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MEMORANDUM FOR TiE SECRETARY OF STATE
SUBJECT: Possible Steps in Negotiating ¢ NonwProliferation Treaty 0

As a result of the private discusslous that took place at
the recently recessed session of the INDC, I believe that
there ie a possibility that we will be zble to negotiate a
non=-proliferation treaty with the Sovi.et Union which doas not
ban consultative arrangements within 1[ATO and which does not
embarrass our present bilateral arrangements. I am traas=
mitting as an amnex to this memoranduny, the type of agreement

. I think nught ‘be negotiated.

On the bzsis of the discucesions 'ihich we have had so far,
I do not belleve that it will be possible tc negotiate a treaty
which does not deal at all with the qiestion of traasfer of
nuclear weapons to groups of states. I think, in order to
obtain a treaty, we would have to prohibit the transfer of
nuclear wesapons to a non-nuclear wzapoin state either directly
or indirectly through a group of statzs. I think, however,
we might be able to megotiate a treaty which does not foreclose
any option which we could realistically expect to exercise.

If it is decided to move in this direction, the first
step to be taken is to advise Chancellor Erhard of the options
we can now recal¥istically hold open. I would recommend a
letter from the Presidzant to the Charcellor indicating that a
NATO force involving mixed owvnarship of nuclear weapons supplied

GROUP 1
Excluded from automatic
dowvmgrading and
declassification

Copy LBJ Library
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by the U.S., does not appear to be feasible, and that a European ' ... -
nuclear force seems only likely to coma into existence in the sl
contestt of true political federation involving one of tha” et AR
existing nuclear powers. He could be advised that we now feel

it no longer adviseble to hold cpaen what has become unrealistic :
options at the expense of a noan-prolifaration agreement aund P
the consequent lessening of tcasions which would follow from bE L
such an agrecment. Our fallure to obtain an agreement for this :
reason will subject both of our countries to increasing criticism,-

particularly at the coming CGeneral Assambly. 5

l.. it
LY .

Onice this had Gasn accomplished the United States would, .7
be in a position to undertake serious negotiations with the LR
Soviet Union, eithex on the basis of discussions between you e
and Foreign Minister Cromyko or on the basis of a letter from .
. the President to the Chailmman of the Council of Ministexs of
- .the U,S.S.R. In these discussions the U.S. could indicate that
- we are not contemplating the creation of any foxce within NATO
~which involves joint ownership of nuclear weapons. The United ;..
+/ States could nake it quite clear that we do not intend to give '\’
. up our present bilateral arrangements within NATO or in any YL
/" way to restxict the legiltimate right of comsultation within an - °
alliance. This would put it squaraly up to the Soviet Unlom
" whether they ara really interested in a non-proliferation  — *
e S A0E B R 48/ William Cs Foster :
[ A b e Director

William C. Fostex

Attachment: SRl e

" As stated o R
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UNITED STATES MISSION TO THE UNITED NATIONS

Memorandum of Conversabtion

-

SUBJECT: Non~Proliferation September 27, 1966
I.?AHTIGIPArTS: USSR, s United States
Ambassador Roshchin Ambassador Foster
Mr. L. Mendelevich Mr. G. Bunn
Mr. Timerbayev Mr. S. De Palma
Mr. Antiasov Mr. L. Meeker

Mr., C. Muromcew (Interpreter

COPIES TO: S .
U DECLASSIFIED
M E.O. 12356, Sec. 3.4
S/ATL, ' Nij.A43-19
: _ ~ACDA = Mr. Foster ByCb ., NARA, Dape!a3%
. L. - Mr, Meeker

Ambassador Foster opened the meeting by referring to the *
pleasant and profitable dinner last Saturday, September 24, and
to the statements made there., Secretary Rusk was presently in
Washinglon and would probably soon meet with his Soviet col-
league., The question now was how to begin the work,

Arbassador Roshchin replied that the basic position was
clearly stated at dinner and he now exoected a U.S. response
to Minister Gromyko's views.

Amb. Foster felt that alternatives one and three met
Minister Gromyko's views on the issue of direct or indirect
transfer through military alliances and groups of states, and
also on the question of control. The U.S. side was puzzled
wny the above failed to meet the problem demonstrated by Mr.
CGromyko using tea cups and ashtray. -

GP-1 Excluded from automatic dowmgrading and declassification

Copy LBJ Library
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- Amb. Roshchin replied by quoting Minister Martin's
(Canada) statement to the General Assembly made on September
23 on non~proliferation and control (APV-1413, pp. U43-45).

He felt that the Canadian definition was closer to Soviet vieuws
than the U.S. position. The problem was how to prevent the
transfers of nuclear veapons and explosives directly or
indirectly by nuclear states to military alliances or groups

of states. A formula should be found to settle this issue.

