wmamerandum of conversaticn), Dobrynin commanted that tha matn point about
the noa-transfer declaration propossd by the US is that to which Growyko

. had objected previously, Dobrynin siid he had alsc made the same point in

an ssrlier conversation and his govarmmant had likewisa hed dons so in a
note some monthd ago as wall as in its recant pote. This was not puraly a Sl
matter of propagands buk the wvay the Soviet government falt, Tha US was 5
actually baginning the proliferation of nuclear wespons. Chairman Kbrushehev v
had velcomsd Presidant Kennedy!s remarks regerding US policy on non=proliferation,

but vhat has been going on since last mommer is the actusl proliferation of L
miclear weapons, Without evan speaking of Garmany, a country like Italy Pt
which has not had nuclear weapons will now have them in the so-called multi- '
lataral units. The pelicy of the USSR 1s to have no nucleat wedpons except

in national unite of the USSK, The U5 has had the esams within the HATO
framework,. This tha Soviet Union could accapt, But when tha US speaks of
so=called multilstersl tesas mads up of countries who do not now possess
muclear weapons, this is & nev and dangerous step. It marks a real differance

there will ba prolifarstion. Dobrynin repeated that the multslatiéral force
would put the control of muclesr wespons in the hands of other countries
which did not have them nov. Ha recalled that bafore tha Paris Agresments

in 19“..
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fo 1955, the Vestern ccuntries had claimed that they were going te prohibit
the Cermans from baving all sorts of wespous, aven hasvy conventional
aymaments, but in & few yesrs this was pushed aside, The Gu'nnl had oo~
.. plained thit they were nok being given squal trastment, Now they have the
.. piggest army im NATO, and whare were the Paris Agresments? Now the firse

Ve :..lm 1a satisfyilng West Cetwan nuclesr desands was to ba tiw multilateral

. fores, . This wvas enly the beginning, the Sowists falt. Tha US was on a

. dangerouns path oo which {t sould mot stop. The Germans would always try

. to bring sbout changes, The firat step would be to change tha ruls of
mnt-l.ty to decision by majority and thus alisinats ths US veto, ' Ths only
uluum would be for the USSR and the US to keap thair monopoly. This was
“ the basfe posttion of the Soviet govermment. The US-propossd declaration,
Alblnldur Pobrynin contimued, dealt with averything except the wultileteral
torce or tha multinational force. Ha could only mote the reservations dn
tha mimate, and felt that tha US was really proposing muclear prolifaration
both quantitatively and gualitativaly.

The Eacratary sald he would try to distinguich the iwo things., From the
quantitative aspect, tha guestion of dissymssmnt applisd to both sides, Tha
USSR had built up & substantisl riclear force requirlig 4 substantial nuclear
focen on our mide, It appsarsd from a recant Fhrushchev spssch that important
decisions had hewn sads to allocats o considersble emcunt of pew rasourcas

to military purposes, The question of quantity should ba grapplad with in

the dissrmement contaxt. . In this senss, quantitative proliferation needs
miuuu attantion,

. On the qualizetive side, we wers opposed to putttu other governmants
in a position, not warely on paper, to hold and empley nuclsar wespons. We
have no arvangemants in mismd towards this and.  This wes an lmportent point -
vhich the Soviats should remswber. Dobrynin cosmantsd that this wia where
the UB and the USSR differed. Tha Soviets could not mse Low & developmant
could be prevented over the yaars which waild laed to real control of
uclear weapons in the lands of the members of the suitilatersl foice. The
Gecratary said wa wears sure that this would not happen with raspect ro the
NATO countries, But thers ware also other countries which wald mows tovards
possansion of miclasy wespons in the next ten yasrs or so unless there vere
some such agreswent 48 ve bad proposed,. Dobrynin ssid he was not so sure

*{'abouk” the KATO countries. Unless, the Becratary contimed;ws can conbioe

& NATO arrangmsent with a larger agrsasent, the quastion will get out of

_cantroi;- Dobrynin cbssrved that the multilateral force was & process of

‘proliferation;
L0 BL ‘ -‘ 573
BEST AVAILABLE COPY

-13 -

JT"\*‘FP

A

XTI

LY




ST - %\cogqo/g

e OR B/8
R .
- 85 -

prolifaration. The Zecratary responded that we were quits certain that this
was not so as far as NATO was contarnaed,

Dobryain safd thet vhen be looked at the post-war history of Wést

Germany, rscalling for sxaople stetemente made by Mr, Dulles in 1956 and
”  how the Cermans now had the atrongest avwy in NATO, he could only wonder
Jvbere we wonld be in five years. The Secretary commended that he did not
want to go ovar the whila history of tha post-war period, but it was & fact
that the West Carmans had not bagun to srm until aftey the East Germans had
" Iotarted.  The East Germans had bean permittad to begin araing one year before
- | the Wast Gezwana over the protests of the Westarn powmra,- Dobrynin injacted
that he eculd produce & 1ist,. The Sscratery ohserved that if tha Boviets
maintained twenty divisioos in Kast Germany, we could not maintain that many
in the Tedsral Rapublic. Dobrynin said the Soviets wete prapared to with-
dravw from Tast Germeny anytime the US was prepsrad to withdraw from the
Federal Rapublic.

™
.

The Sacratary atated that we would have no objecticns if the Soviets
wars to maks arvangements within the Warsaw Pact similar to those we ware
propesing to make within XKATO, Dobrynin raspondad that the Soviets did not
want thia, The Secretary said he vanted te ask the Soviat government to’
- |study the draft déclayation mgainst the background of hic statament to
- |imbassador Debrynin,. The latter said bs would of sourse rafer ths text to
*. his governemnt, but bs wes sure that it would ba found unsatisfactory, be
inquired as to vhat we underatood by tha term *misute™ to ba attached to
the desolaration, sabasssdor Thowpson said it was a document intended for
purposas of axplametion. Refarring te the btext of the draft non-transfer
declaraticn, the Secretary noted that Gromyko bad raised the point sbout
ueing the deviea of an Alliance to schiws somathing féddirectly, The Secratary
*atallad that he had told him that it was not our intention to transfer
nuclaar wespons through a military alijance to national contrel. But sinca the
ssion “indivestly through a wilitary allisnce” does not carry s full
axplansticn on Lte face we must ba clear vhat Lt means, It would therafore
. . [|ba important to append & ainuts to svoid misunderstanding, Dobrynin said
.'f,' ha could reeall vhat Gromyko had aaid sbout indipsct transfer, Ha had
bean against presissly vhar was gpoing on in tonnection with the multinational
wmmuumt Leorca, although what the US propossd to do had not been
jvary clest at the time.” Ths Sscratary said the fssus wms the ability of
© 7 {national gearmsants to use thatir own sational forees to launch nuclear
' |wespons, He reacoguized that there might be political reasons why the.
. |Bovist Unfon did not went other FATO countriss to consider thewselves part

“ ‘ - . . of an
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of am Alliance wvhich bas ouclear wespons at iks disposal, Howaver this
question of oational miglear capacity wvan so important that it wvas worth
_taking hold of the particular point and stepping that at lsast, We ware
' ko sater inke an sgreament oa this. Dobrynin said thate wers mo
- spaeifie political rassusons for the Soviat position. The LUSER was agsinst
- mxumtm in any Alldancs,

. The Segretary cbseyved that President Kannedy bad -ltudy clarified
tlu polnt that thease srrangssents would be in no wey ssperited from the - a4
-~ lrespensibility of tha United States. Dobrynia imjacted that the fact was o
. » |that other eountries would possess miclear weapons, The Secrstary vesponded
. ithat mo other country vald coma into bthalr possession, - Dobrynin repeatad
i K-that they would have possassion. The US might not be in a position to ba
fully yesponsible, The USSR alveady felt that the Uest Germans ware
axarcising & strong influsnce on US policy, for sxample in ths magotiations
en Bariin and German preblems.. This influance would incressa in ysars to
coms, Ona read that the Garmans would be paying one-third of tha eost of
the multilatersl force.,. They would try to scquire & decisive voica, The
Sscretary said that if he really believed thisz ba would sign ths sgresment

. |today so that in five or tan years from now the govermments would be bound.
What the Soviats fesx would then pot be poseible.: Dobrynin said that the

- fact was that through s rather compliecstsd sthems the US was going to give

. other countrias suclear wespons.. Who was proliferating? You or we?

. Tha Sacretary obssrved that the Soviats should look at the sltarnative.
C[it was aither this arzangemant or ne arrangssant,- The security of tha
Soviat Union and of the UGB demanded the arrangasant. Dobrynin sarsly repestad
that the Carmeans would ba tampted te acquire muclesr weapons. The Secratary
- jpointed cut thet they would aign paragraph two of tha declaration. Dobrynin
said that be did not know whether they would sign, The Secrstary wasponded
that be theught that they would sign. Ha thought that & let of countries
should sign, for sxssple the Chinase, Dobrypin commentsd that the Bovist
Union had no sultilateral force with the Chinese, The Sasratary ul:id
vhethar the Chiness would sign, Dobryain seid he did et knew, but the

Soriuts wars pot proposing & myitilatersl force to them. Howevar the US
was inviting the USSR to do this, If the UG contimuad,” tha Soviat Unfon
would hnn "o altuutln but to do the sama !or itl tthu!n. - -

'\.-. -'I b "“- ‘l.'
o e A g R T -1

s J-"u-*‘ '.L'h hetonry ntd hn mud te’ miggast thnr. thu mbjor.r. wvas one of
. {luportance both to tha US and tha USSL.: It should be discussed ssriously

on this
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on thie kind of basis and not gat caught up in publie axchangas of hotes.
Pobrynin chesrved that the Sovist note dealt with the general subject and
aontaimd soms of the same idean that ha had awprusssd, but the Boviats
bad not published thair pravious discussions. Nowever, ths whole subject
, out Lo the open and was being discussed in the Westarn press. The
. (teeretary cbsarvad that & curieus thing about tha miltilateral force was
~ {that those who criticised Lt in the Wast wers thoss who wanted mational
© * lpeleay Lorced,: Dobryunin eaid thiz meraly fllustratad that those wvha
. ket this vould press for more tomorrow, The Secratary noted that the
" {Sorkek criticimm of the multilatersl force wes for opposita reasuns, IThe .
. . [faet wms that those who want national muclear capacities tomorrow should
o™ g pinned down by & signed agresment today.: The muitinational force was 0
not really invelved in the issue, tha Bacretary sdded, despite the rude
comments on it in the Sovist note.

After a brief discussion of Barlin at this peint, tha Secretary said
ha d¢id hope that dwbassador Dobrynin would urge that his govermment giva
sarious attaniion to the draft declaration against the background of the
SecTatary's statemant,: We ars seriously intevested in avolding proliferstion
of mclear weapons inte national hands,. Thirs is no question sbout Pramsident
Earnmady's centtal purposs on this question,-

4?.} e T T R B SR Y
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Dasiring to promots international peace and security,

Dasiring, in particuler, to refrain from taking steps vhich will
axtend and intensify the srms race,

Balieving that the creation of muclear vespons forces by additionsal
states will jeopardics thase ands,

Recalling that General Asssmbly Raselution 1665 (XV1) urges all

lutu I:o ennpontl for thnu purpous.

Ruf!lnln; tl‘lair detautmtton to achieve lgrtmnt on ganaral
and complets disarmament under effective international control,

1. The Govermments of France, the United Kingdom of Great
Britain snd Hortbern lreland, the United States of America, and
tha Union of Soviet Socialist Republics solemnly declare that they
will not transfar any ruclear weapons directly, or indirsctly
through & military alliance, into the national control of individuel
atates not now possassing mich weapons, and that they will not
assist such other states in the manufacturs of such weapons;

2. Tha othar sigmatory Covermmants solemnly daclars that
they will not msmufacturs nuclear weapons and that they will
rafrain from sequiring divectly, or indirectly through militery
sliipnces, national contrel of any miclear weapons, and that they
will not sask or receive assistarca from other states in the
manufacturs of any such weapons;

3., This declaration, which shall be deposited with tha
Coveroment of . shall be opan to signature by all
Governments. 1t shall remain in effect indefinitely, subject
to the yight of any signatory to ba ralieved of itz terms if
anothar signatory fsils to obsarve them or if any othar Covernment
takes action which signatories have declared they will not take;

;. I WITNESS VHERKOR tha undarli.md. duly suthorized, have signed .
thu declaration,

DONE AT _____ , this day of
one thousand nine bundred and sixzty-

CONFIDENTTAL
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SCUBSION WITH NON-
SFER TOM

The United Btatss is proposing for considerution a daclaration
dasling with the non-diffusion of miclsar wespons. Ths principsl
operativa sentanca of this declaration, insofar as the nuclear powers
are concernsd, Tesdm as follows}

"Tha Covermmants of Framnce, tha United Kingdom of Great
Britain and Northarn Iraland, the United States of America,
and tha Union of Soviet Socfalist Republics solemnly declaras
that they will not transfer any ouclear wesapons dirsctly, or
indirectly through a military sllisnce, into the national control
of individual states adot now possaseing such weapons, and that
thay will not sssist such other states in the marufacturs of
mch wespone ™

This language iz maant to make mora precisu the third point in
the message from the Yoraign Hinister of the USSE! which states that:
*Thers should also ba excluded the transfer of miclsar weapons through
military alliancas to those states which do not possess them, i.e.,
ths transfer of such weapons in an indirect sanner, irrsspectiva of

" whether or not tha national armed forcas of thass mtates are coaponent
paxte of the armed forces of any militury siliance,®

The US deaft declaration spplies the following test to actions :
respacting the dispoaition of a nuclear weapon in concection with a b
regional arvangssant: BSuch actions are probibitad if they would give '
to any stats which iz a member of the reglonal arvangemsnt and-which -
doas not possess nuclear wespons the ability to meks 2 determinetion to :
une thess wespons on tha basis of ita national decision alone. A faw .
illustrations say suffice:

".or la s Tha declaration proposed by the U.B.. would prohibit the U8,
or tha Savist Union from placing muclsar wveapons undaer tha control of
unites of national forces of nations in the NATO or Worsaw Fact which
do pot now possads pDuclear weapons svan though thoss units are assigned

kg et
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i, - to the NATD oy WVerasav Fact commend structurs,

_ 2, The dsclarstion proposed by the Unitad Statas would mot prevant
the United Statas or tha Soviat Union from deploying muclear weapons
in support of the forcas of mesber nations vhish ars assigned to tha
foreas of the WATO and Warasw Past, vespectively, sven though these

. wembers d¢ pot thamsslves have such weapsns, 7Tha arvengements would be

IR S

mich that the U.E. and USSR, respastively, retain eentrol over the

_wespons 5o that they eculd not ba deployad or used molely on the basis

of thermational decisien of any goverrment not now possesaing thea.
3. Tha detlaration proposad by the United Ststes would not prevent

“the U.8, or the USSR from placing miclenr weaponz intthe custody of

unite of & multinational dafansa force within the fremework of RATO, or
Warsaw Fact defense forces, respectivaly, if woapons could not ba
deployed or used on tha basiz of the natienal daciston of any govermment
not now passsssing thaw.

4, Ths declayation proposed by the U.S, would not pravent the
U.5, or the Boviet Union from entaring into mltinational consultative
procadures with respect to the deploymant sand umse of miclasar weapons
with countriss not now possassing duch waspons. )

5. The declaration propossd by the V.8, assusas sadherence to the
daclaration by 4ll potantial muclaay states oy sutherities, It would
not become operative until both the United States apd the USSR were
satisfied that such sdharences had baan sbtained, ard until both bad
ratiffed it pursuant to their constitutional proowssas,
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- MISE EN LECTURE PUBLIQUE

troops on German soill;

L) TFreezing nnd roduction of nilitary pudgets;

(
(5} Teoce tronty with CGormony:
(

off maclianr Wweopoas,

(Signed) D.U. STIKKER

DECLASSIFIED - PUBLIC DISCI&SURE / DECLASSIFIE

HATC

FO/ &5/ 366

el Pernancnt Reorcscenitotives
From: Sceredtary Cenceral
. DAETEST IATATIONS

A8 Fou are avors,; I inforked the Council ot 1is meetin
on 29th July of sy intention to submit some short studies surveying
the varlicus problems 1izely to be diseussed furing the Torithcoming
Eost-¥est conversaiicns,

Ltteched kereto, in the hope thet they may be Lound
useful, are pagcers desling with the Follewing topics:

(1, Non-cggressicn poeth:

CONPIDENTTAL
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NCH-DISSEMTIATICK OF NUGLE:R IAPONS

I.

1. FPrincipel devel on*cn ts dur ing the laet few years
concarnirg the gucstion of the non-disseninstion of =-mclear weapons

on be surmerised zs Joiliows:i-

(a; Alresdy in Sepiomber 1957 the Soviet Union zroposed tu
roncunce, fer five yeors, the right to 3tciion or transfer‘
weapens abroud, This measuroe, while weing Circcted also aﬂalpst
the sroliferation of nuclear wompons, oimed ot the same time at
cecisively changing the militsry bolance. ik £

repeated by the Soviects in Septombor 1958,

8% version of akytal
for the pronibitinm of e t“ansfer o
OTlLt gcrﬁrul Ll%ﬁrﬂuﬂcﬂt plen of

buﬂ on the transfcr of : ucleaf WEopons
igar infeormztion, as well a3 Tfor &n
1 powers not Lo panf“CbuPQ suc
This proposszl waos again repeated at

Adso the fir
called, amengst others
miclear wadpons, The
2nd Jure, 1960, includ
and ihe transnissien o i

udertaking by the neon-nug
W00 fuuLhG 1, point 5)
the 16+h UNGA in Avtumn 19

U‘

t\j(

oﬂal.ﬁscEmle, the first
wont—-cizsenination of '!1110168.3?

(b} At the United I
initiative to iobls tho

wagzpons was tal oy ot T im Qctocbor 1958 suggested o
study on the Jdongors inherernt in & further disscaination, Th,u
initintive resulited in o sezics of WIrish resolutions® on the - -

suojeet in 1959, 195635 and 1261,

Thile in the votz con the Irich rosolution

of 1960, tcn
MATO countrice abstalned and Tour menber countricvs vo
Ly ]

n.+ bt

cd in Toveur,
the modified resolution of 106ﬁ'(numoor |u69(AJI; of
th Deeember, 1961) was adopted the United Hetions =menbers,

including the HATO counbrle_,_ultnouﬁ voss or opoosition,

2y epproving this resolution, 211 United Maftions members
Lave, in principle, cgreed thot ar intesrnational rrecty should be
concluded Tty which:

- the siotes possessing nuclenr woopons would commit them-—
seclves not Lo reliin gulsL_conurc_ and not to transanit
lrformetion nccessary for the menvlfacture of nuclear
wébpdns "t stolcs net posscssing such weopons:

- slates not possesging nuclcar veopons o commit thems

L7Lo151 3
sclves rnet Lo manufscture or othorwisc ceguire contrel
-of such woapons. ’

ST (LT CONFIDENTIAL
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Y (numbon
Or inicn o l QZo DI \)T”bu

cnguliry on vha guoesil

Powc1<1 ;%srmhly

h( )

would reo iy not onity not to afootare or
Toclear W“”Done, tut o2lsc e rofusce to accopt thcm on tholr
territorices on behalf of otkher countriss(i).

_ Lt e loter sioge, zonsulinticns took vlaco in the
LlItaree which nzde Lt possivle tc co-ordinote the replics of the
nember ccountrics to the suosesuont ENCn airy o the Uznited Liolicns
Becretary Genersl and most of the momber countries uscd the argu-
nonts rocommonded nceordin ~R{£2)2 of 28th Tenruary, 1952, in

motivating their acgntive -,¢c to”ﬁr¢~ the Swe

anc the cngulry of the Uni

{ec) 1% will Purithcr bu »scallcd thei the recent Unitod States
Cisornement propascls (So-tomser 1901 and 3 5682, Stoge I Ch)
enviscse measurss to provent tho ercoitlon ner notional
ruclecs forces (c. o enh oot Snnex . g t dlsarnczent
nlon of Moreh 1962 ircludcs similor propos t =t “nncx B),

It adds thet stotes not possessing nuzleay Tehell rofuse 1o
adinit the rmiclenr woapons of ony ather otio eir territeriegh,

(&) of opinion between Tost ond Yiost with
rogord t of muelenr woopons reésultced from
the Sovi solisy irn KATO, ns Tor
instonce ks o Torco, would
hove to to cong COpOnS
(c.i. C-t( 62155 aF 29tk JSasust, 19
Sovict noits of heen nhds elear

e

T

¢dish “cqolbblor
cerstnry Genercl(2}).

Trrious

occ“S Lon e Unitaed Stotes

hed ¢ cul nultiicternl

W‘TO f; wLtiloternl

HRBI{ Torce

(1) Tern nerbors of the “1licmes voted ceEclnet the resclution ocnd
four in fovour,

{2) Tt will bﬂ reeoilod thot only Lo Y ations roewmber countries
nave rop 1ui +c tie United et only 21 ¢ winich
exprcssod o rouraole viow ultlDu rcau¢«wtlop In o
SPCLCT bCfOPb thu Urid ”“+10“5 P011:10H1 Com11851or L
9th Fovember, 1962, $ Foreign Uindeater suggested that

the rotter should be »oforred Lo San ngcv: D"SCP?””Gnt

Conf'zrorco. Yo Turiticr ocotion ws boen tokor on this rmottor.
(3) Tote of Unitod States Dclugcticr o o fiith Oc*@ﬁﬁﬁ, 1961, United

Steotes note of ihth Tebruorry, 19583, C-73{A2;35 rnmad C-R{E2INLE,

I“_\'{

%W COMPIDENTL.L
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IT,
Seen agoinst this higsterical tockgrourd, two waior
differcncas of opipion scem to arisce cver the Telloving issues:
- Wniie tho o7 ~g Loproved e Irdish

1 1 (L)

R ovel, it
dﬂmnnns vrlch would
Facpons anywhere in

resclution of L%h Decorbor,
”bove) o1 hos susseca

hag rejeeved any Soviet and
afPeet the right to station
tra treaty ovesn,

- Thile ko TTost koo nndoe it clenr ook is noct
conslder ftooc estatlishment of o #.7T0 aue orc02ﬁsa
prolifesecion of : opong, ths Sov"ctQ skt

LI o -

mointoine
nuclear W
i*r '

the forn Qf.tran31tion ol
miltilateral = is not of
shmens of o multiloteral
amingtion of nucléar

It will be recalled thot of the CHtowo mcetving in

liay 1965; occ“uumr? of Biote, Rusk, enphosised United 33intes
interest movae ¢ on the matter of an ogrecment on the non-
trorsfor of nuclens “rgopons ond spcelifically proposcd toe consider
whether such a= o .eemcnt is poscidle, —ord Home, supporting this,
spid thet there wig e 2 possitle copproach from tho Soviects
conecerning this cusstion whiceh the Yest should not £1il to
recognrisge and stufi,

B HATC CCWRIDETTIAL
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to the 1'reaty would cgree to seek to prevent

r anticnnl auzlscr ToOrCES. To this end:

o) Trose Partics to the Troenty under whose jurisdietion o
nuclecr weopon had been menmuicetured would agres:

anty

} not toe tronsfer control avor any micleor waenpons to
a state wrder whose jurisdiction o nuclecr Wecpon
ned not boer mhﬂuf“0uared £t the crte of ths sighning

the trooity;

(+

(2) not to ossisti any such stnite in menufoctaring any
nuaclenr woan

(v} Those Yortics te the Trecty uader whose jurisdiction nec
ruglenr veopons hed been m:nuf:cturod woilld agrac:

4} mot tc seguire or aticrpt o ocguire centrol over
£y Tuololtn WOODCnE !

——

(2} noi te mrxmneture cr ctbempt to manufneture any
mwelcor wWengporns,
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[Gomulka begins the section of his address on Khrushchev's removal by reading down a list of
justifications, mainly domestic, offered by Soviet officials at the October CPSU plenum to justify
Khrushchev's removal, pp. 318-21.]

... The next censure dealt with his favoring his family, which expressed itself above all else of
course in his sending his son-in-law, Adzhubei, abroad for various matters. Sending him itself may
not be the most important thing, but the irresponsible way in which Adzhubei behaved abroad was
often simply disgraceful for the Soviet Union. We know a little bit about that, at least from his last
trip, to West Germany (representatives of our press informed us about the way he acted and his
statements). In a word, Cde. Khrushchev started to create around himself ... the atmosphere of a
cult of personality. [pp. 324-25]

... We recognized that the change carried out in the leading positions [in the Soviet Union] is
completely justified, it was carried out in full accordance with the principle of inner-party

democracy, and we expressed our approval for the decisions of the Plenum of the CPSU CC,
considering that they were above all else their internal matters, and we could not meddle in these
matters, but we fully concur in the argumentation that the Soviet comrades put forward to us. At

the same time, we presented and told them as well what we ourselves have been thinking about his
[Khrushchev's] activities in those matters in which we are directly interested in some form, because
they dealt with us; this had to do above all else with effects in two areas: foreign policy and in the
area of our economic relations....

For the Soviet comrades, our positive stance was no surprise because they already knew about
the previously-cited contentious issues between the leadership of our party and Cde. Khrushchev
(or at least some of the issues). They had been informed by Cde. Khrushchev.

... As | already stated, these sometimes divergent views dealt with various aspects of foreign
policy, and they arose above all else from a lack of consultation with regard to questions about the
Soviet Union's foreign policy in relation to the FRG ..., [a lack of] consultation with our party and
with our responsible state organs....

... ltis clear that both Poland as a country and our party are not the main creative force for the
foreign policy of the socialist camp, and it is unthinkable that Poland would force something in this
regard or that we could conduct some sort of independent [samodzielna] foreign policy. It is also
unthinkable that even when we do have reservations to the policy of the Soviet Union, that we
would express them openly, that we would reveal some shades of difference in our stance,
because the enemy would immediately detect it and use it.... At the same time, every one of us
feels a responsibility that in certain matters in which our party, our government, our country, is
deeply and directly interested, and we demand, have the right to demand, and always will demand
that these matters be discussed with us and coordinated, and that, if | may say so, we also express
our stance.... [pp. 322-24]

Only in the last two years did certain nuances begin to arise, differences of greater or lesser
importance. They had to deal above all else with the question of German policy, but not only this.
As you know, comrades, not every initiative of the Soviet Union in the German question — with
regard to the solution of the German question, with regard to the peace treaty and West Berlin —
had been thought out to the end. We always believed that the Soviet Union had thought through its
initiatives well, that it had more trump cards in its hand, because it had all the weapons [nieci] of
policy in its hand and not us, but it turned out that it did not always look that way, that it was a little
bit of a [cavalry] charge — e.g., with regard to the issues of the peace treaty with Germany, we had
to be a little ashamed. Cde. Khrushchev set deadlines that were not well thought through; the West
stood firm, did not concede, and later he had to withdraw from these ultimative deadlines and
somehow explain. But this is not yet a question of differences. Only if a person looks very
insightfully and analytically at other moves does he perceive these failings.

If it has to do with the German question, Cde. Khrushchev voiced the concept of Rapallo. | will not
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explicate what this means here; essentially, the concept boiled down to the idea that the FRG did
not have in the long term any other way to go than to change sides and turn and to the Soviet
Union, reach an understanding with the Soviet Union, and then one could talk about some
resolution of the German problem. We were very skeptical about this matter; we believed that the
situation here is completely different. We spoke about these questions more than once, and Cde.
Khrushchev often got angry because we did not share his view of this concept.

In this regard, Adenauer conducted a special policy through [FRG Ambassador in Moscow Hans]
Kroll. Not only Adenauer in the end, but also other envoys of the FRG, simply deceived Cde.
Khrushchev; they discussed various possibilities, but with a completely different goal in mind. They
had the goal of negotiating concessions for the FRG from his side and the creation of some long-
term prospect for opening the door to Germany's unification. That's what it was mainly about for
them. And with regard to the possibility that they would loosen their relations with NATO, or leave
NATO to turn and join the Soviet Union, we absolutely did not see any grounds for this.

This already created in our discussions certain differences, especially given the sort of character
Cde. Khrushchev had — a very rude one; in general, this already did not create a good climate.
Very substantial matters arose between us in connection with the desire of the USA and the FRG
to create so-called NATO multilateral nuclear forces [MLF], which is currently the subject of broad
criticism. Cde. Khrushchev's view regarding NATO nuclear forces differed fundamentally enough
from our view. Namely, Cde. Khrushchev truly believed that the creation of even NATO nuclear
forces would not change the balance of forces between the socialist camp and the states of the
Atlantic bloc; that these multilateral nuclear forces in a certain sense might be helpful in preventing
the proliferation of nuclear weapons in such a form that the FRG or other NATO states would come
to possess their own national nuclear forces.

Various other ideas were expressed about this: that the multilateral forces were an alliance
between the FRG and the USA, but that it would also bind the FRG that much more with the USA,
which is not completely bad for us because first, the USA would have a restraining impact upon
West Germany's various revanchist tendencies; at the same time, a French-West German alliance
could be even more dangerous for peace and eventually [lead] to Germany's turning to France for
atomic weapons. In fact, the whole argument boiled down to the idea that if the Germans were to
bind themselves more closely to France at the cost of relations with the USA — since they have a
notably larger economic position than France, a stronger economic position — then they would
begin to impose their views upon France and lead it down their road.

Many such conceptions can be worthy of discussion; it is possible to look differently at these
matters. Still, we had another view here, because the stated concepts would naturally lead to the
logical conclusion that we could silently agree to the creation of the multilateral nuclear forces.
These concepts led to such a conclusion. We were decidedly of another point of view in this
matter. We discussed the matter in the Politburo and even expressed our stance on this matter.
Nothing has changed in this regard in terms of the official policy of the Soviet Union; it is opposed,
as it was before, to the multilateral nuclear forces. It maintained and still maintains that the creation
of the multilateral forces constitutes a proliferation of nuclear weapons, to which we cannot agree,
and if it is necessary, we will have to take steps in response.... [pp. 337-39]

... We explained that we are not for the proliferation of these [i.e., nuclear] weapons, but at the
same time we expressed understanding in a speech for China's aspirations to become a nuclear
state. Such were the shades of difference in our stances in many cases. [p. 340]

... Cde. Khrushchev's recently planned trip to the FRG hit us particularly hard. | already spoke
about this, that in these matters we are directly interested, despite the fact that we have to speak
along party lines; that we wanted to know something, to consult; that we were not against a trip —
please, if you have to go, you can go — but we should know something about what it's about, what
the goal is to be, since we are also deeply interested. We received evasive replies; he did not want
to consult. Often, this started to anger us, since this is no favor, it is a duty; especially since later,
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after Adzhubei's visit to the FRG, we found out from the newspapers that he [Khrushchev] was
intending to go. Up to the last moment we did not know: Is he going, or isn't he? Officially, he did
not tell us, a bad situation. And so it grew, and grew, and grew. Such various matters. The question
arises here: Why did he not want to speak, was it a lack of trust? No, it does not have to do here
with some lack of trust. If he's able to tell U Thant, he can tell us as well — right? Here it is some sort
of personal trait, a character trait... Several comrades know, even non-members of the Politburo
were withesses to how he can react very angrily to even very innocent, often normal statements....
At Lansk this happened once, and it demonstrated the bad situation. [pp. 340-41]

... But this began most often to have an effect upon our economic relations. He began quite simply
to treat us worse. For us, our trade relations with the Soviet Union are no less important than our
political relations. For our economy, this is an extremely important matter. But we were shoved a
little bit into last place in relation to the other European people's democracies. The thought was, we
will give it to whomever, but we cannot give it to the Poles, despite valid agreements.... With regard
to grain, for example. | spoke here on one occasion about how we received a letter from Comrade
Khrushchev last year saying that we could not count on any deliveries of grain after the disaster of
the drought. This letter went to all the other parties, to the GDR, to Czechoslovakia, to Hungary, to
Bulgaria... It was personally very uncomfortable for me to discuss the grain topic, especially after
the drought. When we met with Cde. Khrushchev last year in Bialowiezy, he made accusations
against us: “We do not have grain because you took it from us. We had reserves, but we had to
give you the reserves, because you came to us and pleaded, and we scraped the reserves from
our warehouses for your sake”....

Well, it began anew this year. The harvest is better, so other countries were given grain, even
though a similar letter was written to everybody, but no grain was given to us.... Only after the
removal of Cde. Khurhshcev ... the new leadership decided that they should nevertheless give the
Poles 400 thousand tons in accordance with the signed agreement. It is the same with regard to
cotton this year.... [pp. 342-43]

... We brought this up [Khrushchev's proposed trip to Bonn] with the Soviet comrades, the new
leadership, during our discussions, so that we would know also what their stance is with regard to
the German question. Because [West German Chancellor Ludwig] Erhard is stating in the German
press that the invitation for Khrushchev is also valid for Kosygin, we asked them: Exactly why did
he [Khrushchev] want to go, and would you go there?

[Their reply:] ‘We do not know why he wanted to go to the FRG, we do not see any sense in it, and
we ourselves do not intend to go, and if we had the intention to go, we would consult with you.'

We do not want anything more, that's the normal way of putting the matter. [pp. 344-45]
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NATIONATL SEGURITY ACTION MEMORANDUM NO. 118
THE SECRETARY OF STATE
THE SECEETART OF DEFENSE

Subject: The Future of the Nuglear Defensae of the Atlantic
Alliance

1. In the next months we face hiphly important negotiations
and decipiong on thia anbject. These decisiope relate not only
to the MLF propossls now pnder dizcussion in Paris, buat to the
interests and concerns of the new British Government. I is

aigo obvicps that we shall hawve to teke careful acceamt of the

interosts amd purposes of France.

2. Cur own interest Is, as it has been, fo fimd the moat efiec-
tive means of advancing the partnership of the Atlantic Corn-

‘munity in nuclear defense 26 in other matters, and to do this

without giving encouragernsnt (o the apread of nucleayr weapons.

3. To carry out these purposes effectively, it is essential

that this Govemment should be goited, and accordingly it is my
degire that all of the activities of this Governrnent relating to
the mrclear defense of the Atlaptic Alliance ahould Be fully
coordinated among the White House, the State Departrment and
the Defengs Bepartment,

4. More spacifically, Idesire that all officars of fhis Govezn-
ment who travel oyerseas to digcuss this mmatter shomld hawe
written instructions clmared jn the White House, the State
Department eod the Defense Department. Such instructions,
where appropriate, should alzo be used by other officers of this
Goveroment as g‘l.llil.‘la-ﬂ-cﬂ-

§ SR
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5. Ialso degire thai the Secratary of State and the Secretary
of Defense should make an explicit degipnation of those officers
whe are suihorized to discuss these problems with the press,
and that cther officers shemld be ingtructed to refrain irom
aunch discussion during this period of critival negodation. A
parellel arrangement will be insdtuted in the White Honse., It
iz critically immportant that thia Goversrment should apesk with
one voice on this subject in the future.

6. Finally, Irequest that detailed recormmendations and pro-
porals sheould be worked out for my ¢omaideration by the end of
thisz momth ao that there may be time for careful congideration
and decision before my meeting with Prime Minigter Wilson on
Decambey 7 and 8, :

g m——  —
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THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

SECRET December 17, 1964

NATIOMAL SECURITY AGTION MEMORANDUM NO. 322

To: THE SECRETARY OF STATE
THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

SUBJEGCT: Guldelines for Diacussions on the Nuclear
Deiense of the Atlantlc Alliange

We now face very impourtant diacoaalona with cur Alliea om
future plans for the nuclear defense of the Atlantic Alllance.
I &t sending yoo this mmemorandum to eatablish guidelince
for this discussion,

1. TUnless I give specific instructions to the contrary,
I do not wish any American official in any forum to presa
for a binding agreement at this time, I wish to maintain the
Fosition =stablished in our tallks with FPrime Minister Wilson
-~ mamely, that the U, &, is not geeking to force its own
¥icws on 2uny European nation, but wizhes rather to find a
way of regpending effectively to the largest posaible conaen-
sus among ioterested BEuropean allies.

Z, At the zame time [ expect American pepotiatora
to maintain the poeition that no agreement can be made with
the U, K. that does not take account of the legitimate intereote
of Germany, and that similarly no agresment can he made
with Gerorany that doea not taks account of the legitimate
intercats of other Eurcpean stated. The American nepgotiators
should continue to encourage direct dlacusslon amneng Europ-
gansda, and in partioular they should urge thae U, E, to seck
agreement with Germany and vice veras.

3. Iwish all American negetiatare to avoid public er
private guarsels with France, and to malntain in public and
private the following pozition: We are interested in reducing
our differences with Francei we will naver support any pra-
posal for a nucleay force which is in fact directed agninst

._'.‘_"?:-".' A :"
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France; we will not sign any agreement which does nat con-
tain opch doora for France nor will we make any agresrnent
until after ¥rench opinion and French desires have been
carefully and responsaibly explorad,

4, Any agreement we support must be a reinforcement
to our baaic policy of non-dissemination af nuclear weapoud.
We warmly support the inclusion In any agreement of strong
undertakings to this end.

5. COur position on the American veto and on the
European clacae iz aa fellows:

"The United States takesa the positlon that any
charter for an Atlantic Force must provide for
United States' consent to the firing of the
nuclear weapona, If, however, major natlong
of Europe some day achieve full political woity
with 8 central political suthority capable of
making the decision to uge nucleaT weapons,
the United Statea recognizea that this will
ereate a new situation in which racensidaration
of varioua provisions of the charter wounld be
appropriate. In any event, revision of the
chayter would be pogaible only with the ananirnous
approval of the members, "

&, Our present position on cther lgsuea is ag atated
onn December § in the 11, 5, memorandum &f comments at-
tached at A} on the U, K. proposal, omitting the names of
ppecific countries in paragraph 9, and leavicg that paragraph
in abeyance for the timae being,

7. I my judgment, the principal advantages of any
agreaement will be:

(1} that it will lead the U, E. cut of the fixld of
strategic deterrence and thua reduce by one the nurmber
of powera alming at this kind of nucisar strength;

{2] that it will greatly reduce the danger of any
separate auclear adventore by the Gexmana ;.

{3) that it will advance the prirciple and practice

of collective ptrategic defense, s againet the prolifer-
ation of separate nuclear deterrents.

THEGRET
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These three advantages ara of great importznce to the Ameri-
can public and to all who care for world peace in other
countries, and it is eanential that they be antablished in any
agreement, '

B, ‘The provisions of NSAM 318 {attached at B} will
reraain o effect [except for the actlon in paragraph & which
has heen completed].

9. Finally, I find nothing in the poattion of thie gov-
ernment ar in the peature of the alliance which makes it
necessary, irvormn the point of view of the U, 5. alone, that
there ghould he final agreement ot even ggreement in prin-
ripla within the newt thres menths. § may take a different
view on this in the light of new evidence, but this i& oy clear
Fresent poaiticn, and I wish all actiona by American officialw
to be in conforrnity with it. If ather governrnents for their
cwrn reasond find it important to reach sarly agresment,
they will make their own efforts £ thia end, and in that caae
I do not desire that we on our side should drag our faet.

But I do not wish anyone at any leval to glve the iImpression
that we are eager o act on a short timetable, or are attempt-
ing in agy way to force our own views upon Enrape,

——— e cw— = = g . o
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L:ﬁ'hl “of NATQ SECREY

To: Secretary General

ce. Deputy Secretary General
DSG-ASG for Economics and Finance
ABG for Political Affairs

From: Executive Secretary
Record of a Privatbte Meeting of the Council held
on Wednesday 518t March, 1965, at lU.15 4.0, &nd 4,50 Pals

I. The Middle East; Latin America; Disarmament;
South East Asis.

The following national representatives from capitals
were presenti

Mr, 8paak  (Belgium)
Mr, Carstens (Germany)
Mr. Lupis
Mr. Gattani (Italy)
Jhr de Ranitz (Netherlands)
Mr. Boyasen  (Norway)
Mr. Turkmen (Turk.eyg
Lord Chalfont (Uni%ed Kingdom)

_ Mr. George Ball (United States)

va! THE MIDDLE EAST3; LATIN AMERICA: DISARMAMENT: SOUTH EAST ASIA

2e Opeaning the discussion, the CHAIRMAN said it was clear
that a large part of this consultation would concern situations
in regions ocutside the North Atlantic ares where, on a number
of occasions, the hardeat strains on the cohesion of the
Alliance had sc¢ far been created, The existence of these
sbrains confirmed the necessity of unlimited consultaticn as
recommended in the report of the Committee of Three in 1956 and
constantly practised since. Events like those in Vietnan,
Indonesia or Africa today, threats like those of the persistent
Iaraeli-Arab tengion, could not leave the Alliance indifferent.
They c¢ould not be allowed to slow down consultabion, on the
contrary they should spur the allied couatries to substantiate
better the scope and purpose of consultation itself, 1ln tThe
desirable direction of co-ordinated, or at least non-conflicting,
pelicies. To this effect, & leading principle might remain

N SN
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72. The CANADIAN REPRESENTATIVE said his government

would be glad to note the statement of Mr. Ball and %o support
the procedure which he proposed regarding bilateral discussions
between the United States and individual governments.

73 Mr. BALL suggested that following these bilateral

discussions, the United States would report to the Council on
a proposed future procedure for dealing with this question.

(iii) Arms Control and Disarmsment

P Lord CHALFONT sald that the United Kingdom Government
considered it would be useful for the Council to discuss this
subject for three reasons;

- firstly, when the Geneva Conference eventually
resumed, he hoped to be able te repoxrt on develop-
mentsa;

~ segondly,in view of the recent change of goveraoment
in the United Kingdom, the Councii might wish to
know if there was any substantial change in United
Kingdom policy. He assured the Council that his
government took the subject of disarmament very
seriously - a proof of this being the appointment

of a Minister of Stvate for Disarmament, the only

one in the world.

— thirdly, the United Kipgdom pollicy on disarmament
was unchaenged in the respect that whatever proposals
the United Kingdom intended t¢ make she would
consult fully with her allies. He would therefore
now cutlipe the ideas of his Government to the
Council,.

7?5, The following was what the Urited Kingdom considered
would be a practicable disarmament policy for the West. The
United Kingdom 8till retained as a main aim the pursuit of
general and complete disarmament but it was recognised that
this ¢ould not be achieved quickly. Before it could be
achieved it was neceazsary for nations to begin to behave in

an eatirely newwy; 1t was therefdre naive to expect that

thie could happen in menths or even years., A difficult and long
roed of discussion lay ahead before one could contemplate the
idea of a disarmed world srd an effective international peace-
keeping organization. This remained howevexr the final objective
of the United Kingdom.

6. In the meantime one should try tc make the present
situation less dangerous. There was an arms race, both nuclear
ahd ccnventional, not only among the great poyers but also

among the smaller and developping countries, which were diverting
much-needed resources to the acquisition of sophisticated weapons,
It was therefore essentlal t0 agree on all possible partial steps
of arms control which weould make this situation less dangerous '
and reduce tensions throughout the world. The first danger

was of a further spread of nuclear weapons. This had recently
become much méTe Serious because of the sudden developments in
the Chinese nuclear programme. The fact of the Chinese explosion

P
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had caused an irreversible change in the political situation which
would create pressures In South Bast Asia which might result in

the spread of nuclear weapons. There was already pressure in India
to engage on a nuclear programme, though so far the "government had
resisted it. If pressure became intolerable, an irreversible thend
might then set in snd other non-nuclear gountries would follow auit.

T7. There was at present no international agreement on the
prevention of the dissemination of nuclear weapons. There was
nothing to prevent countries acquiring nuclear technology and

weapons or testing nuclear weapons underground once they had acquired
them. {The Moscow Test Ban applied only to testing in the atmosphere,
outer space and under water), There was therefores an urgent need

for two kinds of agreement.

7B, Firstly, there should be an international agreement on
non-dissemination and non-scguisition i.e. an agreement to which
both mu¢lear and non-nuclesr powers would be party. This wae a first
priority. The difficulty was that the agreement would obviocusly

have ts include the Soviet Union. The Soviet Unipn refused to
discuss this question Bo long as proposals Tor an allied nuclear force
or multilateral force were on the table. The West srgued that

these proposals did not constitute dissemination, but the Russian
view remained unchanged. It could be argued that this was an
inevitable Russian tactical counter-move and it was even argued that
if the Western proposals could be convincingly explained, the Sovieis
would abandon thls attitude,.

79. Secondly, 1t was necessary to have an internaticonal agree-
ment to extend the test ban to underground tests, Here there was

the problem of Ruesian objectlons to on-site inspection of suspicious
underground events, The Russians were unwilling to accept any
inspection or verification on their soil while the Weatern peosition
was that no agresment could be contemplated without appropriate
inspeetion and verification measures.

80. The following subjects might alsc be envisaged for
discussion at Geneva;

- the Johnson proposal for a freeze in the production
of nuclear weapons., It could be argued that there
were already enough nuclear weapons in the world and
that an international agreement, with proper verification
to see that it was being respeoted, could reduce tensions;

- the gctual reduction in or destruction of existing
delivery systems, including bombers;

- the proposals for nuclear-free zohes and disengagement,
egspecially in Central Europe. Such agreements, if
achieveable, would have considerable political value.
However, there were difficulties as regards measures of
regional erms contrel. For exemple, such measures
could not, certainly in Central Europe, be isolated
from an overall political solution for the area; they
could not be 1lmposed on the people of the area, but
must be desired by them; some of the proposals contained
military dangers in that they would he of strategie
benefit to the Soviet Union; finally, it was argusble
that nowadays regional arms control agreements, especially
in Europe, were to sSome extent irrelevant bearing in mind
the existence of ICBMs end IRBEMe on Soviet territory:
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- a study might he made, as a modest begimming to arms
control and a reduction of tensions, of the peossibllity
of setting up on either side of the Iron Curtain a
system of observation posts against surprise attack.

81. However, the whole guestion of regional sgreement was
btetter looked at in & broader political context.

éz, As regards the prospects of achieving discussion on any

of these subjects or even achieving a forum in which to discuss them,
he recalled that whereas 1963 had been a good year for disarmament,
1964 had been less good, 1t now appeared unlikely that 1965 would

be & good year, partly becmuse of the tempeorary collapse of the

United Natlons Assembly over the Artiecle 19 question and partly because
of the deterioration in East/West relations. Vietnam had placed the
Soviet Union in a dilemma where it could not be seen by Chine to

be disecussing any subject at all amicably with the West. This had
been made clear by Mr. Gromyko on his recent visit to London.

83, As regards the hopes for the future, he said that the
United States as co=chairman of the Geneva Disarmement Conference
had recently invited the Soviet Union to resume discussicns. No real
reply had been recelved until teday in spite of repeated reminders.
Today, news had been received gf the Spviet reaction. So far the
reply seemed obscure and not spectacularly encouraging. The Soviet
view was that disarmeament was & question which should be discussed in
a wider forum and the Soviets recommended the reconvening in April

of the United Nations Disarmament Commission. The United Kingdom
was studylng this reply which looked as if it meant & further delsy
in resuming discussion at Geneva, which was the most practical forum
to discuss disarmament.

8l. Mr, BOYESENM sald that his government wae concerned by two
probleme. Firstly, as regsrds non-dissemination, he d4id not know
what were the prospects of reconvening the Geneve Conference, but his
government felt that the Western Powers should press for an early
resumption and should then give non-dissemination high priority for
discussion. It was unfortunate that the United Netions General
Agsembly had not held a normal working session this year, since an
opprortunity had perhaps been lost for making progress on non-~dissemin-
ation., The difficulties might be inscluble but every month the
problem became more complicated. Sinece time was working against a
solution, it wes essential to exploit all channele through which a
solution might be reached, especially Geneva. The Councll should
discuss how this problem might be constructively approached elther

in Geneva or elsewhere.

85, Secondly, it was some six years since the Council had
seriously discussed European security. He welcomed the fact that the
Internatlional Staff was toe prepare a paper on this subject 8s a basis
Tor Council discussions; he hoped it would net only be fzctual but
would contain imaginative proposals, It was well known that the
problem of European security was intimately linked with the German
question. However, the conclusicn should not be drawn thet the
problem could not be deslt with except in conditions where there were
visible signs of progress towards German reunifiestion. He felt that
there was & temptation for the West to avoid édiscussion on the grounds
either that it would not discuss under threats or that it would not
discuss because the situation was calm and it was better to leave it as i-
was, He thought that the West should use the present period of
relative cslm to examine the problem. It wes important to malntain
the xind of dialogue which had recently taken place between Mr. Spaak

oo/ ane



PUBLICLY DISCLOSED - PDN(2018)0014 - MIS EN LECTURE PUBLIQUE

- 21 - NATO SECRET
1&3

L

and Mr., Rapacki. To maintain a dialogue, it was necessary to have
something to speak about. The Council should therefore proceed
again to & seripus examinastion of this problem aiming at cautious
conclusions which might at least indicate & line gn which ene might
envisage a step~-by-step procedure by means of an informal dlalogue
between East and West.