“He referred to the Soviet suggestion, alternative two discussed

on Saturday., (TAB A)

Amb, Foster recalled that this problem had been mentioned
during the talks last Saturday when the desire was expressed
to find the "heart of the matter,"

The Soviet side then asked for a definition of the word
"¢ransfer." Amb. Foster replied that he had already discussed
the interpretation of our atomic energy act as precluding the
transfer of control and ownership of our nucktear arms,

Amb. Roshchin felt that the U.S. formulation did not
reflect the ideas expressed by Gromyko on Saturday night.
Althougn under the U.S. formulatlion nuclear arms and explosives
could not be transferred directly or indirectly through an
alliance fo a non-nuclear country, they could be transferred
fo an alliance, thereby making members co-owners, co-participants
and co-administrators of such weapons. Hinister Gromyko's

. 8tatement, on the other hand, would prevent such collective

control, . :

Anmb. Foster explained at length that the U.S. cannot
transfer the control of nuclear arms to anybody, eifher
individually or collectively bccausg of U.S5. laws.

Amb. Roshchin argued that although individual transfer
may be prohipnited, a transfer to military alliances was still
possible and allowed collective ownership, use and responsi-
bility leading to proliferation. :

Amb, Foster replied that no transfer can take place, and
even in the case of wer only the President could decide to usz
U.S. nuclear arms. The best proof of non-transfer was the U,S.

- record of past 20 years during which no nuclear arms were

transferred to NATO or France., Only the UK had qualified
because of joint develoopment wvork.

—SESHEH=ENDIS
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Amb., Roshchin stated that it was not a qQuestion of past
history, philosopny or the current state of affairs but only
2 qQuestion of finding a formula to prevent proliferation. He
continued to argue that the U.S. formula permitted pro-
liferation, ? ;

Amb, Foster emphatically disagreed and pointed out that
transfer was forbidden by U.S. legislation.

In reply Amb. Roshchin suggested incorporating such a
stabemenu in the formula. Amb, Foster thcn suggested the
wording "not to transfer to any recipient", which appeared in
the third alternative dTSCUbde on Saturday. (TAB B) The
Soviet side rejected it as too vague and not enough. Amb,
Foster went on- to say that according to his imp”ESbiOH gained
on Saturday, the Soviet side was directinw its efforts aﬂaxnst
the FRG. .

Amb. Roshchin admitted that this was S50, politically, EL
not juridically, : '

Amb, Foster replied that such a political approach was
impossible, Mr. lMendelevich remarxed that the understanding
of the issue was the same but the formulation was different.

Amb; Foster said he had the impression both sides under-
stood the matter in the same way, but the Soviets seemed fto

- be looking for a treaty which would embody a flamboyant and

explicit anti-IFRG formulation. This was politically impossible
and wholly unrezlistic since it was necessary to secure the
FRG's adherence to the treaty if we are to succeed in our
mutual aim.

Amb. Foster offered a revised formulation, someof the
language of which came from Gromyko's discussion of Saturday
night. (TAB C)

The Soviet side insisted that the new language pronibitlng
transfer "by virtue of nombershlo was no different than pro-
hibiting transfer "through". Amb. Foster then suggested
including the words "“hrouﬂh or Dby virtue of ..." to make

¢lear that "by virtue of" included something more than "througnh".

-BECREF-EXDIS
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The Soviet side failed to appreciate this difference.

Amb, Roshchin did not see how the U.S. formulawauld prevent
transfer to NATO and kept arguing that nuclear arms transferred
to NATO. would make the FRG co-ovner and co-administrator of
nuclear arms. The Soviel side, he explalned, was concerned
that collective ownership would lead to proliferation.

Amb, Foster presented several examples showing why the
U.S. proposal would not lead to proliferation of any kind, but
the Soviel side remained unmoved. In response to Amb, Roshchin's
question about the mezning of the word "transfer", Amb, Foster
sald that in our atomic energy legislation it precluded trans-
fer of the physical object, of ownership or physical control.

Mr, Meeker summarized the three points which the Soviets
_Saw a8 leading to proliferation: '

{1} direct transfer to a state;

2) indirect transfer to a state through a
military alliance or group of states; and

(3) transfer to an alliance or group of states.

~ Mr. Meeker and Amb, Foster said all three would be pre-
cluded by the formulation which we had put forward today.
Amb,. Foster explained that under U.S. legislation this was
precluded. Top Administration spokesmen had said we had no .
. intention of seeking an amendment to this legislation. Amb,
Roshehin aslked how they could be sure and Mendelevich said
domestic legislation could be changed unilaterally,

Mr, Meecker suggested a text prohibiting indirect transfer
by incorporating the words "in its capacity as a member of &
military alliance or group oi states". The Soviet reaction
was that this was the same as "through" or "by virtue of",

Amb. Roshchin asked the U.S. delegation to try to find a
mubually acceptable formula and quoted President's speech of
July 5, and felt that in the light of Min. Gromyko's speech
both sides thought alike. He said their main preoccupation
is to prevent not just proliferation through or by virtue of
membership in an alliance or group of states (in which the
alliance or group would serve as agent for dissemination)

SEOREY-EXDIS
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but also to the alliance or group of states (as a result of
which participants would be able to participate collectively
in the ownership, control and use of nuclear weapons). He

stressed that the main Soviet preoccupation now was to prevent
this collective form of disseminztion.

Amb. Foster repeated that the President had instructed
his negotiators to find a solution and stressed that the
problem was that of controlling the spread of nuclear arms

to Germany, India, Japan, ete. He also hoped to be able to

transmit to the Secretary of State a new proposal, and called
on the Soviet side not to try to break up the NATO alliance.

The U.S. a2nd the Soviet sides promised to think some

more about their respective positions and agreed to meet in
the near future.

: On leaving the meeting, Timerbayev said to Mr. Bunn
"Iry individually or collectively."

SEGRET-FXDIS
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TAB A

September 24, 1966

Alternative 2

ARTICLE I

 Each nuclear-weapon State Party to this Treaty‘
undertakes not.to transfer nuclear veapons or other nuclear
explosives or control over such weapons or explosives
directly, or indirectly, to any non-nuclear-weapon State,
military alliance, or group of states; and not to assist,
encourage, or induce any non-nuclear-weapon Stacte to
manufacture or otherwise acquire nuclear weapons or other
nuqlear explosives, or control over such weapons or

explosives.

DECLASSIFIED _
AuthorityS717E u-12-7s/4cdA 8-¢-2€

By RC  NARS; Date_3-8-77_
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TAB B

September 24, 1966

Alternative 3

ARTICIE I

Each nuciearﬂweapon Staﬁe Party to this Treéty under-
takes not to transfer to any recipient whatsoever nuclear
weapons or other nuclear explosives or control over such
weapons or explosives directly, or indirectly through a
military_alliance or group of states; and not to assist,
encourage, or induce any non—nuclear-weaponIState to
manufacturé or otherwise acquire nuclear weapons or other

nuclear explosives, or control over such weapons or

explosives.,

- DECLASSIFIED
Authority STAIE y7- 25 fADL XL 76

T
By 2 C _, NARS, Date 3-622_
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@ - - | . | TAB C

September 26, 1966

ARTICLE I

Each nuclear-weapon State Par:ty to this Treaty under-
takes not to transfer nuclear weapons or other nuclear
explosives or control over such weapons or explosives O
any non-nuclear-weapon State directly, or indirectly by
virtue of its membership in a military alliance or group
of States; and not to aésist, encourage, or induce any

. non-nuclear-weapon State to manufacture or otherwise acguire
nuclear weapons or other nuclear explosives, or control over

such weapons or explosives.

DECLASSIFIED
Authority (AL E ‘17‘7/-‘/4({)4 2¢7¢
By_2C __, NARS,Date 3-8-22_
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September 30, 19566

MEMORARDUM FOR IR, BILL MOYERS

Subjects Working Croup Langusge for the Nene
Proliforation Tec aty: Relationabip

t:o Existing end Possible Allfed
Ruclear Arrangemonts,

-

-

In secordenca with your convorgation vith
Mr, Macker this afternoon, I am ctteching lenguege —
produced by the U.3, = Soviet working group for
considerstion by their Principals., As you will
gee, J i trencmitting it in a semoronduvm enalysing
its contants.

Adrian 8. Flsher

encl,

GEERRT « TENYIS GROUP 1. Execluded

3
from gutcmntic
L3

dowsiprading end
declessificetion.
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September 30, 1966

WORKING GROUP LANCUAGE FOR

THE NON-PROLIFERATION TREAYY: RELATION-

SHIP TO EXISTING AND.POSSIBLE ALLIED

b
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Septembexr 30, 1966

Working Groupn Language for the
Non-Proliferation Treaty: Relationship
to Existing and Possible Allied Nuclear
Arrangements.

A.U;S.‘— Soviet working group has been meeting in
New York in an attempt to produce compromise language for
a non—prolifération treaty that both sides can live with.
The group has produced for consideration by thelr Principals
draft language for the key operative clauses of a non-
proliferation treaty. They are as follows:

“ARTICLE I
"Each nuclear-weapon State Party to this

Treaty undertakes not to transfer nuclear weapons
or other nuclear explosives or control over such
weapons or explosives to a2 non-nuclear-weapon State
directly or indirectly; either individually or col-
lectively with other members of a military alliance
or group of States, and not in any way to assist,
encourage, or induce any non-nuclear-weapon State
to manufacture or otherwise acquire nuclear weapons
or other nueclear explosives or control over such
weapons or explosives.,

YARTICLE IIX
"Each non-nuclear-weapon State Party to this

Treaty undertakes not to receive nuclear weapons or
other nuclear explosives or control over such weapons
or explosives from any nuclear-weapon State directly
or indirectly, either individually or collectively
with other members of a military alliance or group of
States; not to manufacture or otherwise acquire nuclear
weapons or other nuclear explosives or control over such
weapons or explosives; and not to seek or receive any
assistance in their manufacture."