86. The CANADIAN REPRESENTATIVE said that his authorities had
much appreciated Mr, Spask's report on his talks with Mr. Rapsacki.
They indicated nothing new or encouraging, but the reference hy

Mr. Rapackil to certzin limited verification measures might be a step
forwerd. This emphasised the importance of not overlooking sny
meesure which might contribute to European security, and of preparing
to reply to possible Soviet proposals.

87. He agreed with Lord Chalfont on the two types of
international agreement it was now urgent to resch. In thisrespect,
the position of Indie was vital,

88. Lord Chalfont had suggested that there might be a preliminary
procedural wrangle at Geneva, It was essential not to allow the

Soviet Union to monopolise the slogen of belng a peace-loving power.
NATO stood for both security and peace, and the NATO member countries
concerned must challenge thie slogan and ensure that the talks were
resumed on terms acceptsble to the West.

89, The DANISH REPRESENTATIVE said that he fully supporied the
views expressed by Mr. Boyesen on the subject of the Geneva conference
and the spread of nuclear weapons. As regards messures of regional
arms control, he referred to the so-called Kekkonen plan on which

the Danish Foreign Minister had made clear the Danish position on
30th March, The plan proposed that the Seandinavian countries should
meke individual statements of intent to continue the present
gituation, i.e. keeping Scandinavia a2 zone free of nuclear weapans.
The Danish view was that this proposal was of no interest to Denmark
unless it was connected with a genersl solution to European security
problems.

g0. The same principle applied to reglonel arms control or
disengagement in Europe,

ol. Mr., CATTANI said that ths Italian authorities had urgently
requested the Geneva co-chairmen to do sll in their power to recenvene
the conference, if possible by 26th April. He hoped that the Soviet
reply to the US invitation wss not merely a tactic aimed at trans-
ferring discussion on disarmament to a propaganda forum,

S2. Mr, CARSTENS said that he agreed with much that Lord Chalfont
had said. A distinction should he made between world=wide &nd
regional measures. BEveryone wished to see a world-wlde agreement on
armg control, disermament and particularly the control of nuclear
weapons. However, a world-wide agreement must include China. The
prospects of reaching such an egreement were not good, though this

did not mean that an effort should not be mede 1n this direction. IT
China was not included,; the fears of India end other Aslan countries
would not be allayed.

93, Everyone agreed on the need to consider arms control measures,
especially in Burope, in connection with the political problems
dividing Europe, above all the problem of Germany. If there was a
chance of progress towards German reunification, this was perhaps the
chance, An agreement might not be resched in the near future but

there was no doubt that the Soviets were interested in the question of
Eurcpean sscurity and that the West should therefore try to make use

of this to achieve progress on Germsny.
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oL, He hoped that the Geneva conference would resums shortly.
Germany had & permenent service in the German mission in Geneva, which
acted in lisison with the NATO member countries represented at the
conference. He hoped that these countries would give Germany the
oppertunity to work closely with them.

95. Mr. de RANITZ thanked Lord Chalfont for having brought up
this subject, which had not bteen thoroughly discussed recently in

the Council for obvicus reascns., The present time might be appropriate
to start further discussions, He hoped that the Geneva conference
would resume and produce results., It would be regrettable if this
limited forum were %o be replaced by the 100-0dd members of the United
Nations,

9bh. He said that his government was concerned at the explosion
of the Chinese device and at the possibility of further tests. He
did not see any way of getting China to the conference table, but
thought the West should do &ll in its power to evolve proposals to
put on the iable.

97. He recalled that he had expressed the view of his government
& fortnight ago on the question of regional disarmament, European
securlity and Germasn reunification. From Mr. Speak's report of his
tealks with Mr. Rapackl 1t seemed that Poland was not in favour of
measures of reunification in conjunction with measures of disarmament.

98, The CHAIRMAN seid that the Council would note Lord Chalfont's
atatement and the comments made in diseussien, placing this problem

in its world-wide and regional contexts, and relatlng it to the
outsteanding political problems., It had been agreed that the Internatilonal
S5taff should submit a paper on the Rapacki proposals as & basls for
discussion in the Council,

/The Council then adjourned agreeing to resume discussion -
the next day/
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RESOIOTION ADOFIED BY THE DISARMAMENT COMMISSION
AT ITS 102D MEETING ON 15 JUNE 1965 .

The Disermement Commissiom,

Baying comsidered the report dated 17 Septenber 1964 of the Eighteen-Nation
Disermament Committee subm;ttea to the United Nations Disarmament Comrission and to
the nineteenth se¢ssion of the General Assembly,

Reaffirming the ultimate and continuing responsibility of the United Nations
Tor disermament,

Nobting with regret that during l96h despite the efforts made by the Eighteen-
Netion Disarmesment Ccmmlttee no SpBCiflc agreements were reaeched either on genersl

and complete dzsarmamept or on measures aimed at the lessening of internatiomal
tension, or halting and reversing the erms race,

Deploring that, notwithstanding General Assembly resolutions 1762 {xvII} and
1910 (XVIII}, nuclear weapon tests have taken place and also that no agreement hes
been reached on the "discontinuence of all test explosions of muclear weapons for
81l time", which is one of the stated objectlves cf the partizl test-ban treaty,

Considering that the memorandun of 14 September 1964 submitted to the
Conference of the Eighteen-Nation Dissrmement Committee by the delegations of
Brazil, Burma, Ethiopia, Indie, Mexico, Nigefia, Swéaen and the United Arab
Republic, represents a fair and sound basis for the conduct of negotiations towards
removing +he remmining differences for the conclusion of a comprehens;ve tegt-ban
tresty,
Caninced that failure to conelude a universal treaty or agre3ment to prevent
the proliferation of nuclear weapcns leads to the most serlous conssquences,

Deeply ccnscious of the urgency of making early progress towards the goal of

general and complete disarmement under effective international eontrol and of
reaching sgreement oh measures which would facilitate the attainment of that goal,

65-14563 fen.
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Bearing in mind the proposals made at its present session for measures to

reduce international tension and halt and reverse the arms race, and also at the
meebing of the Orgenizetion of African Unity and the Second Conference of Heads of
State or Government of Non-Aligned Countries,

Recelling the principle that a substantial part of the resources that will be
released through disarmement should be devoted to the economic and social
development of the developing countries, thus contributing to the evolution of 2
safer and betber world, '

1. Reaffirms the call of the General Assembly upon all States to become

parties to the Treaty bénning nuclear weapon tests in the atmosphere, in outer

f : space and under waber, and to abide by its spirit and provisicms:

2, Recommends that the Eighteen-Nation Disarmement Commitiee should:

(&) reconvene as early as possible to resume as 2 matter of urgency its
efforts to develop a treaty on general and compiete disarmement umder effective
international control, and to consider all proposals for measures to relax
internationsl tension and halt end reverse the arms race, including theose submitted
to the Disermgment Commission at its present session;

(b) consider as a matter of priority the guestion of exbtending the scope of
the partilal test-ban treaty to cover underground tesbs;

{c} also sccord special priority to the consideration of the question of.a
treaty or convention to prevent the proliferation of nuclear weapons giving close
attention to the various suggestlons that agreement could be facilitated by
sdopbing a progreomme of certain related.measures; ’

{d}) keep in wmind the prineciple of cbnverting to pregragmes of economic and
social development of the develobing countries a substantial pert of the resources
gradvally released by the reduction of military expenditures;

Requests the Eighteen-Nation Disarmament Committse to report to the Disarmament
Comiission and to the Genersl Assembly during its twentieth sesgsion on the progress
made in respect of the avove recommendations,

L
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,é‘ERSONAL AND Gednanmwrt

/ Mr. McGeorge Bundy

The White House
Washington, D. C.

Dear Mac:

In my last note I indicated that I would let you have a few
impressions of my trips to Europe in which over a period of six
weeks I visited London, Paris, Rome, The Hague and Bonn. Let me
group my observations by category:

(1) The MLF decision: It is often alleged that we abdicated
our leadership position by removing the pressure for the MLF.

I believe this judgment to be mistaken. The people who were
hurt by the MLF decisfon were a small minority mostly in the Federal
Republic--and even there the MLF was not the most important factor
in the relative decline of Erhard and Schroeder. Had we pressed the
MLF, there would have been no country--except Germany--where a reliable
majority for the MLF could have been found within the government. In
every country--including Germany--the MLF would have been the subject
of acrimonious partisan debate. The failure was the one-sided pressure

of the months before and not the Presidential decision of last December.
Most leading Ruropeans were relieved and not disappointed by that step.

'€ you look at the situatfon coumtry-by-country the case beceomas
clearer gtil}:

--In Britain, the majority of the Labor government was strongly
opposed to the MLF. Even if we had succeeded in pressuring Britain
into formal aéceptance, the Labor government would have spent the next
months trying to scuttle the scheme by dragging their feet in its
implementation.
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--In Germany, if De Gaulle's recent actions could have been
presented as having been provoked by the MLF, the CDU might well have
been hopelessly split.

--In no other country did there exist the kind of support which
could have withstood a real crisis. The Netherlands was at best lukewarm;
its interest, if any, was to isolate France.

--Italy's actions would have depended entirely on domestic con-
siderations. My conversation with Saragat left little doubt that even
he--whom the State Department had always described to me as one of their
staunchest allies--had little stomach for a showdown with France.

(2) The current state of the MLF/ANF Debate. It is my impression
that the group which dominates the State Department's European policy
is systematically blocking alternatives by carrying out the President's
directives to avoid any semblance of pressure in its most literal sense.
In this manner, they prevent the crystallization of any other project.
After the German election, I expect them to surface a variation of the
old proposal with the argument that it has now been demonstrated that
there is no alternative.

Secretary McNamara's recent proposal to constitute a select
committee to consult on nuclear matters is a case in point. The idea
was well received in Europe. Many felt that, if anything, it did not
go far enough and should have included political consultation. At the
same time, senior Europeans say that they have been told by United States
officials that the proposal was made without the knowledge of the State
Department; that it was a minor initiative; that the MLF/ANF remains the
top priority. (Of course, now that the proposal has been cold-shouldered
in Paris, our official line may shift.)

I think it is a mistake to start in again where we left off last
year and head once more for the same impasse. It seems to me that the
McNamara proposal, carefully elaborated, would be a constructive way to
get discussions started in a different framework. Even if the consulta-
tions he envisages prove unsatisfactory, their failure would be a better
justification for a new nuclear structure than the obsessive reiteration
of the old slogans about nuclear control. France will find it much more
difficult to stay out--and if she does such a framework would create
least obstacles for a post-De Gaulle government to join eventually.
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De Gaulle always i

badly needed tie g:;;gﬁéuzgkztper;;r ;trength and that French farmers
on fundamentals. The crisis wﬁich EasazzsiittgaF oo
i? jeopardizes what has already been achie:ede ;;duggeciisaiy i
likely to be closer to De Gaulle's conception.than to Sursna H::zuit e
Fho?ght through this passionate commitment to supranationaiity? EvZﬁ
if it is correct, are our methods likely to further it? I am ﬁot
saying that De Gaulle's actions are the result of our provocations.

My concern is that faced with a profound, philosophical challenge,too
many of our officials concentrate on scoring debating points and én
expedients which defeat their own purpose.

The present tendency of the State Department forces it to woo
the Federal Republic in order to thwart France. This excessive
obeisance to the short term swings of German opinion will conclude by
alienating both Paris and Bonn. It is futile because the ultimate
orientation of Germany cannot be determined by a dramatic confrontation.
It is dangerous because our seeming pressure magnifies the German sense
of insecurity and may produce an exaggerated impression of the options
available to the Federal Republic. Beneath the seemingly placid surface
of Germany, all kinds of disquieting currents are developing. It would
be the gravest error to turn NATO, in effect, into a German-American
alliance--as I have heard it suggested.

(4) The Role of the State Department. The group which dominates
European policy in the State Department does not seem to me responsive
to the real issues in Atlantic affairs. They are focusing on one problem
--that of nuclear control--which is likely to prove the least significant
issue. My objection to the MLF/ANF schemes is not that they are wrong,
but that they are essentially irrelevant. Some of the Grand Old Men of
the early days of NATO--men whom I respect greatly--compound this tendency.
And the few foreign service officers with a sense of history and a feel
for Europe--like Bill Tyler--have been shunted off where they cannot affect
basic decisions. The result is a single-minded absorption with one
particular scheme and--I regret to say--a reporting system about the
reliability of which I have serious doubts. Almost all briefings which 1
have received about the alleged state of mind of Europeans have been one-
sided or simply wrong.

Most of the premises of the dominant group in the State Department
seem to me wrong. The long-term danger in Europe is not an excessive assertion
of European will but the opposite--a tendency to abdicate all responsibility.

- 45 -



PERSONAL AND CQuRmanept™

Mr. McGeorge Bundy

July 20, 1965

those elements in Europe

The result is that we are likely to lose whethe
If we fail, Europe will organize itself

ten years from now Europe may have lapsed into the situation of Ital
--only too eager to turn over foreign policy to us but unreliabl s

any period of stress. I cannot believe that it is in our intereitlzo

be the only country in the West conducting a serious foreign policy

It will, in my view, exceed our psychological resources even befcre-it
overstrains our physical strength. Even in the nuclear field, I cannot
persuade myself that our non-proliferation effort should begin by pressing

our oldest allies at a moment when nuclear weapons threaten to spread
to much more dangerous countries.

S international role.

r we fail or succeed.
against us. If we succeed,

I am not suggesting that I have a master scheme which would
magically remove all difficulties. Indeed, it seems to me that we
should avoid any grandiose projects for a while. What is most needed
is an analysis of where our long-term interest lies, specifically what
kind of structure in Europe and in the Atlantic area it is in our interest
to promote, how we visualize the role of Europe in the evolution of the
East-West dialogue, how Europe and the United States can share responsibilities
globally. Cliches about community spirit and indivisible interests obscure
the issue. 1If we could be precise about what we want, we might distinguish
better between those aspects of French policy which are irritants and
those which are dangerous and between what is significant with respect to
the Federal Republic rather than what is convenient,

Reading these notes over I find that they repeat in large part
what I have often said elsewhere. 1In all likelihood I am no more immune
from finding what I expect in Europe than the people I criticize. Also,
I recognize that my views are rejected by most of the established experts
in the field (certainly within the government) and there is no reason why
you should accept my analysis rather than that of others with stronger
credentials.

With every good wish.

Sincerely yours,

4

Henry A. Kissinger
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DISARMAHANT: NON-DISSEMINATION OF NUCLAAR WRATONS
Documents: Text of Draft United Kinzdom Treaty,

circulated 5th July, 1565

Text of Dreft Canadian Tresty,

circulated 5th July, 165

1. The CHATRMAN said that this special meeting of the

Counicil was tc be devoted to a discussion of the general problem

of disormament and oif the specific problem of the non~dissemination
of nuclear wespons, At this moment, on the eve of the resumption
of the Eighteen-Nation Disarmament Conference at Geneva, the
importance of these issues needed no emphasis, It wos essential
tihat those who bore ths main responsibility on the Western side

for the discussions at Geneva should inform the Council frankly

of their ideas, their difficulties and their intentions,. It

was equally essential that they should be fully acguainted with

the views =and policies of the rest of the Alllance.

2, He found it, therefore, extremely gratifying that the
Council's distiaguished visitors ~ Lord Chalfont, Mr, Foster,
General Burns and Mr, Cavglletti - should have beern able to spare
the time from their many other preoccupations toe come and discuss
these very important matters with the Council fodny. e was
also glad to see Mr. Boyesen of Norway andé Mr., Schniprenkditer
of Germany, who had beern appeinted Disarmament Adviser to the
Pederal Government, He welcomed these visitors in the Council's
name, and was coanfident that this would bhe & useful =nd
infermative session.

3. He invited Mr, Foster to open the discussion.

L, Mr, FPOSTER (United States) pointed out that although
it would be inoppeortune for the United S8tates to make hold
disarmaient proposals at the Conference while it was currently
evaluating the situation in Vietnam and formulating decisions
in the light of recent developments, yet President Johnson was
determined to achieve some progress in the field of nuclear
disarmament and had entrusted Mr., Foster with a message to the
Conference emphasising the urgent need for werld peace.

5. The United States proposals to be presented at Geneva
wonuld not differ in substence from those mede at the
United Nations Disarmement Commission in Wew York, which, in the
opinion of thée United States, had beern convened by the Soviet Unlon
in a desire to prevent the resumption of discussions in the
Eighteen-Nation Disarmament Conference at Geneva and to achlieve
the passing of propagsnda resolutions aimned sgainst the West.
In f'act the non-aligned cowitries hzd elaberated a resclution
calling Cor the urgent reconvening of the Conference at Geneva
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in order to discuss the non-dissemination of muclezr weapons,
the extension of the Partial Nuclear Test Ban Treety to all
nucizar tests and other related messures., This resolution,
which had been endorsed by twenty-nine nations and voted by
eighty~three with sixteen abstentions, had pressnted the
Soviet Union with the problem of evaluating the comparative
disadvantages of refusing the request of s¢ many nztions or
of further alienating Communist China, In the event, the
Soviet Union had chosen the latter course and had z2greed to
the resumption of discussions at Geneva,

6. Presenting a brief arpraisal of Soviet thinking on
this subject as prepared by United States Intelligence, he szaid
that the reasons feor the Soviet decision to return to Geneva
probably involved several elements. Disrepard of the
overwhelming vole in the United Nations Disarmoment Commission
in Tavour of resumption of talks at Geneva would have been
contrary to the wishes of many of the very countries which
the Soviet Union was attempting to win over, In addition,
the Boviet Union might have desired to maintain contact with the
United States and other Western powers, to demonstrate its
readiness to pursue the discussion of subjects to which
Commanist China objected and to probe the attitudes of various
Western powers on the question of non-vroliferation,

7. Trhe United Staies anticipated that the Zastern
delegates would continue their attacks on United States policies
in Vietnam znd elsewhere, The Soviet{ Union might calculate
that by emphasising that the Vietnam c¢risis obstruvcted progress
onn disarmament it could force the United States to modify its
policies, It was alse likely to centinue to use discussions
an non~proliferation as a pretext for attacking possible
maltilateral arrangements within NATD and verhaps to take the
initiative to table s draft tresty and to czll for = moratorium
on allied negotiations concerning nuclesr arrangements until
af'ter the conclusion of a non-disseminztion agreement,

8, The Soviet Union might revive proposals for the non-
use of nuclear weapons, including the variant of a ban on first
use of these weapons by nuclear povwers acsinst non-nuclear
powers, in an effort to meet the demands of couniries willing
to renounce acquisition of nuclear wespons in return for
guarantees of their security, Suech proposals regarding non-
use might be linked to Victnam or simply advocated on their own
merits,

Q. As regards the question of & comprehensive test ban,
which had frequently been menticoned in recent conversations with
the Soviet Union, there wss no indicaztion that the Soviet Unilon
would accept any on-site inspection, but rather that it would
argue that modern means of detection made such inspection less
necessary than ever, Any emphasis by the Soviet Union on a
cemprehensive test ban would be likely to provoke sharp
reactions on the part of Communist China,
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10, The Soviet Union might agein raise the cuestion of
military btudgets and allege that the United States had violated
an understanding in increasing its expenditures on account of
the war in Vietnanm, In his conversations with Harriman,

Kosygin had mentioned the desirability of a reduction of

nuclear weapons, but the United States nhad not recently discerned
any sign of greater Soviet responsiveness to the United States
approach on this sublect.

11. While no new iuropean regional propesals wers
anticipated from the Soviet Union, Poland might wisn to retain
the initiative by advancing some Turtner variations, such as
the inclusion of delivery vehicles as well as warheads in the
Gomulka freeze proposals, or a European regional non-dissemination
arrangement without a freeze on deployment although lack of
support by the Soviet Bloe and uwnwillingness to expose its
proposals to public debate might prevent Foland from taking any
rapid action in this respect, in peneral, therefore, the
United States expected the Soviet Union to continue to follow
the major lines of its memorandum presented by Mr., Gromyke to
the United Nations Gereral Assewbly on 7th December, 1964,

12. The United Stztes did not itseld intend to make a
major issue at the Conference of the situation in Vietnam,
uniess and until it had been attacked in remarks by the Seoviet
Union, in which case the United States would deliver a vigerous
response. It was also expected that the Soviet Union would
attack the Westerm Allies, and the Federal Republic of Germany
in particular, during the Confereince, The United States
intended to emphasise its bhelief in the essentizl need Tor the
rapid conclusion of some agrezxment to limif the dissemination
of nuclear weapons, thus reducing the current threat to world
security,

13. There was no indication of sny willingness of the
Soviet Union to accept the repeated statements of the United States
that proposals for sharing nuclear policy decisions within NATO
did not constitute proliferation of nuclear weapons and that
some agreenent would be to the mutual interest of bhoth sides.

14, It was also the intention of thc United States to urge
that renewed efforts be made to achieve a comprehensive maclear
test ban and although it had no specific proposzls to make, the
United States hoped to determine whether the Soviet position was
capable of any flexibility snd to demonstrate the flexibility of
its own position, which would be tnat adopted at the Disarmament
Commission in New York and would be based on its improved
capavilities for the detection of nuclear explosions, This
position would favour the freezing of stratcgic nuclear vehicles,
the cut-off of vroduction and the transfer of fissile material,
but the United States would not insist on its proposals, which
might appear incensistent with the increased budget for forces
and weapons shortly to be dravn up in the United States,
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15, Although there was no rezson to place excessive hopes
in the coming meeting at Geneva, the willingness of the
Soviet Union to resume discussions with the West geve grounds for
a certain optimism that some construciive developments would
energe,

16, The CHAIRMAN, before inviting Lord Chalfont to speak,
recalled that during previous édiscussions on the guestion of
disarmament, the Councll had not been in fovour of releasing
te the Press any detalils of the discussions, He hsd therefore
suggested that the Head of the NATO Pregs Service should not
make any Fress statement after the present meeting and he hoped
that delegations would follew a similer procedure,

17. Lord CHALFONT (United Kingdom) emphasised the
inadvisability for the West to question the possible Soviet
motives teoo closely prior to the actual resumption of the
Conference, He hoped that in spite of the difficult problem
of verification and inspection, an extension of the partial
nuclear test ban to cover underground tests would be discussed
at Geneva, in view of the particular importance of this collateral
measure in the context of an agreement on the non-disseminztion
of nuclear weapons, The United Xingdom hoved to examine with
other nations the guestion of A possible freeze of the
production of nuclear delivery vehicles and a reduction of
present nuclear delivery systems, which would be an important
consideration during negotistions concerning a non-dissenination
agreenenty and slso to discuss current plans for complete and
general disarmament, Although it would be wrong to expeci any
immediate and spectacular progress on this question, he
emphasised that complete and general disarmament remained the
¥ey to United Kingdom policy.

18, The most important problem confronting nations at the
Conference was the urgent need to prevent the increasing
digsemination of nuclear weapons, which, if it continued, would
have sericus implications not only Tor Burocpes but also for the
vhole world, The United Kingdom recalised the need to table as
soonl as possible & dralt non-dissemination treaty which would
have the support of the Western Allies and heold the possibility
of being accepted by the Soviet Bloc znd by the non-aligned
countries, In this respect, he wished to dispel the impression
created by distorted Press reports that the United Kingdom
Govermment had decided to % able such a trcaty without full
consultation with its Allies, He regarded the present meeting
of the Council as an important stage in this process of
consulitation and hoped that other nations would express their
opinions on the United Kingdom draft treaty, since these would
be taken into account in further discussions, and that the draft
could then be tabled in Geneva, after its general lines had been
approved by the Allies,
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19. The tasic concept underlying the United Kingdom draft
treaty was that a very short and sinmple form of treaty would have
a greater chancc of repld acceptance end tnzt the inelusion of
various incentives would not only complicate if, wut also make
it vuinerakble to attack,. Moreover, he emphasised the
relationship bsetween the dralt treaty and the important guestion
of arrangemenis governing nuclear control within RATO.
Recognising that the effectiveness of arrsngements for collective
defence depended on the satisfying of the aspirations for
sceurity and eoualiiy of all meambers of the Alliance and
implied full intecrdevendence, including nuclear interdependence,
within MATO, the United Xingdom Government had drawn up proposals
for an Allied Nuclear Force with the dual purpcse of incrcasing
the cohesion and effectiveness of the Alliance and of preventing
the further proliferation of nuclear weapons within the Alliance,
He empnasised that such propossls werc in no woy lucompatible
with the United Kingdom draft treaty on the non-dissemination
of nueclear wespons, but rathcr that the signing of such a treaty
bty all the most important countries on bhoth sides would allow
progress to be made in plenning Tor effective nuclear control
within the Alliance, Iin conclusicn, he reiterated the urgent
need to prevent the spread of nuclear weapons and cxpresscd the
hope that other countries would be able to give gerieral approval
to the substuancc ot the United Xingdom draft treaty.

20, General 3URNS (Cansda) s=id he would confine his
remarxs to the Cansdian draft non-dissemination treaty, whieh
had been circulated to the Council together with the
mited Kingdom draft treaty. Having distribuled a comparison
of the two drafts which had been prepsred by Canada, he szid
that he agreed with both preceding speakers that non-dissemination
would he the most urgent and important subject to be discussed
at Geneva, since it had for some time ween given high priority
by hoth sides during disarmement negotistions znd since several
declegetions had suggested in previous discussions at Geneva that
the tabling of a draft treaty would ensure better progress on
this subject,

21, With this in mind, Cenada had elaborated an initial
draft trecaty which introduced several vrovisiocns that were not
included in the draft treaty drawvn up bty the United Kingdom.
Following discussicns with the United Kingdom, it had been
deemed preferable not to seck to achicve an agreed United Kingdom-
Canadien draft for presentation to the NATC Allies, ut rather
to submit hoth drafis for their detailed comnents. Canada
regerded its draft as a working papsr aimed at sitimulating
discussion on the peints of principle invoived and at obtaining
the views of other ccuntries as to the best opprosch, and Canada
recognised the relationship between the issues involved in a non-
vroliferation agrcement and the natters currently under
consideration by the Council in respect of nuclcar defence probleoms.
The need to prevent the furthzr proliferztion of nuclear weajnons
had become more urgent on account of the Chinese nueclear tests and
some on-nuclesr states had rcecently shown thelr rcluctonce to
enter into a non-proliferation agreement unless progress were
gchieved in other disarmament measures, It was hoped that when
the Council had considered the principles involved, it would be
possible Tor a single Western text to ve elaborated in detail by
the representatives of the NATO nations participating at Geneva,
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22. Commenrting on the difference hetweeir the Canadian
and the United Kingdoem approsch te the dralfting of a treaty, he
said wiat it was the view of Canacda that some inducement would
be reauired by the non-nuclesr countries, which, by entering a
non~proliferation agreement, would be pgiving wp something for
the future, Those nations which had the cawvzcity to produce
muclear weapons, tut had not done so, had to congider any
rossible commitments in the light of their long-~term securiiy and
the concern of Canada; as one of tht¢se netions, with the
reactions of other similar nations had led it ©o include in its
draft certain provisions wnich might meet some of the legitimate
intercsts of non-nuclear states, As a result of dJdiscussions
on this matter with alllied governments and of ¢xamination of
the various statenents of potential nuclear states, Canads had
concluded thet their requirements would necessitate the inclusion
in any agreement of something more than the provigions of the
Irish Resolution, For examples, a2t the United Hations
Disarmament Commission the Indian Representative had proposed an
integrated solution to the problem of non-prolifcration which,
in zddition Lo provisions similar to thosc of the Irish
Resolution, contained an vndertaXing not to use nuclear weapons
against non-nuclear powers, an undertaking through the
United Nations to safeguard the security of countries which might
be threatened Ly powers having, or sbout to have, & nuclear
capacity and alse teangible progress towards disarmament,
including a comprehensive test pan treaty, a completc frecze on
the production of nuclear weapons snd mcans of delivery and a
substantial reduction in existing stocks of nuclear weapons,
The Swedish Representative had also frequently reiterated that
progress with regard to a comprehensive test ban and nuclear
disarmament was reqguired in parallel with a non-prolileration
agrceement, The Cangdian drzsft was therefore intended to nmeet
ag far a@s possible the necds of neutral and non-aligned sintes,
within which the spread of nuclear weapons was most likely to
cccur in the next decade,

23, Drawing the sttention of the Council to the particular
features of the Canadisn draft, he said that in the preamble,
whose wording was similar to the comparable paragraphs of the
Partial Test Ban Treaty, states would wroelaim their principal
aim to be the speediest possible achievement of an agreement
on general and complete dizarmament, with particular stress on
the necessity for progress on the elimination of 211 nuclear
Weapons,

2L, Article III provided for the extension of safcguards
by the International Atomic Energy Ageacy (IARA} to all non-
military atomic programmes of all signstories, hoth nuclesr and
non-rmclear, the TARA statute being the only multilaterally
agreasd instrument providing a means of veriTying that nuclear
matcrials and cguipment were not being diverted to military
purposes, Canada considered that such a tresty would require
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adeguate provisions for internctional verification to snsure
that proliferation did not take place. The inclusion of such

provisions was in confornity with the general policy of the West
regarding diszrmament and would establish an important precedent
Tor futurc agreements and measurcs prelisdnary to and including
diszrmament. Canada f¢lt that accepitance Ly all signatories

of the safeguard wvrocedures, which had becen agreed to by the
Soviet Union in the IAEA, over their entire non-military
programmes vwould provide an essential element of security,

25, Article IV was intended to offer & collesctive security
guarantee that nuclear powers would come to the assistaince of
non-alisred and neutral ron-nuclenr states subjiected to nuclear
attaclk, This guarantce would not affect nations alrezdy
gurarentecd through alliznces or cther treaty arrengements and
was designed to take account of the feers of countries such as
India, which was currei:tly under considerashlc pressure to
avandon its policy of the renunciztion of nuclear weapons and
for which the puarsrntee would have to inelude &t least the two
naclear super-powers, The alternative would appsor to be an
undertaking not to use nuclear weapons against non-nuclear
powers, as had been previously suggested by India, hile
recognising the various objections, Canada was of tne view that
some form of guarantee would be necessary, either as a provision
of the treaty, or as a corcllery arrangement, in order to ensure
the acceptance of countries which were not, but had the capacity
to become, nuclear powers.

26. Article V provided for a complaints proccdure which,
together with Article III, would cnsure sone verification of
compliance hy the parties with the commitment nel to disseminate
miclear wocapons, Tt would require signatories to permit and
co-operate with an investigation into a complaint submitied by
smother state and the filtering of such & complaint through a
regional organization or through the United Wations Seccurity
Council would compel a prims facic case to te made in a
gsultable forum pefore investigation could be initiated,

27, Articles ¥V snd IX together nrovided procedures which,
it was hoved, would dissuade stetes Crom cocasing to comnly with
their undertaking under the treaty. Bhile recogrising that
means should be provided for states to withdraw 1f continued
compliance would confront them with a serious and unforeseen
threat to their security, Cenada fell that arrangemeats similar
to thosc in the Partial Test Ban Treaty, in which less countvies
were concerned and less verification expected, would rniot te
desirable or adcguate in any sgreement net to acoulre nuclear
weapons snd that it should not be made too easy for any nation
to announce that on account of wnfeoreseen circumstances it would
ne longer abide by the terms of the treaty.
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28, Article VIII provided & time-~limit for the treaty,
at the end of which states would consider their vosition in
the light of all factors bhefore renewing the ireaty. te
purpose was to encourage the nuclear states to nmake tangidble
progress towards nuclgar disarmanent within that peried, lest
the non-nuclear states changed thelr ninds,

29. 1In conclusion, Ceneral Burna said that he would
welcome comments or guesiions from other delepations,

30. MNr, CAVALLETTI (Ttaly) pointed out that Italy attached
great importance to the resumptiion of the #ightecn~Fower

Conference at the present time. Tois event was zignificant, in
that it sphowed that the USSR did not want to break of'f relations
with the West. lHowever, it was not pessible for the West to

geauge the USSR's intentions in returning to the Gensva conference
table Perhaps they wanted to show themselves in a favoursble
light to the United Mations by following the latter's
recompendsziions, so as not to be in en awkward position at the
next session of the Unitcd Nations Ceneral Assembly.
Alfernatively, the USSR might intend purely to cxovloit the
meeting for propaganda purposes and try to emphasise differenccs
of opinion amongst some Western natlions,

3. It was however vitzl to see whether the possibility
exlisted of reaching even a2 limited agreement, which would be a
valuable contribution to the lessening of international tension,
Such an agreement would also have far-reaching repercussions on
Siro-Soviet relations, which would be in thc interest of the
Western Allics, Even limited progress in Geneva weuld cut the
ground from the idea of 2 world disarmamert coenference which was
favoured by the Cormunists snd some non-aligned countries.

32. In the course of the forthcoming meeting a serious
effort should ve madc to reach at least some rapprochement,
without maeking any vital sacrifices, on iwo guestlions in
particular: naclear tests and non-dissemination, As regards
the former, it was up to the nuclesr powers, in particular the
United States, to gpecify the guarantees which would he necessary,
Italy would take & flexible attitude on inspcciion.

%3, On the problem of =non~dissenination, he agrecd with
the view expressed by Lord Chalfont and Geneprzl Burns that it
would be nelpful to the West to present = draft treaty during
the forthcoming Geneva negotiatiions, Such & move was necessary
to prove the ssriousnzss of the West's intentions, and it would
give the Western Allies the advantage of having taken the
initiative,
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3. The text of such a draft treaty should conform to
the following principles;

(i) it should ne sufficiently broad and convincing,
giving sdequate guarantees;

{(ii) it should leave thc door open to possibilities
for multilaterasl co-operation within NATC and
as necessary in uropc:

(iii) it should take into consideration the
requirements 1lzid down by non-nuclesr countries,
such as India, the United Arav Bepublic and
Sweden, who might wish to participate in such
an agreement; no treaty could be successful
unless the requests of such countrles were
fulfilled.

35, He did not think that this was the place for a
detailed comparison of the British and Canadicn texts; this
should he done in Gensva, However, therc werc certain
differences hetween the two drafts, and he felt that the
Canadian text was better suited to the reguirements he had
outlined,. The United Kingéom text was clear, but he wished to
raise the following cbjections to it:

(i) +the use of the wording "association of states”
was eguivocal and could be nisinterpreted; it
might infer that the Western Allies were
abandening nuclear co~operation within NATO
and Turope;

(ii) the United Kingdom text did not provide any
guaranteecs to cnsure tie implementation of the
treaty;

{iii) consideration was not given in the Unitcd
Zingdom draft to the guarantecs reguired by
some of the non-alighed countries.

36, The advantage of the Canadlien text was therefore that
it left open every possivility Tor nuclear co-overation elther
in MATO or in Europc: it contained clauses to safeguard the
implementation of the treaty, and it partly met the demands of
the non-aligned countries he had mentioned,

37. Italy therefore favoured the use of the Canadian text
ag the basis for a draft treaty to be presented in Geneva., It

would e advisable for a single text to be presented, with the
support of all Four Powers,
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38, He proposed that the following two points be taken
into consideration in the final draft:

{a) the non-~aligned countries' request that a
non~-dissemination agreement should he related
to concrete steps towards nuclear disarmament;

(o) controls mist be established to stop proliferation
amongst the nuclear countries, so that one
cour:try could not increase the nuclear power of
another.

33, A finzl text could be prepared in Geneva, but this
was a very urgent task, which should be completcd as soon as
possible, so that the West retsined the advantege of having
taken the initiztive,

40, The GERMAN REFPRESENTATIVE thanked the Chairman for
his kind reference to Ambassador Zchnippenkdtier, who was
attending the present meeting of the Council since he had just
been nominated as Speceinl German Representative for Disarmament
and Arms Controel Mcasures, This nomination was intended to show
the continuing interast of the Pederal Rerublic in this subject,
Mr, Schnippenkbtter would contact the Western Representatives
in Geneve, act as adviser to his Government and co-ordinate all
the asectivities of the Federsl Republie in this field,

41, The German Represcntative welcomed the very useful
statements made bty the four previcus speakers, His Government
felt that the return to Geneva was a positive development since
thigs was a vetter Torum than the United Nations Disarmament
Commission, though in fact the last meeting in New York had turned
out to be more advantagzous to the West than had veen expected.

L2, He agreed that probatbly the most important subject on
the Agenda at Geneva would be non-dissemination, Before
commenting on this subject, he noted that HMr, Cavallettii had
referred to the Yugoslav kesolution recommending a disarmement
conference to be attended by all countries of the world. The
Twenticth “ession of the Genersl Assembly would probably discuss
this as a top priority. Since it had not been possible to
reach g common NATO attitude on this subject, his Auvthorities
thought that it would be useful to discuss the subjecet in the
Council and possiply in the Committee of Political Advisers,
each country stating its rztionale as regards such a conference.
The Commitiee of Political Advisers might also discuss whether
it might recommend that any such conference should study Tirstly
the joint United States-USSR declaration drevn up oy Mr, MceCloy
and Mr, Zorin in September 1961 in New York, and secondly the
guestion of a formula inviting countries to atiend.
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L3, Turning to the subject of non~disseminction, he said
that his Government had instructed him to cutlins its geheral
attitude in the following way. The PFedcral Zovernment had
always regarded the dissemination of nuclear weupons as harmful
and had been guided in this respect by the consideration that
the probavcility of nuclecer weapons being used would increase with
the nunter of fingers on the trigger. Germany had thercforc
always been prepared, and continued to be prepared, to support
2ll efforts likely to prevent offectively the further
diasenination of nuclear weapons, Cermany had in 1954
renounced the preduction of atomic, blological 2nd cheaical
weapons on its territory and had to that extent submitted to
international control, and his Authorities felt that the further
spread of nuclear veapons would be considerably limited if other
countries followed the German exanmple, Unfortunately, this
had not been done, and the number of nuclear powers had increased,
The fact that Communiset China had recently carried out nuclear
tests and was conscguently regarded by most countries s a
niclear power had considerably impzired prospects for the
successful conclusion of a non-dissemination treaty. It was,
norcover, highly unlikely that Indonesia, which had left the
United Nations, could still be induccd to zccede to z non-
dissemination agreement. Countries which decided mnevertheless
to sign such a treaty would therefore have to weigh very
carefully the risks which this involved for their defence,

LI, The Cansdian Minister» of External Affzirs had on
18th June quite rightly emphasised in his statement to the
Zxternal Affairs Committee of the Canadian House of Commons
that 1t was really the non-nuclear powers which were being
asked to give up something for the future and that, therefore,
an importont réle had to be accorded to them in the forpulation
and nezotiation of 2 non-dissemination agreement. In the
course of recent discuscions in the United Natione Disarmament
Commission, it had been said that many non-nuclear stztes would
net agree to renounce manufacture and accuisition of nuclear
weapons until their security ageinst nuclear threct or attack
was guaranveed and until the nuclzar powers conternplated
restrictions in their nuclear capacities,

L5, With resvect to the question of restriction of the
miclear powers and their nuclear capscities, the Federal
GCovernment shared the view that simultanecusly with the non-
dissemination agrecement an end should be put to the nuclear arms
race; otherwise the non-dissemination trsaty would unilaterally
restrict those states which must be regardea as potential nuclear
powers, whnile the present nuclear powers would continus to
strengthen their nuclear arsenal. It would also mean that =
country which had detorated a singlc nuclear device would still
be in a position to strongthen and extend its nuclair potoniial.
For thesc reasons, the Federal Government suggested that the
question of a restriction of the nuclear arms race he included
in the considerations.
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L&, WwWith respect to the other argument mut forward in the
discussions of the United Nations Disairmament Commission, namely
the need for guarartees agasinst nuclear threzt, blackmail and
aggression, the non-nuclear powers would have to insist on scme
form of guarantce in exchange for the unilateral renunclation
expected of them, The Federal German Goveranment thought that
this problem was cleosely linked with an intra-Alliance sociution
of the nuclear problem and was anxious that wrieor to the
negotiation 2nd signature of on agreement with the Soviet Union
on non-dissemination, the nuclear problem should be solved within
the Alliance, in order that the non-nuclcur states prepared to
do so could effectively participate in the responsibility for
maclear defence, This view should not bhe interpreted to mean
that Germany desired to possess muclear weapons il no sclution
of the nuclear defence problem were found within the Alliance,
On the contrary, the Pederal Government had repesatedly stated
that it did not desire any national cozntrol of nuclear wveapons
and that it did not regard the acquisition of its own national
miclear weapons as a possible soclution teo the problem,

L7, It daid, however, consider it necessary to give priority
to an intra~Alliance solution of the guestion which would take
account of Furopean security requirements, as against a world-wide
agreement on non-dissemination. In this context, the
Pederal Government was aware that some of its Allies thought
that the problem of pricorities would not arise as long as an
agreement on non-dissemination permitted a sclution along the
lines of the MLF or ANP or similar projects, but one could not
overlook the likelihood that after the entry into force of a
non-dissemination treaty, the Sovict Union would increasc its
resistance to any miltilateral solution and thus erect a new
obstacle to negotiations on an intra~Alliance solution.

L8, Referring to cother more specific vpoints in the
United Hingdem and Canadian drafts, he said tihat while the
United Kingdom draft considered inspection and control of the
obsgservance of the treaty provisions supcrfluous, the Canadian
draft, in Article IXT, provided for sc¢curity cenirols by the
TARA in Vienna, The Federal Government did not overlook the
diffaculties which would he encountered in extending the IAEA
controls to apply to 2 non~dissemination agrecment but, on the
other hand; it felt that a certain amount of control was
necessary in order to give the world the assurance that the
treaty provisions were in fact being respected. To this extent,
the Federal Government agreed with the precmble to the Irish
Resclution which stated that a non-dissemination agreement should
be subject to inspection and control.
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L9, With rcspect to the problem of the accession formula
contained in both draft agreements which granted "all states"
the possibility of signing and scceding to such an agreement,
he peinted out that in the United Kingdom draft the text had
been taken literally from the Hoscow Test Ban Agreement, which
his Government in 1963 had not found fully to their satisfaction,
If it were not nossible to restrict the contracting parties to
mecmbers of the United Nations and its speclalised agencies,
Germany considered that the provision dealing with accession
sitould contain a disclaimer clguse (for irnstance, as proposed
for the drafi Agrecment on Assistance to ard Return of
Astronauts and Objects laurched into Quter Gpace),

50, A non-disseminstion trcaty would slso a2ffect the
nucleor defence arrangements in Central Jurope and conssgquently
the probliem of Furcpean security. The Federal Jovernment
wished to draw attention to this peint and to its various
implications.

5., The German Represcniative then reitersted the
folliowing six points to which his Government attached great
importance and which had not been sufficicntly taken into zccount
in the two draft treaties:

(i) +the priority of =n intra-Alliance solution
of the nuclear problem;

(ii) the problem of gusranteec protecting the non-
nuclear nations against nueclear threat and
blackmail;

(iit )} the restriction of the nueclear capabilities
of the mclear povers;

(iv) inspeetion and contrel of the ovservsance of
the treaty provisions;

(v) an accession clause which did not harm
vital nstional interests:

(vi) the Ruropean security aspect of the treaty
and its various implications,

This was not an exhaustive list of problems; indeed, others
such as that suggested by Mr, Cavalletti of an obligation on

the vart of the nuclear powers to exchange nuclear infTormation
merited careful consideration.
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2. Germany d4id not velieve in the argument sometimes
advanced that the Soviets had so far shown no gieat interest in
a non-dissemination treaty and that it might deter them further
if such problems were raiseqd, On the contrary, Soviet intercst
in such a treaty was perhaps even greater then that of the West,
as the open societies orf' the Western countrics were more closely
bound by the provisions of such a treaty than the rigid
societies of the Communist countries. I, Kosygin had not
hesitated to emphasise the top priority which the Soviet
Government attached to the non-dissenination provlem in his
conversations with Mr. Harriman, There was therefore no reason
for the West to make additional political concessions to gain
such a treaty,

53. In conclusion, the German Represantative nade some
remarks on future procedure,; in view of the Resolution DG 225
adopted by the United Nations Discrmament Commission, inviting
the Geneva Confercnce to give the problem of non-dissemination
priority, In view of the world-wide interest in such an
agreement, it might well be necessory to discuss this subject
in Geneva in the very neasr future. Although the Pederal
Government would not object to such discussions heing based
upon formulated draft agrecments, it insisted on the necessity
of first negotiating and agrecing such draft agrecments within
the Alliance, While his Authorities sgreed that it was
prinarily up to the four Delegations represented in Geneva to
rrepare plans for the timing ond tabling of such a draft, its
substance must be discussed and negotiated within the Alliance
with the participation of all those allied governments having
a vital interest in the problom. He was therefore grateful for
the statements which had been nade during the meeting that there
would be an cpportunity to have such a discussion and to reach
agreement prior to the tabling of any draft in Geneva. His
Government would consider any erosion of the Allisnce, recently
stzted to be 2 potential result of 2 non-dissemination treaty,
to be a catastrophe, It was therefore very important to
fellow a procedure in conformity with the principles and the
spirit of the Alliance.

[The meeting then adjourned znd resumed at 3,30 p.m,/

54, The TURKISH REPRESENTATIVE said he had been particularly
interested to learn of the inited States Intelligence reports
concerining the possible motives behind the Soviet agreement to
rcsume talks at Geneva., His Governmcnt was of the opinion that
i{ was now appropriate for the West, after duc consultation, to
take the initiative in the field of non-proliferstion of nuclear
weapons and that the draft to be presented to the Conference
should take into consideration, as far as possible, the views of
the non-aligned countries in order to gain their support, although
Turkey entirely agreed with the general condition enumerated by
Mr, Cavallettl as a necesszyry basis for & non-dissemination
treaty, In this respect, he had noted with great intcrcest the
comments of Lord Chalfont that the United Kingdom drsft was not
of & nature to render impossible the realisation of the ¥LF or
ANEF,
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55. Reporting the osretiniqcry views of his Authorities

on the Canadian and United ¥Mingdom draft treaties, he ssziad

they considered that these drnlts contained very constructive

points, but that it would be desirable to coimoine them into a

sinnle draft. As regards tac entering into force of the tregty,

they had a preference for Article VII of the Cansdian draft,

sincc the treaty would only be effective 1f =11 the nuclear

states and thosc non-nuclear states having an advanced nuclear

potential became perties to the treaty.

56, Woreover, the discrimination foreseen in the procedures
laid dovm in Article IX of thc Canadien drafi regarding ssnctions
to ve applied to the parties snd the treaty's binding effeats
upon the signotories made the non-nuclear states dependent upon
the attitude andé decision of the nuclssr states, In fsct, in
the event of & nuclear state ceasing to be a party to the
treaty, the cother nuclesr states were free to reaain, or to
cease to be, & party to the treaty, but the non-nuclear states
only had such freedom under certain conditions, His
Authorities were therefore inclined to sgree with the procedurs
laid dovn in Article V of the Tnited Kingdom draft,

57. The United Xingdom draft, however, did not envisage
uny measurags of control and verifieztion, but, in the opinion
oft Turkey, effective wrevention of the dissenination of
nuclear weapons could not be guaranteed by any ireaty which dia
net provide a comprehensive mecharism of control, His
Authorities therefore believed that the systen ewnvisaged in
Article TITI of the Canadisn draft should be included in the
draf't to be presented at Geneva, Wt that it was imperative
te ensure the efficiency of the econtrol to he carried out by
the TARA and particularly its bona fide acceptance by the
neclear states,

58, Finally, it was unclear whether the essistance
envisaged in Article IV of the Canadian draft to a non-nuclear
state subjected to a nuclear attock would have to be given
Jointly or individually. I 2 Jjoint asslistance was foreseen,
Turkey believed that such an undertaking could not sasily be
realised in view of the existing differences of opinion among
the nueclear states on many internatioral issucs,

59. In conclusion, he scid his Authorities considered that
the question of non-dissemination merited care™ul consideration

and that it would be prefersble to tavle at Geneva a draft text
on which general agreemcent had been resched,
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60, The BELGTIAN REPRESENTATIVE pointed to itne current
scientilic capebility to distinguish between sarthcuske and
underground explosion, and asked %Nr. Foster what were the
possibilities for the inclusion of on-site inspection in the
draft treaty. For fundamental and procedural reasons, however,
first pricority must te given to the gucstion of non- dlssem1nat10n
as had kecn clearly indicated by carlier speakers. Agrecment
should be reached on & common text drawn from the two drafts now
bafore the Council. The United Xingdom gdraft treaty had the

rits of simplicity and brevity but at two points its wording
was less satisfactory than that of the Canadian text, What,
for exanple, was meant by "any association of stateso It
was essential that the treaty, as well as ensuring non-
disscmination, allowed for nuclear co-operation within the
Allianece, The meaning of the term "contrel'" as elaborated in
Article I.1 and II.2{(c) alsc required clarification, Member
nations must Know exactly what this signiried since an idea of
veto was implied which might be acceptable ultimately, but had
not yet been agreed upon as @& common principle, In particular,
the scceptance of this form of control by the United States was
open to guestion, Such a veto would deprive the majority of
nations of the right to use nuclear arms,

61. The Canadian draft on the other hand seemed to avoid
such difficulties by referring fore broadly to "any... .
association under its JHPISdLCtlon was this in fact synonymous
with Yassociation of states" or where ¢id the difference lie?
Control of nuclear wespons was defined by Csnada under
Article VI{(d) as “the ability to commit nuclear weapons to use"
Though he was not sure what this meant, here, too, he tcnded to
prefer the more indefinite wording of the Canadian text, In
the case of guaraniees for those nations relinguishing the use
of nuclear arms, the Canzdian draft was more explicit and more
satisfactory to non-nuclear natious, Therefore, 1f 1t were
necesssry to choose between the two drafts, Belgium would be
inclined to Tavour the Canadisn text as mcceting most
satisfactorily the preblems posed by this difficult guestion,
Whilst recognising the mcerits of the United Xingdom draft, he
sugiested that its extreme brevity provided an inadequate
answer,

62, HMr. Foster and Lord Chalfont had both spoken of
proposals Lor general and complete disarmamcnt; the Belgien
Representative wondered if discussions at Geneve should be
restricted simply to the nuclear problen, Would it not be
wiser to extend the discussions beyond the limited field upon
which the Sovicits expected and wished to concentrate? In this
connection it would e valuable to make a timely attempt to
re-open and elaborate a consideration of the Gomulka Tlan,
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62, Kr. 30Y3SEN (Worway) said that at this critical
Juncture when a solution to the problems of dissemination should
be ol ecgual interest to East and West, to the United Statee as
to the U3SE, the prospect of rcaching azpgreement on a treaty was
faint, Tut worthy of a continued common effort, Any impression
of disagreement within the NATO couniries in resmect of this
effort weould have an unfertunate effeet upon public opinion, and
he believed that a clear statement to the Press of common
suprort within the Council for the principle of non-disgsemination
end its promotion in Geneva would be 2 useful clarification of
Allied views,

6lL., There remained rany unresolved problens between member
nations and in these circumstances it was preferzble not to
establish priorities or to insist that the alternsative solutions
were matually exclusgive, An answer to the difficulties posed
by the problem of dissemination might be Tound in an zgrecd
sharing of nuclear responsibility, by some version of the MLP
or ANF, or, ss Norway hoped, by some new idea emerging from the
deliberations of the MNeNamara Select Committee, In connection
with the MLF, he pointed out that under its present title such a
system would continue fto meet zdamant opposition Trom the
Soviets, and others, and that its purpesc, the sharing of nuciear
respongibility, might well be served by an organization existing
under an alternative nane.