SEERET -~ EXDIS

Copy LBJ Library
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Since Article 11 is largely the "mirror image' of

Artlcle I, this memorandum wiil focus iLs ana1y31s on

Artlcle 2 SLrippcd of words not relevant to the present

"”udlchSSlOn the worklng group language for this Article
'4t.states an undertaking not tc transfer nuolear weapons

e .or control over Such Weapons. .‘.to a non-nuclear—

S or group of States .'T o e

N
e

weapon State difectly or 1ndirectly, either indiV1dua11y

. or collectlve]y w1th othcr members of a mllltary all:ance

1

Y

So far as the U S. ié concerned, the restrictions

__;nearly coextensive uith present Us Se nuclea1 pollcy

:.of thls worklng group draft whichlplaces the emphasis-

son transfe; of weapons oxr control over them, w0u1d be very

* embodled in the Atomxc Enercy Act and amen(ments, as these

have been 1nterpreted and applied in practlce. In con=-’

7.

s :‘

']hing, 31mllar to those under whlch Lhe U S

by virLue of donﬁstic ]aw. %

: S'E‘ﬂﬁ*“f - EXDIS

- 18 -

'sequence, the 1estrict10ns that the wolklna group tlcaty

v 1anguage vculd place on U, S optionw are generally speal-

‘is now operating
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Existinz Bilatexal Devlovment Arrangements

As.indicated earlier, the working group languagé
prohibits the transfer of nuclear weapons or control over
them in a ﬁay that parallels the U. S. Atomic Eneray Act.

We have structured our bilateral arrangements with NATO
coumtries in a way to make them consistent with this Act.
For that reason bilateral arrangements consistent with
the Atomiec Energy Act would be unaffected by the proposed
treaty language.

e genesral 0ut111°3 of many of our existing bilateral
nuclear arrangements have been made public, and the Soviets
have indicated their awareness of them. They have not been 3
the subject of any detailed discussion with the Soviét Union,
although U. S, negotiators have ﬁade it quite clea: th%t

they would not agree to treaty language which would recuire

-

a change in those arrangements.’ This, and the Soviects!

dropping of lenguage plomlbltlnﬂ "access" to nucleax

cur existing deployuent arrangements.,

gy : o E:I\'.D T S

Copy LBJ Library
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Under these bilateral arrangements, U, S. nuclear
weapons available for use by allied forces assigned to
NATO ié the event of hostilities could, of course, be
transferred to those forces in that event. This would
be justified under the Atomic Energy Act on the ground
that, when war broke out, the President could exercise
his power, as Commander-in-Chief, without regard to the
ban on transfer contained in the Act. A similar
interpretation would make a non-proliferation treaty
inapplicable also. |

The purpose of such a treaty; as the preamble could
be expected to express it, woﬁld be to prevent the spread
of nuclear weapons and, by this measure among others, to
avoid the outbreak of nuclear war anywhere in the world.
Thus the treaty has its application in time end in a
situation when no nuclear conflict has broken out and
when it continues to be possible to.prevent such conflict.
Oance general hostilities imvolving nuclear weapons have
occurred, how;ver, the point of prevention has been
passed, and the purposs of tﬂe treaty can no longer ba
gerved, In such circumstances the treaty would not apply,

SEGRET - EXDIS
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and & nuclear power would be free to transfer nuclear

wecpons to an}ally for use in the conflict.

Thi;_line of reasoning has been discussed with the
Soviets who appear to understand it. Moreover,
even if one were to suppose that a non-proliferation treaty
pexrsicted as a matter of law in a situation of nuclear

of intemrmational legal obligation would have little if any

bearing and relevance at such a time. Indeed, possible
. charges of treaty violation would be without practical

Alliad consultations on possible use of nuclear weanons

The working group's language does not bear on the

ok
|='e

ecision-mekinz process by which governments might decide
to engaze in hostilities with‘nuclear weapons, Such
de}iberaticn -~ by one govermment, two, or a number of
governments -~ does not involve any transfer of weapons
i r control over them to anyone. This kind of deliberatiom,
including consultations among governments, may lead to a
situation in which the treaty would cease to apply, But

T

t coes not entail treasfer of nuclear weapous.

$e

SEERET ~ EXDIS

Copy LBJ Library

-21-



77

SEGRET - EXDIS

& Ba
Deliberations, including inter-governmental
consultations, on whether to engage in muclear conflict
&re, of course, separate from arranéements that govern-
Iments may'ma:é in advance regarding possible use of

nuclear weapons.

The fact that the treaty applies only if there is

)

transfer of nuclezr wezpons or of control over them
mekes the treaty inepplicaeble to consultative and planning
rrangements of the type contemplated within NATO (Nuclear
o s Fs
Defense Affairs Conmittee and its subsidiary Nuclear
Plarming Group). As stated in the September 27th
communigue of President Johmson and Chancellor Erhard,

the proposad

- -

"permanent nuclear planning

’
p,

commictee" will be to "broaden and deepen the areas of

nuclezr consultation” and to "bring the allies mozxe

o

timately into planning for nuclear defense'. This

nvolve anythinzg that can be described zs a
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transfer of nuclear we2apons or control over theam. Thus,

consistent with the thesis, accepted by the Soviets, that

b )

what is not covered by the treaty is not prohibited, the
d nittee errangements would not be prohibited.

-
Logcudl COmnREE
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Assicnment of Polaris Submarines to NATO

A particﬁlar case that must be considered is the
assisnment to NATO of U. S. Polarls submarines with U. S
nuclear weapons. £ such an assignment were made in the
' same way that U. S. Polaris submarines are now assigned
to NATO, it would clearly not violate the working group's

i~

draft prohibition on transferring nuclear weapons or

(=)
control over them.

To assign Polaris submarines with U. S. nuclear

weapons irrevccably to NATO would violate the Atomic

Energy Act prohibition on "transfer? of U. S. nuclear
weapons because they could no longer be withdrawn and .
uced ze the President dlrecbed without obtaining NATO's
consent, (See'memorandum of the Legal Adviser dated.
December 17, 19585). Probably, therefore, such an
irrevoceble assigament to NATO would also violate the
working group language.
Given a revocable assigament, however, the working
groun lanzuage would not prohibit existing arrangements

. AR

vnder waich Polaris submarines are now assigned to NATO.

- - - a2

soresvar, consultations with respect to possible use of

T s > : 7
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these submarines In defense of NATO would be possible in
the proposed Nuclear Planning Group and its parent
committee. Agreement would be permissible that these
weapons were to be used only with the consent of members
of NATO (including the U. S.), that consent being obtained
pursuant to the procedures established generally for nuclear

weapcons assigned to RATO. Indeed, if the proposed permaunent
Nuclear Plamming Group and its parent committee become the

reguler mezchenisa for obtaining that consent, no reason

newly-assizgned submarines, provided, of course, the existing
- -
recuirenent of unanimity is not changed.

However, problems of compatibility with the treaty,
and of possible charges by the U.S.S.R. that the treaty
had been violated, would be raised if the arrangements

2 -

arding the assigned submarines appeared to vest control

over nuclear weapons in an international group. For

Copy LBJ Library
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decision over firing the weapons (even subject

to U,8, veto), the arrangement would seem to involve a

transfer in viclation of the Atomic Energy Act and the
treaty language.

Co-Cwnexship of Nuclear Vespons

Like the Atomic Eanergy Act, the working group language
would prohibit cwnership of nuclear weapons by a group in
which & mon-~nuclear-wespon State partieipated. (An exception

for a new, federated European state is discussed below.) The

draft would thus preclude a Nh;tlla eral Force in the form

A mors cifficult case would be presented 1f a force wezre
to be dzveloped in which there was collective ownership of the
lalivery systems with U.S.-swned warheads subject to command,
control and custodial arrangements similar to those now in

effect uvnder the bilateral arrangements within NATO. Such an

rrangenent would not involve transfer of nuclear weapons or

- - PO oy O

hem, and the working group. language would not

control over t
Oa the other hand, the Soviets would probably regard
the creztion of a new nuclear force with collectively-ownad

co_SVary systems to which U.S. nuclear warheads were

SORTT -~ EXDIS Copy LBJ Library
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attached as contrary to the purposes of the treaty and

a cause for withdrawal. In these circumstances, argu-
ments by the United States that this was no different
from our existing bilaterallarrangemgnts might well be
not only unavailing but counterproductive in stimulating
a Soviet attack on those bilateral arrangements.

The Eurovean Option

Since the time when the MLF was under active considera-
tion, some of the Europeans have expressed interest inla'
"European clause" which would envision an eventually
integrated Europe having its own nuclear force, free of U, §,
veto. The language for Article I déveloped in the working
group discussions clearl& preserves the "Europeen option"
in the event of the formation of a federated European
state including one or more entities that had been nuélaa;-‘
weeapon States. The new State would have succeeded to the
status of "nuclear-weapon State' formerly held by one or
more of its component parts. Thus, under the non-
proliferation treaty, no nuclear weapons would have been

transferred to a non-nuclear-weapon State; instead, the

Copy LBJ Library
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federated European State would be z nuclear-weapon State
by succession to one or more ofits component parts.

The suggestion has been advanced that the "European

T-1'”
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e
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should be held open for a supra-national European

the field of defense that left the individual
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ope ~- including such nueclear-weapon States
as the UK and France -- still in existenca. f the States
of Burcope were. to combine &ll of their militery establish-
ments into a common ceFense force -~ with a unitary agency
for cetermining policy and the great questions of war end
peace for the community =-- it would seem unrealistic and
a2 contradiction in texms to sﬁppose that the individual
ccraponants of the commumity could survive and continue
their existence as iIndependent national States. The creation
of an zll~Eurcpaen defense community, to the exclusion of
independent national military establishments, would

.

necesserily imply the creation of an entity that would

nternational affairs. By definition
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e

.t would be unitary in the fields of defense and foreign

poliicy, and the community rather than its component parts
would e the State in International law and relatioms.