65, Referring to the two texts now before the Council, he
agreed that in substance the Canadian drsft was more comprehensive,
but suggested that its contents would raise meny problems and that
tactically spesking it mipht e more valuable to vegin discussions
on the basis of a simpler strsiement on the lines of the United
Kingdomr drafi, The problem of guasrantees for non-muclear nations
vas bound to arise, as well as the responsibilities in production
freezing, etc. of the nuelear signatories, Consideration of
the peaceful uses of atomic nuclear energy was = seccondary problem,
In the first place, nationsl commitmenti on principlcs was sought,
and althougk this agreement was in itself insufficient, it would
undoubtedly give =z momsntum to negotiations, whereby other
problems could be delicrated as they presentcd themsclves,

66, Norwgay had voted at the United Naztions for a world
conference as proposed by the Disarmament Commission, considering
it not worthwhile wvoting againzt, It wss now hoved that further
copsideration of this woroject would ve postponed until efter
the results of ithe Jeneva Conference were known, ir
congidersble progress were made =t Geneve, the convocation of a
world disarmament conference might complicate and jeopardise
that success by transforming the mweeting into a forum for crude
and destractive propegands,
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67. The NETHERLANDS RCPRESENTATIVE said that having
repentedly stressed the inmportsnce of the quesiion of non-
dissenmination both in the United Nations CGenersl Assembly and
in the NATC Council, his Authorities had welcomed the Canadisn
and United Kirgdom proposals &s an effort to clarify some of
the principal issugcs which should be constructively cxamined
beflore their submission to the Geneva Conference, They
believed allied consultation on this zuestion to be all the more
important since it concerned the survivsl of world civilisation
and the character of future intcernationsl relatiors, They
A1d not consider it impossibvle to resolve the criticel problem
posed by the dependence of Western security on possession of
the nueclear deterrent on the one hand and the desire of non-
aligned nations for g guarantee of security in similar tcrms on
the other hand, The consent of non-nuclcar nations not to
acquire nuclear weapons was indispenssble to any agreement on
non-proliferation, but would net ve given unless some of their
current =porehensions were met, In the present draft treaties,
the nmuclear powers weroe obliged to refrsin from giving nuclear
weapons to nen-nuclear powers, but not Trom distribuiing them
te their own allies. Sut in view of the great difference in
capacity between the wvarious nuclear powers, transfer of nuclear
weapons rfrom ohne nuclear power to ancother might have a grsater
disruptive effect on the exXisting htalsnce of power than
transfer to s non-nuclecar power, The Council should carcfully
study the observations of Mr, Cavailctii and of the
German Representative regarding the leck of balance in the
sacrificcs to be made by nuclear and non-nucleary powers and
also the recent remaris of the Canadisn Foreign Hinister regarding
the insufficiency of one-sided commitments.

G8, Although they understood the preference of the neutral
and non-aligned countries, as recently expressed at the United
Nations Disarmament Commission, Tor linking a non-proliferation
agreement with such measures asg werc llstcd in the Canzadian
araft, the Hetherlands feared that the incorporation of such
"integrated’ measures might eventually lead to deadlock and they
would prefer them to be regarded as "relsted” measures, The
United Kingdom draft, however, mcdc no mcittion of these measures
and it was necessary to examine whether the requirements and
conditions of these countries would e adequstely met by the
United Kingdom text, or would have to te satisfied in some other
WAy .

6¢. Referring to the Csznadian draft, he said thatl the
Hetherlande saw particulzsr merit in the provision for & complsints
procedure, sepecially in the event of it teirg impossivle to
provide sufepgusrds through the IAZA, since it would prevent
mwarranted withdrawals from the trecoty, The withdrawal clause
in the United XKingdom draft, however, seemed to be less adequatc
and was similar to that in the Partial Test Ban Treaty,
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infractiorn of whiech could be determined bty nstionesl detection
instrunents, The specific establishment in the Canadian

draft of & limited duration for the treaty would encourage the
nuelesr states to make tangible progress towards nuclear
Gisarumament, Moreover, if a permanent verification systen
could not be established within the nesar future, & svstem of
ad hoc verification through a complaints procedure, possibly
involving the TARL, seemed very attractive, Minally, he
stressed the advantages of combining the two draft texis

and felt that the need Tor scme form of assistence guarantee,
as mentioned in Article IV of the Canadian drz=ft, should be
further examined,

70, Turninz to the aguestion of non-transfer and non-
acquisition, ac pointed cut that in making the treaty zlso
arply to "any association of states’ the United Kingdom drafti,
unlike the Canadian draft, went beyond the Irigh Resolution,
which limited prohibition to traasfer to nations, and he feared
that the Soviet Union might not zgree with the statement of
Lord Chalfont that the lhited Xingdom dra®t did not exclude

an ANF or MLP. However, he welcomed the proposal in the
Canadian éraft to bring private persoans and organizations unger
the operation of the treaty, As regards the cuestion of

control, the definition in Article iII{c)} of the Ynited Kingdom
draf't might have %o be modified since the present wording would
give the wrong meaning to Article I.4%. YWith regord {o the
acecession of nuclear vowers, his Authorities felt +that further
discussion was necessary concerninrg the definition of a nuclear
power and concerrning the guestion as to whether the entry inte
force of' the treaty should depend on the accession of all the
present nuclear powers, as wag proposed in Article VII(3)

of the Canadian draft. In order to zvold jeopardising possible
agreement on a treaty, it might be preferable not to ve too
exacting as to the number and identity of the nuclear and non-
naclear states whose participation was required, mut since the
association of the comtries mentioned in the Canadien draft was
highly desirable if the treaty was to achieve its purpose,

these countries might be allowed to participate in the
negotiations at the carliest possible stage.

7. 1In conclusion, he shared the optimistic opinion of
Hr. Toster regarding the coming negotiations, but suggested that
the true test of Soviet sincerity might lie in its willingness
to renounce such pre-conditions to agreement =2s concerned the
ML# or ANF or developments in other parts oi' the world, such as

Vietnam, The West should nol zllow its desires to reach
agreement on a2 non-proliferation trezty to be used as a means of
pressure on such igsues, The Hetherlanids rencined convinced

that a solution to the prohlem of nuclear sharing in NATO was
as essential as an agreemcnt on non-proliferation, but
recognising the value of progress wherever possivle, they were
opposed to estanlishing pricrities or to regarding the soluticn
of one problem &g & vre-~condition to that of the other,
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72. The rRENCH REPRESENTATIVE said that aslthough France
had decided at a certain date not to participate in the meetings
at Geneva for reasons he considered it unnecessary to recall
because they were well-Enown, he felt 1t necessary to nmake sonme
remarks al the present meeting since his Covernment thought that
consultztion on this metter was desirsble, Having thanked
the Representatives of the Tour Powers for their frank
statenents, he sald that Praence was naturally copposed to the
digsemination of nuclear wesrpons, There ws3 Toreover s
genertl consensus on this subject, =28 witness the adoption of
the Irish Resolution in 1964.

73. The prohlem of dissemination resulted from the very
existence of nuclear weapons, and Trom the present inability of
thase gpowers which possessed them to agree on their interdiction.

7h. This situation hed not been zltered by the Moscow
Agreement on the banning of nuclear tesis in the atmesphere, in
outer space and underwaier,

75. The fact that dissemination had not progressed more
rapidly was due to the wnwillingness of any power to delegnte
to another stste the possession or the use of nuclear weapons,
or even to assist that other state in their manufacture,.
France, for its part, had donc nothing which could lead to a
wider dissemination of nuclear weavons.

76. As regards the non-nuclesr powers, the essence of the
problem was fto obitain an sgrecment to renocunce nuclesr weapons
by those non-nuclear nations which might one day be tempted to
procure them. An gnalysis of this guestion showed that it
had nany different facets and led one to z2sk whether a non-
disdemination treaty could alone solve a problem whose
existerce was due to the Taect that some countries felt themselves
threatened by cothers and were at the szime time capable of
Drocuring nueiear weapons.

77. Therc was also the problen of China, Mo treaty could
settle this problem unless China became a party to the treaty.

78, Tinally, some members of the Alliance considered that
a non-dissemination treaty wvould have repercussicns on Buropean
security. This was a very delicate matter which deserved very
special aitention and, whatever the circumstances, the greatest
depgree of caution, The tactics of the Soviet Union also called
for caution on the »nart of the Vest, Cne dAid not know the
reasons Tfor the sudden change of position hy the Soviet Union,
which doubtless hed everything to gain in this mattier,
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7S. The DANISE REPRESENTATIVE said that his Government
appreciated the presentation to the Council of the views of the
four Western negotiating partners and welcomed the initiative of
the United Kingdom and Canada in drawing up draft treaties,
Denmark considered that ths conclusion of such a treaty had
becoms a matter of great urgesncy and that the present time might
be propitious Tor action, They attached some importance te the
faect that existing nuclear powers should constitute the Five
permanent meribers of the Security Council and thot they made up
the last easily definable lins of demarkation,

£0. Referring to the two draft texts, he saida that the
Danish Governnment agreed with the view that the text siiould be
vased on the Irish Resoluiion and ihat a universal agreement
should be the main aim of a non-dissemination treaty, They
approved the simplicity of the United Hingdom draft and its
empaasis on the general political advantages of such 2 treaty
and felt that an attempt to reach perfection might make =
speedy agreement morc aifficult,

81. With reference to the three questions orf gusrantee,
control and withdrawal rsised in the Canzdian draft, he said that
his Governmenti wished to see the Conuzdisn proposal Tor a
guarantee clause (Article IV} included in the text, unless some
very cogent arguments were advanced that such a guarantee would
complicate the matter dangerously.

82. While they Tound the {anadian proposal on control =a
good basis for discussion, they zgreed witn the Norwegian
Torsign Minister's statemerit at the iiineteenth General Agsemndly
that though conirol was necessary, the sctting up of 2 control
system need not zo hand in hand with the signing of the treaty
itself, They suggested thal the proposcd Carsdian control
system might be more easily accentable if Article V.2 were
limited to non-nuclear states.

63. As regards withdrawal, Denmark sszwv a close connection
betwecn Article V of the United Kiangdom droft and Article TX
of the Canadian draft and the guestion of guerantees to non-
naclear powers, If Articlce IV of the Canadian draft were
agreed upon ir some form or another, a solution regerding with-
drawal mignt lie in a combination of Article V of the
Inited Kingdom draft and Article Iil.i{(a) of the Canadian draft.

8h, While emphasis had oeen placed in the mecting on
reéstrictions on the nuclesr powers and while he would he in favour
of considerable freeze and reductions on the part of the nuclesr
powers, he stressed the need to éistinguish between the essential
and the desirszsble., Although transfer tetwesn nuclear powers
night be an essertial question, consideration as a major problen
of the question as to how the nuclear powers devcloped their
nuclear weapons would render impossible the signature of any
non-dissemination treaty, sinec no means could be envisaged of
limiting the endeavours of Communist China to refine its
nuclear weapons,
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&5, In conclusion, he stressed the degine of hisg
Government that discussions in the Council a2nd rvetween tne
four Western negotiating powers should reach an early
conclusion and result in the tabling of a combined {ext &t
Cencve which, it was hoped, might lead to the conclusion of
gz treaty.

86. The GREZX REPRESENTATIVE sald that his country was
always in Tavour of all efforts to limit arms siiice tne arms
race could only =nd in annihilation, Only the previoms day,
the world had learnt of & new announcement in which
President Scekarnce of Indonesia had declared thot he
contemplated the manufacture of & nuclear wazpon, Greece had
been amnong the very first countries to sigin the Moscow Treaty
and would support any proposals for non-proliferztion,

&7, '"The expositions by Mr, Foster, Loprd Challont,
Gencral Burns and Ambassador Cazvallettl were certainly worthy
to be studied as an insirument for discussion in the
Bighteen~Nation Conference at Geneva. The Couilcil should
adopt a common NATO policy of solidarity ia opposition to the
rposition whicn would be set up from thz cother side. It was
essential to find a compromise on the propossis tnat would
show this common NATO policy.

82, The PORTUGUESE RZPRESENTATIVE wished to thank members
of the Council for their constructive comnents on the
United Kingdom and Canadian draft non-dissemination treaties,
He sxpressed his Aunthorities! support for non-dissemination,

29, Lord CHALFCNT expressed his gratitude for the comments
and constructive suggestions that had been made beth on the
general approach and on the two dralt non-disscmination treaties
that had been circulated to the Council. Hde wished to dismiss
eny thouzht in the ninds of menbers that there was a need to
choose between the two drafts; it was not in inat spirit that
they hed been nut foriard. The Cansdian 2nd United Xingdom
Covernments had provided working papers that they thought would
e useil for discussion, The Unjted Wingdonm Government
intended still to go forward with the matter and was prepared to
take full account of all that General Purns had ssié and of all
the comtents that had teen put Torward in the Council that day.
He desired to return to one point that had teen brought up again
acid again in the coursc of discussion: that governmenis had to
be akle to table zome sort of Western proposal in Genevea, While
non-3issemination was in itself one of the most urgent problems
that the world faced, there were a number of additional expedient
aspects to the matter, Some sort of constructive advance at
Geneva might be necessary to uphold the nrestige of the
Ti hteen-Nation Gonference as Ambassador Cavalletti had pointed
out. The West should make its position cguite clear and table
it pefore being thrown on the defensive by a Fuissizn advance
in that rield,
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90, On the imoortant matter of nuclear cevability among
associations of states, the Belgian hhpreaertutlve had ssid that
the Canadien draft had got rovnd the problem of sssociztions by
not mentioning 1u, It might be easy to zet round the problem
by tegging {he cucstion, but the Council would be wistaken if
theyr thought that by doing so they would meke sure that the
Russians ignored toe problem too. It would ve disingsnuous

p -l

in the extreme to put Torward a treaty that ignored this vproblem,

21, Heny differences of approach had becon apparent in
discussion, but none of these were IWSLHGPJDlu, He wished tc
underline the difficulties that would arise Trom packing too
mch into the treaty =nd from, as had teern suggested, striving
for perlection,

32. It would te uscful to refer to some of the points pux
forward by the German Representative, The {irst of these
points was thes guestion of priorities, The question had been
raiged of whether the treaty should be nezotiated and tabled
before the problem of nuclear sharing within the Alliance had
been settled, The German Representative had suggested the
guestion of nuclear sharing should be decided firss, The
United Kingdom Governmcnt had not renounced the possibility
that if the nuclear sharing situation was settled within the
Alliance, the USSR might accept the vosition and go Forvard in
negeoviation from that point, He wished, however, ito return to
the theme ithat a non-disscmination treaty was an urgent matter,
It was not 2 question that concerned Zurepe alone, but was a
world-wvide proploen, As dr, Foster pointed out, if the West
corcluded an agreement with the Soviet Union, it might convince
the Soviel Union that any subseguent nuclear sgreement in the
Allisnce would rot constituie proliferation, Wnile the
Urited Kingdom Government reslised on the one hand that
nuclear sharing should be considered, on the other hand it was
very anxious to see a non-dissemination treaty tabled in the
international Torun, They proposed an advence on both fronts,
leaving cvents to decide which matter was concluded first,

93, On the second polint, regerding guarantees, it was
cbvious that the Council was going +to have to taxe into
conglderation the worries of potentisl nuclear nowers for their
own security, It wes row perhaps a more powerful form of
political aggression to thresten the acguisition of nuclear
weapons than actually to possess then, The guesiion of
guarantees was an eéxXtraordinarily complicated matter, It vas
when points were raised, such as who was guaventeed, by whom,
and against what, that the immense complicaticns became apparent.
The framework of a non-cdissemination treaty was not the place
to asi these cuestions,
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9L, Another point wac how to help non-nuclezr nations to
resist the temptation of becoming nuclcar powers.
Amtassador Cavalletti had raised ilhe possibility of restrietion
on the existing nucleapr powers: in the rorn-dissemination
context, non-dissemination vetween nuclear powers should be
concidered, Lord Chalfont agreed with the remark by the
Danish Represeatative that it was sometimes difficult to asscss
how nuclear capability sffected the attitude of other powers,
but thought that the Council should look &t the possivility of
the nuclear powers themselves reducing their capability, This
was another guestion that should be investigated simualtaneously
with the tabling of the non-disseniration treaty,

95, The fourth German point, pregarding insvection and
control, was a related difficulty, de noted there was
considerable agrcement that a norn-—disseminatiorn vreaty should
contain »rovision for this quecstion, It entalled, however,
terrible difficulties, The International Atomic Energy Agency
was proposed as a centre of & control system, but certain
countries had expressed considerable oppositicn to the
exenination of their civil estahlishmentis by the TAEA, The
Council should hte prepered to face considerable difficulty on
this woint.

96. He asked to be oxcused for not commenting in detail
cir the German remaris on & disclaimer clause as he had already
made comments on the mattcr and the guestion of disclaimers
could be covercd outside the treaty. The sixth point,
regerding the political eontext of the non-dissemingtion treaty
was important, Arms control and sccourity could neot be
cornsidered separately from thizc metter but it was essential
that they should rnot be toc clilosely tied to the Duropean
political situation,

87, The treaty shoulid stick clogely ito & simple proposal,
A variety of people might te satisfied by the inclusion of 2
large number of clauses, but this would make final agreement
more difficult . He thought taat the United Kingdom and Ceonada
should now try to bring the texts of the two draft trcaties
together in order to present a firm proposal at Geneva.

98, He then referrcd to the remark by ¥r. Royesen that
no-one in the Couneil had made any sigr that ke was not in
Tavouwr of a non-dissemination treaty. DifTerences had emnerged
on tacties and priorities, but he thought that there had beon
unanimity on aims, He suggested that it would not be amiss, if
it was intended to say anything to the Press in public, that
this should be the principal statement,
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S. While the Council had discussed the techrical and
tactical aspects of the agreement and the way it should be
handled in Geneva, he wished to returii to the extreme urgency
of doing something about the problem, He recalled the words of
President Kennedy to the effect that if the world zllowed itself
to get into the state of permitting the nuclear spresd to
contime, there would be no peace, no security and no prospect
off disarmament, it proliferation continued ond twelve or more
nations in ten years' time developed nuclear capadility, it
would be extremely difficult to ncgotiate at all,

100, France had asked vhat use 2 treaty would serve ito
which China was not a signatory, It was important to go ahesd
with those who would sign Tirst, and let other powers sign later,
The difficulty of China did not absolve tie Jouncll of
responsibility. Bothh the nuclezr and non-nuclear powers had to
talle risks, The former should taxe the risk of doing things
that would encourage the others to remain non-nuclear, and the
latter, that of not becoming nuclezr,

101 . General BURHS (Canads) was in agreement with
Lord Chalfont that the United Kingdem and Cansdiar troanties
shiould net be considered as competitive, but only &5 attempts
by the two Governments to suggest means of dealing with the
problem, He alse agreed with Lord Chalfont's final remarks
on the imvortance of non-dissemination in order to aveid the
establishment of further independent nuclear nowers.

102, Referring to a comment on Article I{e) of the

Canadian draft non-dissemination treaty which included the
phrase “any assocliation under its jurisdiction”, he said that
this was mercly to nrovide for the nossibility that in the

ture some commercizl company or government corporation might
be in a position where, in nromoting civil nuclear installations,
it would be vacsing on information that might be useful in the
construection of 2 nuclear weapon, The polnt of this was that
not only should the state not wass on such information, wut it
should prohibit other agencies from doing so,

103, Referring to Article vI{d) in the Canadian draft on
the control of the use of nuclezr weapons, he =8zid that his
Governient glso was not happy with the definitiorn of “control®.
that was meant by the term in ithe text was the ability to
commit nuclear weapons to use without asking any other country's
permission.

104, It was true that 2 simple {ext was more essily negotiatea
than & complex one, and no-one desired anything wore complex than
Was necessary Lo secure agreement, But everyonc kiecw that any
agreement or tresty sbout security on military matters tended
to be rather complicated in order to take all views on zecount,

The complications in the Censzdlan dralft were becsuse of the

need first to secure the contrel provisions, =znd sccondly, to
satisfy non-nuclear states that they were getting sorething under
which their future security woild be maintained.
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105, 1t wes only necessary to esteblisih whal was possible
and how much would be acceptable in negotistion, The views
expreessed in the Council would certainly be tzken into zccount
in any future deliberations on the non-dissemination treaty,

10€, The Deputy Foreien Minister of Norwoy had proposed
that the Internstional Atomie Bnergy Agercy safeguards
might be introduced at a later stege than the original draft
treaty. Sut if no such provisions were introduced in the
orliginal dreft, it would be difficult to initroduce them at a
later stage.

107, The Netherlands Representative, referring to the
points reicting to gusrantees, hed said thait similar integratsd
measures had been proposed by Indis at the United Nations
Disarmament Commiasion, Any gusrantees ana safeguards that
might e recuired could be introduced separately rom a non-
dissemination treaty, bul Canada had ineliunded such provisions
nmore to draw attention to thelr necessity then to cstablish a
final clause.

108, On the point made in Article IX of the Canadian draft,
the matter would need very careful consideration where withdrawal
seemed to include discrinination between nuclear snd non-nuclear
states.

10%, He thanked the Council for their proposals and
sugrestions oh the Canadian draft. The review ol the
Tnited Xingdom ané Canadian texts should ve done with complete
consultavion among all countries that had made suggestions.

110, Mr, CAVALLET™TI {Italy) thought that there wss a general
agreement that it wss desirable to prevent the other side from
taking the initiative, and that prudent action was called for,
A namber of speskers nad underlined the ureency of the problem,
in particwular Lord Chalfont, with whose views hc agreed fully,
Tt should e bornec in mind that, following previous practice,
it wes proveble that the next session of the Geneva Disarmament
Conference might be fairly short, adjourning before the meeting
of the General Assenbly in September,

111. Italy thought that it was assentizl that thsire should
te contiruous contact on a tasis of confidernice between the
Four Western Powers and the Council, the former providing
information and the latter thelr suggestions, Previded the
FTour Towers followed the ~muiding lines agreed in the Council,
they should ke allowed some essential freedoem of action in
Geneva, Ee wglcomed the fact that the Federal Republic had
sppoeinted an observer to Genevs, The Italisn Delegation in
Geneva would maintain and intensify as necessary the existin
contact with vhe Germen Mission in Geneva,
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112, In ¢conclusion, he said that his Avtherities would
bear in mind the commentes which had been msde today, in particular
the need to increase Western security while improving the
international situation by a reduction of tension,

443, Mr, FOSTER (United States) said that his comments would
e brief since much of the ground had oteen covered already. In
renly to the question by the Belgian Kepresentstive on whether,
in the light of recent scientific developments, on-site
inspections might now be considered unnecesszry, he said that
the basic fact was that there was still a belief in the
United States that a certain number of on-site inspections was
reguired, Until the Soviets indicated some willingness to
move Trom their present position that no inspection was
necessary, he thought that little progress was possible,

114, On the subject of rnon-proliferation, he had been
deeply interested in Lord Chalfornt's argument or the need to
present a treaty at this session, He did not agree with
Mr, Cavalletti that the session would necessarily be short,
since the resolution put forward by the nor-~aligned countries
recommended that the Geneva Conference should report te the
United Nations General Assembly during its next session. It
was however important Lo submit a2 treaty at an early date since
it was useful to keep the Western initiative snd to minimise the
possible harmful effect of a specious Soviel draflt,

115, Tt had repeatedly been steted today, and the
United States fully agreed, that any draft treaty presented in
Geneva must keep the Alliance together, The United States had
gsome difficulties with both of the two drefts now before the
Council, but today's discussion would provide 2 suitable basis
on which to build a draft which would keep the Alliance together,

116, He could not share the concern of the Federal Repudlic
regarding priorities, Every effort must be made to restrain
dissemination of nuclear weapons while easuring in parallel the
protecticn of allied interests,

147. It was clear from the discussion that the Council
believed that non-proliferation would e an important corntribution
to stopping the nuclear arms race, This must be brought about
in a way which would not be divisive of the Alliamce, The
Wlestern Powers must hear this in mind in working towards an
equitable solutiorn, Full consultation among the Allies should
take place both in Geneva and in WATS, and particular attentlion
should be paid to the views of the Federal Republic, In this
conneation he said that it was his intention to have almost
dzily contacts with Mr, Schnippenkdtter,
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118, The GERMAK REPRESENTATIVD said that he thought it
necessary, in order to aveld any misunderstonding, to interpret
wriefly some of the comments he had made, He was in agreement
with Lord Chalfont, as regards Press arraongements, thot one
might indicate to the Press thzt there had been a consensus in
the Council in favour of the principle of non-disseninztion.

On the guestion of priorities, he thought that it was not the
position of his Authorities that no discussions or negotiations
should take velace In Geneva on non-~dissemination before an
agreement on NATO nuclesr arrangements, The aim of his
Authorities was that the signature of anv non-dissemination
treaty should not precede agreement on NATO nuclear arrangements,
His Authorities did not share the view that a treaty was of such
over-riding importance that other points might be set aside, such
as Buropean security and German national interests. A simple
text could be an advantsge in negetiations, but it had no
abgolute value in itself and was dangerous when it was reached
at the expense of other interests, As pointed out in today's
discussion, India, Sweden and other couniries had raised

certain problems; if these were ignored in the first Western
draf't text, the result might Le precisely what the West feared,
i,e. the appearance of counter-propesals from the third side,

He therefore thought it essential that even in & first draft,
ecrtain problemg should be taken into account,

119, As regards procedure for conrsultation, he had
suggested that the preparation of a {final Western draft shomld
be discussed in the Council or somc other NATO body. He asked
vhether the absence of comment on this proposal mesnt that
other WATO member countries had differeant suggestions to make
and, if so, what these suggestions were, He thought that today's
discussion had shown clearly that the consultation provided for
in Geneva, and through the fortnightly briefings to the
Council, was inadequate, For exanmple, in the time available -
it had been impossitle for nim to go into details such as the
reasons why his Government thought that = disclaimer clzusc was
necessary., It wvas therefore esesential to evolve s more
appropriate procedure for consultation,

120, The CHAIRMAN, summing up the discussion, recelled that
at the outsct of the meeting he had said that he was confident
that this would te a usoful and informative session. He
believed that hope had been sbundontly fulfilied, It could
not have been expected that sgresment could be reached today
on a draft treaty of non-proliferation or that a decision could
be taken about the opportuniiy of tabling a drsft row in Geneva,
However, an extended analysis and comparison had pcen developed
which would certainly prove very useful for the further thinking,
discussions and orientation of the Four Allied Powers in the
Geneva Conference and for the Allisnce as a whole,
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121, He then made four peints. Pirstly, in gerneral teras,
it was oovious that what was going to be discussed at Ceneva
was more than cver of concern to the menmber states of the
Alliance and to the Alliance as a whole, The solidarity and
cohesion of the Allisnce worc its strongest asset in negotiation
with the Soviet Union, v was, thersfore, obviously their
first nriority target, On the other hand, it shouwld be borne
in mind that nuclesr problems were zlready being discussed in
the West itself, cither in general terms or in the coniext of
such specific plans as the WLF, the ANF or Wr, Hclaomara's
proposal for a Special Committse, Any ceonclusions the Council
might reach in the context of disarmament should he, and he was
confident would be, compatitle with the decisions resched in
the nuclear context,

122, Secondly, the Four Western Powers did not, in his
opinion, go to Geneve from this meeting armed with any sort of
instrmactions or nandate from the rest of NATO, i his mind,
this had becen not a briefing meeting but sn exchange of views
and a consultation. The Peour would act at Geneva, as they had
done so far, on their own responsibility. Hewever, he Imnew
that the Four Powers could be trusted to make no move which
would endanger Atlantic cohesion and solidarity. In that
spirit they would take full account of the opinions, reservations
or gqualifications, such as those expressed by the German and
other Representatives,

123. In this respect, it seemed to him from what had been
sald by several delegations that there was still some doubt
o whetier it was rezlly feasible to tanle a non-proliferation
treaty in Geneva inmediately, The questions of urgency and of
priority had also been raised from different points of view.
Be wag confident that the Four Powers would keep these
particular views in mind before deciding on any action; end he
had personally taken note with plessure of what Lord Chalfont
had had to say on this.

124, Thirdly, 1t might te that the Soviet Union - as
Mr, Foster, Lord Chalfont and others had mentioned - would decide
to take the initiative and tabhle a non-proliferation treaty
themselves, This might be undesirzble in some respects, but
it might on the other hand give some ides of the kind of treaty
they might Be likely in the long run 1o accept and of whether
it wonld he consistent with vital Western interests, it woulg,
moreover, give the West time for consideration and reflection,
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125, Fourthly, he thought that the main practical problem
for ihe moment was to fit these general, znd, he believed,
generally acceptable principles inte the further proccedings of
the Council. To this end, he did not think the Council need
contemplate holding ancther full discussion at sny specific time,
On the other hand, he thought i1t ol the greatest importance that
the Pour Powers taking part irn the Gencva discussions should
keep in close touch with the iest of the Allisnce, as
recommended by ir. Cavalletti, For this purvose, the Council
already had an cstablished proccdure which he honed would be
continued and improved. IInder this procedure, the Four Fowers
provided, in alternate weeks while the Geneva Conference was
in scssion, written briefings one week and oral briefings the
next, by a nominated representative of one of the Four. This
procedure would not, of coursc, preclude more comprehensive
discussions on the lines of the preoscnt meetings if at =ny time
these were thought neceszary. He hoped also that it would be
possible for YNr. Foster, as the Western Co-Chairman of the
Geneva Conference, to Xeep in touch with him and exchange
infornation whénever necssgsary, All this seemed to him
flexible and comprehensive enocugh to allow of a full degrec
not only of information but zlso ef consultetion and discussion
in which every country night convey its own point of view.
That, he believed, was what really mattercd.

126, PFinally, as regards Press arrangements, he recalled
that he had said that the NATO spokesnan would make no statement
whavsoever to the Press atout what had been discussed at this
meeting - which was subject to the normal rules of secrecy
governing Council procedures - and that delegation spokesmen
would, he hoped, feel able to follew a similar line, Certainly
there was gensral agreement on the desirabtbility of non-
proliferation according to the well-known Irish Resolution, but
not on the conditions of a specific non-proliferastion treaty
at this time, Jut what coneerned the Council at present was
not so much a gencral agreement on the desirability of non-
proliferation, but the reodiness to table a treaty and the
conditions under which the allied non-nuclear powers were
ready to renounce their rignt to accuire ruelear weapons. To
anniounce the fivst witheut cualifying 1t with the second one
might ereste & misleading impression of Tull agreenent on the
whole subject, which in reality did not yet exist, To detail
on the coatrary such conditions would mean revealing the Counecil
discussions, thus not only infringing the Council rule of
sgcrecy and preventing any uninhitited discussions at these
meetings, tut also ranning the risk of making the negotiations
in Geneva wore difficult, Much as he sppreciated the point
of view of Mr, Boyesen, he would prefer to keep to the rles,
unless of course there was a clear Council decision to the
contrary.
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127, Lord CHALFONT said that he was persuaded by the
Chairmen's arguments and would therefore not vress the suggestion
of a compuniqué,

128, The CHAIRMAN, in adjourning the meeting, repeated his
sincere satisfaction at the very usetul exchange of views wnich
had taken uwlace.

OTAN/HATO,
Paris, RXVie.
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It is in this spirit that I have the pleasure today of offering frr discussion
and negotiaiirn in this Committee a draft treaty (ENDC/152) to prevent the spréad of
nuclear weapons. This draft is the gproduct of close celiaboration among the NATO
countries represented here. It embodies important contributions from Canada, Italy
and the United Kingdom. Alfhough the United States has the privilege and
respensibility of sponsorship, our allies fully share our earnest desire that this
text should be received by the Committee as a sincere and constructive basis for
negotiation.

In the course of their intensive consultations the four Western delegations
were motivated by the single desire t2 come to grips once and for all with the
deadiy peril of nuclear anarchy. We have been inspired by the spirit of
Oeneral Assembly resolutionm 1665 {XVI) whose unaunimous call for an international
agreement to bar the spread of nuclear weapons has gone too long unanswered. We
bave souzht %o respond g faithfully and as fully as now seens pessible te the
recommendaticn contained in document OC/225 ~f the United Nutions Disarmament
Conmission (ENDC/149), a rescluticon which enjoyed the support ¢f the covervwhelming
majority of the Members of the Unhited Naticns. Finally, we have sought te accemmodate
the differing and scometimes cenflicting precccoupations of various governments in a
manner winich, while sensitive to their desires, gives the necessary emphasis ir the
need to halt proliferaticn.

Let me now offer a brief explanatinm of the provisions of the draft treaty.

Under article I countries having puclear weapons would bave the follrwing
obligationa. First, they could not transfer nuclear weapens intc the netional
contrcl of any couniry nct having nuclear weapons. They could not do this either
directly, or indirectly through a military allliance. Secondly, they could not
asgist any such country in the masnufaciure of nuclear weapens. Thirdly, they could
not take any other action to increase the number of nuclear Powers in the world. By
"nuclear Powers" I meaw any entity having indegpendent pewer ito use nuclear weapons,
whether it be a State, a régime or some other kind of orgaaization. 48 we all know,

power to use nuclear weapons now rests only in national hands.
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Article II of the treaty would impose corresponding obligationz upon the
countries not having nuclear weapons. TIirst, these countries could not sacl or
receive the ftransfer of nuclear weapons into their national control. 'They ceculd not
dr this either directly, or indireectly through z military alliaznce. Seccndly, they
could not manufacture nuclear weapnns or seck, receive or grant assistance in such
mamafacture, Thirdly, they could not take any other action whick would cause an
increase in the number of nuclear entities in the world above the existing auiber.
This simple draft would thus prevent any increase in the rumber ~f nuclear Powers.
You will all rememher President Kennedy's fear that there would be no rest for
anyone, no sitability, no real securiiy and no chance Icr disarmament in a worid
with a growing rumber ~f nueclear Fowers. This draft would ensure that there would
be no increase in the number, even by omne.

Under article IIT 211 parties would undertake to cr—operate in facilitating
the application tco iheilr peaceful maclear activities of Intermational Atomi¢ IDnergy
Agency safeguards or their equivalent. Unlike nther provisions of itais draft, this
article does not set forth a precise or completely-formulated obligation; Dbut i
does clearly indicate a line of policy which all parties undertake toc implement:
namely, that they will help t¢ bring about the application of such safeguards to their
own. peaceful miclear activities and to those of other countries, It is implicit
in their undertaking that they would work to gee that this is done as rapidly ac
possible. A number of countries have begun to accept safeguards on thelr cwa
peaceful reacters, We hope that this precess can be expedited.

Moreover, countries which supply uranium and reactors can co—rperate in
facilitating the application »f safeguards in other countries by imsicting that thins
be done with respect tcany material or equipment which taey supply. I ghall want to
speak at greater length on this important question in a later interventions but let
me say now that the United States regards this as one of the key provisions vwhich
spunciates an important prlicy. And the application of adeguate international
safegaards to peaceful nuclear activities is nct a matter whichis ef interest it~ the
ruclear Pcwers alcne. On the contrary, it is the non-nuclear Pcowers which should be
especially interested in a system of safeguards to help assure each of itzem that

their neighbours and others are in fact complying with the treaty.
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We have drafted the provision in its present form to take account of the views
of all ccuniries, ilncluding those which are not prevared at this time to commits
themgelves tc accept TABA safcguards in 2ll avplicable circumstances. The United
States will be cspecially interested to rscslive suggestions from the non-nuclear
nembers of this Conmittee on means of stremgthening this provision.

The next article, article IV, contains an important d=finition, It saysg that
ty using the phrase "nuclear State' in this drafti treaty we mean a State possessing
independent power to use nuclear weapens ag of a particular date. Cur view is that
that date should be the day when the treaty 1s opened for signature. Our hope, of
coursc, i3 that this would be wory soon,

Article V is an accosslion clause gquite similiar te that in fhe limited nuclear
test-ban Treaty {ENDG/1CC/Rev.1), It provides that the treaty will be open to all
Btatcs for signature. We nave suggestod this clause because of our belief that the
treaty should have werld-wide application. The clauss wculd not of course affect the.
recoghition or siatus of ary unrocognized régime or sntity which might decide to
file an inetrumcnt of zccessicn to the treaty.

Under intcrnztional law znd practicy rocogniticn of a government or
acknowledgement of the sxistunce of 2 Statc is brought about as the result «of a
deliberate decision and course of ceonduct on th: part of a government intending to
accord récognitioﬁ. Recognition of a régime or acknowledgement of an entity cannot
be inferred from signature or ratification of cr accession to a multilateral agreemont
We believe this viewpoint is gunerally accepted, and it is on that basis that we have
suggested this elause,

One important changs in this draft from the limited test-ban Treaty language is
that paragraph 3 of article V 2xplicitly recognizes the importance of obtaining wide
adhersmoe to ths treaty if it i1s to be offective in preventing the spread of nuclear
weapons, 1t deoes this by requiring adherence by a ceritain number of governments
before the tre.ty gocs into cffect, We have left a blank for that number., In our
view the number should be sufficiently high sc¢ that the treaty will be a significant

anti~preliferation measurc, bput not so high as unduly to delay its entry into force,
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Article VI is a withdrawal clause fashicned aftor the provision in the limited
test-ban Treaty., It comtains twe impertant additiens to that provisiom. First, a
varty wishing to withdruw under the limited condidicons sed forth must give noetics
three months in advance te ths Becurity Ccuneil of ths Uniicd Nations as well as 1o
other parties to and gignztcrics of the tresty. This notice must include a gtatement
of the extracrdinary eventes it regerde as having Jjocpardized its suprome interesis.
These regquiremenis have been auded because they provide an additicnal braks on hasty
withdrawal acticn witheout limiting the bagic right of withérawal, In addition,
Security Council notification and explanation arc clearly appropriats in view of tho
serious security remifications of withdrawal,

The second addition to the ilinmited test-ban Treaty formule is A provision calling
for roview of the treaty, zfter o specifivcd peried, with the agreement of two-thirds
of the partics, This wars included in parit because of the wide concern recently
cxpressed by many participants in the discuszions here wnd in the Disarmament
Commissicn that a trocaty such zs this should be aceompanisd by progress to halt and
reduce rizing nuclear stocks, One of the precmbular paragraphs explieltly reeognizes
this concern, It calle zttention to the dssire of a2ll of us —-

"... to achicve effoctive agraements to halt the nuclear arms race, and to

reduce armamente, including particularly rnuclear arscnals',

The United States has proposed a number of measurcs to stop the build-up of and
to reduce nuclesr stockpiless, He are przpzred to agree to them wven before a treaty
such as we have ftabled today is signed. 3But we do not beliceve they should wait on
this treaty or that this treaty shouwld wait on thew., Lot us proceed on all such
proposals at the same time, making progross wherever we oan,

The last article of the draft irczty, article VII, deals with the problem of
authentic texts, It adds Chinese, ¥French and Spanish to the languagoes set forth in
the corresponding clause of the limited test-ban Treaty. This change has besn made
to signify once again our desire for world-wide adherence.

The draft tresaty I have just describoed may ﬁot bue s perfect instirument, nor is
it necessarily complete in its coverage of pertinent issucs. We earnestly hope,
hewever, that our discussion will focus on such improvementé as can bo agrecd upon

and that we shall not be urged to incorporate elements which, hcowever desirable in
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(Mr, Pogter, United States)

R Instetoroe (0 @l 27 approach weuld be a sure way

ULLOTY, wTe i new alo
e provent agreament. U als o hop: Shed our dicouzsions will not be rondored
polntlees By “he ampossitic. ol Anncooufsaly cunditicns or daemzads from ony quarter,

A L oraid oo earlicr dptervainticon, the ranger of vroeliferation is werld—
diiu.. Tt is not the spec’2l concran of any cre ceuntry:; nor zan it be averted by
conecantralins vl attorticr cn amy ove crunury. Tod us osxuniue this droft, thercfore,
Jron she studpeirs of cur oo gonl.s 1D ong common goas is fs halt tle spread of
nucliar rcoponn of O noans o criwmncing ks oscouridvy of all naticons, ther that and
that slicne mvst-ﬁowurn CaT LIguments fnv o oliicy wprroach would be a menumental folly

For which we end Jwtvre goncintions vculd pay leariy z2ne for whick we should deserve

che cordomnailon of nansins.

5 STT A BT ! L + d ] i
oo, TIMITRIE ST ( Dorandn ) (nrwnsluticn forom Ercnch)r He have listensd with

mals this moraing ana at previsus neetings, and

all dwe atzention o tiw
wy Gelewnbicn interds Lo ofudy boom cor:fadly.

e onky to outline its

At thio atagn v oour ek ot Baotpiorn dedegaiicon Wi
prsition of pricaipl. ir regeovd fe the prablows We T celiad upor to examnine.,
Theoe prodLome —- aiwd 1% -ogas wd7iscblo o wete tans cloar Doom the start, sines
certonln Jlifersieme ol crlirion puee bBecont abpoleat in this sespoot —- mugt all be

in 1inc wlith inh. osoo ok waich hue bion satrusfed te cur Committee: namelw,

o Rsnty .

row.) L this, oiree he work Wf this acesien has brought

2ut lnoo wery steikles momer Uie o owre? Tow 'l SEaten to opromole the cause of
dicorwancnt. It Juwoo witncvrt auying thot this dmoczon on 11? of us an obligation to
celrain Irom ey thing ket migat boe dotricenwael o that cowie and to ths negotiafions
relating theroto, L obligriien act to waderials any action that might cnvenom or

wersdn intern? tloras el irone o fmewetooe dnternaticennl fensionw — in a word, make

disernament negoliaiarons tovre GATR eull.,
1t ez enite right, of cowrse, durine the proviovs sessicne to dwelil on the more
Tevourable condrtiois Ior the copdact of vox mepctiitions here in this Commitiee,

® w3 heon ~pgproprlaztely comuared fo a scismograph cxtremely

arcund this toble, wihe

sensivive to sverything thit hoopers in ke werlid., I oy memory serves me well, all
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(¥r. Tsarapiin, USSR)

The Soviet Union wuttaches great importance to the problem of the ach-
dissemination ¢f nuclear weapoens, since a proper solution of this problem can help
towards & definite linmitation of the posslibility of =z auclear missile war breaking
out., It goes without saying that this czn be achisved only if in the very near
future a stop is put to access io nuclear weapens in any forw, vwhetner direct,
that is through naticnel owmership, naitlonal control or disposal, or indircct,
that is access by nca-nuclear States io nuclear weapone in one form or another
within the framework of the NATC military bloc.

In this connexion we should like to asve 2 clear rep.y frem the Tnited

States represeniative to the ¢uesticns: doss the draft tresiy tabled today by the
United States representative (ENDC/i)Q) provide Tor the comuslete and unconaiticnal
prohikition of zecesz to nuclear wealbons, whether in 2 direct woy, thot 1s through
national ownership, ccntrol or wisposal, or in at indirect way, that 15 wccess
to nuclear weapons through o so-called NaT0 multiloterul force and such like?
In other words, are we to understand the Mited Btotes draftf as precludiag any
possibility of the establishment of o FATO nulviloatarol or siamilar force with the
participation, in one torm or ancother; of militury or other perscnuel of the
Federal Republic of Germany?

& clear reply by <he Unlted States represcnintive to this guestion will enable

us to understand ia the proper light the proposal which he has totled today.

The Conference decided to issue the following: comruaiqud.

"The Conference of the Sighteen-rotion Committes on Disarnament
today held its 224th plenary meeiing in the Palais des Nations, Geneva,
under the chairmansaip ol U Bain Bwa, repres: utstive of Burma.

"Statements were made by the representoatives of the United arab
Republic, Brazil, the United Statesg, Romunia, MHexico and the Soviet
Unien.

"The delegaticon of the United States of fmerica tabled a Draft
Treaty to Prevent the Spread of luclear heapons.if

"The next meesting of the Conference will be held on Thursduy,

19 hugust 1969, at 10.3C a.u."

The meeting rose at 1.5 p.m.

1/ Circulated as document ENDC/152.
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CONFERENCE OF THE EIGHTEEN-NATION COMMITTEE

ON DISARMAMENT EHNLG/152
17 iugust 1965

riginal: ENGLISH

UMITED STATES OF AMERICA

Draft Treaty lo nrevent the spreed of Nuclear Wgopons

The Farties to lhis Treatly,

Deziring to uyromole internationsl peacs and security,

Desiring in particular to refrain from teking steps which will extend
and intensiiy the arms race,

Belleving that the further spread of mclear weapons will jeacpardize
these ends,

Recalling thst Resclution 1665 (XVI) of the Genersl Asserbly ot the

United flations urges ail States to cooperate for these purposes,

Desiring to achleve effective agreements to helt the muclear arms race,
and to reduce armaments, including rartieularly nuclear argenale,
Realfirming their deterrination to achieve agresment on general and
complete disarmament under effective internaticnal control,
Have agreed 25 follows:
ARTICIE I
1. ©Bach of the nuclear States Party to this Trealy undertakes nct to
trensfer eny nuclear weapons into the national control of any non-muclear State,
either directly, or indirsetly throwgh a military alliance, and esch undertskes
net to take any other action which would czuse an increase in the total number of
States and other organizations having independent pover to use nuclear Weapons «
2.  Each of the nuclear States Party to this Trealy undertakes not to
assist any non-nuclear State in the nanufacture of muclear weapons.
ARTICIE 1T
l. 7Fach of the non-nuclear 2tates Party to this Treaty undertakes not
to manufacture nuclear weapons; each undertakes not to seek or to receive the
transfer of such weapons into its nationel control, either directly, or
indirectly through o military alliance; and each undertakes not to take any
other action which would couse an inerease in the total mumber of States and

other organizations having independent power to use nuclear weapons.

ede,65-94
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2. Each of the nop-tuelear Steates Party to ihis Trosty undertakes not
te seek or to receive assistznece in the manufacture of miclear weapons, or
itself %o grant such ngsistonce.

sRTTCLE IIT

Each of the States Porty to this Treaty undertokes to cooperate in
facilitating the application of International itomic Energy Agency or
equivalent intcrnational safeguards on all peaceful muclesr activities.

. ATTICLE TV
In this Treaty
(a2} -- Mmclear State® means a Stoie possessing independent power

to use miclesr weapons as of

{date).
(b) =- "non-muclear State" mezns any State which is not a muclear
State.
ARTICLE ¥V

1. This Treaty shall be open tc nll Sfates for signature. Any State
which does mot sign this Treaty before its entry intoc force in accordance
with paragraph 3 of this Article may aeccede to it abt zny time.

2. This Treaty shall be subject t0 ratification by signatory States.
Instruments of ratification and instruments of accession shall be deposited
with the Goverrments of the United Kingdom of Great Britaip and Northeran Ireland,
the Union of Soviet Sceialist Republics, and the Tinited Stelcs of idmeriea, which
are hereby designated the Depositary Goverments.

3+ This Treaty shall enter intc forcce on the depesit of imstruments of
ratification by {2 certain mumber of) govermments, including those
of the United Kingdem of Great Britein and Worthern Ireland, the Union of
Soviet Socialist Republics, und the United States of America.

4s  For States whose instruments of retification or accession are
deposited subsequent %o the entry inte forece of this Treaty, it shall enter
into force on the date of the deposit of their instruments of ratificetien or

pecession.
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5. The Depesitary Governrmentis shell promuyily infern all signatory and
acecding states of ths date of eael signature, the date of dejosit ¢l each
instrunent of raiification of and zccessicn to this Trerty, and the date of 1its
entry into force. )

6. Tais Treaty shall be rezgistered by the Depositary Covernoents pursuant

to Article 102 of tae Charter of the United Wations.

ArTICLE VI

1. Thig Treaty shall rsuain in force indefinitely subject to the rigint
of any Paxrty tc the Treaty to withdraw from the Treaty if it decides that
extraordinary events related to the subject matter of the Treaty have
jeopardized the supreme inderests of iis country. Tt ghall give notice of
such withdrawal to all other signatory and acceding States and fto the United
¥ations Security Ccuncil three months in advance. Such notice shall inc¢luds
a statensnt of the extracrdinary events it regards as having jeopardized its
gupreme interests.

2. years after the entry into force of this Treaty, &
conference of parties may be held at o dote and place to be fixed by agreenent

of two-tkirds of the parties in order to review The operation of the Treaty.

_ 4RTICLE VIE

Thix Treaty, of which the Chinese, Znglish, French, RHussian, and Spanish
texts are sgually authentic, sholl be deposited in the archives of the
Depositary Governments. Tuly certified copies of this Treaty snzll be
transmitted by the Depositary Jovernments to the Covernments of the
signatory znd acceding States,

I¥ YITNESS WHEREOF the undersigned, duly autherised, have sipgned this
Treaty.

DOWE in triplicate 3t the ¢ity of , btha day

aof , one thousand nine hundred and sizty five.
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Saudi Arabian Amendments to the Nonaligned Draft
Resolution on a World Disarmament Conference,
November 19, 1965

1. Insert a new second operative paragraph to read as follows:

2. Inwvites the five major nucleay Powers to meet, formally or informally, within
the next nine months at any place convenient to them in order to explore possible
areas of agreement on world disarmament questions, as a prelude to convening a
-world disarmament conference;

2. Change the present operative paragraph 2 as follows:

3. Urges after due consultations among all States that a standing commitiee be
established for the twofold purpose of (») acting as & liaison between the said five
nuelear Powers and lending its good offices to them when reguired; and (b) taking
such steps as may be appropriate, in the event these Powers coneur, for convening
a world disarmament conference not later than 1967.

General Assembly Resolution 2028 (XX): Nonprolifera-
tion of Nuclear Weapons, November 19, 1965 *

The G'eneml Assembly,

Conscious of its responsibility under the Charter of the United Na-
tions for disarmament and the consolidation of peace,

Mindful of its responsibility in sccordance with Article 11, para-
‘graph 1, of the Charter, which stipulates that the General Assembly
may consider the general principles of co-operation:in the maintenance
of international peace and security, including the principles governing
disarmament and the regulation of armaments, and may make recom-
mendations with regard to such principles to the Members or to the
Security Council or to both

Recalling its resolutions 1665.(XVI) of 4 December 1961 ¢ and 1908
(XVIII) of 27 November 1963 *

Recognizing .the urgency smd great 1mportance of the question of
preventing the proliferation of nuclear weapons,

Noting with satisfaction the efforts of Brazil, Burma, Ethiopia, India,
Mexico, Nigeria, Sweden and the United Arab Republic to achieve the

1A/C.1/L.344, Nov. 19, 1965. The nonaligned draft resolution appears ante,
PP. 526-527. The Baudi Arabiar amendments were revised Nov. 22, 1965 (post,
Pp- 534-535).

2 AfRES/2028 (XX), Nov. 23, 1965, The resolution was sponsored by Brazil,
Burma, Ethiopia, India, Mexico, Nigeria, Bweden, U.A.R. It was adopted by a
vote of 93 to 0, with 5 abstentions (Cuba, Franee, Guinea, Pakistan, Romanis).

3 Documents on Disarmament, 1961, p. 694.

4 I'bid, 1968, pp. 624-625.
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golution of the problem of non-proliferation of nuclear weapons, as
contained in their joint memorandum of 15 September 1965,

Convineed that the proliferation of nuclear weapons would endanger
the security of all States and maké more difficult the achisvement of-
general and complete disarmament under effective international
control, .

Noting the declaration adopted by the Summit Conference of
Heads of State and Government of the Organization of African Unity
at its first regular session, held at Cairo in July 1964, and the Declara-
tion entitled “Programme for Peace and In’oernatlonal Co-operation”
adopted by the Second Conference of Heads of State or Government
of Non-Aligned Countries, held at Cairo in October 19642 __

Noting also the draft treaties to prevent the proliferation of nuclear
weapons submitted by the United States of America * and the Union
of Soviet Socialist Republics,® respectively,

Noting further that a draft unilateral non-acquisition declaration has
been submitted by Italy,®

Convinced that General Assembly resolutions 1652 (XVI) of 24
November 1961 and 1911 (XVIII) of 27 November 1963 aim at
preventing the prohferatlon of nuclear weapons,

DBelieming that it is imperative to exert further efforts. to conclude 8
treaty to prevent the proliferation of nuclear weapons,

" 1. Urges all States to take all steps necessary for the early con-
clusion-of & treaty to prevent the proliferation of nuclear weapons;

2. Calls upon the Conference of the Eighteen-Nation Committee on
Disarmament fo give urgent consideration to the question of -non-
proliferation of nuclear weapons and, ‘to- that end, to reconvene as
early as possible with a view to negotiating an international treaty to-
prevent the proliferation of nuclear weapons, based on the following
main prineiples:

(2) The treaty should be void of any loop-holes which might permit
nuclear or non-nuclear Powers to prohferate, dlrectly or indirectly,
nuclear weapons in any form;

(®) The treaty should embody an &cceptable balance of muﬁua.l
responsibilities and obligations of the nuclear and non-nuclear Powers

{¢) The treaty should be a step towards the achievement of gej,neml
and complete disarmament and, more particularly, nuclear disarma-
ment;

1 Anie, pp. 424-425.

2 Documents on Disarmament, 1964, pp. 294295,
S Ibid., pp. 443 ff,

¢ Ante, pp. 347-349.

5 Ante, pp. 443-446.

¢ Ante, pp. 411-412,
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(d) There should be acceptable and workable provisions to ensure
the effectiveness of the treaty;

(¢) Nothing in the treaty should adversely affect the right of any
group of States to conclude regional treaties in order to ensure the
total absence of nuclear weapons in their respective territories;

3. Transmits the records of the First Committee relating to the
discussion of the item entitled ‘“Non-proliferation of nuclear weapons”’,
together with all other relevant documents, to the Eighteen-Nation
Committee for its consideration;

4. Requests the Eighteen-Nation Committee to submit to the
‘General Assembly at'an early date & report on the results of its work
on & treaty to prevent the proliferation of nuclear weapons.

White House Statement on Nuclear Warheads for
NATO Allies, November 22, 1965 "

1. As has often been stated we have made nuclear warheads
available to our NATO allies but custody of all such warheads re-
mains with the United States.

2. President Johnson is, and as Vice President was, fully aware
of specific arrangements made by the Department of Defense with
our NATO allies.

3. As has often been stated, no nuclear warheads on U.S. weapons
or held in U.S. custody for our NATO allies can be used without
specific authorization of the President of the United States.

Revised Saudi Arabian Amendments to the Non-
aligned Resolution on a World Disarmament Con-
ference, November 22, 1965 °

1. Insert a new second operative paragraph to read as follows:

2. Appeals to the major nuclear Powers to meet informally within the next nine
months at any place convenient to them in order to explore possible areas of agree-
ment on world disarmament questions, as a prelude to convening & world disarma-
ment conference;

t Depariment of State Bulletin, Dec. 13, 1965, p. 939. The statement was
made by Presidential Press Secretary Moyers.

2 A/C.1/L.344/Rev. 1, Nov. 22, 1965. The original Saudi Arabian amendments
appear anie, p. 532. For the nonaligned draft resolution, see ante, pp. 526-527.
The Saudi Arabian amendments were not voted on.
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FATO SECRET

DISARMAMENT
Referenoces C-R(65)36, Item III

1. The CHAIRMAN, on behalf of the founcil, extended g
welcome to General Burns. Before inviting him %o report on
developments in Geneva, he drew the attention of Permsnent
Representatives to the intended Counecil discussion of United
Nations General Assembly matters which, he suggested, should take
place on Friday, 17th September. As the Council was already aware,
the probability of a conclusion of the ENDC Conference in the
ncurse of the next wesk might possibly lead on 17th September 1o
yet another welcome neeting of the Council with the Head of the
four Western powers (General Burns, Mr, Cavalletti, Lord Chalfont
and Mr. Foster) similar to the one on 26%h July. He invited the
four powers to confirm whether this was the case. .

2. He then gave the floor +to General Bumnms.

3. Genergl BURNS confirmed that provided there was no change
in the planned date of 1l6th September for the adjournment of the
Geneva Conference, it was the intention of the Heads of the four
Western DPelegations to attend the Council meeting onm 17th September.

4. He +then made the following statement:

5. "Mr, Chairman, may I first say how pleased I am to have
the opportunity to make a brief report +o you on the current session
of the Eighteen Nation Disarmament Committee. As you will have
seen the fortnightly reports which cover our mestings up until the
end of last week, I shall try not to duplicate their contents., I
hope rather to give you a few impressions of how the Conference
has been moving in the six weeks since it resumed. :

NATO SECRET
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6. "Although the Conference resumed at a time when the
international situation was more disturbed than at any point
during our meetings last year, the atmosphere has remained
reasonably good. The USSR Delegate has spoken infrequently, and
while not putting forward any new proposals himself, or giving
any hope of readiness to move forward on Western proposals, he has
not tazken so hostile a stand as might have been expected. Our
meetings have been somewhat shorter than those of previcus sessions,

ut have been markéd WY a number of important and construciive
statements by non-aligned delegations, 1o which I shall refer
later on. HMost of the eight non—-aligned delegations have attained
a good uwderstanding of the complexities of disarmament and
related matters. This is an advantage when disarmament is
discussed in the United Nations., The advice of The eight Geneva
non-aligned exercises a moderating effect. This was demonstrated
in the May-June meetings of the UNDC, where Soviet Union propa-
gandistic and impraciicable proposals won far less support than
they formerly did.

7. "In the absence of an agreed Agenda, delegations have been
free %0 choose their own subjects for discussion. Most
representatives have followed the recommendations of the
UK Disarmsment Commission Resolution Wo. 225, which reqguested the
ENDC to give priority to the guestions of a comprehensive test ban
and non—dissemination. The West has constantly reminded the '
Committee that this is what we should do at this session.

8. “The Communist Delegations in their early speeches (and
indeed in some later cnes) attacked the policies and actions of
the USA in Vietnanm and the Dominican Republic, with a few shots at
other members of the Alliance. The USSR and its allies tried to
persuade the Conference that events in Vietmam and other parts of
+the world showed that it should concentrate its atiention on the
Soviet Union's long-time favourite porposal for the evacuation of
all bases in foreign territory, and the repadriation of all
mititary forces stationed abroad; and their other favourite
proposal for a world conference {¢ produce a convention to ban the
bomb, with an Addendum that pending this, the nuclear powers showld
each make a declaration that they would not be the fiyst to make use
of the nuclear weapons. The most effective argument used by the
Horth Atlantic Delegations in dealing with this Communist line was
to point out that the Soviet Union had withdrawn its draft
resoiutions on these two proposals in the UNDC, because they knew-
that the proposals would not win wide acceptance. Instead the
firn recommendation of the UNDC was to give priocr attention tc the
comprehensive test ban and non-dissermination. Non-aligned
delegations generally confined themselves $o0 expressing regret over
the situations in Vietnam znd elsewhere, and showed no signs of

wanting to deal with the collateral measuwres which the USSR
favoured.
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9. "The major event of this session was the tabling on
17th August of the text of the USA draft treaty to prevent the
spread of nuclear weapcns., The members of this Council have been
kept informed of this matter. Insofar as the ENDC is concerned,
it represented an imporitant step forward by the West, and has been
welcomed by representatives of +the non-—aligned nations who have
spoken after the tabling. It indicated that the West is prepared
to negotiate seriocusly on this vital subject.

10. "However, the Soviet Union response has been negative,
Mr. Tsorapkin, the USSR Representative, sald at our meeting of
31st August: 'The discussion which has taken place so far, both
in the Eighteen Nation Committee on Disarmament and outside i+, on
the question of the non-disseminaition of nuclear weapons points to
the fact that, as yet, we have no common basis for agreement on
this matter.' He alsc said, and I guote his words as set down in
the official record of the meeting, so that you may judge their
significance for yourselves: ‘We should like to stress that the
proper golution to the problem of non-dissemination of nuclear
weapons, the correct solution, calls for an end to be put to the
spread of nuclear weapons in any form, either through national
ovmership or indirectly, through participation in so-called
muitilateral nuclear forces of WATO or similar organizations.
National ownership and indirect access are but two phases of the
same process s¢ dangerous to peace, the trend to the disseminstion
of nuclear weapons — a trend that we wish to put a stop to. Both
thege forms of the spread of nuclear weaspons should be blocked. HNo
other apprcach could give us an acceptable solution to the problen.
This aspect of principle should not be ignored by the Western
powers if they are gincere in saying they wish to reach a solution
0 this problem.' He reaffirmed this position in even stronger
terns yesterday.

11. "I shall quote also another passage from an earlier pard
of his speech, as it gives the Soviet Union programme for action in
whizt they call measures for reducing intermational tension and
limiting the arms race. He said: "The Soviet Union urgently calls
on the States to agree on banning the use of nuclear weapons. IL
inplemented such a measure -—~ fogether with the renumeciation by the
Western powers of plans to create a NATO multilateral nuclear force,
ti:c withIrawal of foreigun troops end the liquidation of foreign bases,
and o declaration of the estobiishmen®t in Central Europe, and in
other rezions of the .world, of nuclear-frec zones - would completely
respond %o the needs of maintaining vniversal peace and security.'

12. "Taking the above statements at their face walue, you will
prohably conclude that the Western representotives at Geneva are
faced by a.blank wall of negativism. However, experience has shown
that the Soviet Union can change 1ts position without any preliainary
indications that it will do so, and can, when it has concluded that

~5m NATOQ SECHET
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it is in its interest, come to an agreement., We hope that this sort
of performance may be repeated in the negotiations for a non-
dissenination treaty, and accordingly we shall continue to try to
persuade the USSR Delegation of the reasonableness of the Western
position, and to persuade them to join in the effort {to produce a
text for a treaty which will be generally acceptable,

15, Y0f course it is not only the views of the USSR and its
sllies on this subject that have to be considered. Those of the
non—aligned states, especially those which have the capacity to
produce nuclear weapons, have to be taken into account. Only the
Nigerian and Ethiopian Representatives have spoken in the plenary
since the USA draft treaty was tabled, Both welcomed the production
of the draft treaty {(as many other non~aligned representatives have
in informal conversations), but neither discussed the substance of
the essential provisions, presunably because they had not yet had
time to receive instructions from their governments in this regard.

14, "It is of interest %o note points on the general subject
of non-dissemination made by some non-aligned representatives.
India insists that the nuclear powers mnust effect some measures
leading towards nuclear disarmament before there can bhe an '
agreenment by non-nuclear states not to acguire nuclear weapons.
The Indian Representative has suggested a {wo-stage plan to cover
this, Hisg point of view does not appear to be shared by any other
delegation at the Conference, although many non-aligned have
stressed that a non-dissemination agreenent should not be an
isolated measure, but should be accompanied by others, such as
the stopping of production of fissile material for explosives,

a freeze on the production of nuclear wecpons, 2 declaration
against first use of nuclear weapons, ete.

15, "The Bwedish Representative has stated that her country
would prefer early agreenent on a comprehensive test ban to a
non~disgemination convention. Not only would the test ban act as
a check on disscnmination but it would also ¢all for some sacrifice
on the part of nuclear powers. While no other non-aligned
representative has gone as far as the Swedes in publie, most have
indicated they feel that o conprehensive test ban is at present the

nost wrgent issue and that they hope early preogress can be made
towards agreement,

.- 16. "Representatives will recall that in his statement to the
ENDC on 29th July (PV/219) the Foreign Minister of Italy,

Signor Fanfani, suggested that non-nuclear stotes accept a
voluntary moratorium of limited duretion on the acquisition of
nuclear weapons, He explained <+that the time limit was included in
order that non-nuclear states could at its conclusion take inte
accognt such progress as had been made toward disarmament, in
partisular nuclear disarmoment., Signor Fanfani's proposal has not
cone in for much detailed comment as yet though a number of non-
aligned delegations have expressed interest. It is understood
the_Italian Government is considering in consultation with its
allies what further initiative could be taken in this matter.
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17. "In Resolution 225 the UN Disarmoment Commission urged the
Eighteen Nation Comnittee to give first priority to considering
extending the Moscow Test Ban to the fourth environment. As I have
already nentioned, all non-nligned representatives have in thedir
stotements trezated this subject as the nost important item before
the ILNDC, IMany non-—-aligned have referred to some of +their earlier
suggestions for making progress, for example the extension of the
partial test ban to include a ban on underground tests above a
certein seismic threshold, which couldd be conitrolled by national
means alone, or spreading of the guota of on—site inspections over
geveral years instead of setting o yearly aquote. Some of the non-
aligned have also supported a moratorium on underground nuclear
testing pending agreement on a treaty.

18. "The Soviet Union position appears to be the same as ever,
viz, on—gite inspections are quite unnecessary, and since the Vest
continues to insist on them, there is nc basis for agreenment. '
Comnunist representatives have spoken relatively little on this
subject, although Mr. Psarapkin has rejected again the suggestions
of nany Western and non-aligned delegates that there should be an
exchange of scientific date on the detection and identification of
wmlerground nuclear tests. OSeverasl non~cligned delegations have
suggested to the USSR that if they really want a test ban treaty
they should be prepared to accept such risks as might be involved
in technical talks, particularly in view of their oft-repeated
crgument that the West should take some risks on the more substantive
aspects of the guestion.

19, "Mr. Poster put before the Committee on 2nd September a
very valusble and detailed account of the present state of the
technique of deteceting and identifying wnderground nuclear tests.
He concluded that if the new system of extensive arrays of
seismometers in favourable geographic locations could be built up,
it would be possible to determine the nature of a substantially
greater proportion of seismic events than at present. However,

20 per ccnt of undergrouwnd events in the range of above a few
kilotons could not bhe identified by seismographie instruments alone,.
and some on—site inspections would therefore still be required.
Other Western delegotions plan to give in sone detall their views

on the question of nuclear tesgts before the end of this sessicn.

20. "The suggestion that o "detection club® be established,
advanced by the Swedish Delegotion appears +o have scme promise.
The general idea is that the club would be for the purpose of
detecting ~ but not specifically for identifying - underground
events, and would be compoesed of a nuber of countries in which
seismological science and installations hove reached an adequcte
shondard. The data obtained from esch station would be fed into
a comacn peol. Each country coulédé analyse +the pooled datba and draw
conclusions, There is a suggestion for a central organ to
co—ordinate this work, bul no details are given., It seenms that the
idea should be well worth studying, and thaot technical talks smong
the interested nations might be a beginning,
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21. "Perhaps because of the recommendation of the UNDC already
referred to, perhaps because it was realised that this session of
+the ENDC was bound to be relatively short, delegates have devoted
1ittle time and attention Lo this subject. Western delegates -~ in
view of the above considerations — have focused attention on non-
dissenination and the comnprehensive test ban., Some non-aligned
delegetions have referred to proposals to establish a working group
to denl with the guestion of reducing the numbers of nuclear weapon
vehicles. Communist representatives have asserted that hecause the
West has devoted its attention to collateral measures, this shows
the insincerity of our acceptance of eventual general and complete
disornoment. Western representatives have confirmed that we adhere
to the goal of GCD, but that in present circumstances it is nore
renlistic to discuss partial measures,

Soviet Collateral Measures

22. "I shall not weary the Council by going ovexr once again
the only too familiar arguuments the Soviets use in support of their
proposals on withdrawal of foreign troops from foreign territories,
elivinetion of foreign bases, prohibition of the use of nueclear
weapons and prohibition of its first use. It is enough to say
that these arguments have been repeated again at considerable
length at this session.

23. "As for Polish proposals, we have heard rather generalised
references to the Rapacki and Gomulka plans withoul any reference
to more recent revisioms of the latter. There has been no firm
suggestion that the ENDC actively should ¢onsider these questions.
The Toles have also mentioned their proposal for a conference on
European security consisting of the Buropean states plus the USA.

Wordld Digarmament Conference

. 24, "This gussition has not been discussed in the Conference,
although a number of non-aligned speakers have referred with
approval o UNDC Resolubtion No. 224 which, you will recall, urged
the General Assembly to give the guestion urgent comsideration.
As the Political Advisers® Committee is already seized of the
subject, I shall not say anything more about it. However, if any
representatives have questiong on this point, I shall be happy to
try to answer them.

Jonelusion

. 25. "While the Ccnference still has ot least three more meetings
before it goes into recess, it seems that, regrettably, we shall
nof be able o report to the General Assembly that any egreements
have been reached. However, this does not nean that nothing
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hag occurred in this session to encourage hopes for future progress.
The USA draft non-dissemination treaty is on the table; further
clarification of the present state of the nuclear test detection
technique has bheen provided; and there is some prospect of the
establishment of a nuclear test "detection club®. The increasing
value of the contributions of the non-nligned delegations is a plus
factor in assessing the results of the session. Finally, we can
take some comfort from the atiitude of the Communisgt Delegations,
who, while adhering fo unacceptable proposals put forward in the
past, have not put forward worse ones. They have, it should be
renembered, sat down to talk with us obout disarmanent and measures
for lessening international tensions in spite of the situation in
Vietnam which causes them certain embarrassment in talking to the
West, and there are indications that they will be prepared to
continue neeting in the ENDC after +the fortheoming UNGA.

26, "No doubt this Council will be considering how best +Ho
co—ordinate policies of all member countries in regard to
disarmament and reladed guestions which may come up in the
20th UN General Assembly. All NATO countries participating in the
Geneva negotiations are fully awsre of the necessity of keeping the
Couneil fuwlly informed of developments in the dissrmanent field.
However, I think I nay say that experience has showm that when
disgruooment questions are under discussion in the Genersl Assenbly,
coordination is best effecied in New York, where information on
the situation is up Ho dage."

27. General Burns then commented on paragraph 2 of the Joint
Report on the Geneva Conference to the Ccuneil by the Delegations
of Canada, Italy, the United Kingdon and the United States for the
period 24th August o 4th Septexmber, 1965. In this paragraph it
was stated that: ®(General Burns)..commented that the concern of
the USSR and its allies that there should be no dissemination of
nuclear weapons tec the non-nuclear nations of NATC was not going
toc be settled by deciding on a particular form of words in
Articles 1 and II of the Treaty, or any corresponding articles
that may be devised.  This gquestion would have to be settled by
negotiations between the nuclear powers represented at the E n.
It seened that this statement had given rise to a misunderstanding
in the Pederal Republic of Germany. He accordingly read out to
the Council the following text of a stotement isgsued by the
Secretary of State for External Affairs in Otbtawa on 31lst August:

"On 24th August, General Burns reastated before the ENDC
sone well-lmovwn Canedion positions relating to disarnament.
The staterent appears to have given rise to some nisunder-
standing in the PFederal Repudlic of Germany. I would like
to make c¢lear that the statement did not constitulte o new
Cenadian proposal or initiative and should not be
interpreted as such. We do not think there should be
rastricted negotiations between the nuclear powers
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represented 2t the ENDC aboul Western security arrangements.
Qur statement in the ENDC was intended %o support the
Western proposals for. non-dissemination and to convince

the USSR and its allies that tlhiese proposals would nof
permit the spread of nuclear weapons. The Representatives
of the Federsl German Republic have been inforned of these
views both in Geneva ond in Ottawa.M

28, In closing, he mentloned that several of the countries
represented in NATC had been keeping closely in touch with the
progress of events in the ENDC through special representatives orx
members of their permanent delegations to the United Nations
European 0ffice. Canada felt that this was a very helpful
arrangenent ond was always glad to provide information and discuss
roints of special interest.

29, The BELGIAN REPRESENTATIVE said that Belgium was one of
the countries which had set up a specizl office %o remain in contact
with developments in Geneva, He asked two questions which he thought
might be discussed at the Council meeting of 17th Sepiember:

(1} What had been the interest in tabling a draft
non-dissemination treaty in Geneva? Had it not
been obvious from the outset that it would be
rejected by the Soviets, while iis presentation
had stirred up discussion among the allies? What
were the advantages of an initiative which seemed
dooned to failure? Was it considered that the
Soviets might accept the draft as a basis of
discussion? Were there reasons Lo think that the
advantages of having it tabled outweighed the
disadvantages of a Soviet rejection? What was to
be gained by this tactic? '

{ii) He would welcome a clarification of the proposal by
Mr., Panfani for a voluntary moratoriun,. Would such
a moratorium replace a non—dissemnination treaty,
which would then no longer be discussed, or weuld it
congecrate a temporary situation, pending a
successful digeussion of o non-dissemination treaty?

30. The UNITED STATES REPRESENTATIVE welcomed General Burns'
reference to Mr, Martin's statenent on 31lst August, since his
Authorities felt that the Soviets might also misunderstend this
matter., Mr. Poster had explained to the Soviet Delegation that

there'was no question of negotiating ir Geneva on Western intvernal
security arrangements.
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31. The ITALIAN REPRESENTATIVE said that he was not now in a
position to reply to the second of the two questions raised by the
Belgian Representative. He 4id not think, however, that Mr. PFanfani's
proposal was intended to replace a non-dissemination treaty. His
Authorities were working on a text of the proposal, which he hoped
to hove available for the members of the Council before the Council
met on 17th September,

32, The UNITED KINGDOM REPRESENTATIVE, speaking personally in
reply to the first gquestion raised by the Belgian Representative,
reecalled that his Goverument considered tha% non-dissemination was
a wost inportant subject. It had been anxious to table a
United Xingdom draft treaty, though in fact it had not done so
because of the difficulties which had been raised for some allies,
However, the United Kingdom had supported the tsbling of the
United States draft instead. This woas an important action with
worldwide repercussions. The problem of non-—dissemination was far
fron being an exelusively Buropean one; it looned large in the
minds of the non-committed countries, and this gesture would show
that the West took it seriously. He did not think +that it was true
thnt the gesture was doomed to failure from the outset; the draft
had not been whelly rcjected but remained tabled for discussion,
end it did not necessarily lead to divisions in the Allisnce when
its impliestions were properly understood. Generally speeking,
therefore, he thought that this was 2 positive action.

33, The GERMAN REPRESENTATIVE recalled that he had stated the
Gernan position on 26th July on the nore inportant aspects of
disormanent. He was without any new instruetions today. He
welconed Generazl Burns' reference to Mr, Martin's clarification of
the Canadiasn proposal. He would participate in the Council
discuasion to toke place on 17th SBeptewber, ond his silence today
should not be interpreted as inplying any positive or negative
judgnent on developments in Geneva.

34, The CHAIRMAN, suvmnming up, thought that this had been a
useful preliminary discussion to the neeting on 17th September,
The questions raised by the Belgian Representative might provide
a good start to discussion, and all the Western powers at Geneva
night wish to spezk on then.

35, He suggested, and it was agreed, that while the norning
of 17th September might be reserved for disarmament questions, . the
afterncon could be devoted to the cther guestions relating to
the fortheoming meeting of the United Nations General Assembly.

36, The COUNCIL:

agreed +to continue dliscussicn on Priday,
1ith September.

OTAN/WATO,
Poris, XVie.
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Twentieth session
REQUEST TOR THE IHCTUSION OF A ADDITICHAL ITEM
1M THE AGERLA OF THE TWERTIETH STESTION
HNOW-FROLIFERATICH OF NUCLEAR WEAPCHS
Letter dated 2b4 Sepbember 1965 from bhe Minister fer Foreipn Affairs

of the Union of Scviet Speialjst Republics addressed $o the President
of the General Assembly

Cn the instructions of the Govermment of the Unicn of Soviel Sociallst
Republics, I hereby request bhe inclusion of an ltem entitled "Non-proliferation
of nuclear weapons" in the agenda of the twentieth session of the United Fations
Geperal Assembly as an Impoviant and urgent question.

I enclose an explanatory memcrandum, in acccrdence with rule 20 of the rules

of procedure, znd a draft treaty on the non-proliferation of nacleal weapons.

(Sigred) A. GRCMYEO
Minister for Foreldgn Affairs of the
Unien of Soviet Socialist Republics

65-22661 F
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EYPTANATORY MEMORANDUM

1. Tver since nuvlear wespons first appeared, the Soviet Union has supported, as
it now supports, their unconditional prohibition apd ﬁﬁe destruciion of a1l
stockpiles of such weapons accumulated by States. The complete vlimination of
nuclear weapons apd of their means of delivery 1z the core of the plen for general
and complete disarmament put forwverd by Hhe Soviet Goverument, which represents a
dependable guarantes of world peasce.

2. Inasmuch 83 no agreement has yet heen reached on gerneral and complete
dissrmament, it 1s of special lmportance to take measures as soon as possible o
Mimit the arms race, and in particulsr the nuclear arms race. The echievement

of agreement on prevention of the wider dissemination of nuclear veapous must
occupy an important place among such mMeasSUres.

3. At its fourteenth, Fifteenth and sixteenth sessions, the Ceneral Assenlly
copsidered the problem of preventing the wider dissemination of nuclesr weapons;
the questlon wae brought before the nineteenth session as well, but was not
discussed for reasons which are well lmown. In the resclutions adopted on this
question, the General Assembly expressed the convietion that an increase in the
numher of States possessing nuclear weapons was growing more lmminent and
threatened not orly to extend and intensify the arms race but alsc to increase the
difficulties of avolding war and of establishing inmternational peace and security.

The Azsembily expressed the view that it was necessary to conclude an international

agreement to prevent the wider dissemination of nuclear wespons and callsd upon all

Jtetes - nuclear Btabtes as well as those not possessing nuclear weapons -~ to direct

their elforts to that end.

Th ll_The Soviet Government, in common with the Covernments of many other States, is

concerned at the denger inherent in the proliferation of nuelear weapons and
attaches great importance to measures to limdit such proliferstion. The growing

capacity of = considerahle number of States to manufacture puclear and thermo-

nuelesr weapons mekes it dncreasingly important te teke measures along those lines.
-";5, £ the present time, the grestest danger as regards the prolileration of

“nuclear weapons is presented by the plans for the creation of 2 WATQ multilateral

or Atlantic nuclzer force, within the frasmework of which it is lotended to glve

aceess To muclear wespons to the Federal Republice of Germany - a State which ls
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demanding the revision of Iuropean frontiers estsblished as a result of the Second
lordd ‘ler. The Soviet Union and the other Btaites menbers of the Yarsaw Treaty, as
was stated in the commumiqué of the mesting of the Political Consultative Committee
of 20 January 1965, consider that the plans for the creatlion of & FATO multlilateral
nuclear foree, the formation of which is being wged hy certain circles in the
United States and est Germany, are a sericus threat to the cause of peace in
Europe and throughout the world. The creation of such a forece would increase
imperialist and neo-colonialisi pressure on the liberated countries and on the

74

G If, in the present clrcumstances, other States besides the USER, the

counbries wvhich are fighting for their lndependeunce.

United States, the United Kingdom, France and China, which already possess nuclsar
weapons and are permanent members of the Security Council, set abhout making theiw
own nueclear weapons or acquire the means of owning, controlling and wsing such
weapons, 1t will no Longer be possible to halt theilr further spread,

T In view of the dangerous consequernces of amy further spread of nuclear weapons,
ineluding their dissemination throuvgh the FATO multilateral or Atlantic nuclear
foree, the Soviet Government proposes the caonclusion of an international apreement
on the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons, which would completely deny to non-
neelesr States both direel and indirect access 0 such weapons - in their owm right
or through military alliances, The atbtached dratt treaty on the non~proliferation
of nuciear veapons answers thiz purpoze. The achievement of effective agreement

on preventing the fwther spread of nuclear weapons would be in the lnterests of all
States, both nuclesr and non-nuclear, which seek to maintain and strengthen peace.
9. The Soviet Goverpment hopes that the fGeneral Assembly will again consider the
question of the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons. By calling Tor the earliest
possiblie conclusion of a treaty on the non-proliferation of nuclesr weapons, the
Asgembly would be taking 2 major step towards = practiecal solution of the important
and urgent guestion of measures to combat the further spread of nuclear weapons.
The wital interests of all peoples demand that agrsement should he rezched on this

problem.

foon
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TREATY OF THE HCH-FROLIFERATIONM OF NUCLEAR WEAFCGNS

The States coneluding this Treaty, hereinafter referred to as "the Parties to
e Trealy",

Considering the devastation that would be visited uwpon all munkind by a
nuclear war and the consequenc need to make every effort to avert the danger of
such a wer and to take measwres hto safeguard the security of peoplss,

In conformity with the resclutions of the United Mations Gensral Assembly
callirg for the comclusion ol an agreement on the prevemtion of the wider
dissemination of nuclear weapons,

Desiring the sarliedt pessible stitaimeent of agreement on the ccuplete
prohiviticon and elimination of all types of nuelear wespons within the framework
of generel and complete disarmament under sitrict Intermational control,

Degiviny to further the easing of international tension and the strengthening
of trust bebween Stubes, thus Facilitabing the conclusion of 2 treaty on general
and ccrplete disarmament,

Have agreed az Follows:

Article T

L. Parvies 4o the Tieaby possessing nuclear weapons underbake not to
transTer such weapons in aby Torm -~ direcbly or indivecbly, through third States
or groups of Jtates - to the cwnership or control of States or groups of Stabes
not possessing nuclear veapons and aob To accord Lo sueh Stabes or groups of HStates
“he right to participate in the cwnership, contral or use of nuclear weapons.

The said Parbies bo the Treaty shall nol transfer nuclear weapcns, ox control
over them or over their emplacement and use, w0 units of the armed forces on
military persomnel of States not pessessing wuclear weapons, even if suech units
or persornel are nder the commarnd of & military alliance.

. FParties to the Tresty possessing nuclesr weapons undertale not to
provide assisvance - direetly or indirectly, thrcugh third States or groups of
States - Lo States not at present possessing nuclear weapons in the manufeciure,
in preparaticns for bhe manufzclbure v in the Lesting of such weapons and not to
transmit to them any kird of manalfacturing, research or other infermation or
aoveumentation which can he employed for purposea of the marwfacture o use of

nuclear Wea pons .
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Liticle IT

1. Parties to the Treaty not possessing nuclear weapons undertalke not to
crezbe, manufacture or prepare for the wanpulacture of nuclear weapons either
independently or together with other States, in their ovm Serritory or in the
territory of other States. They also undertalke Lo refrain from obtaining nuclear
weapons in any form - direchbly or indirecbtly, through third States or groups of
States ~ for purposes of ownership, conmtrel or use and shall not participate in
the ownership, control or use of such veapons or in tesbing them.

The said Parties o the Treaty shall nob seek to acquire control over nuclear
weapone or over their emplacement and use for units of their armed forces or
personnel thereof, <ven if such units or persomnal are under the commend of a
militery aliiance.

. Parties to bhe Treaby not possessing nuclear weapons undertake not bto
obtain or ses=k to obbain, from States pessessing nuclear weapons, assistance in the
panufacture of such weepons or relevant manufacturing, research or other informatien
or documentetion which can be empleoyed for purroses of the menufacture or use of

nuclear wWoapona.

Article TI1T

The Parties to this Treaty shall relrain Trom offering any support,
encouragenent or inducement to States seelting to owm, manufachture or exercise

conbrol. over nuclear weapons.

Article TV

1.  Any Party way propose apendments to this Treaty. The text of any proposed
amendment shall be sutmitted to the Depositary Oovervments, which shall circulate
it to all Parties to the Treaby. Thereupon, if requested to do so by one third or
more of the Parties, the Lepositary Goverrments shall convene a conference, to
whiclh they shall invite all the Parties, to counsider such amendment.

2, Any amendment to this Treaty must be approved by a majority of the vobes
of all the Parties to the Treaty, including the vobes of all Parties possessing
mrelear weapons. The amendment shall enter into foree for all PFarties upon the
deposit of instruments of rabification by a majority of all the Parties, Including

the instruments of rabtification of all Parties possessing nuclesar weapons.

Jois
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Ardbicle V

¥, This Treaty shall be open to all States for signature. Any State which
does not sign the Treaty before its entry into forece in sccordance with paragraph 3
of this article may acceds to it at eny tTime.

2. This Treaby shall be subject to ratification by signatory States.
Instruments of rabification and instruments of accession shall be deposited with
the Governments of ......, which are hereby designeted the Depositary Covermments.

N This Freaty shall enter inte force after its ratification by all Parties
possessing nuclear weaponz and the deposit of thelr iastrusents of ratification.

L, For States whose instruments of ratification or accession are deposited
subzsequent to the entyry into force of this Treaty, it shall enter inbo force on
the date of ‘the deposit of their instruments of rvatification or accession.

5. The Depositary Govermnents shall promptly inform all signatory and
acceding States of the date of esach signature, the date of deposit of each
instrument of ratificabion of or accession te this Treaty, the date of its endtxy
into foree, and the date of receipt of any requests for conferences or other
notices.

G, This Treaty shall be registered by the Deposzitary Govermments pursuvent to
Article 102 of the Charter of the United Mationsz.

Article VI

This Treaty shall be of uniimited duration.

Fach Party shall in exercising its natlionsl sovereignty have the right o
withdray from the Treaty if it decides that extreordinary events, related to the
gubject metber of this Treaty, bave jeopardized the supreme interests of its
counbry, It shall give notice of such withdrawal to alil cther Parties to the

Treaty three months in advance.

Article VII

Thiz Treaty, the Russian, Baglish, Trench, Spanish and Chinese texts of which
are equally authentic, shall be deposited in the archives of the Depositary
Govermpents. Duly certified coples of this Trezty shall be transmitted by the
Depositary Covermments to the Govermments of the signatory and acceding Btates,

In witness whereol the undersigned, duly anthorized, have szipgned this Treaty.

Done in ... coples at the elty of +.... o the .. day of Jvwaes
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To +:+ Secretary Genersal

cc  : Deputy Secretapry Genersal
DSG/ASG for Economics and Finance
A5G for Political Aff=zirs

From: Execuvtive Secretary

Summary record of a privaie meeting of the Council
held on Wednesday, bth October, 16bh at 10.15 a.m.

I, Rusk - Gremyko conversztions,
il. Indonesia.

IIT. Xaghmir

IV, Dissrmament

. RUSK - GROMYKQ GCONVERSATIONS

The UINITED STATES REPREGENTATIVE gave the Council an
account of the conversastions held hetween Kr., Rusk angd Mr. Gromyko
on 29th Septemwber and-1lst Gctober, easch of which had lasted for
three hours including dirrer. To.sum up briefly, he said that
the atwosphere was good butl that there had been so sipns of chsange
in basic Soviet positiorns. The talks had covercd disarrament
quesiions, including non-proliferation and nuclear~free zones;
the Inde-Pakistani conflict; and matters relating to Germany and
Buropean security.

Za On the pon-ﬁroliferation of ruclear weapons, Mr. Rusk,
referring to fhe draft {reaty recently tabled by the Sovict UnLol,

- suggested that azn attempt should be made initially to study the

miner differences between the Soviet and United 3States drairts with
a view to eliminating them if possible.

3. On the subiect of muclear arrangements in NATO,

Mr, Gromyko had said that Seviel oppositicn to the United States
draft was based only on the desire to rnrevent proliferation and
net on a desire fo impair NATO cohesien. The Soviet Union would
therefore be prepared to sign a tresty if the MLF and AVF concepts
were abandoned. HMr. Rusk hsd rcplied that if the problem was only
one of non-proliferstion, then 2 selution could be worked out and
a tresty agreed.

L, Mr. Gromvke was not very faveurably inclined to the

Fenfani proposal and thought there were little prospects of its
aceeptanece.

ol/oao
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5. Mr. Gromyko, referring to the United States suggestion
that a stert to extending the loscow Treaty might be made by
panning tests down to those of magnitude L.75, said that this was
not acceptable because this threshold could not be separated from
a moraterivm on other tests.

6. Kr. Gronyko said that the US preoposal for thc transfer

of fissionzble mrmteriel to peacelul uscs was unacceptable because
of the problems of inspection, Mr. Rusk had urged the Soviets to
give serious consideration on how to provide assurances that any

disarmament measures zagreed wsre casrried outl.

7. Commmenting on the 3oviet Union's atiitude to a world
disarmament conference, Mr, Rusk had said that he doubted the
wvalue of such 8 conference and thought one should noi jeopardize
progress on disermament by creating what would be simply & new
debating forum.

8. Mr. Gromyko had sazid that there was no change in the
position of Cuba and the UAR regarding muelesr-free zones. Ee
had urged the concept of a2 Centrsl European nuclear-frec zone.
Krs Rusk had replied that since Central Zurope was only a few
minutes away from the Soviet Union launch sites, this concept was
meaningless.

S. Mr. Gromyke had expressed cconcern at the arms rsce in -
the Middle Bast, and referred to the General Assembly’'s resolution
on a nuclear-free Africa, to which he said one should try to give
juridieal foree. Le had raised the question of Europesn securily
and said that even if the situation in Europe was quiet, it was

not normsl. Kr. Rusk had replied that the Unifted States recognised
that a settlement must be reached but that the key thereto, as also
to any major disarmament agreesments, was fGerman revnification.

Mr. Gromyko had ssid that reunification wasg a matiter for the two
Germanies to negotiate; he claimed that the policies of the Federal
Republic widened the gap between the itwo Germanies.

10. Mr. Rusk had replied that the United States and the

Soviet Union might differ on the approach to repnification but that
they should work towzrds it, and that ¥ast Germany should be allowed
to express its free choice.

11. it had been agreed trnat, in genepal, the Soviet and US
positions coincided on the Indo-TPakistani conflict, but Mr. Gromyko
wag oprosed to converting the UM observer force into a peace-keeping
force. :

12. Mr. Gromyko had sa1d thet he was willing to renew
discussion of the current US~3oviet exXchange agreement

/‘IZ{ . INDCKESIA

15. The NRTHERLAKDS REPRASENTATIVE said that he had received

a preliminary analysis, by his zauthorifties of the recent developmenits
in Indenesiz. He hoped that other governments would salso contribute
informaticn.

1L, As a first conclusion, it secemed that the goup of

A20th September had failed. It was clear that the so-cslled anti-
comm:nisgt elements of the army were in eonivel in Djakarta and in

sa/one
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a large part of Java, which contained over half. the population

"of Indoresia. As to the reasons why the revelt had broken out,

znd 'at this time, it was unlikely that the communist party was
responsible., Sukarno's policy had been to keep a balance of
power between the comrunists and the army, but developments in
recent years had strengthened the position of the communists, so
that it would not have been in their interest to stuge a rcevolt
nov.

15, It seemed that the coup might have been triggered ofl
by reports of Sukarnc's health, a highly speculsative subject.
The Vienna doctors had indicuated that, in the abscrnce of an
operation, which he had refused, he had no more thsn & year to
live.,  His death would naturally cause a struggle for power in
vhich timing would be impeortant. I+ seemed the most likely
explaration that Lt. Ceolonel Unitung, of the palace guard, had
triggered off -the rebellion on his own initiative, If this wss
correct, it rmust have created an unrleassnt problem for ithe
communists by forcing them sither to support the. movement or to
diszsociate themselves from it. In faet they had done neither;
ihey had kept silent and seemed to be in hiding. The cdonclusion
to be drawn, therefore, secmed to hwe that this was a premature
revoglt by dissatisfied arny officers, unsupporied by the commmnists.

1€. There were, however, elements in the piciture which gave
food for thought for the future. ATter the coup, the whole Usbinet
had diseppeared for several days. It was only now, on bth October,
that it was -learnt that they had met in Bogor and sent a

‘eorigratulatory -cable to Peking on the anniversary of the Chinese

revolusion. Some members of the Cabinet had been absent at the
time of the c¢oup, for example Vice-Fremier Subandrio, who was in
Sumatra, and who was suspected of sympathy with the communists.
He was now back at his post. '

17. Sukarno had been captured and transported to . an airbsse
near Djakarta, where his private plane was kept permanently '
against an emergency. Whether he was now free or a prisconer was
unelear. 1t was not uniikely that he was silent of his own free
will because he was waiting to see how events would turn ocut. On
the other hand, if his health was failing, this might prevent him
from taking an active part in develcpments.

18, The Army Chief of 3taff and a group of generals had

been killed in the early hours of the revolt. On 5th Qctober they
had becn given a state funeral, attended by Subandric and the
Defence Minister, Nasution, who was anti-comrmmunist.

ig. The officer put in charge oty Sukarno to clean up the
army was General Sujarto, who had commanded military activities
against the HNetherlands in MNetherlands Wew Guinea and, later,
cperations against Malaysia, He was therefoare not a communist.
Fighting was continuing in Java, but the anti-commnist elements
secmed to be in control.

20. One should beware of the ides that an anti-communis?i
movement meant @ more pro-Western attitude. One should take into
account, Tirstly, the disdain ci soldiers for civilian underground
agitation, and secondly, the fact that the army could not alfford to
be too anti-communist, since its equipment was supplied entirely
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by Russia and China,. on whom the army therefore depended for
Tuture supplies. There had been large Western deliverics of
arms in the past, but these had row been siopped.

21. . What might hLa sem in the future would depend largely

on whether Sukarno was still able to wield effective nower. IF

he wasg, it seecmed most 1ikely that he wowld aim at a political
comoromise restoring the Tormer balance of power. However, even
if real power now remained with the army, it seemed that it was in
the general interest 4o have some gsort of reconciliation in order
to avoid ¢ivil wsr, It seemed that the prestige of bcth the
corruiist rarty and Sukarno had been affected, anda that the arny
was now in a bhetter vosition tian hefore.

22, ' 1t appeared doubiful that Indonesian Loreign pOlch
would be affected., . The Netherlarnds considered tnet the policy
cf" the last few years was so Tirimly anchored that a change was
unllxely in the near future, except, of course, to the extent

nat the energy expended in 1nterﬁa1 polltlcal convilsions COulu
not be dlrecbed aor-oad°

25, The UNITED XIKGDOM REPRESENTATIVE said that he had
received a considerable amount of information which bore out much
of the Netherlarnds' conclusions., It wes probable that the goup
had been brought about by Intung and =z greoup of military
adventurers, verhaps used by the communists at a certain stage,
hut unsupported by them thereafter.

‘oh, It seemed that Sukarno was now in Bogor, surrouanded by

his presidential guard and Sujarto’s troops Fe had made no
public appeararce or statement since 3rd Qct obeﬂ whichi suggcsted
that the troops had preventsd him from so doing., The guestion
now was whether these generals would taxe action against the
commnists, or bte pursuvaded by Sukarno to resume the former
balance betweenrn the two groups. There was a lixelihcod that,
ingensed at the assassination of their brother officewrs, they
mizht decide to act on their own initiztive; they might have
reason to think that Sularno had been privy to the original coup.

25. Nasution and Sujarte seemed firmly in command in Djakarta,
where the communist-infilirated official news agency had been
closed down, Jutside Djakarta the situation was obscure.

26, . It was diffieult te judge the morale and the state of
loyalty of the lower officers, While probably shocked by the _
assassinations, they were ualeely to go against Sukarno's apneal
for unity in the army. The octher ranks might be expectasd to obey
ordu_u, at lesast initislly. There was, however, & great split in
the air forcs, : o '

27 It could not be expected that these events necessarily
meant’ & turn in Indonesian Toreign policy which would be favoursble
to the Fest. A1l partieg were anti-Vesterrn and in favour of the
Indonesian~Malaysian confrontation. There was no doubt, of

course, that the present confusion woald diminish the effectiveness
of the confro wtation campalﬁn.

28, . The GERMAN REPRESENTATIVE said that he had received
information from the CGerman Embassy in Djakarta despatched on
27th September, i.e. before the revolution. The report stated
that Sukarno's behaviour showed an exaggerated messianic self-
confidence and helief in the rdle of Indonesia, coupled with a

ec/ooc
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disrespect for inter-governmental relations. He made flambuoyant
public statements, for example that "until a short time age the
fate of humenity wes decided in Washington and Woscow, bul it was
now decided in Washington, Koscow, Peking and Djakarta”. These
gesturingas should be seen ageinst the background ef a factious
state facing great economic difficulties. Sukarno did not accept
any. international standards of behaviour or agreements with whose
drawing-up Indonesia had not been associaled. The only norm he |
admitted was the "law of the Indonesian revolution", & revolution
which he c¢leimed far surpesssed the importance of the Frenech and
Russian revolutions. ' This idea was the basis for a most distorted
concept of law and justice. :

29. While past experience showed that Sukarnc was capable of
operating skilfully in a dangerous situstion, his wild lack of
restraint was the hallmarx of declining rule. 1t seemed that this
was a transitional phase in Indonesia, govermed by extremes, and
that the West mmst do what . it covld to maintein its posi?ion.