SSEGRET ~ EXDIS
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If, on the other hand, the States of Europe were
2 2

to create a partizl defense community, while each retained

its nationel military establishment, no federated European
State would have come into being, and the community could
not be considersd to have succeeded to the status of a

nuclear-wespon-State held by one or more members of the

conmunity. The community would be an additional rather

P T S

than a successor entity. Tremsfers of nuclear weapons

. to the community would be prohibited by Article I of the

workine eroup draft since no succession could be szid to

- O L

taeke place. Moreover, the separate authority of such a

»

commnity ovar nuclear weapons could increase the number

P —

of entities with ebility to fire them, and thus create a

f clear case of nroliferation.
Wationai! Comtrol
- - ) -
i Tne suggestion has been advanced that the qualifier

Ymeticnzl" should be inserted before the word “eontrol" in

tha mon-prolifaraticn treaty, so as to leave open the

: 3

possibility of transferring nuclear weapons into the control

T hem et e g mem s
04 2 U O s St e e - 2l

entity such as a military zlliance or

o, - 4 .
R e T e e e~ T

gtihar fniermstionzl o

Fizst, it should be noted that ix tine the wor
s, it s d i that inserting the hO-%memmew
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“in Article I would mot achieve this objective. The fixst
sentence of Article I binds a nuclear-weapon State Pafty
not to transfer nuclear weapone or control over such
Wweapons to-a non—nwclear—weépon State. To insert the

jective "mational" would only specify the kind of control

ad

Lds

that a nuclear-weapon State is bound not to give up; that is
the kind of contrcl that a nuclear-weapon-State has. Insertion

of the adjective here would not necessarily determine the kind

of control prohibited to a tramsferee State, .
. m - &= 2 e ol - 1= = - J.l - f == £
fo imsexrt the aajective in the context of recelipt of

niuclaar wzanons in Articliz IT would at most introduce internzl
inconsistency. The working group treaty language prohibits

-

ontrol over nuclear weapouns by a non-nuclear-
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0
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weason State "either individually or collectively with other
mexbers of a military alliance or group of States". To speak
of "metional' control in this context would imply a confusion
ective had the effect intended for it,

If the leénzuage of Articles I and II were re-cast so

nat only national contxol by a transferee

is bzaned ~- and not international control by an organization

o S e e Ly B e em mw A — e - - . ‘ - p—, RSN
. of which on2 ofr nore non~nuclear-waapon States were members -~

it would be necessary to delete the phrase begimming

TS T T
i

- EXDI
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"individually or collectively', However, this would
eliminate the only language that the Soviets consgider

deals with one of the principal situations they want

the treaty to cover =-- transfer to the collectivity of

an alliance or group of States.‘ This issue has begn an
obstacle to a treaty from the time the negotiations began,
Without languagé to express the idea that collective con-
trol -~ shared by a non-nuclear-weapon State with other
étates -~ is prohibited, no non-proliferation treaty would
be negotiable with the USSR,

Comparison of working group languace with Soviet draft treaty

The wdrking group language for Articles I and II
differs in important respects from the provisions of the _ .
Soviet draft non-proliferation treaty, which, for example,
cast déubt on existing U,S, bilateral arrangéments and COuid
have interfered seriously with NATO training exercises, The

working group language also avoids expressions such as

ovmership or transfers to an alliance or group, which in the

Soviet draft gave offense to our Allies,

SEERTT- - EXDIS
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tains no p.CO"ll bition
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ntrol oz use of nuclear weapons,”
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interfered with NATO training exercises, Instead, the

working groun draft contains a simple prohibition against
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ageinst giving 'access to nuclear weapons to non-nuclear-
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engements, this word

5. The working group draft contains no prohibition on
zsoever, (Working group product
of Septexber 24, 1966), This might heve presented some problems

with respeser to transfers to the United Xingdom or to a possible

"Presantationsl" edjustments from prior Soviet texts:

-

1, The working group draft contains no explicit ban on

the transfer of "ownership" of nuclear weapons. (Art. I of

£

= 5 Ak £ 5 :
Scviast Draft), It does ban the "transfer" of such weapons,
snd this word must be interpreted as including the transfer of
Yownership',
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NATO SECRET

To Secretary General

-

cc i Deputy Secretary General
DSG/ASG for Economics and Finance
ASG for Political Affairs

From: Executive Secretary

Sumnmary Record of a Frivate Meeting of the Comneil
held on Thureday, 29th September, 1255 at 17,00 p.m,

DISCUSSIONS BETWEEN MR, RUSK AND MR, GROMYKO ON 22nd AND
2Lth SEPTEMBER.,

The UNITED STATES REPRESENTATIVE made the following
statement:

"Mr. Chairman:

I can report to you on the discussions which Sec¢retary
Rusk had with Foreign Minister Gromyko in New York on the
22nd and 24th of this month. My remarks will be brief
becanse —--- while the discussions were lengthy -~ the results
were hardly dramatic,

In line with our practice of keeping our allies
informed, however, I do want to give you a rundown of the
principal subjects that were discussed.

On the subject of Vietnam, Secretary Rusk once again
reviewed U,5, efforts to move from the battlefield to
the conference table and stressed the lack of any sign of
respanse from the other side. At the same time, he tried
to make it clear that Hanoi should neot make the grave
mistake of taking our preference for a peaceful sclution
as indiecating weariness on cur part or asany indication
that we will at any time in the future surrender South
Vietnam to the control of Hanol, While the tone of his
. comments was non-polemical, Mr. Gromyko, for his part,
simply insisted that he could not negotiate for Hanol.

L
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"They also went over the status of the negotiations for a
treaty governing the exploration of cuter apace. We reported
to you this summer that we were inclined to feel that this
could be worked out, In the course of his conversatlcons wilith
the Secretary last week, howsver, Mr, Gromyko stood pat on the
Soviet claim that any nation that grants tracking facilities to
any epace power must grant the same facilities to any other
space power. Obvicusly this is 8 matter for bileteral arrsngements,
and the United States has offered to negotiate a bilateral arrange-
ment with Soviet Union for tracking coverage from Unlted States
territory if they sco desire. For the time being, heowever, this
Soviet peosition is bPlocking progress on an outer space treaty, and
it was left that Ambassador Goldberg and Morozov would resume
discussions in an attempt to reach agreement,

Ancother subject which was gone over thoroughly was the
husiness of a nan-proliferation treaty. Again, Mr. Gromyko
revealed no change whatever in the Soviet position. The Secretary
informed his Soviet cpposite number that he was under instructions
from President Johnson to make a mexXimum effort in the search for
mutually acceptable language., MNr. Gromyko repcorted that he was
under similar instructions and seemed to indicate a genuine
interest in pursuing the search for a way out of the present
impesse. They agreed that Mr. Fopter and Mr. Roshehin would be
instructed to keep hammering sway at this assignment.

Finally, there does seem to be some movement on the question
of & civil eir agreement between the U,.85, and the USSR, We
reported to you earlier that the U,5, had re-raised this subjiect
with the Russians in Mescow, that the initisl Soviet response
appeared to be heopeful, and that the Secretary would return to this
matter with Mr. Gromykc in New York. When he 4id this last week,
it was agreed on both sides that the agreement which was negotiated
but not signed in 1961 needed to be reviewed and updated,
Arrangemente were made to work out the necessary technical adjust-
ments and to discuss when, where, and by whom this agreement should
be signed. So this item, at least, seems to be moving along
satisfactorily and, unless some last minute obstacle arises, an
agreement should emerge before long!

v/?/{(
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Part i/
Toe : Secretary General —

ce : Deputy Secretary General
DSG/ASG for Economics and Finance
ASG for Political Affaire
Deputy
From: /Executive Secretapry

Summary record of.a Private Meeting of the Council held
on Wednesday, 12th October, 1966, at 10.15 a,m,

I. Discussion between Mr. Rusk and
Mr. Gromyko on & Non-Proliferaticn
Treaty.

I11. German-Bulgarian Talks.

éyf' DISCUSSION BETWEEN MR, RUSK AND MR, GROMYKO ON A NON-
PROLIFERATION TREATY

The UNITED STATES RETFRESENTATIVE said that he had not
yet received & substantive report on the discussion between Mr,
Rusk and Mr. Gromyko during their working dinner on 10th October,
but that he hoped to heve one before long and to communicate it teo
the Counecil rerhaps at a short special meeting later this week,

As recently indicated in the Committee of Political Advisers, his
delegation had agreed that the subjeet of non-proliferation be
rlaced on the Couneil apgenda of 19th Octaober.

2. Reporte in the press on the recent talks had been
misleading and over-optimistic. The State Department spokesman
had corrected the false impression conveyed, by a statement made
on 1lith Cctcher, of which he read the following extracts:

"We agree with Mr. Gromyke's stetement that both
eountries - the United States and the Soviet Union - are
striving to reach agreement to facilitate the conclusion

of an 1nternaticnal agreement on this question ..... Ve
shall make a full report to our NATO allies on the prssent
state of the discussions........ No agreements will be

rcached in this matter without fuil consultation with all
of our NATQ glliesg'",

../-‘I
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3. These discussions were taking place after a familiar
pattern, with multiple channels and levels of diplomaecy at work,
The Soviets did seem to want to discuss the question bilaterally,
and the United States authorities thought that it would be
useful for the Council in the near future to have a preliminary
discussion of the kind of progress which was now seemingly bheing
made. He recalled that his government had often indicated that
whatever arrangements were made or barpgains struck, these would
be only with the advice and consent of the allles. Discussiens
with the Soviet Union were likely to progress in the private
bilateral framewcerk, as Tor example had the Moscow test ban
discussions. The United States would therefeore continue to talk
bilaterally, but would make nc agreements affecting the allies
without consulting them.

L. The CHAIRMAN sugpested that Bs regards the substantive
report %o be provided by the United States authorities, it
should be left to him in consultation with the United States
Representative to decide whether to convene a short special
meeting of the Couneil before 19th October, He confirmed that
the question of none-proliferation would be ingcluded in the
Council agenda for that date. He said that he would prepare a
paper referring to the relative documents and proposals in order
that all delegations would have a common text as & bagis for
discussion.