3Q. The UGNITED STATES REPRESENTATIVE said that his suthorities
had received a considersble amount of materizl on the situation,
which was both obscure and constantly changing. He thought that it
might be difficult for Sukarno to reinstaie the uneasy balance
between the communists and the army, one resson heing that it was
the srmy which had.the weespons. He thought that this was not
inconsistent. with the analysis of the situvaition presented by the
Hetherlands Representative. .

31. The CHLIRMAN said that he assumed the Council would wish
to come back fto this subject at a later daste.

ITI. KASEMIR.

32. The UNITED STATES REPRESENTAT™IVE szid that he had received
material on the current.state of Indo-Takistani relations and the
rproblem of aid, '

33 The Tnited ¥ations, as was well-known, was finding it very
Aifficult to maintzin the ceace~-fire, India was consciocus that she
rad emerged as tre stronger rower. President Ayub was in an awkward
position, under strong pressure to continue the struggie. The
United States thought that his decision. to accegt the cease~fire
had been reached only by a narrow margin. Pakistarn felt that she had
received inadeguate United Nations assurances orn Keshmir, and there
was heavy emotionrzl pressure on President Ayub to continue Lighiing;
this would corstitute 2 test for hig leadership. Presicdent Ajub
was awvare that Pakistan could not secure Kashmir militarily, and
that he could rezch no more than a stalemate, at a great cogt to his
economic daevelopment goals. It wes estimdted that these goals nmight
have been set badék for itwo to fovy ycars as a result of the conflict
so. far. President Ayub might zlso feel that there would be an
efTort to rcach a settlement through the United Wations., IHis
reputaticn was staked on the acnievement of a necgotiated settlement.
It would te noted thatl he was dofng his utmost to mainiain his
positiocn and aloo to secure lines of reireat as necessary (for
xemple by his effusive thanks to China). The room he had for
manoceuvre was considerably narrowed., There was evidence of dis-
satisfactionr among the milditery, wnd there would be heavy pressure
tc replenish the equirment leost s¢ far. The situvation in Pzkistan
was thus very difficult, and the West should avoid any steps which
might tighten Fakistan's ties wiih China.

e/ v
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24, It was agalnst thls background that one should consider
any question of aid. -He was specking of cconomic aid in the
first place, since such aid was relevont to the prospects of a
settlement. The United States had had to show great caution on
forward aid commitments and to make it clear that neither sicde
should take it for granted. The United States waes concernsd at
Pakistani moves to co-operate with China, since they threszsterned
the security of the sub-continent and necessitated a re-assessment
of aid policies. United States military aid was still suspended.
The government had told Congress that it would te consulted
regarding the situation in the sub-continent on any new proposals
for econcmic 2id; in the meantime, food ard ot}er shipments were
continuing under existing aﬂreewents.

35, There were guestions which must be answered urgently

now. . The West must be recasconably assured that Irndia and Pakistan
would not use any aid 1o resume the fighting, There must also be

a military disengagement and a lesscening of tension. Developmenis

in the sub-continent caslled for a serious assgessment by the United
States of its aid policy. He thought that all the NATO allies would
agree that the Security Council resolution of 20tk September prov1ded
the best guidance for the future in this connection.

56 The ITALIAKN REPRESENTATIVE sz2id that, over the YeArs,
Itely had sent observers to the original cease-~fire line. U Thant
hed now invited Italy to send new observers. The first group had
been despatched on 26th September and a second grouvp on 5th October.

37. The BELGIAN REPRESEVNTATIVE said that Belgium also had
provided military observeﬂﬁ since 1948, To a request by U Thant -
for furiher observers, Belgium had replied in principle that she
was prepared to send ten more It appeared that their departure
had been delayed, but purely for UN linancial considerations.

38, He agreed with the United States Kepresentative that the
g jor guestion of contlnulng ai¢ called for considerstion by the
allies

g The NETHERLANDS REPRESENTATIVE said that his country had
0100 been invited to send tcn observers, of wnich three had already
left. He agrecd with the United Stotes Pepresentaflve that the
Council should study the question of aid.

Lo, Referring to kr. Gromyko's comment that the United Nations
should go no further then send observers; he thought that in view

of the precarious nature of the cease-fire it wags obvious thst the
United Hations should enviszge sending an effective peace-keeping
force, He asked whether Mr. Rusk and Wr. Gromyko had talked of the
possibility of using economic aild to bring:pressure to bear on Indiz
and Fakistan.

L1, - The UNITED STATES _REPR’ESE\‘.:NTATI‘- T s2id that he had no
information on this subject.

;;y: DISARMAMENT

L2, The BILCGIAN REFRESENTATIVE, referring to the drafti non-
preoliferation treaty tabied in CGeneva at the end of Sepitember by the
Soviet Delegetion, thought that it would be desirable for the Council
to discuss this draft. He recs1lsd that the German Represontatlve
had incited in previgus Council discussions the desire of his
government that all matters bhearing on Europesn security should be

eof aen
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discussed in NATO. He sugpested that, possibly at the initiastive
of one of the four Wegtern countries represented in Geneve, the
Council mignht study in what wsy the tabling of the Soviel draft
treaty was likely to affect the disermament. discussions.

43, The DANISH REPRESENTATIVE szid that he would he glad to
see the Soviet drafi. studied in WATO, z2nd suggested that it might
be referred, in the first place, to the Committee of Political
Advisers.

L. . The -JTALTAN REPRESENTATIVE also supported the proposal

by the Belgian Representative. Referring to Mr. Gromyko's comment
that his opposition to the U3 draft was bzsed only on the desire

to prevent proliferation, and was not directed against the cohesidn
of ‘the Alliance, he suggested that the Council should study the
relationship betwecn a2 non-proliferation tresty and rnuclear arrange-
ments in the Allianece. .

Ls, . The CANADIAN REPRESENTATIVE ssid that his authorities had
begun to analysc the Soviet draft. He thought that it would be
valuzble to have an analysis of the differences between this draflt
ané the draft treaties discussed in the Council. He suggested thot

the Committee of Political Adviscrs might prepare such an analysis,
and said thet Canads would ke zled to contribute.

L6, "The UNITED STATHKS REPRESENTATIVE said thast he assumed his
authorities would agree to the proposal. by the Belgian Representative.
Referring to Mr. Gromyko's comments on nopn-preliferation, bhe said
that it was clear that the Soviet éraft had other targets than the
MLF and ANF conecepts, and that the Soviets were opposed to any
participation by the non~ruclesr NATO.allies in the nuclear defence
of the Alliance.

L7. The CHATIRMAN, summing up, noted that it was agreed that
the. Commiittee of Peolitiecel Advisers should, as a matier of urgency,
study the possible repercussions for the disarmamen®t discussions

of the tabling of the Soviet draft non-proliferation treaty; that

it should anelyse the differences between the various drafti treaties;
and. that its Chairmen should report to the Council at the earliest
possible date,

1/ _
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Place de Maréchal
de Lattre de Tassigny
(Forte Dagphine)
PARIS-XVI
Tél. . KLEber 50-20
Adresse E]lEgraphigue -
OTAN PARIS cu

WATO FARIS
ORIGINAL: TRENCH ' NATO COMPIDENTIATL
18th October, 1985 PO/ES/519

T Permanent Representatives
Prom: Secretary Genervral

COMPARLISON OF THE US AND USSR DRAFT "REATISS ON
THE NCN-DISSEMINATION OF NUCLHAR WEAFPONS

As you know, the Commrittee of Folitical Advisers, in
compliance with the Council’s request, carried out, =2t its

"meeting on 12th October, a preliminary comparison and discussion

of the two U8 and USSR draft treaties on tThe non-disseminaiion
of nucleay weanons.

Ze Since the provlem of non~-proliferaticn is skhortly to
be examined in the United Nations, the Council had reguested the
Acting Chairmen of the Committee of Political Advisers ito submit
to the Council without delay a preliminary report prepered on
hie own responsibility.

3. Attached hereto is the document in duessvion., I showld

add that I wish to bring up this question in the Council =t the
next meeting on Wednesday, 20tk October,

4, Needless to say, the forthcoming discussions on the
same subject to be held by the Committee of Political Advisers

at its meeting on 1Sth October will he the subject of a further
report,

(Signed) Manlic BROSIOC

HATO CONTIDENTIAL
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DRKFT'TREATY O THE WON~DISSEMINATION OF
RUCLEAR WEAFPONS

Repori by the Acting Chairman of the Committee of
Politicael Advisers -

ABALYSIS OF THAE TRXTS

From an analysis of the texts, the mein differences
between the United States and Soviet drafts cen be groured under .
the feollowing six headings: S

1. Obligations which would be assumed by the nuclear pouers:

Tasre is general agreement on the fact that the most
difficult problems rTacing the Alliance arise outl of Articles 1
and I of the Boviet draft, S

After calling in the Preamble for "the complete
prohibition and elinmination of all types of nuelear wsapons
within the framework of generzl and conplete dissrmement?
(Preamble, paragraph 4), which would {ip the balance of forces
in their favour, the Eussians endesvour Lo prevent the fulfilment
of plans to create multilaterszl nuclear forces of the MLF-ALF
type, to which they deny the right to "possSess® nuclear weapons.

ther provisions of Articles I and II seem, deospite
the vagueness of the terminology, to cover certain aspects of
the defence arrangements already in exisience {(such as inter-
allied agreements c¢n the douvble-~key system of stationing US
nuclear weapons on foreign territory) - or propozed for adoption
such as the "Select Committee’, in which certain non-nucléear
powers would definitely be expected fto desl wita the guestions
relating to the "uge of ateomic weavons.

Eowever, one delegation vointed ocut that, in Geneva,
the Russians have always refrained from criticising the
MeNamers Committee and that a litsral interpretation of their
Article I does not rule out the idea of a Council at the
Defence Ministers level, Their goal, according to This delegation,
is believed to be the maintenance of the status quo which, for the
Alljance, would consist in <tne ohservancs of two rules. eduality
of rights in de¢liberations within the Council; the vetio of the
nuclear powers througkh the "double-key' system,

il
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2 Obligations which weuld devolve upon the non-nuciear
counbries!

The Soviets would like The non-nuclear countries wo give
an uandertaking - woich does not appear in lhe United States draft -
not to "prepare for the manufacture" of atomic weaporns. This is
provably an attempt to prevent the non-nuclear ccuntries Ifrom
pursuing their research in this field far enough to become capable
of acguiring azn arsenal of atomic weavpons without delay, in case
of nged.

Furthermore, the Soviet draft czbegorically forbids the
participation of non-rnuclear countries dn- the testing of nuclegr
weaponrs, whereas this possivility is only indircctly inplied by
the Unlted Stetes draft.

5. Control

While the Soviet draft dees not mske any provision for
control, the great advantage of the United States text is that 1t
provides for -guarantees by the International Atcemic Znergy Agency.

A, Entrv. into Torce:

Article ¥V, pa_agraﬂh 2, 0 both treasties concerns the
entry into forece of the Treaty Iin the United States draft, the
entry into force of the Ire?tv depends on watificaticn by & number
of atomic powers not yet srec‘_ied, but necessarily including the
United States, the United Kirgdon, ang the USSR. Crr the other
hand, the Soviet dreft Treszty would only entver into forzce "after
its ratification by 211l Parties possessing ﬁﬂﬁlear weapons”,

However, as 1t will T2 impossible to know the identity
of these "PartiesY until they have themselves acceded to the
Treaty, it 1z clear that the 3Sevie? position orn this point has
not yet been revealed,

5. Review procedure.

_ The review procedure vrovided for in the Soviet draft
(Artiele IV, yporagragh 2) is more ﬂo_flicated than the cne | .
provided for in the United States drati {(Article VI, paragraph 2)
and, in effect, vests the right of vefo in ths nuclear Lowers
signatory to the Treaty.

A specizl status would, therefore, be conferred on the
mejor powars, whlch would izus be assured that ne amendment in
the texts would disturbd the present worldé-wide beleance c¢f power,

NATO CONFIDENTIAL -
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G Definition:

The Soviet draft distingn
possess nuclcar weapons and those whi
but it reirains from defining them.

On the cTrher hand, the United States draft convulns,
in Article IV, a definition of fthe nuclear 3tates seriveld as
those "possessing independent nowcl o use muclcoar zpens®.

IT.

CENTATIVE INTERFPRETATION

The members of the Allisnce were siruck, gensrally
speaking, by ihe severity of the Soviel text which zzems a3
firad sight %o rule out, not only thc nuclear arrangam
considered within ¥ATO, but also certain forms of biia
nmilitary co—-overation already in force, as well as th
comruaication of information for vhe pesceful use of a2icnicz
eriergy, and even lhe possibility Tthat & politically united
Eurcpne might sczcede "by inheritence’ to nuclear siztus, One
igs therefore given coausc 3o wonder whether the aim of the
Soviet Authorisies is to preveat the proliferation of nueciesr
weapcns or to weaken the cohesion of the Atlaentic Alliance.
One delegation exvressed the view ithat a drafi Treasy of this
ind wes not even zcceprtable as & tasis fox discussion.

On the cther hend, several delegations expressed the
opinion that, although the present text 1z unaccepvable, this
Goes not mesn that the Russians nave set their face sghinst an
real discussion, bu% That, orn The contrary, they sre esvablis
a negotiating posision. In crder ¢ discever thelr true alms,
it will be =necessary to obtain clarification of several

raragrophs couched in, =no doubt deliberatciy ovscure terms, and
accordingly to probe further into their imtentionms. The United

States Secretary of State has, in this regerd, already informed
his Boviet colleague that z comparison of the texits would be
made with a2 view to identifying such points of sgrespeni as may
gxigi,

TXL,

Thile generally ackunowledging the value of tne arguments
in favour of an exhaunsiive ztudy of trhe Soviet drait and the
need to kecp oren the chznnels of discussion wiln the USIR,
the neabers of the Committee o7 Zolitical Advisers have not yet
expressed an opinion on the preocedural preblems, that is to say,
on the question of how far and in what way the submizsion of the
Graft Sovist Tresety is likely to affoet tiic discrmszerns discussions,

(Sigred) P. CERLELS

HuTO COMPTDENTIAT
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IV;Q Place du Maréchal
de Lattre de Tassigny
/ {Porte Dauphine)
"

PARIS-XVI
, nx?? 3 ?.‘el. : KJLf‘.berISO-zﬁ.
20 TSRS
naw @ § 0wl TRD MATO EARIE
L2 x{( 5 -. .Z
ORIGINAL: PBHGLISH/FRENCE R VATO CONFIDENTIAL
19th Jclober, 1965 PO/65/519/L
Tox Permaneny Representatives

From: Secretary Genersl

COMPARISCE OF THE UMTTEDJg_‘TE A+ SOVIET DRATT TRBATIES ON
HON-DISSEMINATION

S
OF WUCLEAR WEAPONS

4s mentioned in my PO/65/519 of 18th October, 1965
the Committee of Political advisers has continued its
discussion of the subject zat its meeting of today.

2. I have the henrour to circulate to you a report of
this further discussion.

{Signed) JManlio BRCSIC

NATO CONPIDENTTATL
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~3- NATO COWYIDENTIAL
£0/65/519/1
DRAFT TREATY ON FON-DISSEMINATION OF NUCLEAR WEAPCHS

Report of the Aciing Chairman of thse
Conmittee of Political Advisers

In the further dAiscussiocn on the draft trezfies con
the non-dissemination of nuclear wezpons the Committee of
Political Advisers had on 19tk October, the following
additional wvolints were made:

1. Emphasis wes given, during this discussion as at
the previous one, to the importance of keeping the dislogue
open with the Scviet Unlon on non-dissemination. 1t was
stressed that, while the Alligsnce should seck fto obtairn
agreement on non-proliferation 2s gquickly as possible, no
undue concessions should be made beforehsnd trat might tend
To weaken the Alliance.

2, With regard to the vogition of non-nuclear states,
one delegation emphasised that the Soviet treaty as a whole
was keyed to the needs of the ruclear powers and ignored the
wishes and needs of the non-nuclear powers. In this couxnection
the absence of gnarantees (e.g. by means of IABA controls) inm
the Soviet draft was stressed in particular.

3. The view was also expressed that toc great importance
should not be attached to the presence of & withdrawal clause
in the Soviet draft. In this opinion, such clause would be a
normal part of any trealy that the Beoviet Union wculd be
prepared to sign. It was added that the Soviet objection to
the United States draft treaty at Geneve was not directed
specifically against the withdrawal clsuse, but zgainst the
treaty as a whole, particularly the fact that in the Soviet
view it would permii muclear shoring srvangements in the
Alliance which the Soviets would net accept.

{Signed) P. CERLES

HATO CONEFIDENTIATL
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ORGANISATION DU TRAUTE DE U'ATLANTIOUE NORD
NORTH ATLANTIC TREATY ORGANIZATION

Place du Markehal,
de. Ligtire de: Tass By
{Porte Druphlde) ©

Segretary Genersl

To

o, Deputy Secretary General.
/BSG/ASE for Esonemics and‘Flnance

ASG for . Politieal- Affeirs

From: Executive Becretary

'

;Summarﬂirebb?d;af:ﬁ:'rivétefﬁeétiT'.afhthe.édﬁﬁcil-
;he%duop Wédnesday, 2@thi0ctnbErn“9I5-ht:io.lsta.m..

T: Non-Proliferatiocn in the fraiework of
_ Disapmament.
11: Danigh Prims Minister's wisit to the USSH.

. I¥. Rhodesisg

E:”  NOH-PROLIPERATION IN THE FRAVEWORK: OF DISARVAMENG

Referéncer .PQZSS}&}?

Documents: PG/65/519 °
Pe/ 65/519/1

“fhe CHATIRMAN :récalied the ! Belgian prepusal &f the.
6th October, in'which the Council h&d .cencurred, that; an analysis
of the Soviet snd American dreft. itreaties on nonpprellferation be
prepared by the Committee, ef Peiitical Advisers  ané furnished. to
the Couneil.

2o Hel believeé that the Couneil” sheuld Appfodch. the

problem. [} & nan—praliferation in the fremework of disarmament;

using &s B basis for discussion thé drafy treaty prESeﬁted by the
Soviet Union (PO/65/U37)Y. It was this draft that wolld bé discusged
at ‘the United Nationby in all probahilltyl and: it seemed evpedient
that the GounciX. bese itself on the same text, -

3. ‘The: Gounietl had: béfore: 1t the reperts.of the Ghairman
of the Commitiee of Political Advisers analysing the Soviet text;
and indicating the. ‘pesitians .baken by several defegations during
the discussion on -the &raft ireaiy presented by the United Siatés,
He conclugded, fr@m ‘these: reports, that there wes. no unanimity of
views, partmcularly irisofar as the 1nterpretatlon to be given. td
Soviet motives was cancerned g

4, It went i thopt. saying ‘that the aifferdnt Tositioiie all
merzted dareful stidy. In his opinion, howeve“_ the Coun¢il, sHould

l.‘_/idl
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d' “2- NATY smoRER well’

give its principal attention to the: eongequeEnces; that such a
non—prolaferation agreement conld have o the defensive capacity
of the Allience :and £he meinterance: of & unity of poaiticn and
purpose among the &llie& o trtes. dertainly bne mast never migs
an opportunity- to Srprove relations witlc the ‘Soviet hloc,; but 4n
his .6pinion. the reguirements o AT¥iance securlty and political
uniigy shoild- qpme first. - :

5. He ¥ 'inlly aware thatf the diséusdion d
in this Council might heveé its’ dél“ gle aspe
Wes: normal din any. examina{;ion of po cél quésti 2
importahee. He waé nevertheless convinced that this discus zon
would be Pruitful and $hat the Council pould come to: .an: under-
standing -on the essential points which ‘would be discussed in the
forum of the United Nations.

(2 Hie did not believe, In any case, thai this discussion
could be finished todey. He would even say’ that he would not.
consider it desirable ‘to: do B0,y,° and. that, on’ the. contrary, the
discyssion should remeln open. He: believed that fhe CGouncil showld-
séntinue its. discuasion in parallel with that An the Unated'ﬂatzons,
as it had done so far, and that it should devota its rull

7- He 1fnvifed eomments;

B. Thé GREEK REPRESENTATIVE agréed with the Chaipman that
diacus$ion on thgs subject i ‘Tem ~"i-éku'7s :':@ 7ot Had

polatzcal'attituqés Ao the &
of ‘the essentis ie A

T iraly, 28 re'ards the reports by the qumi tee of Political
Advisers,. he. thnught that & d4istinction should be drawn between
thaiSoviet Araft: treaty and Soviet intentione. It would be most
aifficuit 4o accept the draft, even as & Yasis for discussion,
tecause its inplications could eventually 1ead +o the destruotion
of the Aliiance. However, there were certmin affirmstions in. the
draft which it was worthwhile. ciarifying._ Different ‘views had ‘been
expressed in. the Committee of Political Advisers on Soviet 1ntentions,
for example as régards the possibiiity of = MeRamara sommities _
and whether the Russians. wished to rule wout the continuance of the

¢ present . nuclear drrangements 1n "HATO . Ruseian intentions should

be clarified in the light of Mr. Gromyko's statement to Mr, Rusk
that Soviet opposition to the US :drafi was Hot bagsed on. & :désire to
weakern the cohesion of the £ iancey -F rthly, a4 was: wwortaht

to. .continue the dlalogue with ‘the Sowists ofi ‘these lines, iues 8
search. for ¢larification of the Soviet intentigns underlining the.
Soviet draft.

sl mie
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10. The gquestton of non-prol”feration should be &iseusged
both dn the Cobnefl and eventually in other forums: He thought
that there was 2. limit to sueh & .discussion, ~+this iimst beirg
'set By the fact thst the West could not teke up a pogition which
would result in the destructlon of. the Alliance, Howsver, the
tact that the Alliance was not negotisbile was not an argument
against gontinuing diseussions with Hhes Soviets, whisch. he hoped
would: be Lruitful,

1. The ‘CANADIAN: REPRESENTATIVE theught that, in the Lignt
of the commenits by the Belgian RepreSentat‘ive, theve waes Iittle
difference of view among the allies on “the. approdgek o the' |

Soviet draft. This text ralaed questions of centﬁal interest to

aonfler an advantage on DRE country o1 gYouD of é:' rieg. P
Soviet draft: was thévefore not & suitable: basis: for negotiation.
Hée thought that-the four Western POWeT's 1n-Gene?a were: in agrogs:
ment on this, and that they would remain clasely in toueh om the
question of tacties.

iz,. ) He: considerea that there must Be: parallel consultation
in ‘the: Counecil as devslopments took place: in the United. ‘Nations.

15, The ITALIAN. REPRESENTATIVE seid: thaet Italy,fully
supported the ‘US -draft and that he agread wit :the written comments
by the: Canadian Representative which "had: teen -ecirculated Lo
Permanent Representatives. Articles: I and IT of the chiet;draft
were among the -most dmportant; the draft was ot cledr,
authonities: wWoiyld weldome fuprthep: diSCussions A+ clarify ith
Referring to the reiterdted Commwnist attecks ageinsi the Federal
Republie and the danger: that the Soviets nﬁght ‘bring: into question

or ‘the political
avanee the nuclear

e T , and had quo"ed 'c.h" Fahfa‘nl .
‘e.ep"a aiso _poken bf the :

.-'_-[;--'.--,'-_-'..
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16

and’ United States tactics in Wew York 4n the mear fTuture, the

- 22
;prlority

conmitted ’ i
should. be expreﬂs
that tlie West had £l

17. The 3

Russ;an thlnklng any clearer. The Sov1et lea rs had' :
themselves to reference to the tekxt. of thelir .dra¥i and ta thedr
view that: Sermany should be prevented frOm abtaining aceeks to
nuclear wWeapons.

18. The -UNITED STATES REPRESENTATIVE thought that the
discussion had shown the: ugefulness of ‘the. carefil preparatory: work:
by ‘the Polttieal. Advizers Committee,  IH seemed thet the Soviets
had mede ‘the - problem ‘easier Tor NATD hy; wg-ustial; over playlng
their hand. I the Soviets: had concentratea Off & spe“lf'e proposal
for ‘nuclear: si - inbh { e1P PRELECTE mig

heip much towards réaching an agraeﬁent on. nonupraliferatian.

30, As regards the tactidal position. dn the Unlted Nations

United. States esgentiel objective was to achieve. s proﬁedural
outcome in the United Nationa f.e. en urgent referral of -the
guestion back. o Geneva, rather than & specipus ‘Genera) Assembiy
resolution which would e harmful fo RATD and {o:the achigvement
of non~proliferditon iteelfs This wouid require mact hard work in:
New York.

21, The United States sednr was, 1o - @acn ‘early agreement: on

an eftective: non-proliferatio mreaty which would. safeguard NATO
ruclean arrangements. The United States Delegation would therefore
concentrate ony

(1) -emphasising the good. points. of the U5 drefts
(11)  obtaiming some elavification.of the Soviet draft, and
préveriting any hardéving of” the Seviet: position ir
possibley _

{431) showing up the: weaknesses ffi-the: Boviet approach;

Qj@ﬁflgvoidlng a8 Tay 24§ pOSSible shy 8iscubsion Bf the,
. X Gener

it sheuld re .
at .an garly date . to th”_Gener_j;
progresss

o T
Assemhly an interim. report “on

'-'Z-;.'f’ Waler
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?He would keep the chnail 1nrormed of developments 1n these

:proixferation, would emphasise th
Energy Agenay 3afeguarﬁa, and also. .
Progress in: redeing existing: nuclear arSenals and Would explain

publlc diﬁcussion of °
into: it, except: ofi £
talks vetween

bilateral talks. JEETP IR

é&; As regards the MLF nnd ﬂNF-praposals, since the SOvieth—-m-**
hapsas Fo _ d S . .

1t Snght no arrangemén"“

L ] cance. for mon~miclsar wountries, of the Teview clause
in the ynited States Aaraft,

25. In'ﬁuﬁlzc and prlﬂate d‘scussions with the Saviets his

to Geneva., The‘United ‘gtates had'a resdlution:

&%t an. early dﬁt

-prepared Which #night Ve tabled in NBW'YbrK this maclk,

pErallel b
draf't mght be di

who\were cons ; : ¢ G
pOWEDES The expense wou- 8 & spropcrt ona,
ccenomy * ut: t.hey were without: doubt coﬁsi&ermg.. :

28, It seemed that the danger, of muciear spread was primarily
a’ prablem of what: tountries other, than $he Unifed Btates and the
Ssviet ‘Union would decide o do, £ would. be ‘good to: have a Foviel
egaurance: that they‘were nod going ‘o g-ve;pther nations nuclesn

Waapona or the meatis and. knowéhow ta TaKe: The, They had.heiped
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B BATY SECREF
rg[ﬁ?

thé Ghingas to start on the road 1y E boﬁb, but'“'a stopped
ﬁelp'hg'them in 1959 it - L1 '

obtinanoe. " The poas a. 1 approach therefore
.bf'calming.%hEhfears-and satiSfyiﬁg'thetieg; ¢ ] NS of
the “nth' countries who could, if they wished, exercise thelr CoT
sovereignty by msxing nuclear -werheads. Bnless these ways: were,
found, -there was bound. to be an ancrmous. ineréase in the instsbllity
of world polities..

The United Staﬁes coﬁaidered that the wcrl& waa now very
) . h

agreemont on 3oint targe il :

“This was the Europea part‘of the noh-pro
the problem of non-prolifération ¢ould not Be' "
Would, be. deciding that. it wes impossible 1 . %he dynamic
technology of wer and. thig decision: wau_d;mean addlng vagiiy to
the dangers of_this century.

31 The NORWEGIAN REPRESENTATIVE weleomed. this discussion and
censidered it appropriate that it ehould take, place in NATO. He
agreed Lully with the Belgien Representative. on the Council's
coppetsnce and reﬁponsibll-zy in this matte . From -the repgrts by
the. Cormitiee of Political Advisers id seemed’ that there weEs litile
ground for optamism about rsachlng egreemont on. & non-proliferatlon
treaty im the near future. However, Norway comsidered that there

was. one hoperul aspect, which. was. that -the Sovieis had.nof simply .
rejected the United States draft but had pregented a counter-propcsal.
“Fhis might mean that they were willing -to undertake real negotidtions.
‘Norway :hoped that this was the esse. Given the common interest

in ‘non=proliferation theére was .rie rewssn o beliave that progress
could. not: be made it bcth szdes studied e qnestion ihoroughly.

32 Some: paragraphs -of theé Bovist d.raft"séemed.' _incompatihle
'with existing ﬁgTO b ) clear arrang ]

_treaty'shoald be campat i

in. WATO and alsd allow: of |
J46 the same . timée, Ah S
{Hot be allowed to“ﬁﬁaﬁF}he

Ts prma

i"sﬁouid CoA nu to meke
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ARG SHORET

33, While ;an Bast-yeet: agreement on A non=proliferatien
treaty would! not ecessarily bring about uni?ereal adherence.

It -would, provide an. Papetus towarde s, universa‘ t:reat;v._ THorwey:
would welcome early negotiations on ‘the US and Soviet drafts aiming
al . agreement on 4. tresly ‘28 Soon.as @ossiﬁle. i .

-

CVEPY : £ : at: tHat theéy:, pro?lﬂed he
possibi‘l 'l‘.;,r of sound:img ont Russisn :mtentions. :

F%. “The- reports by the:Commlttee cfiPelitical Admisers
‘showed. that: there e iargel o3 4 $ *
in: aesees-"

Rag ‘beén eteted by the Unitea_
deecribed the situation as a 'V

' . . 4--' af..nad'eﬁﬁy )
increased the scep 1cism of his author 1ess Germany wase not.
conVanedlof the wisdom of tryingba g1l el t]
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and it wes agreed, that -for- the purposes of future discussicn,

in th ‘nuclear oonncils: of the nee
‘both these adms woudd: be -resche: 1n harmonyh

:hu.

~B-. NAJQ. SECRET.
:&&¥F

35 He expressea.the regret that the Gouncrl hiad not had MOXE
time. to tudy-thﬂ._ Y. nge ‘He: thoungh

he-suggeaf'

this question undgr T vie-

United ‘States Representative .should circulete: the text of!his
statement. on the sifuetion as o whole.

5: DG, ; ‘consistent W ] o '"to satzsry
the 1 gn.unate as;ziratiOna ‘of the

;It Yooked fcrward o
dzscussing these: matters with %he: mew-:German Governmert,, Briefly,
Lhere: wad no: change An BE policy.

'r‘onéider‘t at th' Couﬂérl was: perfectly su1tableffbrum
fgr ihe di%c’:usaidmof Euch fudstions. :

es Wers compati Le,
_"d‘na e ithe forner, azm

EPProa; . HePe  ahou .__,pragma,zc,rather then. doctrinal,

woi vsm
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-8 ) FATO_SECRET
9.0t

(113} the whole guestion remained open in NATO and would
be further discussed; .

{(iv) he thought that there was agreement on the United
States' suggestlon that the best tactics in the
United Nations would be to aim at avoiding e
discussion of the Boviet text and o have tha question
referred back fto Geneva as soen 65 poksible;

{(¥) the Council would wish to discuss further the U3
statement on the situation as & whele. While there
were doubts es to the velue of a Boviet gignature to.
a treatys the imperiesnce of & treaty should be
congidered in relation to the "nth" countries;

{vi) ‘the German Representafive had referred to the Germen
posltion stated in earlier discussions. Here, there

q%b wasl'general problem of how to ereste internatiocnal
security systems which would dissusde the "nth"
‘eountries from becoming muclear powers; and thers
Wes 8lso the specific problem of the éecurity of
Europe. The latier was concerned with the problem
of Gernany,; which could not be separated from the
probliem of non-proliferation. The Couneil shouwld
examine this probvlem further;

{vii) it was mgreed that the West must not make concessions
to the Rusgians which would immpair the strength and
gohesion of the Alliance,

46, In conelusion, he suggested that the Council should
resume discussion in the light of developments in the United Nations.

127 VISIT OF DAKISH PRIWE WMINISTER TO USSR

u7. " The DANITSH REPRESENTATIVE made the following statement:

"Ag may be known to the Couneil, Mr. Krag paid
a vigit to the Soviet Union from the Tth-17th of -this
month., It i& only & short time ago the Council had the
privilege of being informed by Dr. Sahm ebout the impression
which Mr. Carstens had from his talks in Moscovw, and I shall
therefore confine myself to mentivning some salient polnts
af the: information which I have received about my Prime
Minister's conversations.

"Mr. Krag had talks with Kosygin, Breznev and
cther leading Soviet statesmen, including Mikoyan.

“Both tir. Kosygin and M, Breznev underlined
strongly the importamce of maintaining peace. What thé
Soviet Union: wanted was not victory, they said, but peace,
The Soviet poliey vis-&-vis dther countries was unchanged,
regardless of their politlcal systems. ‘We may have

. become more quzeu, but don't you believe that we have
become weaker', Wr. Breznev had pubit,

"During the digcussions on disarmaméeni matters

Mr. Koeygln referred itb the Svviet peints of view as
they had been outlihed in Gensve. Only the United States

P S
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‘Pnien #ould. nlse have to iderease
‘and the result would be sreressesd - tens1on.

-10- ‘ NATO $BGRED

YETig; the. Sokig i wese decisive With ¥éHard
dlsa_ ament m' ures on 8 worldwiae sealey
?espe_tjthe position of the sfiall éountries Was 1
in.eresting. ‘Pisarmament pr upposad mitual confii
ifry Kosygin said that -twice there hed been: unoff_cial

agreement’ between the Soviet Uniop and. the Uinited.
States on gertain. disatmement measures, but in ‘both

gases the agreement -had been broken Yy the United

-States = He aid not specify which cages Jie had 1n-
rmind.

“The Sov;et “UHion supporteu -9 non—diaseminatzon
treaty, ot becauge the Soviets wanted, & MoNEPeLy; Bt
‘Becanse they were ageinst a micledr War..

“The ‘Soviet Union was against the: ¥LE plen.
Germany exploited NWATO cosgperation: 4n order ?ogachleve-

‘nmaclear :weepons snd 4o farther revanchiam. IT Western

Burope Joined;fbrceg with the: United Statss, the SOV1et
s - military efforts;

"Nr~ Krag nent:onéd_that the Danxsh'Government-

he, had nothzng a.ge-lnst thls sugge;stio
In nis opinlon, hbwever, the fdes was not 8 realistic: one.

secret that the relataons batween tne SOVlEt Union and:
ted. States, nad deterioratéd 1ately-on ag¢ount oL

the Hnited:States : 3

Naturally, such det

a European line oL thought
‘provoking statement by tnefchinese Foreign Minlster about

a war with e United ‘Btetees and ébout China's possihilltles
in such & wer a Lerrible ong,

f the

”wra'ﬁrag‘asked Mr¢ Fesygin whegner he was o
t - a

_“;'.;/ﬁ' e
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HATSY SECRET 4.
SARSEEED ol

PTorgotien, Thivwas tHe ispression of WP+ Krag that

Mr., Kosygin weas think ng of séveral th;nga dneinding: the\
Vietnam con®iict .and perhaps wasied. o ‘express: the
thought. tha't: the Western, -especially the United States
Viginam policy nght force the whole of" Asia into the
APmS. of Chlna.

Yira, Erhardt nor hiN Branut, both of whem :
Well, stood for revanchism: Hry Kosygin. s&id that he
did net share. that view .on the Federal Republic. He:
asked how if.could ‘then be explained that the. Pederal
_Republic demanded nuclear WeRpons. and wanted en army of
half a. mllllon Anet, : ;

thzs &pplled te all governments including has cwn.'”

Al Kosygin spoke about. the British Labout-
Party in. a very- regative ways He found ‘that M. Wilsan
web 'more American than the . ﬁmericans ‘

5

; "The talks ooksplace in a% times EHh almost .
cardial atmosphere. The. Danish ménmbersnip of NATQ e
: 'on w:.th:Germany anﬁ other contr

real criticism of ‘the positions takenby Denmark.

STn the provinee: of ‘bilateral arrangements sofie
uresults were: obtaineﬁ. amoni: @ ther things the Soviet: |
‘eaderns: promised +to consider avourably applicativns for
permission tao énfer .or leave the’ Sov;et Urniion. in connection
with- famllv'vfsits a

_Mr. Kosygin s v1ew'that the 1mp0rﬁanceJof-
decllnlng .on Atgount of #he lack. of Anterest. .

",’.-'Zof Py



PUBLICLY DISCLOSED - PDN(2018)0014 - MIS EN LECTURE PUBLIQUE

—12- HATO. SEGRET A
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governments, including the USSR, said he thought that this
view was hard to sscerizin from the Soviet performance in Few
York. ' '

50, The NETHERLANDS REPRESEFTATIVE, commenting on Sine-
Soviet relatisns, recalled that immediately alftér the fall of
Xhrushchev, the impression had been received that he had been
made a scapegoat because the Thinese leaders disliked him. It
seened thet the Russians were now discussing gquite openly with
Viestern statesmen their differences with China. There ware
Tundamental differences and it wag encouraging that thsy admitted
them. -

e e ma
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U.N. GENERAL ASSEMBLY RESOLUTION ON NON-PROLIFERATION

OF NUCLEAR WEAPONS*

UNITED NATIONS
Distr.

GENERAL LIMITED
ASSEMBLY ‘é‘é’*ﬁi’i‘;‘iﬁr‘%&

Twentieth session
sgenda item 106

RESCLUTTICH ADCPTED BY THE GINERAT, ASSEMELY

fon the report of the First Committee (A/6C97 and Corr.l)/

2028 (XX). Non-proliferation of nuclear weapons

The Genersl Assenmbly,

Jonsclious of its responsibility under the Charter of the United Nations for
disarmament and the consolidetion of pesce,

Mindful of its responsibility in accordance with Article 11, paragraph 1, of
the Charter, whieh stipulstes that the.General Assembly may consider the general

prineiples of co-cperation in the maintenance of internatiohal peace and security,
ineluding the prineiples governing disermament and the regulation of armaments,
and may make reccmmendations with regard to such prineiples to the Members or to
the Security Council or to both,

Fecalling its resolutions 1665 (XVI) of 4 December 1961 and 19C8 (XVIII) of
27 November 1963,

Reccognizing the urgency and great importance of the question of preventing
the proliferation of nuclear weapons,

Noting with satisfaction the efforts of Brazil, Burma, Ethiopia, India,

Mexico, Nigeria, Bweden and the United Arab Republiec to achieve the solution of
the problem of non-proliferation of nuclear weapons, as contained in their joint
memorandun of 15 September 19651,&’}r

1/ See A/5986, annex I.

*[This resolution was adopted by the General Assembly on Novem—
ber 19, 1965. The vote was 93 in favor to none against, with 5
abstentions (Cuba, France, Guinea, Pakistan, and Romania). Al-
bania did not participate in the vote.]
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A/RES/2028" (XX)
Page 2

Convinced that the proliferation of nuclear weapons would endanger the
securdity of all States and make more difficult the achievement of general and
complete disarmament under effective international control,

Noting the declaration adopted by the Summit Conference of Heads of State and
Government of the Organization of African Unity at its first regular session, held
at Cairo in July l?ﬂh,gj and the Declaration entitled "Progremme for Peace and
International CD-Dperation"Ef adopted by the Second Conference of Heads of State
or Government of Non-Aligned Countries, held at Cairo in October 196k,

Noting also the draft treeties to prevent the proliferation of nuclear
wegpons submitted by the United States of J!;:nua-rj.ca&')r and the Union of Soviet
Soecialist Heplufml_i_v.:s,—5'IJ respectively,

Noting further that a draft unilateral non-scguisition declaration has been
submitted by Italy,éf

Convinced that General Assembly resolutions 1652 (XVI) of 2L November 1961
and 1911 (XVITI) of 27 Novewber 1963 aim at preventing the proliferation of

nuclear weapons,

Believing that it 1s imperative to exert further efforts to conclude a tresty
to prevent the proliferation of nuclesr weapons,

1. Urzges =21l States o take all steps necessary for the early conclusion
of & treaty to prevent the proliferation of nuclear ueapons;

2. Calls upon the Conference of the Eighteen-lation Committee on Disarmament
to glve urgent consideration to the questicn of non-preoliferation of nuclear
weapons and, to that end, to reconvene as early as possible with 2 view to
negotiating an international treaty to prevent the proliferation of nuclear
weapons, based on the following main principles:

(2) The treaty should be void of any loop-holes which might permit nuclear
or non-nuclear Powers to proliferate, direectly or indirectly, nuclear weapons in

any form;

2/ Bee the resolution entitled "Denuclearization of Africa" adopted by the Summit
Conference of Heads of State and Government.

3/ See A/5TE3.
L/ Bee A/5986, annex I.

5/  See A/5976.
6/ Gee Af5986, annex I.
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Page 3

{E} The treaty should embody an aceeptable balance of mutual responsibilitizs
and obligations of the nuclear -nd non-nuclear Pouers:

{E} The treaty should be a step towards the achievement of genersl and
complete disarmament and, more particularly, nuclear disarmement;

(d) There should be acceptable and workable provisions to ensure the
effectivensss of the tresty:

(e) HNothing in the treaty should adversely affect the right of any group of
Stotes to conclude regionsl treaties in order to ensure the total absence of
nuclear weapons in their respective territories:

S Transmits the records of the First Committee relating to the discussion
of the item entitled "Non-proliferation of nuclear weapens", together with all
other relevant documents, to the Elghteen-Nation Committee for its consideration;

4. HRequests the Eighteen-Nation Committee to submit to the General Assembly
at an early date & report on the results of its work on a treaty to prevent the

proliferation of nuclear weapons.

1382nd plenary meeting,
15 November 1965.
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X
SUBJECT: The Growing Shadow of a European Nuclear Force

7 X
As we approach the Wilson-Erhard talks, it may be well
to bear in mind the latent question of a European Nuclear
Force, its relation to our own interests, and its impdct on
the Wilson and Erhard talks.

Loy The Problem

1, The surge of Europeanism in the French election
campaign., This campaign accurately reflected, I believe,
where France will go post-de Gaulle: It will substantially
transfer French nationalism to a Europe with some degree of
independence of the U,S. Recent European visitors to Washing-
ton have suggested that the '"European' sentiment evident in
this campaign probably portends a French willingness to
"Europeanize'" (or '"Continentalize," if the UK abstains) the
force de frappe, post de Gaulle,

2. The New York Times of December 3 reported that
Strauss is strongly urging Erhard to leave open the possi=-
bility of a European nuclear force. We know this is an
important strand in German thought, since it minimizes
conflict with Paris and holds out a vision of a larger German
finger (on a smaller trigger) than does a German role in an
Atlantic arrangement, Earlier this year Barzel, Dufhues,
and Gerstenmaier all spoke rather favorably of this course,

3, The British
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3. The British Conservatives would be tempted, post
de Gaulle, by a deal to subsume the UK's nuclear capability
in a European arrangement, in exchange for entrance into
the Common Market, On the other hand, the deeper interest
of the UK is to maintain an Atlantic military framework for
any European nuclear force, Only an Atlantic framework can
guarantee the presence of U.S, power in Europe as a deterrent
and prevent German power from getting out of hand.

II. The U.S. Interest

What is the U.S. interest as these impulses take shape?

1. A joint Atlantic nuclear force is better politically
and militarily for us than a nuclear dumbell arrangement ==
with a European force claiming an independent right to fire.
Our chances of controlling military and political policy in
Europe are maximized in an Atlantic framework,

2, We could live with a distinctive European component
within a joint Atlantic force, so long as the joint force
cannot be fired without our assent.

3. ‘A loose European coalition of national nuclear forces
which was dubbed a "European' force would be dangerous to us ==
and to Europe == since it could lead to a quasi=-independent
German nuclear role: precisely what Strauss and Guttenberg
may have in mind. And yet this kind of loose arrangement is
one which powerful groups in both the UK and France would find
congenial, in maintaining some national freedom of action as
they moved toward a European solution,

III. Conclusion

If correctly defined, these interests have short-run and
longer=-run implications,

1, In the short run, it is our interest to get agreement
in principle on a joint Atlantic force, which can absorb the

‘UK deterrent, as a result of the Wilson-Erhard talks. This

may well be the last chance to commit ourselves, the Germans,
and the UK to a solution of the nuclear issue in an Atlantic

framework.
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framework. If this can be done, there will be a better chance
of channeling the post=de Gaulle resurgence of Europeanism
into an Atlantic framework, That framework now created, how=
ever, should be one in which the Europeans could take part

as a collective entity, and which would provide for renegoti-
ation in the event of effective European political unity; we
cannot afford to put our position directly athwart the con-
tinuing movement towards European integration,

2, For the long run, we should turn our thoughts as to
how such a renegotiation might go: how the French and British
nuclear establishments (including productive facilities) might
be absorbed into an integrated European nuclear system on
terms compatible with our interests and as part of an over=all
deal which included UK entrance into the Common Market,

3. 1In the meanwhile, it may be important to make clear:

- to Wilson, that we regard the creation of a strong
and binding Atlantic nuclear framework as urgent, given the
widespread and potentially dangerous impulses for a detached
European nuclear system;

- to Erhard, that while we are prepared for an inte-
grated European nuclear role within an Atlantic arrangement,
a distinct European nuclear establishment, claiming a right
to fire independently of the U.S., might -~ depending on how
it was put together == put in jeopardy our present total
commitment to the defense of Europe, Our saying this will stiffen
his back in dealing with Strauss, et al., who have tended to
assume casually that the U.S. commitment could be had no matter
what kind of nuclear arrangements Europeans made.
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ABG for Political Affairs
Executive Secretary

Summary record of a private meeting of the Counéil
held on Wednesday, 8th December 1965, at 10.15 a.m.

I. 5th Report by the Paris Working Group.
I1. Discussions between Mr, Foster and
Mr. Tsarapkin. -
ITY. Rhodesia.
IV, Implications for the Alliance of some
recent developments in the Third World.
V. Draft Agenda for the December Ministerial
Meeting (2nd Revise).

5th REPORT BY THE PARTS WORKING GROUP

The GREEK REPRESENTATIVE said that it was his turn to

report to the Council on the activities of the Working CGroup.
In order to save time he would circulate the text of his report
without reading it.

2.

The teﬁt of the report was as foilows:

"It has been the practice of the Paris Working
Group examining common nuclear Force proposals to report
periodiecally to the Council in order to keep all members
of the Alliance informed. Last year, at this time,
Ambassador Alessandrini, as the then current chairman of
the Working Group, gave the Council 2 progress report.
This year T have been reguested by the Working Group to
provide the Council with another such repert.

"In May, 1965, the Governments represented in the
Paris Working Group decided to carry forward the discussions
on the multilateral organization of nuclear forces within
the Alliance in the light both of work already done in
Paris and of the British proposals for an Atlantic Nuclear
Force which had beexn “subsequently mede. "It was also

?eafflrmed that partlclpation in the Paris Working Group

eel eus
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*would remain open to all interested NATO countries;-
that it wounld be open to any proposals or comments
that any participant might wish to make; and that
participation in discussions would not commit any
member to participate in any Force or Forces that
might be established as a result of such discussions.

"mollowing a general diseussion on the
proposed Atlantic Nuclear Force, the Paris Working
Group decided to re-examine its Work Program in order
to include all the suggesiions made.

tafter finding that current proposals sllowed
for the possibility of including various components and
that no one in principle excluded mixed-manning in any
weapon system, the Paris Working Group gave new
instruetions to its ¥ilitary Sub-Group, and this body
reconvened in September. The Kilitary Sub-Group was
instructed to examine and reporit its findings and
recommendations on the military-technical aspects of a
common nuclear Force; 1t was directed to examine
specifically questions arising from the concept of a
Feorce with varied components and to consider various
Force mixes.

"You will recall that in the summer of 1964
we began a Demonstration of mixed-manning in a Guided _
WMissile Destroyer, the U388 RICKETTS. In accordance with
the originel plan for conducting the Demonsiration, the
exercise termineted on December 1 of this year, and the
officers and sailors who took part have been returned to
their parent NWavies., The Demonsiration has been a
suecess; it has identified probliems that would arise
with the mixed-manning of units of a common Force, and
has pointed to practical ways for their solution.

"The Working Group is continuing with its task."

3. The CHAIRMAN noted that there would be an opportunity
for comment at a later meeting when Permanent Representatives
had studied this report.

,

/IE. DISCUSSIONS BETWEEN MR, FOSTER AND MR. TSARAPKIN

The UNITED STATES REPRESERTATIVE made the following
statement'

"I thought it would be useful in this last Council
before the Ministerial Meeting to review for you the
discussionsg this fall in New York between Mr. Foster and
Mr. Tsarapkin covering two points related to disarmament
matters, Some of this will not be entirely néw, but with
the ENDC scheduled to resume its meetings in Jamiary, I
think it takes on some significance.

"With regard to the draft non-proliferation_
treatieg, Mr. Foster {ried to explort the basic reasons
why the Sovlets belleve an arrangement such as the MLEP

u. S nuclear weapons ‘Mr. Foster gave ‘a general outline

e/ een
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Yof the arrangemenis for military and political

control of these weapons, as well as the Tinal release
arrangements, Although this was disecussed at some
length, Tsarapkin still insisted that the U.S. draft
treaty would undoubtedly alleow access to weapons by
Germany, with the ultimate probability of Germany
achieving national control over their use.

"In subsequent conversations Tsarapkin warned
Foster that it was futile for the U.S. to try to persuade
the Soviets that the U.8. draft treaty would not allow
unacceptable access by CGermeny to American weapons.
Tsarapkin further stated that this is the only Soviet
objection; otherwise they would be prepared to join with
us in promoting a treaty along the lines of the Soviet
draft.

"In still later discussicns, Tsarapkin also
guestioned whether even the 3pecisl Committee concept might
not allow Germeny access to weapons,

"Mr. Foster also discussed the possibility of
a8 U,N, resclution on assurances to non-muclear nations.
Pointing out to Tsarapkin that such a resolution might
encourage broader acceplance of any non-proliferation
treaty by non-nuclear states if supported by botk the
U.8. and the U.3.35.H., Mr. Foster sugpested & resolutien
along the following lines:

"The General Assembly might welcome the
intention signified by member ststes approving the
resolution that they would prOV1ae or support immediate
AFsistance to any state not Possessing nucléar weopons
that was the vietim of an act of agpression in which
nuclear weapons were used, and might call upon all other
states to associate themselves with the objectives of

the resolution.'

"In a lster meeting Tsarapkin said his government
found the gquestlion of assurances premature, and the U.S,
suggestion tco broasd and complicated. He implied that
the matier might be reconsidered after conclusion of & non-
vroliferation treaty, but even then the U.8, approach
would raise a number of 4ifficult questions, Mr. Foster
had the impression that while the Soviets were cool to the
idea in general, snd clearly unwilling to move now, they
mirht be persuaded_to reconsider the matter following a
non~proliferation treaty."

5. The ITALIAN REPRLSLNTA“IVB, referring to reports in the
press of an incresse of 5% in the Soviet military budget,

suggested that the Council fmight at s later daté discusSs the
reasons behind, and implications of this increase.

&. The CHAIRMAN, .supporting this proposal, said that the
International Staff would study this matter.

7. The BELGIAN REPRESENTATIVE suggested that the
intelligence appreciation to be presented by ithe Chairman of the
Btanding Group at the forthcoming Ministerial meeting might refer,
at least briefly, to this increase and comment on its significance.

osl o
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8. The STANDING GROUP REPRESENTATIVE said that the 23
Standing Group wes at present preparing -the final text of the
intelligence appreciation. He would trensmit this reguest and
thought that the Stending Group would do all in their power to

take account of it.

9. The CHAIRMAN suggested that he raise this guestion at
his meeting next day with the Military Committee.

10, The UNITED KINGDOM REPRESENTATIVE, asking what was the
date of the Foster-Tgarzpkin talks, ssid that Mr. Stewart would
report to Ministers at their forthcoming meeting on his recent
visit to lNoscow.

11. The UNITED STATES REPRESENTATIVE said that the talks
had taken place before Mr. Stewart's visit to Moscow,

iz2. The CANADIAN REPRESENTATIVE, supporting the suggestions
by the Belgian and Italian Representatives, =said that his
authorities warmly supported the reguest made by the United States
Representative on 24th November on the subject of the Standing
Group intelligence apprecistion. If this reguest could not be met
in 1865, he hoped that it would be possible to meet it in 1966,

15. The STANDING GROUP REPRESENTATIVE said that the Chsirman
of the Sianding Group had prepared a writiten intelligence briefing
which had been submitted to Ministries of Defence on lsi December.
Following on the reguest by the United Bitates Representative, a new
oral brief was now being co=-ordinated with the French and United
Kingdom members of the Sianding Group. He thought that it would be
possible to take into seccount the suggestion by the Belgian
Representative,

IIY« RHODESIA
-

ik, The UNITED KINGDOM REPRESENTATIVE made the following
statement:

"My colleagues will be generally aware of the economice
and financial measures taken by Her Wajesty's Government against the
illegal regime in Rhodesia, They have, I believe, been fully
explained in the capitals. In corder not to make this statement too
long, I am circulating separately a note of these measures {see Annex}.
These vigorous measures, many of which are damaging to our own
interests, are designed to destroy support in Rhodesia for the 3Smith
regime and to create conditions in which a change of Government is
possible,

"Her Majesty's Government recognise that the
responsibility for finding a solution to the Rhodesian problem is
theirs. Indeed, their purpose in raising this matter in the Security
Council was t0 make thls point and to secure United Nations endorse-
ment of it, because we think this is the best way of retaining control
of' the situation., The Security Council Resolution of 20 November
did in fact accept this point,

"This does not mean, however, that the prcoblem is one
which affects only the United Kingdom and Rhodesia. The effort to
impose econcmic sanctions on Rhodesia will be burdensome to usg all
and may last many months. There is also the risk of mounting
pressure for sanctions esgainst South Africe. And behind it all is the
grave danger of raclisl war in Africa. We are sll deeply concerned

.0/-..
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Mr. Dean RUSK (Contd)

I am guite sure we should not expose The present
leadership of the Soviet Union to further temptations and so
we must give attention vo the minimum defence requirements of
WATO and find ways to make ocur defences entirely credibvle to the
other side. We have welcomad the Special Committec of Defence
Ministers and believe that the discussions in that Compittse and
it sub-commitvees will be extremely valuable for the Alliance.

On nuclear matters in the Alliance, I will not go into
detail but would simply suggest thet we must be careful about
giving a veto to the Soviet Union on such arrangemenis. We
Inow around this table they were not %alking about the
proliferation of nuclear weapons. We know around this table
that the nuclear powers of NATO are utterly owposed to the
proliferation of nuclear weapons. We also know that the Soviet
Union would like to divide and weaken NATG. They would like to
prevent anything which draws the United States and Western
Burope, Canada, closer together in dcfence matters. Seo I *think
we must be very careful not to accept the checice between TATO
nuclear arrangements and proliferation arrangements as, somehow,
some alternative, as though the two ideas were competing with
oach other, because the choice is a false ons, If we are not
careful, we will invite the Soviet Union to sit at this table
25 a nember of HATO and to dispose of the arrangeaents which we
make in HATO to defend ourselves agesinst fthe Soviet Union and
that will be a very strange development indeed.

Secretary Mclamara will be commenting further on the
nobile force. We feel that we should prosgcute that idea
vigorously. We're concerned about defence aid for Greece and
Turkey. We believe that we, in ¥ATO, should address ourselves
seriocusly and vigorcusly to that problem, to see whefher we

cannot be of assistance in strcngthening the southern flank of
NATO,

I would suggest, Mr. Chairman, that developments in the
Communist bloc have become much more complex than formerly.
I% would be extremely useful if the Couwneil in Permanent Session
could undertake, at whatever level is recessary, a rcappreciation
of the poliecy and zttitudes of the Soviet Union angd of the.
policics and attitudes of Peking, in order that we might ourselves
all try to form scme conclusions about whoether recent events
have, in any way, affected or changed our traditioral under-
standing of those issues.

Well, Gentlemen, I am ncet able to send you away with
any lack of concern. Tou should be concerned; in our
judgement we should a1l he concerned; there are dangers in this
present situation: there are burdens to be borne, as alweys,
by those who value freedom and who would like to orgenize a
decent world order and establish pezoe,

=2Q= RATO SECRET
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My. Dean RUSK (Contd)

You will see in the turn of the year, when the
President makes his presentations to Congress,; that those
burdens, as far as the United States are concerned, have been
growing rapidly. There will be major additions %o our defence
budget, specifically because of South Vietnan. We do not intend
+o allow that to degrade our commitments to and participation in
this Allisnce and our full attachment to those commitments,
including the Athens guidelines with respect both to conventional
and nuclear weapons. We shall continue to he, in every way, a
full and leyal member of our common defence, here in this Alliance.
But, nevertheless, the burdens are going to be very heavy and the
fmerican peonle will be called upon to bear heavy burdens. OQur
friends in peny parts of the world pay us the supreme compliment
in supposing that there is never any problem about the morale of
the American people, Well, I c¢an report to you that the morale
of the American people ig high and we shall bear those burdens
and we would very much hope that all others who can, will try.
Thank you Mr. Chairman.

¥y, BROSIO
Thank you very much Mr, Dean Rusk.

M, PICOLONT

Ilongieur le Président,

Ciest avec le plus grand intérét que j'ai suivi 1l'exposé
des crateurs qui n'ont prdécédé.

Nous sommes réunis ici en une heure agitée de la vie
intermaticonale, qui ne peut nous laisser indifférents et nous
impose 4'apporter notre contribution, selon les possibilités de
chacun d'iddes et d'gsctes au progrés difficile des événements
politigques et humains.

Jde crois gque nous devrions envisager leg rapports Est-
Ovest pour 1966, leurs perspectives et ce qu'ils impliguent pour
la politique de 1'0OTAN, en tenant compte de lLiorientation de la

politigque soviétique, telle qu'elle s'est manifestée pendant cette
derniére année.

Liannée 1965 a confirmé, en effet, que le monde sovié-
tique traverse une période de transition, dont 1'ére de Khrouchtchev
n'a été que la premiére phase. Ce monde s'efforce de trouver un
nouvel éguilibre, grice & des formules nouvelles. Du point de vue
intérieur, ces formules devraient permetire de faire une large
part su pragmatisme économique, sans toutefois sacrifier la doctrine.
Du point de wue extérieur, elles tendent 2 promouvoir une expansion
active du communisme, mais dans les limites de la prudence imposdes
par le risgque nucléaire. Enfin sur le plan duw parti, elles ont pour
but de concilier le factewr national et les aspirations univer-
selles du communisme.
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MLEF: An Obituary

' Idea of Mixed-Manned Nuclear Fleet
Dies Quietly After 5 Years of Debate

By MAX FRANKEL

Special to The New York Times

WASHINGTON, Dec. 22—
The muitilateral nuclear force
(MLF}, a daring diplomatic
idea of remarkable resilience
and worldwide fame, died quiet-
'ly last night at the age of 5.

Although aijling for a year,
the force had shown itself to
possess nine lives, at least, and
its friends and champions were

hoping to the end|
for another re-
covery. Death fi-
nally came when
a President of the
United States and!

News
Analysis

a Chancellor of West Germany,
representing the only Govern-
ments ever seriously interested
in the venture, issued a com-
muniqué that did not even men-
tion it. |

Mr. Johnson and Dr. Ludwig
|Erhard buried it by ignoring -it.,

While it lived, however, vol-}
umes were written about the
|idea. It was a rarity because it
was a policy nursed to life by
/the State Department’s policy|
planners. It was a novelty be-i
Icause it was advocated by the
'department  with uncommon
zeal, first through the Unitad
States Government and then in
allied capitals. It was a celeb-

rity because it was deeply
feared andr vigorously de-
nounced in the Communist
world.

| Conceived as a diplomatic
‘necessity, the MLF quickly grew

into a military mammoth:a pro-
posal to float a $5 billion fleet
lof 25 surface ships bearing 200
|Polaris missiles, to be jointly‘
ifinanced by four or more West-|
ern allies and manned by mixed
crews of multilingual officers
and men from the national
navies of the co-owners.

Under a system that was still
to be devised, the nuclear
weapons were to be fired only
upon order from the President
of the United States and two
or more other participating
|commanders-in-chief. !

Purpose of the Plan

The original purpose of the
force was disarmingly simple.,
The United States wished to,
preserve its virtual nuclear
monopoly in the West while de-
vising some way of letting its!
{European allies share¥in” tue;
management operation. control;
and diplomacy of the principall
weapons of collective defense. |
! In December, 1960, at the end|
of the Eisenhower Administra-
tion, the idea was formallyj
placed before the North Atlantic;
Treaty Organization. Joint fi-
nancing, it was said, would
spread the burden and sense
of ownership. Mixed-manning
would prevent the withdrawal
or unilateral use of the force.
Putting it out to sea would
spare every member the em-
barrassment and political pres-
sure that came with nuclear
bases on land.

Washington also liked the

idea because it hoped, through!
the force, to keep the French
from building their own nuclear
force and eventually to per-
suade the British to surrender
theirs. And by slowly strangling,
these two national forces, it
was thought, no German Gov-'
ernment would ever be tempted
to acquire its own. !
. President Kennedy liked the
idea, too, less. for its military
merits than as a talking point
by which to revitalize the alli-
ance and to dampen the sus-!
picions that the United States
might not in every case risk
its own destruction for the de-
fense of Europe,

In a tense debate with Vice
Adm. Hyman G. Rickover, Mr.
Kennedy was finally persuaded
not to invite forelgn crews
aboard American nuclear sub-
marines, whereupon the Presi-
dent got the Navy to discover'
that a surface fleet would ac-
tually be better than an under-|
water force,

The planning. limped along,!
however, until in 1962 the
British nuclear air force was
suddenly threatened with obso-!
lescence by the Pentagon's can-
cellation of the promised air-to-
ground Skybolt missile. In re-
turn for American help in
building their own nuclear navy,
the British were pressed to con-:
cede the desirability of an al-
lied navy.

Germans Were Enthusiastic
| The mixed-manned force got
jan even bigger boost early in
[January, 1963, 1when Britain
|was locked out of the Common
iMarket by a France that simul-
taneously signed a treaty of co-:
operation with West Germany.'
This set off fears that Paris
and Bonn might now secretly
cocperate on atomic weapons
and Washington responded with
a vigorous campaign to woo the
Germans to its side instead.
MLF became the bait and the
Germans bit.

They bit so hard—offering to,
go 50-30 with the United States
in paying for 80 per cent of the
proposed fleet—that many of
the other allies and all the Com-
munist nations drew back in|
alarm. Many became cunvincedg
that it would be only the firsti
step toward West German con-
trol of nuclear weapons. None
of the protests to the contrary:
sufficed. '

The .advocates of a united’
Europe, such as Jean Monnet.
saw vet another benefit in the!
nuclear fleet: its eventual trans-'
formation into a European force.:
But the very thoughnt of eventu-i
ally abolishing the American
veto aroused even greater fear.
The Russians denounced the!
plan as inconsistent not only!
with East-West arms control
measures but also with co-;
existence itself and, with some!
effect, threatened unspecified!
countermeasures. |

When the Germans began to

Ehe New JJork Eimes
Published: December 23, 1965
Copyright © The New York Times

talk last year of “going it!
jalone” with the United States
|while the :British grew -ever,
more vociferous in opposition,
President Johnson finally drew
in the reins on the force's
backers here and proposed a,
:delay that was nearly fatal. Hej
lwould not press a project ofi
unity to the point where it:
caused only division and acri-!
mony. !
Now the opponents rallied
their forces among the guardi-
ans of atomic secrecy on Capitol
Hill, the unimpressed military,
men at the Pentagon and the:
advocates of arms control and:
East-West  harmony every-|
where. ) |
The State Department held on:
/doggedly for fear of creating a:
‘new crisis in West Germany,
‘where politicians two months
ago were stiil calling MLF the,
best available answer to their
\quest for nuclear “equality.”
Finally, however, even many
Germans gave up. They insisted!
[tha}: the conditions that had
spawned the idea for a mixed-
manned force still had to be,
{faced semehow, but they let Dr.’
lErhard enter the White House|
'and dutifuily sign the certificate
lof death.
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Fromt Executive Secretary

Record of a Private Meeting of the Counecil
held on Wednesday, deth January, 1966
ati 10.15 a.m, .

I. Financing of the Military Budgets and
_ Infrastructure Programme
I1, Propesal by the United Kingdom Chancellor
o of the Exchequer for a Burden~-sharing Study
III1. Nomn-FProliferation
IV, Urited States Proposal for a Study of

" Boviet Pelicy.

;;x/'FINANGING OF THE MILITARY BUDGETS AND INFRASTRUCTURE progRaMME

Document: PO/66/3

The CHAIRWMAN drew the Council's attention to the
fact that he had not ag yet received from most delegatlons
the information requested in PQ/66/3%, i.e, confirmation of
the date 20th January as acceptable for the proposed meeting,
and the nemes of those who would attend. "He emphasised that
representatives should be plenipotentiaries, in a position te
reach agreement at that meeting.

2. Teday he would meet répresentatives of the four

countries in order to explore the problem in a preliminary
way and if possiblie eliminate obstacles la preparaticn of

the meeting of 20th January.

I7, PROPOSAL BY THE UNITED KINGDOKM CHANCELLOR OF THE EXCHEQUER
POR_A BURDEN-SHARING STUDY

3 The UNITED KIRGDOM REPRESENTATIVE recalled that ab
the Ministerial Meeting in December 1965 the Chancellor of

the Exchequer, Mr, Callaghsn, had propcsed that a study should
be carried out to show the relative burdens of esch member
country over the whole field of defence expenditure. The

oo/o-o
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31. As repgards terms of reference, he had been instructed to
invite members of the Council to forward the United Kingdom draflt
to governments in the hope that it would be accepted. He therefore
requested Permanent Representatives 1o obtein instructions on this
dreft if possible for the next meeting.

32. The GERMAN REPRESENTATIVE expressed a preference for
obteinring instructions on the terms of reference in their present
Torm and expected an exchange of views at the next meeting.

33, The CHAIRMAKN said that he had wished to avoid a discussion
which might lead to o gtiffening of positions, and a less positive
result, He would however defer to the United Kingdom recuest, setting
aside for the future the possibility of assistance by the International
Staff in connection with the terms of reference.

34, In conclusion, he noted that it was agreed that Permanent
Representatives should obtain instructions with &8 view to agreement,
8t the next meeting if possible, on the propesed terms of reference,
and in any csse, on the principle of 8 study as proposed by the
United Kingdom.

XTI, NON-PROLIFERATION

35. The UNITED STATES REPRESENTATIVE recalled thav on the

8th December Mr. Cleveland had reviewed for the Council the discussions
which had taken place during the autumn between Mr. Foster and

Mr. Tsarapkin. He was now able 1o notify the Council of further
discussions which had taken place between officials on the subject of
non-proliferation., These discussions had shown no change in the

United States poszition, and no aprarent chanpge in the Soviel position.
Both sides had agreed that under a non-proliferation tresty the non-
nuclear states should not acguire control of power to fire or technicel
knowledge to manufecture nuclesr arris. The United States had made it
clear that if Soviet objections %o the United Sftetes proposal for a
nen-proliferation treaty were based only on a dislike of NATO, the
United States could do nothing to help this. The Soviets had repeated
that any agreement in the Western camp allowing the Federal Republic
sccess to nmuclear weapoens, including what they called "politicel
dccess, would make a treaty impossible, In answer to United Stetes
gueztions, the Soviets had said that present NATO arrangements, whiech
it wags assumed meant the Special Commitiee, were uracceptable, on

the grounds that participation by the Feder-al Republic, even in planning
for nuclear strategy, would be the equivalent to access to nuclear
weapons. The United States had said that the Soviet pesition on
"politicel" access to nuclear weapons had serious repercussions for
countries such as India, The Soviets had not replied excepl to say
that this was an unrelated question.

36, In swmwmary therefore, there was no progress, though at least
the Soviets were willing to continue the discussions. It was also
interesting to note that an article in Pravda of 10th Jenuery showed

a realisation of some of the broader implications of proliferation,

of which some awareness had been indicated by Soviet speakers during
the talks. The article stated that the problem wes broader than a
purely Germen one, involving such ¢ountries as Indie, Sweden and
Indonesia, It concluded that the West must choose between nuclear-
shering plans and & non-proliferation agreement, and recognised that
there was a need for a jolnt agreement with the Soviet Union.

../...



I

DECLASSIFIED/DECLASSIFIEE - PUBLIC DISCLOSED/MISE EN LECTURE PUBLIQUE

QRIGINAL: ENGLISH
9th February, 13966

CONSEIL DE LATLANTIQUE NORD
NORTH ATLANTIC COUNCHL

e — ——

169

EXEMPLAIRE

SUMMI RD
C-R(€613
Iimited Distribution

e

Summery record of a meeting of the Council held at the

Pormanent Hecedquorbters, Poris lbe., on Wednesday,

26th Jonuary,

1966 2t 1G.15 a

«Me

Chairman:

BELGIUM
Mr. &, de Steercke
CANADA

Mr. G. Ignatieff
Gen. E.L.M. Burns

DENMARK

Dr. E. Schram-Niclsen
FRANCE

Mr. P. de Leusse
GERNMANY

Mr., W.G. Grewe

ir.

My,

Mr.
Mr.,

Mr.

Dr.

PRESENT

Mr. Manlic Bros
GREECE
Christian X. Pa

TCELAND
H. Sv. Bjdrnssc
ITALY
A, Alessandrini
Cavalletti
di Olivetto
LUXEMBOURG
P+ Reuter

NETHERLANDS

H.N. Bocn

INTERNATIONAL STAFT

Deputy Secretary Genernl:
Deputy Secretary Genernl - Assistont
Secretary Gensrel for Economics

enc Finance:

Assistant Secretery Gencral for

Political Aiffeirss

Agsistant Secretery Generol for
Production, Logistics and

Infragtructure:
Executive Seceorctory:

ALSO PRESENT

Standing Group Representative:

ip
! NORWAY
lamas Mr., G. Kristiansen
PORTUGAL
n Mr. V. da Cunhz
TURKEY
Mr, Falk Melek
UNITED KINGDOM

Sir Evclyﬁ Shuckburgh
Lord Chalfont

UNITED STATES

¥Mr. Harlan Cleveland
¥r. W, Foster

Mr. J.A. Ucuerts

Mr. F.D. Gregh

¥r. BE.W.d. Hooper

Mr. J. Belth
The Lorc Coleridge

Mej.Gen, %W.W. 3tromberg

HATO SECRET




DECLASSIFIED/DECLASSIFIEE - PUBLIC DISCLOSED/MISE EN LECTURE PUBLIQUE

D
CONTENTS
Item Subiect
I Disarmament
-2

- 154 -

NATO SECRET
0-355523

Paragraph Nos,

1 - 57

NATO SECRET




DECLASSIFIED/DECLASSIFIEE - PUBLIC DISCLOSED/MISE EN LECTURE PUBLIQUE

-3 NATO SECRET
C-R(0013
HATO SZTCRET
I.  DISARMAMEND

1. The CHAIRMAN welcomed the Representatives of the Four
Western Powers in Genceva on the eve of the resurnption of the
13-Nation Disermament Conference. Close contacts between these
Represcntatives and the Council were impeortant for the
co—ordinstion of allied policies in the field of dissrmament, and
he hoped they would continve 25 in the »ast,.

2. Mr. FOSTER (United States) said that ne would comment
on now his Authorities saw the next round of discussions in
Geneva., TFirstly,; as rcgards the impact of the Victnam war on the
discusgions, the United Stetes was determined to continue its
effort towards achieving o stavle peace in Victnam despite the
increasing cost in men and materiel. The West had a common
interest with the Communiste in preventing ruclesr spread,
limiting nuclear arms, and preventing o nuclear holccaust. He
recalled the United States pogition on the nesd to resist
aggresgion in Vietnam. The United States wes presgent in Vietnan
for the same reascns as 1t had intervened in Greece and
South Koren. The lessons of the *30s, and the failure to resist
aggressicn in for example Manchuric, Ethiopia and the Rhinslang,
showed thot it wos esgentisl to check spgrossicn before it
gathered momentum.

3 A2 regards the United Sitaotes antlysis of cxpected
Soviet attitudes in Geneva, it was obvious that the Vietna
crisig had caused considerable difficulties to the Soviets and
was likely 40 remain a sericus beorrier t¢ negetizations. The
Soviet Union Gid nowever scem interested in kecping open channcls
of communication, 1f only in ordfer to be able %o stback nuclezr-
sharing errengements in the WATC Alliance. The recent
announcemertt of the increase in the Scviet budget, which had
proved to be less than originglly expected, secmed to be a
political signel of a ceortein willingness ic¢ continue discussing
discrmament, Therc had howgever 2lso been recent contradictory
indicationg concerning the Soviet attitude. For gxample,
Mr. Tsaropkin had said on 25th Januery that »rogress woas
possible in the field of non-proliferetion; ot the same time,
the Soviet ottitude on the subgtonce of the problem had secemed
to become more rigid. Mr. Gromyko had condemned all NATOC nuclear
arrengeaments, including both present and future cones. Ti wes
possible however, that the current Soviet posture might at some
time in the future be reinterpreted.

&y Possible Sovict initiatives in Geneva might be relsated
to propossls for o Buropean nuclesr-free zone and for a
declaration of norn-intervention in other countries' internal
affairs,

3= NATO SECRET
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5. The United States nad tabled a draft text of a non-
proliferaticn treaty in the summer of 1965. The Soviet Union
had introduced their draft in the autumn, in the United Nations
General Assembly. Thisg draft clearly bvarred the arrangements
for nuclear-sharing being discussed in NATO, and raised questions
on existing arrengements., The Soviets had since then made 1t
clear that they objseted to consulfation in NATO on nuclear
arrangements, If the Soviets continued %o vress this line there
was not much chance of reaching agreement ocn a treaty. They had,
however, common interest with the West in preventing countries
such as India, Israel and Sweden from beconing nuclear powers.

6. The United States would continue to aim at agreement
on a treaty and would enccurege non-nuclear powers not to toke
any action with regard to acquiring nuclear status before the
negotiations for a treatly had been concluded. His Authorities
were trying ito improve their presentation of their draft text
while maintaining the United 3tates positicn, which was opposition
10 nuclear proliferation, but not to nuclear-shering arrangements
in HATO. The United States Delegation in Geneva would continuc
on the lines agreed by Hr. Rusk and Mr. Gromyko, i.e. to attempt
to clear away minoy difficulties. '

Ta The United States considered that an extension of the
lMoscow test ban treaty could be helpful. It would continue {o
insist at Geneva only on the degree of on~site inspection which
was technically necessary; but woas oppesed to an uninspected

.moretorium. Hie Delegation would state the tcchnical reascns

for which inspections continued to be necessary. It would

support the Scandinevien suggestion for an international seismic
reporting system. He doubted, however, whether any progress

could be made, since the Soviets s3ill oppesed on—-=ite inswvections.

8. As regards collaterel mecasures, he recalled that the
United States had proposed in 1956 a verifiable cut-off ¢f the
production of fissile material. The Scviets had rejected the
proposal on the grounds that it constituted espionage and would
not be disarmament; since no nuclear weapons would actually be
destroyed. In the sutumn of 1965 the United States imbassador
to the United Nations had proposed to the General Assembly a
transfer, from weapons to be destroyed, of uranium to peaceful
uses (60,000 kilogremmes for the United States and 40,000 kilogrammes
for the Soviet Union). The United States would elsborate on thas
proposal in Geneva. The United States would be willing to permit
international inspection of the facilities thus shut down, if
the Soviet Union wzs prepared to do the same.

9. President Johnscn had proposed a freeze on numders and
kinds of nuclear delivery vehicles. The Scvietzs had rejected
this proposal, cleiming that it required tco much inspection aad
was again not a measure of discrmament since no arms would be
destroyed. Mr. Goldberg had szid to the Genersl Assembly that if
progress could be made on this proposal the United States waos
alsc willing to explore the vossibility of a significant cut-down
in the numbers of delivery vehicles. The United States was ready
tc discuss in Geneva the militory and technical issues involwved.

NATO SECRET
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10. One new suggestion which the United States would make
was a proposal 1o explore ways of limiting arms reces in
develoring areas, primarily Latin America and Africa south of
the Sahara, where certain countries werc at present diverting
their scaree resources to the acquisition of sophisticated
weapons. The United States would try to channel discussicn into
the most promising areas, working on the following guide lines:

(i} the initiztive should come from the countries in
the regicn concerned;

(i) these countries should undertake not to acquire
costly military equipment;

{iii) any agreement should include 21l the imporiant
States in the regiong

(iv) it shouwld be respected by potential suppliers;

{v) it should contribute to the security of the
region:

(vi) provision should be made for adequate verification
that the sgreement wzs being respected.

11, As regords the proposed world disarmament conference,
the United States maintained its reservations on the utility of
such & conference. Hig Auvtherities thought that it would be
useful for a small exploratory group to consider what were tThe
possibilities of orgenigzing such a conference. The Group mighs
be composced of five nuclesr powers, some negar--nuclear powers and
some of the original sponsors ¢f the proposal. He thought the
discussion of this propossl would teke place informally in Gensve
rather than in formal discussion.

12, Mr. CAVALLETTI (Italy)} said thot the Four Western
Powers attached great importance to thelr collaboration with the
Counicil. He thought that their efforts in Geneva would be of
little use, and perhaps even harmful, withcut such co-ordination.
His country would give full support to the United 3tates views.

13. He then gave the Council a brief acceount of the
discussions on disayrmament which had taken place during the
20th session of the General Assembly, of which the Geneva
Confercnce, when it resumed, would be, as it were, a continuation.
Discussions in the General Assembly had been fairly satisfactory.
The six disarmament items hed resulted in five resolutions which
had gencrally been voted wnanimcusly, with some abstentions or
cne vote &gainst. It was remarkeable that the Western Powers and
the Soviet Union had =lmost zlways vobed the same way, their only
difference invoting being on nuclear itests. Three of the
rescluticons directly concerned the agenda for Geneva. 0On cne
gubject there had heen no resclution since the proposal made by
Ethiopia for an interncational commission to han the use of the
atomic Bomb had been withdreown by that country.

5 NATQ SECRET
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14. The mosgt important resclution concerned non-dissemination.
It had been preceded by four weeks' debate and was voted '
unanimously, excert for six abstentions. The key phrase in it
referred to the need to ban in any future treaty on the subject
any proliferation, direet or indirect, swvoiding any loophole.
This phrase could be misinterpreted as meaning that the West had
agreed %o limit the possibility of nuclear co-operation in NATO.
As indicnted, however, by Mr. Foster, the United States had made
it clear that the United States policy on nuclear co-operation
in NATQ remained unchenged. The resolution adopted represented
in fact an agrecment more on form then on substance, and the
difficulties betwecn Eest and West still existed. The
Soviet Union had prescnted the text of a draft treaty on non-
proliferation which had been studied in the summer. Unfortunately,
its language was most negative and restrictive, and seemed 10
suggest oppesition even to existing nuclear arrangements in RATO.
It would come up again for discussion in Geneva. Por tactical
reasons, in fact, the Western Powers had avoided flatly rejecting
this draft text in the General Assembly.

15. The second resolution was that on nuclear itests, which
was important since some delegestions considered that i1t was o
condition of reaching an agreement on non-dissemination. The
Soviet Union had zbstained from voting on it.

16, The third resolution, on general and complete
disarmament, had been adopted after a comparatively brief
discussion and was purely precedural, referring the zubject back
to Geneva. The Soviet Delegatlion had insisted less than in the
past on general and complete disarmament, as if it felt that this
argument had now lost its cdge as o propaganda weapon.

17. A1l the above threse resolutions insisted on the need
to resume the Geneva negotiations. There had been less criticism
this time than in previous sessions of the lack of results in
Geneva, and it was clear thet zll countries, including the
Soviet Union, wished the Genevo Conferencce to continuc as an
important element in the intcrnational situvation. This held
good in spite of the Soviet support for the worlc disarmament
conference propocssl.

18. The eight non-aligned Geneva countries had shown o
very useful attitude in the General iAssembly, and one which was
favourable to the West. They had taken the initiative in
glaborating two of the most important resoclutions and had
guided other delegations by explaining the daifficulties involved.

19. As regards the Soviet attitude, it seemed that the
Soviet Union was still interested in disarmament, or ot least
in a regumption of negotiations in Geneva. Several Communist
delegations had also seemed very much in fevour of continuing
Fast/West talks in Geneva.

-6 NATO SECHET
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20. 'The rdle of the Geneva Conference was now, as a result
of the discussions in the General Assembly, better defined and
less acazdemic. Its objectives were now more realistic. It was
clear that all countrics now considered that non-dissemination
was the main question before the Conference. Here twoe sericus
provlems arose; firstly, the question of Atlantic nuclear
co~operation {on which some of the non-aligned delegations did
not always understond the Western position); and secondly, the
position of some of the non-aligned, non-nuclear countries
regarding & possible treaty. BSince these countries would be
asked to make sacrifices, they thought thet the nuclear countries
should do the same, and that a tresty should not be zn isolnted
agreement but should represent a first step towards nuclear
disarmament, committing the nuclezr countries to this goal. The
non~nuclear end non-aligned countries had, however, shown a
fairly conciliatory pesition cn this subject. He personally
thought that if agreement between East and West cowld be reached
on a treaty, most of the non-aligned countries would finally
zccept 1%,

2).. The two remzining resclutions adopted by the General
Assembly were not directly concerned with the Geneva negotiations,
The first was on a proposal for the denuclenrisation of Africa.
Here it was siriking thet the African countries had used =
formula very similar to that cmployed by HATO en the subject of
Atlantic nuclear collasboration to the effect that there should be
no nuclear weapons in Africa "under national control™. The
second repolution was that on the proposed world disarmament
conference, where the initiative had been token in porticular by
Yugoslavia and the UAR. The Soviet Union had supported the
proposal but in a limited way. The Scoviet Delegation had said,
after Peking’s nepative rezction on the subject, thet it did not
understand the Chinese attitude. It seemed that the Soviet
Delegation had renounced its proposal of May 1965 for a mecting
of the five nuclear powers, as also the idea that China would
take part in disormoment discussions only if she was already a
member ¢of the United Nations, The Yugoslavian proposal was aimed
at taking account cof the Chincse pogition znd st setting aside
the réle of the United Netiong; the West considered that to set
aside the United Naticne would be highly dsngerous, since this
would mean dropping the »rinciple approved by it of balanced and
controllcd disarmament. Since, however, there had been great
support for this resclution and resisiance would have been
useless; the Western Powers had voted for it, while achieving
some improvements in the text., The discugsions on the propessl
for a werld disarmament conference haed shown that the Geneva
Conference was still alive and active. In view of the difficulties
in the way of convening a world conference, he thought it should
be left tc the non-aligned countries to press the proposal,
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22. In the United Nations, apart from France, whese
position was 2 specizl one, the Four Western Powers had =11
voted together, and there was close co-cperation among the Four
and the other Western Delegations.

23. Itely had put forward in the Genernl Assembly, on the
game lines as in the NATO Council and in Geneva,; the Italian
proposal for a controlled moratorium. It would be = possible
partial interim solution, only in the case where it seemed that
no agreement was possible on non-proliferation. As 2 subsidiary
proposal on thesge lineg it had obtained a favourable reception,
and was among The proposals which would be brought up in Geneva.
The Italian Delegation had made the proposal in Geneva at the
time when the Soviet Unicn had rejected the United States draft
treaty. The Soviets had since presented their draft treaty,
which the Western Powers were situdying. The question therefore
remsined completely open, Italy would of course =im at agresment
on & treaty, since this was a matter of primordial importance.
The Italian Delegation would however keep its proposal in
reserve; 1f after a certain time no progress scemed to be mede
towards a treaty, Italy would consult the Western allies in Geneva
on how to proceed with its proposal.

24,  General BURNS (Cmnada) said thot he would 1imit his
comments to the points to which Canada atteched particular
importance. TFirstly; Conadn was snxlous %0 reach agreement on a
non-proliferation treaty. It was clear thet no final agreement
was possible before the question was settled of how the NATO
A11ies should share their nuclear responsibilities, He therefore
hoped that a decision would be faken on this subject without
undue delay, In the long run, no true security wes vossible for
Europe, by which he mesnt the BEuropean Continent west of the
Urals, unless there was agreement on digarmament which would
mzintain the existing balance of deterrence and be properly
inspected.

25. Secondly, Cenada felt that in parallel with efforts to
remove differences on non-proliferation, an attempt should be
made to make preogress on bamning uwnderground tests. Here the
differences in position were well known, The Western Powers in
Geneva agreed with the United Siates that even with present
techniques for detecting seismic evenis it was not possible to
dispense with some on-site inspections. The Western Delegations
had for years been pressing the Soviet Union to agree to &
mecting of Soviet and Western scientiste, with scientists from
non-aligned countries, at which the Soviet scientists would
explain why they considered that detection inside national
frontiers was adequate. The Soviet Union had always refused.
Canada felt that onc possibility of progress was to follow up
the Swedish proposal for a "detection clwb®. This would be
primerily an organization of non-nuclear nations who would
initiate a systematic exchange of seismological data which would
help to decide what degree of inspeciion was necessary. Canade
felt the rdle of scome neutral countries in such an organization
would be essential, and hoped that all Wesftern countries would
help to promote the idea,
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26, Lord CHALFONT (United Kingdom) said that his

Authorities locked forward to the discussions by disarmament

experts to be held in NATO, which shoulld provide a useful forum
for exchanging informetion on the technical problems uwnderlying
the political issues.

27. Following on his recent visit to HMoscow, which had
allowed him to assess the Soviet attitude to disarmament, he
egreed entirely with the United States view that while the
political situation in Asia remained the scme, the possibility
of major agreements with the Soviet Union was very remote.
However, a non-proliferation treaty was not ruled out. The
principal obstacle for the Soviet Union was nuclear-sharing in
NATO. On this the Soviets had taken a very hard line, arguing
that any change affecting the control of nuclear weapons would
be incompatible with = noun-proliferation trescty. 1t was thus
predictable thet this would be the opening Soviet position in
Geneva., Provided the arrangements in NATO were of a truly
non-disseminatory nature, he thought that the Soviet Union would
eventually accept them and be prepared to negotiate a treaty.
The United Xingdom position on nuclear arrangements in NATO was
well known.

28. The Western position on most matters of subsiance
concerning digarmament was certainly 2 common one. There were,
however, some nointe of special interest to the United Kingdom,
on which there were nerhaps differences on emphasis. He agreed
with General Burns that no progress could be made onr a non-
proliferation treaty wntil the problem of nuclesr-sharing in
HATC had been solved, or some considerable progress made on
this subject. He hoped, thercfore, that there would be early
agreement on NATO nuclear-sharing arrangements but with a. live
appreciation of the effecis it might have on a wider
disarmament agreement,

29. At present there were two draft non-prcliferation
treaties, each unscceptable to the other gide, The aim in
Geneva must be to try to bring these texts closer together,
Here he welcomed the United States belief thet it was possible
to present the Unitced States text in a flexible way.

30, Asg regards a comprehensive test bvan, he agreed that
there was a clear need for effective verification. uture
discussicns should, however, take full account of various
proposals made since the adjourmment of the Geneva Conference,
for example the Scandinavian proposal for a “detection club™,
the UAR suggestion for some form of a threshold test ban {though
an uninspected moratorium was unacceptable} and proposals for
on-site inspection. The West must also press the Soviet Union
for an exchange of scientific information on detection techniques
ag o background against which political decisions might be taken.

-9- NATG SECRET
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31. He had little to add to the United States proposals
for collateral measures, except that the proposed reduction in
the number of nuclear delivery vehicles was important in
relation to an agreement on non-preliferation.

32. It would be valuable to discuss in Geneva a possible
limitation of conventional arms traffic, though the difficulty
should be noted that any proposzl made by supplying countries
might be interpreted as meaning that they were proposing to
interfere in the affeirs of smaller countries.

33. As concerned the proposed world disarmament conference,
the United Kingdom was prepared to take part, aware of the
motive behind the proposal, though not seeing any great
advantage in discussing a complex subject like disarmament in
a forum containing more than 120 countries. It would be very
difficult to organize such a conference, and above all it must
not detract from the suthority of the United Fations or the
Geneva Conference. If it were too much connected with the
United Rations this would make i1t difficult for China to attend,
but on the other hand if one tried to facilitate the Chinese
position i% was likely that other Powers might refuse to attend.
Any such conference would need the most careful preparation.

He supported the suggestion that a preparstory committee should
be set up to study the obstacles in the way of holding such a
conference, The best tactics at present was to leave 1t to the
gpongoring counitries to press the proposszl.

34. There was no doubt that the subject of general and
complete disarmament would come wup agein in Geneva, and that
the West must show an interest in it, regerdless of the
improbability of any immediate results. The eight non-aligned
countries were now playing an important »8le and would expect
the Great Powers to show en interest in this basic problem.
The Great Powers should show an interest, though not at the
expense of more urgent and practical measures of arms control.

35. The BELGIAN REPRESENTATIVE thought that the preseant
consultation was most valuable. He agreed with the four
previous speakers on the need to¢ pursue discussions at Geneva,
expressed the hope that they might preduce results and agreed
on the propeszls made for subjects for discussion and the manner
in which they should he handled. While there might be miner
differences of views among the Allies on disarmament questions,
he thought that these differences might help in the end to
reach a solution on problems such as, for example, a
comprehensive test ban. He recalled that the Belgian Delegation
had always in the Council supported the United Kingdom approach
in favour of taking a limited risk in order to reach agreement,
rather than rumnning the risk involved in the failure to reach
any agreement at all,
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36, On the subject of non-dissemination, he thoughit that
there should be further discussion of the views of the Four
Western Powers. The only Western trecty at piresent on the table
was the United States one. Mr. Foster had szid that any treaty
should make proviziom for existing and podtentisl KATO nuclear
arrangements, A3 regards potential arrangements, he asked what
exactly was cnvisaged., He recalled that there had been z
United Kingdom draft treaty which had not been tabled, and which
had been much more limited than the United States text. He was
not suggesting that the Council should aim at defining a comnon
Western posiition, but he asked if the Four Western Powers were
Tully aware of the differences of apprcach zmong themselves. In
this connection he welcomed the Italian proposal for a moratorium,
since if it was first necessary to reach agreement on nuclear
arrangements in NATO before making progress on a treaty, it would
always be possible to fall back temporarily on the Italien
proposal,.

37. Mr. FOSTER (United States) saild that the United States
Delegation was not claiming zny authority regarding potentisl
NATO nuclezsr arrangements. When he had first tried to¢ probe the
Joviet attitude on this subject in Few York it had seemed that
the Soviets were not concerned with existing WATO arrcngements
for the controi and stationing in Buroepe, ete. of nuclear weanpons.
They hed said that they were interested only in any changss in
these aorrangements. Since September 1965, however, it seemed
that the Scoviet a2ttitude had changed and that they were now
concerned about the numbers and types of aucleanr weapons
gtationed in Furepe; and thet they claimed that the present
arrangements should be modified before any serious consideration
of a non-nroliferation agreement. The United Kingdom, however,
as also the United States, considered this Soviet position to be
negotiable and that the Soviets wowld finally be willing to
accept existing WATO nuclear arrangements. If on the other hand
WATO zltered thesc arrangements toc permit of closer zccess to
naclear weazpons by powers other than the present nuclezr powers,
it seemed that this would constitute a Soviet objection to a
non-proliferaiion treaty.

38. He 4id not of course knew what would be the final form
of any new arrangements in NATO since these were at present under
dizcussion.

39, Lord CHALFONT (United Kingdom) thought that there wes
no doubt that the Four Powers were in agreement c¢n the form of a
treaty which would leave open the possibility to NATC of completing
the FATO nuclear-shering arrangementg, The United Kingdom drafi
trea®ty had been superseded by the agrecd Vestern draft which hed
been submiited by the United States. It had contained nothing
which would 1limit the existing arrangements any further than the
United States text. The United States text did leave open the
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possivility of what the United Kingdom considered might be
dissemination. This was therefere the only point on which the
United 3tates and the United Kingdom differed. The United Kingdom
did not wish to have a treaty which would close the door to an
arrangement in NATO which would be non-disseminatory. He thought
that NATO could conclude these nuclear arrzngements before
agreement was reached on a treaty.

40, He agreed with the Belgian Representative that the
Italian proposal for a moratorium was interesting, though he
thought that it might simply postpone discussion of the basic
issues,

41 Wr. CAVALLETTI (Italy), replying to the Belgian
Representative, said thaet it was within the competence of the
Western Delegations in Geneve only 1o aveid blocking any
possibility of azreement in WATO con Atlentic nuelear collaboration;
and tc assure the Soviet Union that any sogreement in NATO would
be non-disseminatory. The responsibility of deciding the Xind
of collaboration lay with the Council., He expressed the hope
that the Council would reach an early decision on this subject.

42, The GERMAN REPRESENTATIVE welcomed this opportunity to
be informed of the intentions of the Four Western Powers. He
had three points to raise. Firstly, as regards possikle
restrictions to conventional arms deliveries to Latin American
and African countries, o~ problem which was of great intercsit to
Germeany, he asked whether therc was any intention to make
concrete proposals in Geneva. Were the Four Western Powers
prepered themselves to stop arms deliveries, completely or
paertially, and to submit to the necessary inspection?

£3. BSecondly, as regerds the »ossibility of a discussion
in Geneva on a denuclearised zone in Burope, his Government
considered that it would be a mistake to agree to hold such 2
discussicn in the Geneva Conference. This conference was not
competent €0 discuss the problem of Furopean security, which
could only be solved in comnection with the political problems
of Burepe and with the pavlicipation of the countries concerned.

44. Thirdly, he was in genceral agreecment with the views of
the Four Powers as regards the prospects for a non-proliferation
treaty in the near future. There was little likelihocd of
success as long as there were no results in the NATO Alliance
regarding nuclear-sharing arrengements. This was a judgement
not only of fact but a2lso on the desirability of such results.
He noted that there was an intention of medifying the
United States draft treaty. While minor changes were always
vnexceptionable, 1t was sometimes difficult to distinguish
drafting changes from those of substance., Without a full knowledge
of the text he could not take a position on this subject. He
hoped that the Allies would receive full information and that
discussion on any changes would take place in the Council, or
any other appropriate foruwm, before the new text was tabled.
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45, The German Governmeni considlered all the proposals to
be discussed in Geneva ag being of great importance and reguiring
equally careful consideraticn.

A6. Mr. FOSTER (United States) replying to the question
by the German Representative on proposed restrictions on arms
deliveries, said that his Government considered that this would
be = useful i1dea to suvggest, but thet as he had indicated, the
initiative should lie with the regions concerned, For years it
seemed Htc have been taken for groanted that only the great powers
should be expected to disarm. It would be very useful for
certein small countrics to take self-denying cction in this
respect, thus stopping the drain on their limited resources and
reducing the risk of conflict in their area. The United States
would discuss this problem with the Four Western Powers 1in
Geneva and in the Council before mazking = proposal in Geneva.

47. Tord CHALFONT (United Kingdom) commenting on the second
point raised by the German Representative, said that the
United Kinglom had not yet seen an acceptable proposal for
denuclearised zones in Furope. He thought, however, it was too
much to expect that the Four Powers should inhibit themselves
from discussing this question in Cereva. The Geneva Conference
was the proper Forum for any discussion on disarmement, whether
partial or complete. He noted that 1% was usually the Polish
Pelegetion which brought up this particular propesal. The
United Kingdom would certeinly not be prepared to discuss military
schemes for denuclearised zones in Furope if they were not put
forword in the context of a politiecel solution, and such proposals
should only be discussed in full consultation with all the NATO
Allics,

48. The GERMAN REPRESENTATIVE said that his Authorities
felt strongly as regards o discussion of the substance of this
problem in the Geneva Conference, which was not the appropriate
forum. While it mighl be raised by o non-Western Delegation. and
it was probably impessible to remain silent on it, he urged the
Pour Powers to consider carefully whether they should agree to &
discussion of substance,

49. Mr. CAVALLETTI (Italy) vpointed out that there already
existed an agenda for the Geneva Conference which incluwded this
particular subject. There was no possibility of preventing an
Bagstern delegation from ralsing it and bringing avout a
discussion. The Four Western Powers were fully aware of their
regponsibilities regarding the Allies and would reply on the
lines already settled in the Council.
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5C0. The GREEK REPRESENTATIVE said that the position of his
Government regarding the problem of denuclearised zones in
Burope was similar to that of CGermany. There were frequent
Communigt proposals for a denuclearised zone in the Balkans,
which Greece considered could only be examined in a wider context,
While he noted that it was impcssible to prevent a discussion
of this gquestion in Gerevs, he hoped that the Council would be
informed when such a discussion was likely %o take place in
order that the Allies would have an opportunity to express their
Views,

51. Lord CHALFOKT (United Kingdom), said that he wished
to mzke clear the view of his Govermment that dissemination
consisted in the transfer of control, and not oniy in the
transfer of conircl 4o single gtates,

52, The NETHERLAWDS REPRESENTATIVE said that the
Netherlands position on this subject was that dissemination
would ocecur in the case of transfer of control to a group of
netiong in which none of the present nuclear powers was taking
part and by which in fact a new entity of nuclear conitrcl
would be created.

53, The GERMAN RFPRESENTATIVE said that this was also the
pooition of his Govermnment.

5. The CHAIRMAN thanked the four representatives of the
NATC TPowers at Geneve for their clear and comprehensive
statements. He could agree with those who had felt that all
the subjecvs referred to were of almost esgqual imporiance,
altnough the emphasie might change zcocording to developments.
He would like to emphasise two points today. Firstly, with
regard to non~proliferation, 2 study of the matter implied =a
delicate balance between work in HATO and work elsewhere,
specially on the Four Power Groups in Geneva, The need to speed
up the discussions in NATO in relation fo allied perticipation
in maclear planning had been stressed. However, speed was not
always compatible with a satisfzctory solution, It had been
stated that the principle cf non-proliferation could be
mezintained provided that there were no arrangements within NATO
which would result in transfer of ithe control of nuclear weapons
to eny non-nuclear nation, The Intermational Staff should study
and clarify these pointsg, Sacondly, with regard to denuclearised
zones there were differences of opinion. Some delegations had
pointed out that this matter did not, in their view; lie within
“he competence of the Geneva Conference, Others had pointed out
that it would be impossible to prevent this matter being raised
by the non-WATC powers and this faet should be faced. Indeed,
the Soviets had already raised the guestion at CGeneva, It should
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be agreed that nc advances could be made on the substance of this
matter without consultation in NATO and the participation of
those nations most directly concerned. In the meantime, studies
should be made in order to determine the limits of the Western
position a2t Geneva and how to reconcile this pesition with the
results of consultation in the North Atlantic Council. He and
the International Staff would do what they could to help in this
regard,

55. In conclusion he felt that a very useful exchange of
views had taken place which would greatly contribute tc the
understanding of these many complex problems. He hoped that
the Western Four at Geneva would continue to make their most
valuable reports to the Couwncil, orally and in writing, on
alternate weeks.

56. In reply to Lord Chalfonti's definition of the
United Kingdom view on disseminaticn the CHATRMAN remarked that
as this was the view of the United Kingdcom Government, it
constituted an important element to be taken into account.

57. In conclusion, the COUNCIL:
(1) noted the statements made in discussion;
(2) requested the Four Western Powers in Geneva %o
resume their established system of weekly
briefings to the Council, the next one to be

given orally by Mr. Cavalletti on 9th February,
subject to confirmation.

OTAN/NATO,
Paris, (16e}.

NATO SECRET

- 167 -



DECLASSIFIED/DECLASSIFIEE - PUBLIC DISCLOSED/MISE EN LECTURE PUBLIQUE

===— CONSEIL DE L’ATLANTIQUE NORD
=== NORTH ATLANTIC. COUNCIL

EXEMPLAIRE - i 8 s

COPY -
ORTGINAL: ENGLISH FATO gggﬁﬁg
24 th February, 1966 )

C=R{65 )7
‘"lliﬁilﬁll%iﬁiﬁiﬁ%ﬁ%ﬁglur
Regtricted Annex to Summary record of a meeting of the Council

held on Weanesday, 1bth Pebruary, 196b, At 10.15 f.m.

| NATO SECRET -
DISARMAMENT

1. Mr. CAVALLETTI said that -since the first meeting of the
new segsion of the Geneva Disarmament Conference held on
27th January to date, six plenary sessions had teken place., A1l
the delegates of the Communist and Western countries had spoken,
but among the non-aligned countries  there had been speeches only
by the United Arab Republic, Nigeria and India.  The Swedish
silence shoild be noted, in spite of the encouragement shown by
the West for the proposal for a 'detection club™. .

2. A® regards procedure,. it had been agreed to begin by
a general debate and. then pass on to a debaite on non-dissemination
foliowed by other subjects. On 15th Pebruary the two
co-Presidents had agreed that the general debate should continue
on 15th and 17th Pebruary, and that when there were no more
gpeskerg, the Conference would pass on to noh-dissemination.
Procedure wag, however, alwayzs flexible and any delegation might .
return to the general debate. ' ) | - S

3.  While the climate was polemical, it was basically
relaxed and the traditional atiacks on United States. pelicy in
Vietnam znd the Pederal Republic of Germany, which the West
alweys contested, had remained within reasonable limiis.

4. Messages had been received at the beginning from the
Pope, U.Thant and the leaders of the three nuclear powers .
represented at the Conference. President Johnson's mesgzge had
contained seven points, firstly a detailed presentation of the
United States view on non-dissemination; secondly, the inspection
procedures which would have to be applied by the International
Atomic Agency to ensure the peaceful use of atomic energy; thirdly,
the guarantees which nuclear powers should give to non-nuclear
powers who a2greed to a non-dissemination treaty (here there was a
parallel with Mr. Kogsygin's message, to be commented on below);
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iz2. Certain proposals had been made for the organization of
future work, but discussion thereon had been inconclusgive.
Discussion would probably continue next week on non-dissemination.
¥r. Tsarapkin would probably comment on Mr. Kosygin's message, and
the United States wouwld propose gradually, in batches, the drafiing
amenéments to the United States treaty. A first reading of the
two draft treaties might then take place, to be followed probably
by a suspension of the debate on that subject and continuaticn of
the debate on other collateral measures.

13. The UNITED STATES REPRESENTATIVE made the following
statement, which he subsequently circulated: _

T should like to record the lively appreciation of my
Delegation for the timely and interesting report by -
Ambagsador Cavalletti. We are indebted to him. I should like.
to add a few comments, for we especially want to solicit the
views of our allies on the Kosygin proposal cn which we would hope
we can develop = NATO consensus. To anticipate & auestion which
has been asked me on several recent oceasions, this gg o
consulitation - and we look forward to your best advice.

. Mr. Chairman, I do not wish to sound a pessimisgitic note.
But I do wish to sound a warning note and it is this: we do not
yet have an agreement - indeed we seem to be far from an agreement -
with the Soviet Union on the very meaning of “nucleaor proliferation™.

Cn our gide we are very clear zbout this. If any
non-nuclear nation acqguires its own national capabilifty or its
own right to fire nuclear weapons independently - whether by
making its own nuclear weapens or by acquiring them from others -
that adds to the ftotal number of independent nuclear states or
entities and that constitutes nuclear proliferation. This is
what we mean by the term - and what we always have meant by the
term., And this is what we believe any netion seriously
interested in the subject means by nuclear proliferation.

My government, for one, is seriously interested in this
subject; indeed we accord it a veTy high priority of importance
and of urgency. -FPresident Johnson made this the first point of
the seven-point programme contained in his message to the
Disarmeament Conference when it reconvened in Geneva on
27th January. He instructed the United States Delegation to
urge the Conference to seek a non~proliferation treaty which, in
the words of the United Nations General Assembly, is “void of
any loopholes which might permit nuclear or non-nuclear powers
;0 pﬁollferate, directly or indirectly, nuclear weapons in any

orm®,

NATO SECHET -4

- 169 -




DECLASSIFIED/DECLASSIFIEE - PUBLIC DISCLOSED/MISE EN LECTURE PUBLIQUE

P NATQ SECRET
L to
[N

This is why we have been pursuing a non proliferation
agreement among the present nueclear powers - and if not all of
them at least among the major nuclear powers. Such an agreement
would not go bveyond the present policies of the present nuclear
powers -~ none of whom is presently disposed to transfer nuclear
capability. But at least it would provide an international
commitment not to proliferate nuclear weapon copabilities by
transferring weapons or know-hew from one stote o cnother
inlependent entity — which is one way that proliferation could occur.

This dlso is why we have been exploring some acceptable
wey to guarantee non-nuclear states against the threat of
unfriendly neighbours with nuclear arms - so non-nuclear sgtates
are not driven to develop their own nueclear arms in self-defence -
which is another way that nuclear proliferation could occur.

ind this is why we are searching, with our allies in
NATO, how to share more fully in responsibility for the nuclear
component of ocur common deterrent. With many hundreds of
nuclear warheads now aimed at Furopean targets, our allies have
every right to share respongibility for the state of NATO's
nuclear defences. But none of the grrangements under discussion
among us would involve relinguishment of nuclear weapons into the
national control of a non-nuclear country, now or at any time in
the future; nor would any such arrangementis assist any non-nuclear
state in the manufacture of nuclear weapons.

These sare merely three steps toward the same goal of
bringing a halt to the proliferation of nuclear weapons: a
non-proliferation agreement among present miclear powers; an
arrangement for broader participation in the nuclear defence of
western Burope; and gome form of guaranitees for other non-nuclear
states against unfriendly nuclear neighbours. They are in no
sense contradictory. They are entirely consistent. Each is
an essential step toward non-proliferation. And there is no
particular need to establish any particular order of priority
among them.

But unfortunately we have been unable to agree with the
Soviet Union on what does and what does not consistitute
proliferation of nuclear weapons.

The Soviets have indeed been stressing that & non-
proliferation agreement should effectively ban “access" 1o nuclear
weapons by non-nuclear powers. But the meaning of “access™ has been
left vague. Iast year, the Soviets mesintained that the only '
obstacle to a non~proliferation agreement was the MLF/ANF propogal -
because this, they meintained, would provide “access” by the
participating allies to nuclear weapons. ow they apparentily
define “access™ as applying te the Special Committee of Defence
Ministers and even to existing arrangements within the Alliance.
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On the aquestion of guarantees, one can welcome -~ and we
certainly do ~ the fact that in Mr. Kosygin's letter te the
opening session of the ENDC, the Soviets, for the first time, were
willing even to discuss the subject of guerantees to non-nuclear
states. But Mr. Kosygin's proposal is not parallel to the
third point of President Johnson's programme in which he called
for the strengthening of the United Nations and other _
international security arrangements so that “those who forswear
muclear weapons may forever refrain without fear®. So far, the
Soviets have talked in such very narrow terms about the subject
that their specific suggestions are no real help to any of the
non-muelear countries in question.

T am sure we all appreciate Ambassador Cavalletti's

_frénk aﬁpraisgl of the appesl of the Sowviet proposal. It will

Ea

appeal, no doubt, to those countries in Africa and Latin America
who do not senge a nuclear threat againgt them. It is an
inexpengive gesture, & meaningless offer of support. On the
other hand, however, our proposal will appeal to those who
recognise a real Chinese or Soviet nuclear threat: India, other
countries of Asia, and the countries of Eurocpe.

_ For one thing, the Kosyzgin letter does not indicate that
the Soviet Union would be willing to come $0 the aid of a '
non-nuclear country threatened or blackmailed by & nuclear
neighbour. To toke, as an example, the most likely contingency
and arca of the most pressing danger of proliferation, India would
at best have no pssuranee excepl a unilateral Chinese Communist
word - and the Chinese Commumists a¥e notv even expected to adhere
to the Treaty. There is in the Soviet proposal noc _guaranice,

no a rance, no pledge for India, or any other country, of
assistance” by the United States or the USSR or anyone else against
meclear blackmail or aittacks by Communist China.

. Mr. Kosygin merely hinted that the Soviet Union, a&s a
mzclear power, might sign an agreement promising not to attack
ron-nuclear powers - @ promise which would not, of course, go-
significantly beyond the commitment they have already taken by
signing the UN Charter.

But in the Kosygin view, the countries %o be thus saved
from muclear attack would only be those which have no nuclear
weapons deployed on their territory. This would apnear to
penalise nations which have freely entered into mutual defence
errangements invelving the presence of United States nuclear
weapons on their territorics. The implication of this is that
our Furopean allies would be fair game for nuclear blackmail.
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So the specific Kosygin proposal deoesn't help very
much at all. It geems to c¢stablish a discriminatory category of
non-npuclear states having nuclear weapong on their territory -
thus penalising nations which have freely entered into mutual
defence srrangements involving the presence of United States
nuclear weapons within their borders.

The Soviet proposal would seem to require disclosure
of where nuclear weapons are deployed. This would raise some
obvious difficulities for some members of this Alliance. And
given the Soviet atiitude toward compliance procedures and
inspection proposals, it seems unlikely that we would have any
real opportunity to determine whether nuclear weaponsg are
present in Bastern and Central Europe.

In exchange for these disadvantages to the West, the
Soviet Union would in faet make no sacrifice and incur noe '
signifieant obligation. The guestion of assurances would be
diverted from providing guarantees to non-nuclear states, to
restrictive obligations on non-nuclear states not to permit
nuclear weapons to be stationed on their territory in their
own. defence.

But there is some nourishment in the fact that they
heve voluntarily rcised™TRE subject for discussion. go '
it will certeinly be worth exploring the matter further with them
to see whether the narrow frame of the Kosygin proposal is a
rigid Soviet posgition or is, from their point of view, the
beginning of a long and difficult bargaining process.

It may be that further negotizations and new discussions
on the guarantees part of the problem opened up by Mr. Kosygin's
letter will bring us closer to agreement. We hope so; and we
shall work actively %o bring it about. :

We do not rule out the idea thet 2 non-proliferation
treaty might include some assurances — hopefully more meaningful
than the Kosygin formulation - on the part of nuclear powers in
regard to non-nuclear states.

But we think it is both substantively and tactieally
important not to confuse the Kosygin proposal with effective
gteps toward non-proliferation of nuclear weapons — nor 1o be
diverted by it from the search for agreements that will deal
with the real problems of guorantees for non-nuclear states.

e NATO SECRET

-172 -



PUBLICLY DISCLOSED - PDN(2018)0014 - MIS EN LECTURE PUBLIQUE

_ \M'Z/f NORTH ATLANTIC TREAT
‘G
|

Yl

|
- 8 _:1 é'fr'i-
/ \ ORGANISATION DU TRAITE DE L'ATLANTIQUE NORD

-‘RR?ANIZATION

Place du Maréchal
de Lattte de Tassligny
{Porte Dauphine}
PARIS-XVI
Tél. . KLBEber §0-20
Adresoe tEldgraphique
DTAN PARIS gu

MATO FARIS

< NATO SEGRET

To : Seecretary General
ce Deputy Becretary General

DSG/ASG for Economics and Pinance
ASG for Political Affairs

re

From: Ezxecutive Secretary

Reccrd of a Private Meeting of the Counecil held on
Wednesday, 2na March, 1966, &t 11,00 &.m,

REPCRT BY LORD CHALFONT ON THE VISIT BY THE UNITED
KINGDUOM PRIME MINLISTER AND HIMSELE TO MOSCOW

LORD CHALFONT said that the wvisit to Moscow had fallen
inte twe phases, firstly hils own contact with the North Vietnam
Chargé d'Affaires and secondly the contacts between the two heads
of government, which had been largely about disarmament and arms
control,

2. As regards the possibility of getting any negotiations
going on the situation in Vietnam, the Soviets had shown a complete
lack of interest and a resolute refusal to have anything to édo

with the question. They claimed that this was a matter which sheould

be settled directly among the United States, the North Vietnam
Government and the National Liberation Front; and that keeping the
doors open for negotiation was no concern of the Soviet Government,
Thus there was virtually no hope of any mevement by the Soviet
Co-Chairman of the 1954 conference,

3. A meeting had been arranged between himself and the
North Vietnam Chargé d'Affailres in order that the United Kingdom
might elucidate the Norih Vietnam attitude to the four points as

a requisite pre-condition, and to the letter by President Ho Chi
Minh to a number of heads of state and government. At the meeiing
ne, Lord Chalfont, had put the United Kingdom view and asked for

a number of clarifications either directly from the Chargé d'Affaires

or after transmisslon to Hanoi, One of his guestions was intended
to clarify what Hanoi meant by its condition of the withdrawal of
United States troops, i.e. whether this was s pre-condition for any
negotiations whatscever, or a possible element in negotiations.
On his side he made it clear that the Unjted States was unlikely to
consider the first of these two alternatives, and that the United

Kingdom would not propose it to the United States, Ancother guestion
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he had asked was what was the North Vietnam position regarding
the eslaim that the National Liberation Front should be considered
the sole representative of South Vietnam. He had made it clear
that the United Kingdom found this unacceptable.

L, in reply to these and cther questions, the Chargé
d'Affaires had read a long prepared statement containing a classic
though unusually polemical attack on the United States. The
Chargé d'Affaires had been most unaccommodating and inflexible,
and szid that this was entirely a matter of United States aggression
against a sovereign state; there was no question of negotiations
and the United BStates should withdraw. When he, Lord Ghalfont,
said that the United Btates was prepared to fight on if necessary,
the Chargé d'Affaires said that North Vietnam was also prepared to
fight on for years and would in the end succeed in defeating the
aggressors, as they had done in the past. There was therefore no
need for North Vietnam to concede anything,

5. He had also =zaid that there was no need to answer Lord
Chalfont's guestions, since the four points and the Ho Chi Minh
letter were perfectly clear., He did, however, finally give some
kind of clarification by suggesting that North Vietnam did not hold
firmly that the Vietcong should be the scole representatives of
South Vieinam in any negotlations. Lord Chalfont's impression was
that North Vietnam was trying to argue that the Vietcong were in
fact the sole representatives, and that in any negotiations they
should have & decisive voice,

E. He had asked the Chargé d'Affaires to transmit his
guestions to Hanol in the hope of an answer, and ungder pressure
the Chargé d'Affaires had agreed to send a record of the meeting.

7. The meeting thues gave no cause for optimism. The Chargé
d*Affaires had been most impressive, and seemed in complete
mastery of his brief,

8. The restv of the visit to Moscow, apart from a discussion
of certain trade and bilateral agreements, was concerned with
disarmament, especially non-proliferaiion, the possibility of
extending the test ban treaty and other matters such as the United
States proposal for z freeze of and reduciicn in nuclesr vehicles,
proposals for nuclear-free zones, a world disarmament conference,
and Communist proposals for the withdrawal of foreign trocps and
bases. The atmosphere of ithe itzlks hed been very friendly and
relaxed, but the Soviet position was very hard on practically
everything.

2. On a non-proliferation treaty, Mr, Kosygin made it clear
that there was still one insuperable obstacle for an East/West
agreement, even before non-aligned countries could be persuaded to
sign a treaty: thic obstacle was the whole complex of NATO nuclear
sharing problems. Mr., Kosygin put the Soviet case in & more
unambiguous way than before. +t was dirfiecult to say whether this
reprecented a nardening in the Scviet position, or was due to

Mr, Kosygin's precise manner of argument, Mr. Kosygin said that
co long as the Alllance continued to contemplate any arrangenents
which would bring Germany into closer asscciation with nuclear
weapons, no idea of a ireaty was poseilble. There was therefore
1ittle room for discussion.
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10, The United Kingdom Delegation had set out the Unizted
Kingdom view that nothing contemplated in the Alliance involved
dissemination and that therefore there was no conflict with a treaty.
The Soviets flatly rejected this argument, and said that the West
was trying to bring Germany into closer association with nuclear
weapons; that this was a form of "politieal preliferation”, and

thus totally incompatible with a treaty. They ergued that even
consul tative arrangements of the kind associated with Mr, McNamarsg
would alsc constitute proliferation,

11. It has been most depressing to hear these arguments,
since the United Kingdom wished to reach agreement on a treaty
urgentiy. It remained for the Weest to assess whether this Soviet
rosition was a2 negotiating one or a final one,

12, The Soviets had indicated a similar blank refusal to
discuss in any acceptable way, proposals for an esxtended test ban,
The United Kingdom had said it favoured extension, but that with
existing detection techniques it would still be necessary to pelice
a ban by 2 small number of on-site inepections, The United Kingdom
delegation had made a vague suggestion that the number of
inspections might be a subject for discussion, The Soviets had
replied that they wished to extend the trealy to cover underground
tests, but that this could be done without internetionzsl inspection
and that there was no hope of discussing any arrangements which
involved inspection. They had shown no interest whatscever when

he referred top various vague proposals such as thal for a threshold
test ban and inspection by challenge,

13. A discussion nad taken place of the proposal for a fresze
of and redueticn in nuclear delivery vehicles. The Soviets had
argued that a freeze would net be disarmament, and that the United
States proposal would simply mean inspection without disarmament;
also that the only safe way to reduce the level of nuclear weapons
was to abolish them entirely. This seemed a regression from the
Gromyke umbrella proposal, but it was perhaps a philosophical
position, A brief discussion had also taken place on the proposal
for a world disarmament conference,

1y, The substantive Soviet position throughout the vigit had
thus been very inflexible and discouraging. There had been the
usual three-fold reactions to the visit: firstly, the sccial
atmosphere, which had been very friendly and relaxed; seccndly,
articles in the press and television programmes during the wvisit,
which took the usual hard line on United Statea pelicy and NATO,
(come of the television programmes had been, he was informed, very
offensive, at least as regards timing); thirdly, the atmosphere of
the dlscussion table, which had been very hard indeed.

15. As regards personalities, the United Kingdom Delegation
had met all the important people. He had thought Mr, Kosygin
dominant throughout, a very impressive figure with a highly
organised intellect and complete mastery of the intellectual content
of the discussion, Mr, Brezhnev seemed to be of much lesser calibre
and to carry less political weight than Mr, Kosygin. President
Podgorny had been friendly but not very impressive and Mr, Gromyko
had been, as usual, unbiguitous.
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16. The visil had contained little surprise for him
personally, and he thought that its main value was the meeting
between two heads of government who held such divergent positions.

17. The CANADIAN REPRESENTATIVE ncted that the Soviet Union
was arguing that any nuclear arrangements in the Allisnce, even

the association of Germany with nuclear weapons, were unacceptable.
He asked what was the concluesion to be drawn, Was the Boviet
position in Moscow different from that in Geneva? Wae there any
impreasion that they were negotiating, or were they simply stating
a poslition from which they would not move?

18, LORD CHALFONT said that he would comment on this later
when he came te speak to the Council on disarmament. One could
only try to assess oneself whether the Soviets were prepared to
negotiate on this point., Personally he thought that they were
prepared to negotiate. They wanted a non-preliferatlon agreement
but saw in the negotiations for it an opportunity to make as much
trouble as possible for NATQ, They hoped to disrupt the Alliance
by playing on ellied differences of wview, It was therefgre
essential for the Allies to make it clear that Alliance arrangements
were their ovwn business so long as they d4did not involve dissemin-
ation. On that basis he thought that the Soviets would be prepared
to agree to a treaty.

19, In answer to a questlion by the Norwegian Representative,
Lord Chalfont sald that there had not besn much discussion on
nuclear-free zones, The main area of contention was any form of
nuclear-free zone or military disengagement in Central Europe.

The United Kingdom Delegaticn had said that this could not be
contemplated cutside the problem of an overall pelitical setilement,
i.e., the reunification of Germany after free electicons, to which

the United Kingdoem was committed.

20, In other parts of the world, for example, Latin America
end Africa, both sides had agreed that nuclear-free zones might
be a useful step towards more universal arms control apgreements.

21. The UNITED STATES REPRESENTATIVE said that his authorities
welcomed the continued United Kingdom efforts to probe for the
possibility of negotiations on Vietnam, and hoped that the Unilted
Kingdom would continue to use its influence with Hanoi and exercise
its responsibility as Co-Chairman of the Geneva Conference. Many
governments, allied, nheutral, and Communist, had tried to get
through to Hanoi with the cobject of bringing about negetiations,
but all had found the same refusal. It was very clear that Hanoil
at present did not want peace and that the Soviet Union 4id not
intend to help. The United States would nevertheless continue to
seek every concelvable oppertunity and channel for a negotiated
settlement. The United States offer of beginning negotiations
without vrior cconditions remeined open,

2z, As regards non-proliferation, it seemed that the Soviet
Union was presenting as a moving target what it was they actually
objected to. At one stage it hed been nuclear sharing in the
senee of ownership; later it wes acesss to nuclear weapons; now
it was agssociation with nuclear weapons, which included the Special
Committee of Defence Ministers., He asked whether there was any
further clarification of the Soviet attitude to existing NATO
nuclegr arrangements in Eurcpe, whien their draft treaty language
seemed to exXelude.
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23, The BELGIAN REPRESENTATIVE thought that all visitors

to Moscow were always struck by Soviet intransigence, and that
this was perhaps particularly the case with Mr, Kosygin. He
thought that it was too much to hope for any flexibility in Moscow;
the ferum for negotiations was Genewa, wherees in Moscow the
Soviets merely defined their pesition. He perscnally had not
abandoned all hope that the Emstern and Western pesiticns on non-
proliferation could be reconciled.

24, The Soviets were now talking about "political
proliferation", and were opposed to any form of association of
non=-nuclear states with nuclear weapons. The NATO allies could
however argue that the Bpecial Commitiee had been set up with the
object of elarifying in detail the present NATO nuclear arrange-
ments, He asked whether Boviet opposition extended to these
arrangements, or whether the clarificatien might procesd unopposed,
He ales¢ asked whether Mr, Kosygin had commented on his proposal
f'or & guarantee.

25. LORD CHALFONT said that nhe would reserve the main part
of his reply for the discussion on disarmament which was to
follow. Generally, it was his impression that the Soviets did not
wish to attack existing BATO nuclear arrangements, but thils peoint
had not been made clear since naturally the United XKingdem had
been careful not to raise it,

26, The ITATLIAN REPRESENTATIVE asked who it was who had |
first used the new expression "political proliferation'.

27. LORD: CHALFONT said that it was Mr. Gromyke who had used
in discussion with him the phrase "political forms of proliferation®.
Je thought that this represented a definite trend in Soviet thinking.

(For the discussicn on disarmament, see limited
distribution Annex to C-R{66)9).
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DISARMAMBENT

+ 1. LORD CHALPONT said that before passing on to non-
proliferation he would comment briefly on the other questions which
had been discussed in the Geneva Disarmament Conference. As regards
an extension of the nuclear test ban, he saw litile hope of early
progress in Geneva. The Soviet position during his visit to Moscow,
on which he had jusi reported to the Couneil in private sesgion,
had been reflecited without any deviation in Geneva., S¢ long as the
West continued to be committed to internmational inspection no
progress was likely in the near future.

2. The possibility of progress was a little more hopeful as
regards the complex of United States proposals for the reduction of
existing nuclear armouries. These proposals were closely related.
to a non-proliferation treaty. Here it should be noted that some
of the neutiral countries were now insisting more fimmly on nuclear
disarmament as the price of their participation in any non-
proliferation treaty. The United States proposals provided room
for valuable discussion ln Geneva.

3. The Bastern and Western proposals for general and complete
disarmament remained on the table. It would be necessary to
discover to what extent the new Soviet line on the need to abolish
all nuclear weapons would affect the Soviet concept of general and
complete disarmament, especially their idea of a nuclear umbrella
in the first stage.

4. The main debate in Geneva had been on the subject of
non-proliferation. The basic difference between East and West was
simply the question of nuclear sharing in NATO i.e., from the
Communist standpoint, the position of the Pederal Republic. The
speech by the Polish Representative on lst March had been
particularly striking. The Polish Representative had unexpectedly
outlined Polish objections to NATO nuclear sharlng arrangements as
being an objection to any increased influence in the Western
Alliance by the Federal Republic: in other words, a specific
objection to any increased influence by the Pedersl Republic in the

NATO SECRET
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e final stititude hed been adopted in the NATO Alliance. He

therefore thought that the proposal should be referred back teo the
Council, or discussed in Geneve with the representatives cf all the
Allies. Denmark was obviously in a particular position in this
matter, and some of the arguments put forward by the Federal Republic
alsc applied to Denmark, for exemple the distinction between
non-rclear countries who were members of an 2lliance and those

who were not members of an gliiance. :

364 The UNITED STATES REPRESENTATIVE said that his futhorities
were grateful for Lord Chalfont's frank and lucid statsment. This
extremely useful exchange constituted the NATO consuliation process
at its best. It illusirated the value of the pregence of Ministers
in the Council from time %o time., It illustrzted alsc the
rightness of o ¢lose relationship between disarmament and the NATO
Alliance, that is to say the two sides of the coin of disarmament -
arms control and NATO force planning., One could say that
nen-proliferation and security assurances were the other side of the
coin of nuclear arrangements within the Alliance. He deliberetely
used the word “arrangements" since it was one which the Soviets had
not yet objected to.

37. He musi confess to some nostalgla for the simple days
when non-proliferation meant merely that nations did not acquire
or manufacture nuclear weapons, days before the Joviets complicated
this natter by using non~-proliferation to forward their Buropoan
poliey, and days before the non—a2ligned countries - on the principle
that one always talked ahout somebody elsets disarmament - hardened
their attitude and now called for sacrifices on the part of the
nuclear powers before they were willing to act.

38. The abzence of an agreed definition of prcliferation was
gtill the key. And the task of defining it would be more.
complicated, if the Soviets really intended to pursue the
extraordinary lengths indicated by the words “political proliferation®.
This could be anything the Sovieis happened to disagree with. The
United States was ready to approach discussions of & treaty from . any ..
angle holding the faintest prospect of progress - hopefully
beginning at the beginning with Articles 1 and 2. But uniess and
until there could be an understanding as to what did and what did
not constitute nmuclear proliferation, it was difficult to see how
much progress could be mede on the terms of a treaty the very title
of which remained undefined.

39. He had 1iittle to add to what he had said two weeks ago
about the Kosygin proposal. He simply reminded the Council of the
following points. The proposal was a self-denying ordinence less
couprehensive than the United Nations Charter. It was of no
assistance against third parties. It used the "assurance™ issue,
t00, a5 an instrument of Soviet European policy. 4And it could cause
even more trouble outside of Europe in view ¢f the globzal security
arrangements whieh the United States was chliged to maintain in
support of Frece World institutions.

-1~ N4TO SHECRET
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40. The United States remained prepared, of course, ito explore
the question of whether the Kosygin position on so-called guarantees
was merely a negotiating powition which might, in the course of
discussions, be converted intc something sensible and workable.

Lord Chalfont had said that prospects of a2 non~-proliferation treaty
were not bright. The possibility of negotiating assurances in that
context were even less bright. In the meantime; as he had reported
to the Council two weeks ago, his Govermment still tended to feel
t+hat the most promising way tc approach the complex problem of
giving assurances to the non-nuclear countries against nuclear

attack or blackmail was through a Resolution by the General Assembly

of the United Nations.

41, The United States had tried a preliminary draft to
illustrate the kind of Resolution envisaged to follow up
President Johnson's statements on this matter and Ambessador Goldberg's
references to it at the United Nations. He had asked that copies
of this tentative draft be distributed to members of the Council to
give them a more specific idea of what the United States had in mind.

42, But as a tactical matter his Authorities did not think i%
asdvisable to present such a Hesolution to the E.N.D.C. at this time.
To 4o so would focus attention on the guestion of assurances at a
time when one had yet te agree on the basic eclements of the freaty.
His Authorities plamned accordingly, when appropriatc, tco staite
their position on the Xosygin propesal in the E.N.D.C. along the
lines of his earlier remarks and then make clear that they would be
ready to consider constructive aspproaches te the problem of assurances

" when more progress had been made in resolving key issues under the

treaty.

43, In view of what Lord Chalfont as well =s other speakers
had said about Soviet mischief-meking motives, he asked this
question: How did Lord Chalfont explain why the Soviets did not
offer 4o sign the United States treaty forthwith and thereby create
great trouble and soul-searching for our German friends, and also
for the Indians, Japanese, Swedes and others who were making it
clear that non-proliferation commitments by them required
corresponding gestures by the nuclear powers?

44. It might well turn out that the Soviet leaders would
continue to stall on & non-proliferation treaty until they saw what
came out of the pregent consulitetions on precedures for the
manzgement of the NATO nuclear deterrent. His fsuthorities were sure
meenwhile, that the members of the Alliance would not be misied or
scduced by the Soviet pretension that the sharing of nuelear
responsibility within the Alliance was incompatible with
non-proliferation. WNor should the Council be stampeded into
premature conclusions on the management of the nuclear deterrent.
This was too serious, too complex, and too importent an enterprise
to permit the Soviet Union either to 2pply for a seat at the
Council table or to establish 2 time-table for decision-making in

the Alliancets affairs.
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45. He agreed that one should not hurry intoc an agreed final
Allied position. But it was imporiant to point out scoon in Geneva
the unsatisfactory nature of the Kosygin proposal, s¢ as not to
leave the ficld open for Soviet exploitation. The Council wouwld
watch with political and professgional interest from Paris while
discussions were on in Geneva. And, meanwhile, it would keep
working at those aspects of this tangled problem which related to
Western security — which were the business of this Council - and
net the business cf the Sovietls.

46, TORD CHALFONT said that he considered this had been a
valuable discussion for the reascon that he could report back to the
Four Western Powers in Geneva the Genersl Council reaction to a
number of problems, 1n particular the Kosygin proposal. He hopead
that he had not conveyed the impression that there was any undue
pessimism in the Pour Powers*® approach to these problems in Geneva,
He repeated that one's view of the likelihood of a non-proliferation
treaty was conditioned by cne's assessment of the Soviet position.

47. Replying to the guestion raised by the Canadian
Representative, he agreed that the object of remitting the Kosygin
proposal to the Four Western Geneva Powers was to take account of
the views of the non-cligned and non-nuclerr countries in Geneva.
The Four Powers were fully aware of the special position of ceriain
countries, such as Norway and Denmark, and would take gcod care
that the proposal had been fully discussed by all 15 4Lllies before

~ . the Pour Powers reached a negotiating position.

48. Replying to Mr. Schnippenkdtter's reference to the
difficulties of verifying whether nuclear weapons were or were not
stationed in non-nuclear countries, he said that the Four Powers in
Geneva had in mind the possibility of using this argument as one of
the tactical ripostes to the Kosygin proposal,

49, He thought it worthwhile again mentioning the Soviet
attitude to present HATO nuclear arrangements. His impression was

“that the Soviets were not interested in attacking thesc arrangements.

It scemed that they wished to give the impression of attacking thenm,
but if they really objected to political consuitation in the NATO
Alliance, this was an inconsistent position since it meant objecting
to something which had been going on since 1949. It might be a2
defensible position in terms of the foreign policy of the Warsaw
Pact countries, but it had nothing to do with non-proliferation.

The West must try 4o reach some understanding with the Soviets as to
the definition of non-proiiferation. One could not accept that
political consultation in an Alliance with nuclear members
constituted proliferation,
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50, Replying to the Italian Representative on the Italian
proposal for a voluntary moratorium by the non-nuclear countries on
acquiring a nuclear capability, he said that it scemed that the
non-aligned countries were already demanding such & price for a
mwniversel non-proliferation itreaty, that they would consider a
moratorium even less attractive.

51. Replying to the United States Representative, he said that
he thought the Scviets would be prepared to sign a non-preoliferation
treaty tomorrow provided it was their dralft which was accepted.

This draft, if literally interpreted, would inhibit any new NATO
naclear arrangements and make many existing arrangements suspect.

The Soviets were not prepared to sign the United States draft because
it would lesve the Alliance free to make the arrangemcents it saw fit.
He thought that the Sovieis had therefore decided that the best way
to make trouble for the Allies was to ask the extreme price for a
treaty, i.e. a restriction on HATO nuclear arrangemenis. He thought
that they were waiting ¢ see what happened in NATO and that if NATO
reached a final agreement orn nuclear sharing, they wouwld then be
prepared to proceed to a treaty.

52, He strongly endorsed the United 3tates view thot defence
planning end arms conirol were two sides of the same coin. For
this reason the debates in Gencva and in the Council could not be
separated. :

53. The CHAIRMAN, summing up, sazid that from personal expcrience
of the Russians zs hard bargoiners, he had been siruck by the fact

-that the Soviel technigue continued to be the same and that the

Soviets continued to held negotiating positions as if they were
nen-~-negotiable. They obviously wished to sell their point of view

at the highest price, and hoped to find any weakness or division in
the 4lliance which they might cxploit. The statement by the Pclish
Representative at Geneva was significant since it shewed that the
formcr satellites, whe remained satellites in the field of
discrmaoment, wcre trying fo gain ground whenever any uncertainty

was visible on the Westorn side. The faect that they dared to guestion

- political consulitation in NATO showed that the Communisits were hard

bargainers indeceda

54. This 4id not mean however that the Communists would not
agree 10 a non-proliferation treaty once they saw their opportunity.
There might be an unexpected Soviet change of attitude, end the
Vest should be prepared for such an eventuality.

55. He was also struck by the fact thet the Soviet Union seemed
to consider a non-proliferation agreement as a Europcan agrecment,
rather than a universal one, and one intended to weaken the NATO
4lliance. Mr. SchnippenkStter had rightly pointcd out the relation
between security arrangements and non—proliferation, and
Lora Chalfont had made the same point.
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56, TFor the future, the Council should continue to examine
objectively, without being influenced by Soviet manoecuvres, the two
subjects of Alliance security, and the need to extend a
non-preliferation agreement to non-aligned countries, The Counecil
had so far discussed the Kosygin proposal only in a preliminary way
and should consider carefully the more serious guarantees suggested
by the United States.

57. There should be no priority between the work of the Four
Powers in Geneva and that of the Council; the studies should
continue in parallel; and the Council should be free to consult at
any time. Continuing reports from the Four Powers would be welcome.
It wag essential that all the Allies should be able 1o express their
vigws, He hoped that eventually the two parallels would meet and
that 2 non-proliferation agreement could be signed which would be of
valuc to the Alliance and to the cause of paace.
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DISARMAMENT

GENERAL BURNS made the- follow1ng statement'
"Mr. Chaa.ma.n.

" T am very pleased to have this opportunity toc report to
the Council on developments through the last fortnight in the ENDC,
You get the regular forinightly factual written reporis; I shall
not give you a lot of detail todey, but try rather a few impressions
of the direction of our work.

“Up to and 1nclud1ng our meeiing of 3rd March we spent

most of our time discussing the prevention of the spread of nuclear

weapons. - By agreement the Commititee devoted the two meetings last
week to other collateral measures and this week is discussing general
and conplete disarmament. It iz intended $that the discussion on
non-proliferation should resume next week and it will probably
continue for several meetings.

Non~proliferation

"The major problem in this area remains the quesgtion of
miclear sharing within NATO, In a long statement on 3rd March, the
Soviet Representative underlined that a itrsaty would have to include
provisions to prevent multilatersl control of muclear weapons through
a military aliiesnce.,. He has said that any arrangements whieh give
special status to present non—nmiclear members of NATO would be
unacceptable. The West has denied the Soviet claim that the
United States draft would permit proliferation and has reiterated
the right of any alllance to make arrangements for 1ts coliective
defence,
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"The non-aligned spokesmen have in general had 1little to
say on this particular question with the exception of the United
Arab Republic Representative. 4t the meeting on 3rd March
Ambassador Knallafl said it would be difficult to accept the
United States Article T as it appeared to leave a gap in the -
principle of non-proliferation, He felt that the sort of organiza-
tion permitted under this article might disintegrate, individual
nations might 21l heir to the organization's weapons, so nuclear
proliferation could result. In general, the non-aligned have
expressed the. hope that this-conflict over WATO nuclear sharing and
non-proliferation. should. be-settled at an early date. - R

"The difference of view between NATO members and Communist
representatives over the obligations to be undertaken in Articles I
and II of the draft treaty is clearly the most contentious issue at
present. But there are other important matters which are beginning
to receive attention and which are of main interest to the non-
aligned. These will have to be setiled before final agreement can
be reached on a non-proliferation ireaty. Some of the non-aligned
countries are those which are most likely to 'ge nuclear' within
the next few years. Therefore, thought must be given to the treaty
provisions which may be necessary %o secure their adherence,

A number of countries have dwelt on safeguards over
peaceful uses of atomic energy, and in particular over transfers of
fissionable material for peaceful purposes. Article IIT of the
United States draft, of course, provides that parties will ‘undertake
to co-~operate in facilitating the application of IAFA or equivalent
internaticonal safeguards on all peaceful nuclear activities', .
The Soviet treaty -~ as was pointed out by the Swedish Representative -
contains ne article explicitly dealing with this subject. A number
of the non-aligned have come out in favour of a strong safeguard
clause in the treaty; these included Sweden, Brazil and the
United Arab Republic. In reply the Soviet Representative on
3rd March indicated the USSR would e prepared to consider this
questicn at an appropriate stage but felt discussion should be
concentrated on the main issue for the present.

“Another question is whether the treaty should be of
unlimited duration or whether there should be a provision for a .
review after a certain number of years. A related question is the
matter of withdrawal from the treaty which a number of representatives
have argued should not be made too easy.

"The so-called Kosygin proposal, to prohibit the use of
nuclear weapons against non-nuclear states parties to the treaty not
having nuclear weapons on their territory, has already been
considered by this Council on several occasions as well as by the
Four Western members of the ENDC in their regular meetings in Geneva.
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We shall continue to examine the question in Geneva and would hope
before long to be able to indicate %o this beody some views on the
approach we feel will be most appropriate. It scems to our
Delegation that it will be very difficult for the West to reject
this proposal without offering any alternative, as it has already
received and will probably continue to enjoy much non-aligned
approval, If the Kosygin proposal is o be set aside, it would
scem the West must find some acceptable alternative means for
guaranteeing the security against nuclear attack of non=miclear
gignatories of a treaty. Unfortunately, it looks to be hard to
ineiude a formal guarantee of protection by nuclear states in a
simple non-proliferation treaty, such as those of the United States
and USSR. This is because 1t would be necessary to state precisely
the conditions under which assistance would be readered and under
which actions would be taken by the guarantor if a guarantee was to
be credible. It might however be possible for the nuclear powers
to agree upon an article embodying in general terms the principle
that they should assure non-nuclear states against nuclear attack.
Such an article could serve as the basis for bilateral or malii-
lateral agreements between such nuclear and non-nuclear states as
so desire.

“"Perhaps the matter of most concern to the non-aligned is
that there should be some guid pro_quo on the part of nuclear powers
to balance the undertakings which the non-nuclear staktes would
accept in signing a non-proliferation treaty. As the Council is
aware, this concern has taken many forms - from the demand by India
that there should be a provision in the treaty prohibiting further
production of nuclear weapons and nuclear weapon vehicles, through
the Egyptian and Brazilian suggestion that nuclear powers should =
commit themselves in the treaty to begin at a later stage reduction
of nuclear arsenals, to the Mexican view that work should be begun
in parallel on a comprehensive test ban.  The important point, it
seems to me, is that whatcver form it takes; the concern is deeply
felt. It will be difficult to ignore 1it. '

"This is not to say, of course, that a non-proliferation
treaty must include provisions for collaterzal measures such as
those just mentioned. . To¢ attempt thig wowld nerely delay agreement
indefinitely. Both Western and Communist Delegations nave under-
lined this point of view. The United States Delegation has peinted
out that = non-proliferation treaty would be as much in the interesi.
of non-nuclear states as in that of the nuclear powers.

*The Council may have the feeling at this point that the
more the matter is discussed the more complicated it becomes.
However, in my view, the discussions on non-proliferaticon so far
this session have been very useful. We have begun to hear sub-
stantive statements of vosition, in particular from the non-aligned
countries whose adherence to 2 treaty would be essential. It can
be expected that when debate resumes on this subject next week, an
effort will be made to get down to more detailed consideration of the
treaty article by article. s : Cee e
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n"Tn order to facilitate this artiele by article considera=-
tion, the United States Delegation has decided to table the amend-
ments to Articles I, II and IV of its draft treaty, which were
circulated some time ago to the Council. The United States plans
to take this step at next Tuesday’'s or Thursday's meeting, depending
on whether talks are taken up again, after informing the non-aligned
shortly beforehand in general terms of what they intend to do.

Wucleary Test Ban

"As I have said, one of the subjects mentioned as a
possible ouid pro quo by nuclear powers for adherence to a non-
proliferation treaty by non-nuciear states has been agreement on a
comprehengive test ban. Of course a comprehensive test ban would
have advantages other than its effect on non-aligned readiness to
sign an agreement not to obtain nuclear weapon. Indeed, in itself,
it would =mect as 2 barrier to the testing of nuclear weapons and
presumably therefore to the development of miclecar weapon capability
by a non-rmclear state. Moreover it would suggest to the world
that the nuclear powers seriously intend to press on with nuclear
disarmament. '

*During the discussion last week of collateral measuresg
other +than non-preliferation, the Soviet Representative reiterated
the position of his Government that the Moscow partial test ban
treaty should simply bhe exlended to include undergrownd itests, il.e.
ugsing national means of verification. The United States
Representative szid that the United States was preparcd to agree to
a comprehensive test ban involving only that degree of international
on-site inspection which modern science showed to be necessary.

¥rhe Mexican and Swedish Represcntatives also made
interesting interventions on the test ban guestion. The Mexican
Representative said that he understood the technical obstacles to
agreenmcnt tut noted that these were being reduced by continuous
scientifie progress. As the differenceof views beitween the United
States and the USSR appeared to be so narrow, he suggested that the
nuclear powers might make reciprocal concessions. He suggested that
there could be agreement to allow inspection by a team composed of
reputable scientists from non-aligned countries. An agreed list
of scientists could be drawn up and deposited with the

Secretary Genersl of the United Vations.. As a last resort, the Mexican

Representative said his country would advocazte that agreement should
be sought on e itreaty which banned underground nuclear tests above
an agreed thresholid. However, in that case he felt there should be
a compulsory yearly review in order to take account of scientifie
brogress with a view to reducing the threshold.
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Hlhe Swedlsh Representative discussed the question of
verification of a comprehensive ban, taking as a starting point-the
non-aligned memorandum of 16th April, 1962 (ENDC/28}. She outlined
a number of steps which could be envisaged as taking place in case a
suspicious event were recorded. Withdrawal from the treaty, she
pointed out, was the only real sanction for mainteining observance
by other parties. . But withdrawal should not take place w1thout
proper Justlflcatlon.

"Mrs, Myrdal examined the fellowing possible cases

(a) in the first place, the problem would be simple if a party

admitted it had conducted nuclear explosions; (b if the case were
digputed there would be a distinction between events which were :
simply unclear and those which were suspicious. The basic assumption
must be that parties .to the itreaty would be sager to dispel doubts
about their actions. If accusations persisted, the suspected state
might reguest inspection - as foreseen in the non-aligned 1962
memorandum and supported by USSR Representative at the Tist ENDC
meeting. Placing the onus on the suspected party had the additional -
merit that in regard to underground explosions it was techniecally
eagier to prove one's innocence than t¢ prove someone else’s guilt.
Mrs. Myrdal characterised this case as "normal®; (c) 2 more.
complicated. situation would arise if the atate accused did not
voluntarily seek to clarify the situwation. Another state might

then request clarification and exchanges could occur designed to
restore confidence. An exanple of this case, said Mrs. Myrdal,

was the large 3oviet explosion of January 1965 which vented and was
the object of an exchenge of notes between the United States and

the USSR, But in other cases, a demand for verification might not

be heeded or information supplied not be satisfactory.  Simply to

be able to rencunce the ireaty at that point would not correspond
with the regquirement that withdrawal be made difficult, Accordingly,
the withdrawal clause should include the obligation not only to

notify the other partics three months in advance but to provide
evidence for withdrawzal to an international organization.
International scientific opinion would alsc act as a corrective to

ynwarranted accusations and inconclusive denials; states would

presumably be very attentive to such views. Abrogation of the
treaty should only occcur when circumstantial evidence of a breach
was very strong; (4} a further step, continued Mrs. Myrdal, would
be to provide an cpportunity for a party to challenge the suspected
state to issue an invitation to inspect. If such a challenge — or .
series of challenges - went unheeded, the case for abrogation would
be strong. If there were to he 1nspectlons Sweden felt an
international element would be necessary in order to convince all
parties as to the validity of the findings.
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Other collateral measures

w4t the meeting on 8th March, the United States
Representative elaborated on the proposal for destruction of nuclear
weapons by the United States and the USSR, the transfer o peaceful
uses of Ffissionable material obtained from such destruction and a
verified halt in the production of fissionable material for weapons
used. He stressed that the U235 involved would net be available
for fabrication of new weapons but would be put aside under safeguards
for peaceful purposes. Communist spokesmen criticised the United
States proposal, as in the past, on the grounds that it was not
digarmament and would permit espionage, but the Swedish and Mexican
Representatives both regarded it with some favour. At the
10th March meeting, the Italian Representative suggested that funds
freed through collateral measures of disarmament such as the cut-off
and freeze could be used for the benefit of less developed countries.

“Communist spokesmen generally followed the line laid down
in the Xosygin message and dwelt in familiar terms on the prohibition
of use of nuelear wecapons or, asg a preliminary, agreement on non

. first use; nuclear free zones, particularly in Central Furopej-

elimination of foreign bases and foreign troops in foreign territories;
and a non-aggression pact. At the meeting on 8th March, the Soviet
Representative dwelt at length again on the erash of an American B-52
carrying nuclear wezpons off the coast of Spain. At the meeting

on 10th March, the Polish Representative mentioned the Rapacki plan
for a mueclear free zone in Central Burope and the Gomulka propesal

to freeze nuclear weapons in the same area. He said that these
propogals were still open for discussion and invited a disalogue with
other countries.

General and Comolete Disarmament

"4t the meeting yesterday, the Committee discussed General
and Complete Disarmament. The United States Hepresentative
referred to the agreed disarmament principles and argued that the
United States treaty ocutline followed those principles - particularly
as regards phasing, balance and control. The USSR draft, on the
other hand, sought a drastic modification of the current balance in
the first stage; and it did not provide the inspection necessary
to verify there were no undeclared armaments in excess of the agreed
levels. In sccordance with the agreed principle that states should
seek the widest possible agreement at the earliest possible date,
Mr. Fisher suggested the Committee should explore ways to limit
fu;ther production of strategic nuclear delivery vehicles, and in
this connection cutlined once agzin the United States proposal for
a freeze on the numbers and characteristics of sirategic offensive
and defensive delivery vehicles. The U33R had not yet responded
to the United States offer — if progress could be made in exploration
of the freeze - to discusg the possibility of significant reductions
of nuclear delivery vehicles. The Soviet and Polish Representatives
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also outlined their well-known position on General and Complete
Disarmament, arguing that rapid and drastic steps had to be taken
in the first stage to eliminate the danger of nuclear war, The
Soviet Representative confirmed Foreign Minister Gromyko‘'s proposal
for a "nuclear umbrella® to be retained into the third stage. hs
a stimulus to discussion, in view of difficulties in agreement on
Stage T measures, Mr, Tsarapkin suggested that the Committee might
begin consideration of the proposals for Stage TII - which might
clarify some problems. This had been suggested by Sweden at the
202nd meeting, and also in the recent Pugwash Conference at

Addis Lbaba.

Conclusion

7o sum up, it is our view that the discussions on non-
proliferation have been useful thus far. However, it will be
important - if progress is to be made towards a non-proliferation
treaty - that a satisfactory resolution of the nuclear sharing
guesiion in NATQO be achieved at an early date. It can alsc be
expected that - particulariy if there is no progress on non—-prolifera—
tion -~ there will be increasing pressure from the non-aligned t¢ make
progress to achieve a comprehensive test ban. The line taken by
the Swedigh Delegation at the meeting on 10%th March, which I have
outlined, will probably appeal to many memberg of the ENDC as a
reaschable compromige solution.

"The Western Delegations at Geneva have been encouraged
by the apparent increase in interest in disarmament matters within
foreign ministries. Besides the useful discussions which were held
here two weeks ago, more permanent missions in Geneva are following
the disarmament debates. We welcome these developments and will be
recady any time to consult with our friends on various poinis of
interest.™

2. The CHAIRMLN thought that this very full and interesting
report required no amplification. The Council would in particular
note the point that if there was no progress on non-proliferation
there would be increasing pressure from the non-aligned to make
progress to achieve a comprchensive test ban. This was the main
point of immediate concern to the Alliance.

3. Thanking General Burns for his report, he noted that this
useful communication of information would continue and that the
Council would indicate their reactions te the four Western powers
as appropriate.
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Geneva Conference,

held on Wednesday, 6th April, 1966 at 10.15 2.0,

DISARMAVENT

The CHAIRMAN welcomed Mr, Fisher, the United States
Deputy Representative at the 18-nations Disarmament Conference,
and cxpressed appreciation of his presence in the Council in
order to give an oral briefing on recent developments in Geneva,

WR. FISHER szid that as the usual written reporit would
be made avallable to the Council the following week, he would
confinc his report to events which had taken place since
General Burms' briefing to the Council on 16%h March. The
replaccuent of Mr. Tsarapkin by Mr. Roshchin as Soviet
Representative af Geneva had been shrouded in an air of mystery
until 25th March, when Mr, Tsarapkin had confirmed to him the
speculation that he was being recalled to Moscow on a pernaxncnt
A8 a negotiater Mr. Roshchin was equally as tough as
Mr. Tesarapkin, but he was personally not ag abrasive, His
appointnent did not, he felt, imply any change in the basic
policy of the Soviet Union and was consistent with the less
forensic styie recently adopted by the Soviet Union at the

It was cxpected, however, that this policy,

though substantially unaltered, would be presented with a greater
degree of rcasonableness in view of the non-alighed countriest
dislikc for unnmitigated propaganda,

3

on non-prolifecration in the latier part of April.

Turning %o the schedule of meetings at Geneva, he said
that the Conference was now in “recess' until its next meeting on
14th Anril; iwo mcetings would then take place on collateral
neasurcs, one or two on general and complete disarmament, and four

In his view,

there would be 2 recess between 10+th May and 14+th June znd the
Conference would then remain in session until about two wecks
beforc the opening of the United Nations General fssembly in the

Autumn.
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4, The Conference had already devoted two days to the
question of general and conplete disarmament, during which the
United Stotes had explained its position with regard to its
proposal for a freecze om strategic delivery vehicles and had
pointed out that the United States missile force had increased
€00% since the Conference had first started to discuss disarmament;
the Sovict Union had replied that such a freeze would not have any
very great sigg;ficanggg' .

. v el

5. The Conference had also devoted two days to discussion
of colliateral measures. The guestion of nuclear testing was ont
which still contained high cnotional overtones and the non-aligned
countrics felt the grave dangers inherent in the type of testing
permitted by the partial test ban tresty to necessitate its
extension %o cover all typcs of testing. Sweden had proposcd a
system of chellenge inspection, but in view of the high number -
about 45 - of challenges that might be made each year, the United
States had firmly rejected this proposal, cmphasising its
insistonce on the inclusion of on-site inspections in any new
treaty. It therefore sccmed that an impasse had been reached as
regards extonding the trecaty to cover all forms of testing. The
conelusion of a comprehensive test ban however would, he feld,
help to mitigate the emotions which had been generated in recent
discussions on the question of non-proliferation. :

6. is regerds "cut-off" or cessation of the production of
fissionable material for the use of weapons, he considered this to
be a very worthwhile objective to achieve as one of the collateral
measures in which the dclcegations at Geneva were presently
interested. To date, some success had been obtained in this
respect and both India and Sweden had indicated their approval;
in the casc of India it was felt that a generally-signed cut-off
would help to.2llay Indian anxieties regarding the large quantity
of weapons that could be produced by Communist China.

7. ~Four meetings had been held on the question of
non-proliferation and on 22nd March the United States had tabled
its amcndments to the United States draft text; these ancndments
were identical to those previously discussed in the Council,
except for the addition in Ariicle 4 of the phrase "nuclear
WEapons Meins ...,.. (definition to be supplied)". The United
States would discuss the cstablishment of this definition with
other countries in the Ccuncil at an appropriate date.

8. The United States had emphasised the importance which it
attached to the question of control of nuclear weapons in the event
of a nuclcar state placing its nuclear arsenal in the hands of any
association of states and the United States position in this
respect had been supported by Canada and the United Kingdom at
Genove., The Soviet Union hod adopted a "broadsword" typc of
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response and was basing its policy on the need to aveoid any
loopholes cxisting in & non-proliferation agreement in sccordance
with the United Nations Rusolution, To date, the Soviet Union
had shown no desirc to come to grips with the problen, despite
the gontler tene of its remorks, and its position was firmly
based on the need to prevent =2ccess to nuclear weapons.

_ 9« In conclusion, he stated that the non-aligned countries
had adopted an attitude of rclative calm during the period on
which ho wes reporting ond only Brazil, Burnma and Indic had made
statenents to the Confercnce. ’ '

10. The CHAIRMAN thanked Mr. Fisher for his very interesting
statencnt which, he felt, had clearly emphasised the commection
which cxisted bhotween a nuclenr test ban, cut-off and
non-prolifcration.

11, The UNITED KINGDOM REPRESENEATIVE, reporting on
Lord Chalfont's recent visit 1o Moscow, recalled that whon
Mr. Wilscn and Lord Chalfont visited Moscow in Pebrusry, it had
been agreed that the latter should return there later t¢ pursue
pore detailed disormament talks with Mr. Gromyko. ILord Chalfont
had duly visited Moscow from 23th to 28th March. He hod been
nost cordially received and on the social plane, the Russians had
been as friendly as thiey had Dbeen during Mr. Wilson's visit, butb
their attitude in the tolks had been as hard as ever.
Lord Chalfont had had a dey of formal talks with My. Grooykoe on
25th March and some less formnl discussion with him 2t the British
Embassy on 26th lerch.

12. The discussion on non-proliferation had followed
standard lincs, but it had emerged quite clearly that the Russians

were opposced to any policical consultation about nuclear weapons

taking ploce in WATO which incliuded the Pederal Republic. .
M¥r. Grooykc had made it clecr that the Soviet Union, while ready
to be flexible about their ftreaty text in its peripheral aspects,
saw no point in a detailed examination of the two draft treaties
unless the differences of substance could be overcome.

13. As regards a comprehensive test ban treaty, Mr., Gromyko
had categorically stated that any form of international inspection
was unacceptable to the Soviet Union and when Lord Chalfont
raised, as = hypothetical illustration, the guestion of “"black
boxes?, he had said that his statement applied to these as well
and that, in any case, the time for them was past. A4Ls regards
the Swedish proposal for & nuclear detection club, he had said
that the Swedes and others could, of course, do what they wished,
put that it wes nothing to do with the Soviet Union. Such propesals
would work to the disadvantage of the Soviet Union, which in any
case @id not intend to justify itself vis-d-vis international
bodies which might claim to have detected suspicious events.
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DISARMAMERT

1. Mr. CAVALLETTI said that the Geneva Disarmament Conference
had adjourned on 10th May to 14th June. It had been decided that the
last four meetings should be devoted Ho a discussion on-
non~dissemination, but other questions had also come up. On 10th May
the Indian Delegate had condemned the third Chinese nuclear explosicn
in very sirong terms, and there had been a brief Unitfed States
intervention on the subject. Mr. Foster had also told the
conference that the United States had decided to throw open %0
international inspection a commerical nuclear fuel re-processing
plant at West Valley, New York, belonging to Wuclear Fuel Services
Incorporated. The aim was to make it possible o try out inspection
techniques. The Nigerian Delegate had tried to raise the question _
of Rhodesia, and Lord Chalfoni had replied most pertinently. Finally,
several delegations, including the Soviet, United Kingdom and Italien
Delegations, had recapitulated the work of the session.

2. On the main problem of non-dissemination there had been
numerous interventions, but positions remained unchanged. The Soviet
Delegation had attacked the United States draft treaty, using in
particular the following arguments:

(i) the provision for a veto was indirectly & proof ~that
dissemination was envisaged;

(ii) +the draft made provision -for the transformztion of a
nuclear power into an alliance with a nuclear capability;

(iii) the draft was in obvious contrast to the United Nations
Resolution insisting on a non-dissemination treaty
without loopholes.

3. Other Eastern Delegations generally followed this Soviet
position.
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4. The four Western Delegations had contested the Soviet
eriticisms of the United States draft, in particular Mr. Foster.
Mr, Cavalletti read a number of passages from Mr. Foster’s speech
making it clear that it was entirely imappropriate for the
conference 0 become invelved in the nuclear defence plans of NATO,
and reaffirming the intention of the United States to work out with
its allies an arrvangement which would not involve nuclear proliferation.

5. The Italizn and Canadian Delegations had said that the
United States and Soviet drafts were not so very far apart., They had
urged that there should be a comparative study of the two drafts
(this had originally been a Soviet suggestionj;, but the Soviets -
would not agree. In private Mr, Roshchin had told him, Mr. Cavalletti,
that the immediate need was to agree on principles, and not on
details of the two drafts.

6. The non-aligned delegations had generally been silent in
recent weeks. The Indian Delegate had spoken only once on non-
dissemination, teking as a basis the United Nations Resolution and
the need to ensure a balance of obligations for nmaclear and
non~nuclear countries. He had supported the Canadian and Italian
suggestion for a comparative study, but suggested that the draft
treaties should alsoc be compared with the United Nations text. He
said that the twe drafts concerned cnly "horigental"™ and not "vertical™
disgemination {vertical dissemination being. constituted by further
developments in an existing nuclear country); and that they did not
cover dissemination between existing nuclear countries. '

7. Iord Chalfont had tried to comciliate the non-aligned
countries in their requirements for the responsibilities to be
accepted by the nmaclear countries, and had emphasised the importance
for the non-aligned countries of security guarantees as suggested by
President Johnson. : o

8. Passing to general considerations on the work of the last
four months, Mr. Cavalletti said that the atmosphere had essentially
been good, though the Eastern delegations had continued their
attacks on the United States for her policy in Vietnam and on
Ger@apy. It was not clear whether the hardening of the Soviet
position following on Mr. Roshchin®s arrival was due tc new
instructions or to Mr. Roshchin’s personality. The non~aligned
countries had spoken very little, ithus showing a certain degree of
discouragement. They had not put forward & joint memorandum, as
last year, and had not adopted any common position,

9. A8 regards the substance of the work, no conclusion had
been reached, and the difficulties in the way of an agreement had
been confirmed. He thought that the Soviet Union would not make any
major objection if the agreement to be reached on nuclear sharing
in NATO wos essentially a consultative one. The Western delegations
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had often asked the Sovieis how they considered it possible for
allies not %o consult on the use of nuclear weapons. The Soviet
Delegation had never replied officizlly but from the other Eastern
delegations one obtained the impression that the latter would consider
consultation on the use of nuclear wespons to be normal. He thought,
however, that without knowing what would be the concept of nuclear
sharing in the Alliance, the Soviet Union was not prepared to sign

a non-dissemination treaty. The non-aligned delegations did not see
the necessity of nuclear sharing in NATO; rather they saw it as zan
obstacle to agreement on non-dissemination and c¢laimed that it would
be discriminatory agrinst them because they were not members of an
Alliance. The Western notions argued that it would net be
diseriminatory but would be a consequence of their being non-aligned.

10. It should be ncoted that the Soviet Union had scored a
marked advantage with the Kosygin proposal for guarantees, which had
had a certain effect on the non-aligned countries. He thought that
at the next session the Scoviet Delegation would probvably present
amendments to the Soviet draft, in perticular the addition of an
article proposing the Kosygin guarantee. This would not help the
Western position. X :

11, There was a general inmpression that because of the serious
difficulties encountered in discussion on non-dissemination, the
next session might be devoted pariticularly to a test ban., Here there
had been some new items from the non-aligned countries including the
idea of inspection by challenge, and the Swedish proposal for a
*detection club™. The Soviet Delegation had shown considerable
interest in the Swedish initiative. S

12. It seemed very clear that the Soviet Union did not wish
to break off discussions, bubt was anxious to continue the dialogue.
For example, it had been exceptionally easy at this session to reach
certain procedural agreements; and on 10th May Mr. Roshchin had
ended on an unusually favourable note as regards the usefulness of
the Conference. It might be that the Soviet Union considered it was
in their interest to continue the discussions, given the support
they had received from the non-aligned countries. However, the
dlalogue was useful to the West in that it constituted an element
of détente and also cost the Soviet Union something as regasrds its
relations with China. Oné should not exclude the possibility that
the Soviets wished to reach some agreements, They were now mzking
less propaganda than in the past, and were insisting on discussing
non—dlssemlnatlon and a test ban, twoe subjects on which agreement

28 theoretically possible.

13. The Four Western Powers would remain in contact during the
ad journment and the Council would be kept informed if there were any
new developments.
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14. The BELGIAN REFPRESENTATIVE noted that Mr, Cavalletti had
expressed the view that so long as they did not know what was the
concept of nuclear sharing in the NATO Alliance the Soviets would
prefer to delay signing = non-dissemination treaty. He asked
whether, if the Allies defined this concept, there was hope of
progress. g : ' '

15. MR, CAVALLETTY said that the Four Western Powers had
obviocusly difficulty in explaining what was meant by nuclear sharing,
but that progress on this question might help discussion of a
non-dissemination treaty. One could not, however, foresee the
Soviet reaction should the allies go beyond consuliative arrangements.

16, The UNITED KINGDONM REPRESENTATIVE recalled. that the last
time the Council had discussed this question it was on the basis of
statements by Mr, Gromyko that comsultation on nuclear sharing was
equally unaccepinble,  He -asked accordingly whether this was o
different position now held by the Soviets. C -

17. MR, CAVALLETTI said that the impregsion he had indicated
was one shared by all Four Western Powers, including lord Chalfont. .
The 3oviet Delegation in Geneva had not said this officially, but
in private conversation with the other Eastern delegations, it was
clear that the Communist bloc considered that consultation in an
alliance on the use of nuclear wezpons was only natural.

18. The UNITED STATES REPRESENTATIVE said that he thought
throughout the iatest session ot Geneva the language used by the
Soviet Delegation was sufficiently vague to make it possible for
the 3Joviets to oppose whatever the marginal proposal for NATO
nuclear sharing might be at any time. There was no evidence that
they were prepared to define nuclear sharing arrangements which
would be acceptable to. them in eny way which NATO could accept.

He recalled that Lord Chalfont in Moscow had received a negetive. - -
impresgion on this. o o .

19. He supported the views expressed by Mr. Cavalletti on the.
Swedish proposal for Ydetection clubs”™. It was felt thet this was
a worthwhile subject for study, particularly since it had received
some support from countries, for example Japan, who were not .
represented at Geneva. Purther, Mr. Foster had recently received
the impression that the Soviet Union was perhaps a little more
fortheoming on this subject than on any other subject discussed in
the last four months, If the proposzl could develop into practical
arrangements this was one possible next step towards the banning
of underground tests. - o
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20, The NETHERLANDS REPRESENTATIVE, referring to the
apparent discrepancy between the present and former Soviet attitude
to muclear consultation in NATO, noted that Mr. Cavalletti had said
that the Russians did not reject the logical argument that members
of an alliance should consult on the use of all weapons, including
miclear weapons. He pointed out, however; that the NATO allies had
been consulting on defence for years,; begimming with conventional
weapons and now moving to nuclear weapons. He thought the real
guestion was whether the Soviets considered this intensified
consultation was the beginning of the sharing and contrel of muclear
weapons.

21. The GREEX REPRESENTATIVE said- that personally he. thought
that the day that the Alliance settled the gquestion of nuclear sharing
ond put the Soviet Union before 2 fait accompli, clearly indicating
what were the arrangements, the Soviets weuld realise that it was
no longer possible to use this argument to hold up the signature of
a treaty. They would then realistically assess the advantages of
a treaty and it would be possible at that stage to see whether they
were really interested in one.

22. MR. CAVALLETMI, replying 4o the Netherlands Representative,
said that one could not say what degree of nuclear consultation the - -
Soviets would accept. He repeated that there had been indications
from the Eastern delegations, porticularly Czechoslovakia, of an
awareness of the necessity for nuclear consultztion in an alliance.

23. Replying to the Greek Representative he said that he
thought that Soviets would probably acecept a fait accompli provided
its ccope were limited. The greeter the cohesion among the allies,
the weaker would be the Soviet reaction, and vice versa.

24. The TURKISH REFRESENTATIVE thought that there was another
fluctuation in the Scviet atiitude in connection with the Swedish
proposal. Tord Chalfont had received the impression that
Mr. Cromyko opposed the proposal, but it now scemed that the Soviet
Delegation was inclined to discuss it. He thought that these
fluctvations might not represent a real change in position but might
be purely tactical.

25. MR. CAVALLETTI zgreed that there was a fluctuation as
regards the Swedish proposal. The possible explanation was that
the Sovicts hoped that the creation of “detection c¢lubs" might result
in the conclusion that international inspection was less necessary
than the Westerm Powers claimed.

5 NATO SECRET

- 198 -



DECLASSIFIED/DECLASSIFIEE - PUBLIC DISCLOSED/MISE EN LECTURE PUBLIQUE

NATO SECRET G
nI*T'\JE}( to
C-R 17

26. The CHAIRMAN thanked Mr. Cavalletti for his clear and
interesting statement, and noted that the reports from Geneva would
continue when the Conferencé resumed. He thought that the allies
should not delude themselves by thinking that the Soviets ¢id not -
imow what they wanted when it came $0 muclear sharing. On the |
contrary, they would try to obtain what they wanted by the use of
long-term diplomatic tactlcs 1n whlch they were expert. :

27, The COUNCIL°

took note of +the statements made.

OTAN/NATO,

Paris, (160 .
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held on Wednegday, 6th July, 1966, at 10.1%5 a.m.
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DISARMAMENT

1. General BURNS said that it was always a pleasure for him
to attend the Council and repori developments in the 18-Nation
Disarmament Committee. Unfortunately each %time he came to the

. Council there had been little progress on what must seem complicated -

and esoteric questions in the disarmament field. However, it might
be that the work in Geneva was preparing the way for useful
agreements in the field of arms control when the political

situation improved and capitals were in = position to take decisions.

2e He then made the following report to the Council:

"Since the resunmption of meetings on 14th June after =z
recess of five weeks, the Committee agreed on an Agendz under which
the first two meetings were devoted to general statements, the next
two to non-proliferation and the following two t¢ c¢ther collateral
measures. In fact, the debate on non-proliferation continued until
yesterday. Non-proliferation has asgain proved - and rightly in
the Western view - to be the principal taopic of discussion.

Non-Proliferation

"Fhe discussions on this subject so far have been

characterized by a detailed exchange between the USA and the USSR

over the draft treaties put forward by each side. In several
interventions, the USA Representative stressed that the Soviet
Union must approach the problem realistically, and tailer its
treaty language accordingly. He pointed out that it was easy:
enough to come up with blanket provisions which would bar
proliferation and much else berides. What was necessary, however,
was to write a treaty which recognized the realities of the present
world situation and came to grips with the rezal danger pesed by
proliferation. That was the risk that additional entities would

" be able to teke the decision to fire nuclear weapons. It was
‘because the USA recognized this as the central problem that their

ireaty contained specific provisions covering conirol and the veto
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by the existing nuclear powers. The Soviet treaty, on the other
hand, appeared to bar conmsultation within an alliance on matters
related to the common defence against nuclear weapons and also the
deployment by a nuclear power of nuclear weapons in the common
defence of the territory of a non-nuclear ally. The USSR. thus
seemed to be intreducing additional obstacles to agreement beyond

. alineily described as the main problem - that of
Mon of a NATO multilateral nuclear force.
- - At the same time, Mr. Foster -pointed. out that an -
additional obstacle was posed by the insistenee on the part of some
states that other measures should be organically linked to agreement
on a non-proliferation treaty.  Such measures could bve a
comprehensive nuclear test ban, the cui-off of preduction of
fissionable material for weapon purposes, and even measures of
nuclear disarmameni. The United States supported these as eventual
goals and indeed had put forward proposals to deal with them; ‘but
each of them was more complicated than a non-proliferation treaty,
‘since each would require inspection within the Soviet Union.
Accordingly, to tic agreement on them to agreement on a
non~proliferation treaty, or vice versa, simply postponed

indefinitely any hope of agreement on the latter - to the benefit
of no one,

"The Sovietl Representative has alse spoken several times
on nen-proliferation. Omn 23rd June, he alleged that the West was
employing delaying tactics in order to put off agreement on &
non-proliferation ftreaty. He also raised familiar charges about
the policies of the Federal Republic of Germany. On substance,

Mr. Roshchin discussed three aspects of the USA draft. On the
definition of control, he argued that the USA provision wag too
narrow in thait it restricted the concept 1o naticnal control and
thus in effect permitted proliferation through an alliance. He
further argued that there should be no need in & non-proliferation
treaty to include a provision for nuclear powers to retain a veto

- over the use of maclear weapons by non-nuclear states. To @0 so
implied that nuclear weapons would be transferred to non-nuclear
states and this amounted to proliferation. He asked what guarantee
there was that a non-puclear state, having once cobtained the
nuclear weapons, would not denounce the right of vete of the nuclear
state from which it had obtained the nuclear weapons. Finally,
Mr. Roshchin criticized the provision in the USA draft under which
& nuclear weapon state could give up all its nuclear weapons to an
association of nuclear and non-nuclear stotes. In Mr. Roshchin's
view, this clearly amounted to a licence for proliferation.
Moreover, because there was no such political association in sight,
there_Was no necessity for the provision and therefore it had

- been introduced -~ he claimed - merely 4o complicate the negotiations.
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"At the meeting on 28th June, Mr. Foster explained once
again the meaning and purpose of the USA treaty in regard to these
three points. He reiterated that fthe USA had no intention of
allowing control of its nuclear weapons to pass to any other state
or group of states. The Italian Represcentative argued that no
action should be taken which could inhibit the dairelepment of o =
Buropean federation, a goal of great interest %o his Govermnment.
But Mr. Roshchin 4id not appear moved by these explanations and at
last Thursday's meeting returned to the charge. He asked which
provisicns in the Soviet draft freaty barred consultations and. how
the West would amend or complement the Soviet draft on this point.
He also asked whether the consultations the USA had in mind
concerned the manufacture or use of nuclear weapons. Finally he asked
whether the USA draft treaty would allow a multilateral force and
concludzd that it wouwld. He stated categoricelly that whatever .
assurances the USSR received, it wowld reject a tresty which
permitited the transfer of nuclear weapons to non-nuclear states
with; as only guarantee, retention of the right of veto by a
nuclcar power "backed up by electro-magnetic locks™. The USSR
assumed the existence and the effectiveness of such locks today
but could not do so for tomorrow; nor could it base its security
on such devices.

®On 16th June, Lord Chalfont pointed out that negotiations
on non-preliferation involved not only NWATO and the Warsew Pact
but also the non-aligned non-nuclear states, Between the former
the major difference relsted t¢ the gunestion of nuclear arrange—
ments within alliances, and he felt it should be possible o reconcile
the wording of the two drafts on this point. As for the interests
of the nen-aligned, he suggested it would be easier to reach
agreement on questions like security guarantees and limitations of
nuclear armement, when the nuclear powers had resolved the
differences separating them. The UK; he said, would listen
sympathetically %o any proposals for improving the security of
non-nuclear states after the signature of the treaty.

"Mr. Cavalletti on 16th June reiterated his suggestion
that the Committee work out a document comparing the two draft
nen-dissemination treaties which could be forwarded to the XTIst
United Hations General Assombly. He also recalled the Italion
propoesal for a moratorium by non-nuclear states on the acquisition
of nuelear weapons. While Italy believed that a comprehenszive
non-proliferation agreement was the best solution, if no progress
were made during summer he might revert o his proposal later on.

“"The other members of the Warsaw Pact represented in the
Committee have taken the floor 1o support the Soviet proposals on
non-proliferation, with the exception of Fumania. They have taken
the position that the Kosygin proposal for a ban on use of nuclear
weapens by nuclear states against non-nuclear states would be a
gsuitable measure by the nuclear states to balance the undertakings
in the non-proliferation treaty by the non-nuclear states. They
have supported the Soviet view that other matters should not be
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linked to the signature of a non-precliferation treaty. The Soviet
Union has now suggested specific language to be included as a
separate article to deal with this point. It reads as follows: |
Wparties to the Treaty possessing nuclear weapons undertake not to
use nuclear weapons and not to threaten the use of such weapons
against states which do noi possess nuclear weapons and in whose
territory, territorial waters and air space there are no Toreign
nuclear weapons", ' ' :

*At yesterday's meeting, 1 suggested it was time the
Committee put 2n end to the sterile exchange of ecriticisms of each
other’s positions and got down to the business of working out
specific language for an agreed treaty. ZEven if we could not agree
on a complete text, we should at leasit have something to show to -
the XXIst UNGA. I accordingly circulanied a document containing &
tatular comparison of the two éraft treaties with the central
column left blank, hopelfully for the inertion of agreed language.
T also suggested that the Committee should now devote regular or
informal meetings once a week or once every two weeks to the
process of developing an agreed draft. An aslterpative would be for
the Co-Chairmen to hold regular meetings for the purpose of working
out mutuzlly acceptable language on points already substontially
agreed; they should of course keep the Committee informed of
progress.

"At the same time, I tock up a number of the points made
recontly by various communist representatives, in particular the
suggestion that the Soviet treaty was so well drafted that the West
had no criticism to make. I recalled the previocus Canadian criticism
that the Scviet draft is unclear and imprecise in many aspects,
contains certain unacceptable concepts and fails in several regards
tc meet the criteria established by U.N. Resclution 2028 (XX).

"Also at yesterday's meeting, Lord Chalfont made =
statement in which he attempted to carry further the process of
compnaring the two drafts. He pointed out that the best draft would
be that which adhered most closely to the principles of clarity,
conciseness and comprehensiveness. To this end, the West had
adepted the approach of stating wnequivecally, in outline form, the
meaning of non-proliferation as they understood it. The USSR had
adopted the approach of trying to deal in specific language in the
treaty with every conceivable situation or problem which might arise.
In conclusion, Lord Chalfont urged the Committee to proceed to an
unpolemical and serious attempt to agree on the meaning of
proliferation and to work cut an agreed treaty.

"The only non-aligned delegation to speask on non-
proliferation was the Mexican Representative who pointed out on
14th June that although the principles set out in United Nations
Gencral Assembly Resolution 2028 (XX) were very important, there
should be no question of sticking so rigidly to those principles
that agreement to a non-proliferation treaty by the nuclear powers
would be provented. '
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Nuclear Test Ban

"Judging by their interventions the non-aligned nations
appear at the moment to be interested mainly in this subject -
perhaps because they feel there is more chance of their making a
uscful contribution.to it. On 30th June, thoere wers two significant
interventions by non-aligned spokesmen -~ one by the Indian
Representative, Ambassador Trivedi and the other by
Ambaceador Gomez Robledo of Mexico. Both Representatives expressed
considerable interest in the Swedish concept of verification by
challenge which was outlined to the ENDC in itwo statements last
March and April. I believe the Council is familiar with this
proposal. Messrs. Trivedi and Robledo both alsoc expressed interest
in the possibility of another partial test ban treaty banning
underground nuclear tests above a specific threshold. The
Mexicon felt that the idea of a moratorium, which has often been
suggested in this context, need not necessarily be linked to a
threshold treaty - although he had no particuler objections to a
moratoriwn, The Indian Representative outlined a four point
program on which he felt agreement should be possible:

(a) suspension of 21l nuclear tests;

(b) a formal treaty bamning underground tests above a
" threchold of seismic megnitude of 4.75 or thereabouts,
including a withdrawel clause such as that suggested
by Sweden in the ENDC on 14th April (and already
reported to the Council);

{c) efforts to support the work of the Stockholm..
Conference on seismic data exchange; and

(d) increased scientific research to lower the seismic
thresheld above which 1% is possible to identify
all underground events. :

The Mexican Representative also referred to the question of on-site
inspection. He commented that he did not believe that an on-site
inspection would affect the security of the party ingpected; on

the other hand, he did not believe that doubtful underground events -
which were not very freguent - would weaken the military situatiom
of the great powers. He contended that the nuclear powers should
compromise and meet each other half way, each accepiing minimum
risks.

"The US Representative on 1l4th June reiterated his
Governmentts adherence to the goal of a comprehensive test ban
treaty. He invited comment on the technical considerations he hod
put forward before the recess and expressed interest in the
Stockholm seismic data exchange Conference, He said thet the
results from the Montana large apparture seismic array would be
freely available to all states. Mr. Foster pointed out that the
USSR could greatly assist efforts to achieve a comprehensive tect
ban by recognizing once again that notional control sysioms were
not sufficient to monitor such a ban.
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“nde the following meeting Liord Chalfont recalled the Western
position that adequate verification was essential to a comprebensive-
ban. Western scientific advice at present was that not all under-
ground tests could be identified positively by seismological mesns.
Nevertheless work could go forward on proposals such as those set’
out before the recess by Sweden, the UAR and Mexico. HReferring to
the Stockholm Conference on seismic exchange Lord Chalfont said
Her Majesty's Government was always willing to share its o
seismological kmowledge with other interested countries in thé hope
that this might bring them closer o a solution of the problems '
that arise in. the context of underground nuclear tests.

“The Italian Representative also referred to the Stockholm
meeting, suggesting that the Swedish Representative should share
the results of the Stockholm meeting with the ENDC. In his view a
comprehensive test ban might prove less difficult to achiewve than
other collateral measures.

“"The Soviet Union Representative has also reiterated their
point of view, namely that there exist at present fully adequate
meang to monitor a comprehensive ban without on-site inspections.
He claimed that any state which might contemplate a test would be
inhibited from testing by the serious likelihood of being ecaught.
He pointed out that the USA was prescntly engaged in a very active
underground testing program and suggcested this might explain their
insistence on on-site inspections.’ Yesterday, the Bulgarian
Representative expressed some interest in recent UAR and Swedish
suggestions but withheld detailed comment in the absence of formal
proposals. )

Dther Topics

#There has been little discussion of other topics so far
this session. The Mexican Representative on l14th June gave the
Committee an optimistic account of the conference held in May in
Mexico City on the demuclearization of Iatin America. He said that 90%
of the text of a treaty had been approved and suggested that the
"recidual difficulties”™ should be susceptible to resolution. Other
delcgates have welcomed the efforts toward denuclearization being
undertaken by the Latin American countries.: '

"In their opening statements, the representatives of the
USA and the USSR mentioned some of the other subjects they felt
worthy of further discussion. For the USA these included the freeze
on offensive and defensive strategic nuclear delivery vehicles, the
cut-olf of production of fissionable material for weapon purposes to
be accompanied by destruction of a quantity of nuclear weapons and
transfer of fissionable material to peaceful purposes under safeguards,
and the suggestion for regional agreements to limit conventional
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armements. The USSR has followed its usual defensive propaganda
line that there should be complete nuclear disarmzment, including
destruction of all stocks, prohibition of further production of
nuclear weapons and nuclear weapon delivery vehicles, and elimination
of foreign boses. '

_ 4t yesterday®s meeting, the Rumanian Representative first
reiterated support for a conference to prohibit the use of nuclear
weapons. Then, in what seemed an important statement, he turned to
the liquidation of military blocs, and said that in the Rumanian
view NATC and the Warsaw Pact werc-anachronistic. He suggested that
there was a growing tendency amongst states to base their security
on non-military measures. It was only by abolishing military blocs
that security in Burope would be ercated. Rumania was anxious to
have good relations with all states without regard to the type of
their régime. He quoted from a recent statemcnt by Party Secretary
Ceaucescu to the effect that it was imperative to create conditions
siich that the reunification of Germany would be the result of the
agreement of both statcs and peoples; until then one had to recognize
the reality of the existence of the two German states. Rumania was
interested in a peaceful solution of the German question; they
neturally did not wish to see Germany acquire nuclear Weapons.

Conelusion

“Dhe actual discussion by the USSR and its allies of
specific disarmement topics has been on the whole detailed and
concrete. To that extent, therefore, the atmosphere of the
discussions has been good. However, the Eastern Furopeon Represen-
tatives have scen fi% to denounce American policey in Vietnam in
very strong terms. This unfertunately dces not help the aimosphere
for negotiationsg.™

3. The CHAIRMAN noted that General Burns had covered four
main points: non-proliferation, a comprehensive test ban, the
confercnce on the denuclearisation of Iatin America and the
Rumanian proposal for the dissolution of the WATO and Warsaw Pact
blocs, This latter proposal was not a new one, and as was well
¥nown any such dissolution would simply be to the advantage of the
Tasgstern side.

4, He asked General Burns whether it was the casc that
Tord Chalfont, in commenting on the text of the Soviet draft nom-
proliferation treaty, had referred to a loophole which would allow
for the possibility of the Soviet Union giving nuclear weapons to
o none-nuclear country during the time-lag betwcen the signature of
the treaty and its ratification by governments.
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5e Ceheral BURWS confirmed. that Lord Chalfont had made this
comment, which was a technical legal objection to the Soviet draft.
The Soviet draft referred only o nations possessing nuclear weapons,
without specifying who these nations were or limiting them to the
present five nuclear powers. Thus, the list of nuclear countries
would be left open until after the treaty was ratified, and there
was the possibility that a non-nuclear country could receive nuclear
weapons in the interval. This difficulty could be avoided by
amending the Soviet text to limit the nuclear countries to the five
existing nuclear powerse. S .

6. The BRELGIAN BAPRESENTATIVE wished to assure Genersl Burns
that the Council did not consider the questions under discussion to
be esoteric, but on the contrary took a keen interest in them. As
regards the slow rate of progress, it was to be feared that the
discussions on non-proliferation might drag out as an interminable
exchange of views on the two . draft treaties. He therefore suppoerted
the recent Canadian initiative aimcd at getting out of this impasse.
He asked whether the presentation of the Canadian paper showing the
two draft treaties in comparative form had produced concrete results,
or was simply likely to prolong the previous discussion. He also
asked what had happened to the United Kingdom draft treaty, and
whether it might not provide a way of getting out of the difficulty.
He noted that it must be admitted that even in the Council there was
not agreement on the definition of non-proliferation.

7. General BURNS said that the object of the Canadian proposal
was to provoke a discussion on treaty language in those cases where
thé corresponding articles in the United States ond Soviet texts
were similar in concept, thus avoiding a discussion of matters on
which agreement had not been reached in the NATO Alliance. Instead
of arguing about the meaning of non-proliferation, which was
differently interpreted by the Eastern and Western sides, the object
was So aim at agrecment on the framework of a treaty in order that
whon the NATO Alliance had concluded its own arrangements, a treaty
could be drafted which would be accepitable to all,

Sa The BELGI/N REPRESENTATIVE noted that this left aside the
main d4ifficulty, which was the definition of proliferation. The
United States draft of Article 1 reconciled 21l the positions
expregsed in the Council on this subject. However, he suggested
that it was now time, in the light of the Ministerial discussions
in Zrussels on East/West relations, to have a discussion in the
Council on the subject of proliferation with a view to facilitating
the presentation of the Western position in Geneva..

9. On the subject of a test ban, he asked General Burns

whether in fact the Russians were carrying out many underground
maclear tests, and whether these were detected by the West,
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10. General BURNS said that a certain number of underground
tests in the Soviet Union had been reported, this number being much
smaller than the number of United 3tates tests officially announced
by the United States Government. As regords detection of the Sovied
underground tests, the Geneva Conference was not informed what
preportion of seismic events the United Kingdom and the United States
now considered they could identify satisfaetorily.

11. The BELGIAN REPRESENTATIVE, refcrring teo the comments by
the Rumanian and other delegations regarding the liquidation of
military blocs, and the situation in Vietnam, pointed out that these
questions were outside the competence of the Geneva Conference., He
asked whether it appeared that these speskers wished to extend the
competence of the Conference, or whebther they were sinmply taking
advantage of it as an existing forum.

12, General BURNS said that his own view was thot the periodic
denunciations by the Soviet Urnion and its allies of United States
action in Vietnam wes due to the fact that they felt that they were
under criticism by ot least Communist China, and perhaps Communist
parties elsewhere, for the rcason that they were negotiating with
the United States during the Vietnam conflict. He agreed that these
questions were outside the competence of the Geneva Conference, but
the argument of the Esstern delegations was that the Conference could
not ignore the general state of internmationel affairs.

13. In enswer to a guestion by the CHAIRWAW, who asked whether
he attached any special significance to the Rumanian proposal for
the dissolution of the TATO and Warsaw Pact blocs, Generzl BURKS
said that while the idea was a2 familiar one, it seemed that this was
the first time that the Rumanians had expressed i% in an Eest/West
group. He thought that they had simply taken advantage of the
Geneva Confercnce to put forward the ide=.

14. The DANISH REPRESENTATIVE supported the Belgian Represcn~
tative on the importance of a Council discussion on non-proliferatioen.
He thought that the Council should, at a date not toc far distant
in the future, renew its discussions of the summer of 1965, review
developments in the intervening year in the light of the Brussels
Ministerial meeting, and see what were the possibilities of
discussing the principles underlying a non-proliferation treaty.

He therefore thought that his Governmcont would be very much
interested in the proposal by the Belgian Representative. He notcd
that the fundamental principles were not being discussed either in
the Council or at Geneva, and that there was little hope of agreement
on & Treaty without such a discussiona
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15, The TURKISH REPRESENTATIVE seid that he. thought that
probably the Rumanians were sincere in wishing to see the Warsaw
Poct dismantled, since it was in the Rumanian interest to shake off
the Soviet yoke. However, he pointed out that the idea that the
Warsaw Pact and the WATO Alliance were comparable was a highly
dangerous one, since they had had entirely different origins and
justifications. If such a wrong idea were to be widely accepted by
public opinion, this might create a dangerous tendency to ask for the
dismantling of NATO in erder to securey or not to impede the
dismantling of the Warsaw Pact. The Western Allies should insist
on the raison d'&tre of WATO, which remained valid. Even if the .
Eastern bioc should wish o dismantle the Warsaw Pact, that would be
no reasen for the West to dismantle RATO,

16, The CHAIRMAN, gupyorting this v1ew, noted that governments
should bear in mind this presentational aspect of the problem.

17. The NORWEGILN REPRESENTATIVE drew attention 1¢ a private -
conference on the problem of non-proliferation recently held in
Canada, which had been attended by a mumber of parsonalities froem
NATO countries. He had not yet received a formal report of the
conference, but it seemed that there had been a discussion of
control of underground tests. Ln criicle in the "New York Times".
of 27th June repcrted that = proposal had been made for an experi-
mental suspension of uvnderground nucliear tests, asccompanied by a .
system of "verification by challenge®. He asked if his colleagues
had any information on this subject.

18, General BURNS said that he had been present at the
conference, along with Lord Chalfont, Mr. Adrian Fisher, Deputy
Director of the United States Disarmament Agency, and other person-
glities, The conference had been held under the auspices of the '
Cancdian Institute of Internmational Affairg, the Institute for
Straotegic Studies. of London, the Caornegie Endowment for International
Peace, and the American hAssembly of Columbia University. Those _
present had attended in their private capacity, and expressed their
private views only. The suggestion was made to try out the Swedish
protesal by an agreement among the nuclear powers to suspend their -
tests for a period of say one or two years, during which one might -
test whether the possibilities of detection by existing means were .-
adcqqate, subject to verification by challenge in the case of a
suspicious event. The representatlves from the United 3tates and
the Soviet Union had acquiesced in this suggestion, which had been
included in the final report by the conference. He thought that
there might be a reference 10 it in future at Geneva.
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15, The NETHERLANDS REPRESENTATIVE said that he concluded
from Generzl Burns'! description of the Russian interpretation of
proliferation that the Russians were objecting even to consultation
with non-nuclear powers on the use of nuclear weapons,; and that in
fact what they opposed was the proliferation not of nuclear weapons,
but of thinking among Allies on the subject. It looked as if there
might be a semantic debete with the Soviets shezd, similar to that
which had already teken place on words such as "democracy". The
Allies must beware of allowing any discussion to take place on the
essentinls of NATO's cohesion as an Alliance, which included the
right to consult on, cnd make available for the common defence,
all weapons including nuclear weapons.

20, It might be uscful, once the Russians were more specific
on the subject, for the Council alsc to discuss non-proiiferation,
but it was not possible 10 make progress at the expense of
compromising on the philosophy of the Alliance. Once the Russians
produccd more concrete ideas, the Allies should try to do the same
in order that the Western Delegation ot Geneva should feel thet they
were supported by the Alliance as a whole, but this must not 1n.any
way weaken the cohe51on of the Alliance.

2l. General BURNS said that the right of non-nuclezr powers
0 muclear consulitation and to having nuclear weapons stationed on
their territory had been raised by the Western Delegates in Geneva
as & criticism of the Soviet draft. This draft would prevent
consultation, and was therefore both inadmissible and unenforcecble,
gince consultation was the essence of an fLlliance. 7The draft also
geemed to prohibit existing bilateral arrangements regarding
tactical atomic weapons, This would be entirely unacceptable, since
it would in fact be a measure of disarmoament without prior
negotiations.

22. The BELGIAN REPRESENTATIVE thought that the comments by
the Netherlands Represcntotive were in faet a beginning of o
discussion in the Council on non-proliferation, and that they showed
how necessary such o discussion was. He thought that it was high
time that the Council reached 2 sufficiently precise definition of
whot it meant by non-preliferation, in erder i¢ reinforce the
Western position at Geneva. He recalled that at an earlier meeting
of the Council the Netherlands Representative had read his
Government®s definition of preliferation. He, the Belgian
Representative, said that he would take this as a point of departure
for a Council discussion.

23, The GERMAN REPRESENTATIVE noted that the conference to
which the Norwegian Representative had referred, while non-
governmental, had been atiended by a number of disarmament officicls
and spm01allsts from 25 countries. He suggested that it might be
uscful for the Committee of Political Advisers to have an exchange
of information on this conference in the near future, and asked
whether the Canadian Delegation might help in providing & report
on the conference.
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24.. The DANISH REPRESENTATIVE, replying t¢ the comments by
the Netherlands Representative, said that he was not optimistic
about the results of any discussion in the Council on non- .
proliferation, but thought that his comments and those of the
Netheriands Representative were two sides of the same coin, and
should be borne in mind by the Council,

25. The UNITED KINGDOM REPRESENTATIVE, noting that Mr. Roshchin
had- chollenged the Western Delegationg to¢ say where, in the Soviet
draft, consultation on nuclear questions was prohlblted, asked
what was the answer to this challenge..

26. Generzl BURNS said that Artlcle 1 of the Soviet draft
ineluded a prov151on to the effect that non-nuclear powers should
not participate in the control of nuclear weapons. The Western
Delegations thought that this meant that non-nuclear powers should
have no voice ‘in determining policy or strategy in the use of
muclear weapons by an Alliance. However, Mr. Roshchin's challenge
might have been rhetorical to a certain extent, and there were
certain signs, including the statement by the Polish Representative,
that so far none of the arrangements made in NATO went beycnd what
the Bastern powers would consider as proliferation.

27. The NETHERLANDS REPRESENTATIVE, replying to the Danish
Representative, agreed with his comment that there were twe sides
of the same coin to be borme in mind., He recalled that he had '
circulated some months ago the sitatement he had made on non-
nroliferation, on which he would welcome discussion. He would be
glad to make this statement available again as a starting point for
dlSCHSSlOﬂ by the Council.

28. The ITALIAN REPRESENTATIVE asked firstly, whether the
apperent Soviet objection to what they called nuclear proliferation
in the WATO Alliance had been supporied by the other Warsaw Pact
member couniries, in particular Rumania. Secondly, he asked whether
the Rumanian proposal for the abolition of military bloecs and the
basing of security on non-military measures had been supported by
the Soviet Union.

. 29. General BURKS3, replying to the first questlon, said that
as he had already indicated above in reply to the United Kingdom
Revresentative, the hard line on proliferation in NATG which had
bocn adopted particularly on the occasion of the visit by
Mr. Stewart and Lord Chalfont to Moscow, did not seem to be
followed strictly in Geneva. In general, the Bastern Delegations
supported the Russien draft. On the second peint, he said that
there was no support for the Rumanian proposal, judging from the
facial expressions of the Soviet and Czechoslovak Representatives
whon the Rumanian Representative spoke, although no official
ccrments were made on that oceasion.,
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30, The UNITED XINGDOM REPRESENTATIVE asked how effective
Mr. Roshchin appeared as the new Soviet Delegate, particularly
vis-3-vis the non-aligned countries; alsc how effectively he put
across the guarantee proposal by Mr. Kosygin.

31. General BURNS said that the impression of the Western
Delegetions was that Mr. Roshehin was prepared to negotiate the
various subjects in a more objective and businesslike way thon
Mr. Tsarapkin. The Kosygin proposal had been accepted by Nigeria,
(it hed originally been based on a Nigerian proposal), India,
Mexico, and Sweden. No non-aligned country had objected o it.

32. Replying to the comments by the German Representative, he
said that the conference in Canada had been aitcnded by
personalities from the Federal Republic, including
Mr., Schnippenkoetter, and that those attending would receive a
final rcport summarising the ideas discusscd. He thought it would
be useful for the Comuittee of Political Advisers to exchange views
on this subject. He suggested that dclegations who so desired
should opply to the fLmerican Assembly of Columbia University for
coplies of the final report.

33. As regard the future work of the Geneva Conference, it
was hoped to continue work on the less contentious clauses of a
non-proliferation treaty, but a final zgreement would depend on a
Coumncil discussicn, as suggesied by the Belgian Representative. It
was possible that the nuclesr powers might discuss further an
underground test hon, perhaps on the lines of the Toronto Conference.

34. It was possible that some progress might be made before
the recess at the end of August, though he doubted if any
agreement could be reached on either of these subjects before the
recesss LT on the other hand, i1t seemed that negotiations were
fruitful, they might continue beyond the end of fLugust.

35. The CHAIRMAN, summing up, noted that this had been a
very useful discussiocn. The Belgian Representative had suggestcd
that the Council should resume its discussion of the meaning of
non=nroliferation. He, the Chairmen, thought that in discussing
the opportunity of such & discussion the Council should take account
of the position of the Pour Western Powers in Geneva. He suggestoed
accordingly that the Four Powers should reflect on this subdject znd
inform the Council of their views, and that the Counecil might then
relate its discussions of non-proliferation with its planned
discussion of East/West relations. While the subject of non-
proliferation might be raised in the Council in August, especially
if the Four Powers had suggesticons to make, it might be appropricite
to invite the Committee of Political Adviscrs to examine the
question when they met with Disarmament Experts from 13th fo
16th Spetember, although this might be considered too late.
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36. He noted that it was agreed that the Committee of
Political Advisers showuld have an exchange of views on the results
of the Toronto Conference., In this comnection it would be helpful
if the text of the final report could be made available $o the :
Secretariat. The Folitical Advisers Committee might report to
the Council early in September.

37. The COUNCII:

took note of the statements made.

OTAN/NATO,
Paris, (16e).
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