_FT. GERMAN-BULGARIAN TAIKS
5. The GERMAN REPRESENTATIVE made the followlng statement:

"From 20th to 26th September 1966, State Secretary
Lahr visited Bulgaria. The officizl cccasicn was to attend
the "German Day" of the international fair at Plovdiv,
while the main purpose was to establish official contacts
with leading Bulgarian personalities,

State Secretary Lahr had talks with Foreign
Minister Bascheff, Foreign Trade Minister Budinoff,
Minister and Secretary of the Central Committee Avramcf?f,
Minister and President of the Committee for Science and
Technical Progress, Popoff and the President of the
Committee for Cultural and Friendly Cooperation with
Foreign Countries, Goschkin., In all these talks it was
stated that Bulgaria was interested in strengthening
cooperation with Germany.

During the discussion of economic guestions the
Bulgarians, while admitting that considerable progress had
been made in the exchange of goods, explicitly referred te
Bulgaria's growing deficit in bilateral trade, which was
causing considerable concern., Bulgarian proposals to
facilitate Bulgarian imports inte Germany and %o find means
of economic cooperation will be discussed during the trade
negotiatione scheduled to be held in Benn in mid-October,

The Bulgarians are also interested in the signing
of agreements on scientific, technical and econcomic

VAN
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Resﬁ;ic%éahﬂnﬁéX“to_summary record of g meeting of the Council

held on wWednesday, 19th October, 1966 at 10,15 a.m.

NON-PROLIPERATION

Reference: C-R{66)51 {Limited Distribution Annex)
Document:  P0/66/486

T The CHAIRMAN recalled that at its meeting of
21st September, the Council had agreed %o have a specizl discussion
onh non-proliferetion. The purpose of today's mceting was to explore
again fully the issues connecied with non-proliferation snd their
implications for the Alliance and its member countries. In view of
the fact that this vital subject was at present being actively
discussed elsowhere, this geemed an appropriate time to examine the
question in NATO. .

2. As the Council would recall, the Alliance had had thorough
exchanges of views prior to the tabling of the first United States
draft treaty in the summer of 1965, covering as well the United
Kingdom and Cansdian drafit treaties. The Council had further
discussed the Soviet draft treaty in the autumm of 1965 and
compared the two drafits officially tabled at the Geneva
Conferanca.

3. Since then, there had been modifications of the United
States draft text of which the Council was informed in the spring of
1966. The text as thus amended had been circulated by the United
States Delegation to all delegations on October 18th, and the
Council now had before it the provosal of the Netherlands
Delegation for an smendment of thiz United States draft treaty.

4. He further recalled that the United States Delegation had
recently informed the Council that the United States text had again
been under review, and he therefore proposed that the Council first
hear from the United Stoies Represcntative the views of his
Government on this subject, znd news of the latest contacts between
the United States and the Soviet Government. :

N4iTO SECRET
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5. The UNITED STATES REPRESENTATIVE said that during his
visit to Washington which had just terminated, he had been able %o
discuss with members of the State Department, inciuding the
Secretary of State, the latest developments in the United States/
Soviet talks on non-proliferation. Discussicns had token place on
two occasions between Mr. Rusk and Mr. Gromyko, and were continuing
between Mr. Foster and Mr. Roshehin. The discussions were taking
plsce in the framework of the co-chairmanship of the Geneva .
Conference and of the general United States pelicy to try to work
closely with the USSR, on both the substance of the problem and on
treaty language, with a view to informing the four Westeyrn Powers
in Geneva and the Council of developments.

&. Success still lay a long way ahead, but it was a hopeful
sign that the Soviet leaders had stopped making public propaganda
speeches in favour of pursuing private discussions, as in the past
two weeks. Both Mr. Gromyke and Mr. Rusk had emphasised the need
to be frenk, outspoken and precise. MNr. Rusk had made it clear that
in the search for mutually accepteble language, the United States
position was subject te reference t¢ the allies, who must be
consulted before any agreement was reached. Mr. Rusk had alsc said
that he thought the Russians under—-estimated the United States
interest in non-proliferation; and that the United States and the
Soviet interest in non-proliferation were, or should be, very close
at the heart of the matter. The difficulty was that from time to
time the Soviet leaders raised cntirely cxtrancous matters.

Mr. Rusk had appealed to Mr. Gromyke to concentratc on the essence
of the problem, and proposed a study of the fellowing three simple
propositicns:

(i) +the United States and Soviet Union should agree not to
transfer the control of nuclear weapons to any non-nuclear
weapon state, directly or indirectly;

{ii} they should agree not to assist any non-nuclear weapon
state to become nuclear:

{(iii) they should agree not to relinguish the control of their
own: nuclear weapons or nuclear explosives.

T In discussion it had become clear that Mr. Gromyko diad
seriously desire to explore the possibility of arriving at mutually
acceptable treaty language; that he did not insist on the Soviet
draft as the only basis for discussion; that he was prepared to try
g new approach; and that he did not intend fto mzke as issue of
nuclegr planning in NATO. Twice at least Mr. Gromyko said that he
was simply not raising the question of nuclear consultation., He
also seemed prepared to include in the treaty the idea that nuclear
explosions for peaceful purposes were the eguivalent of nuclear
weapons for the purposes of the treaty. He seemed prepared to
accept that the United States intended to retain control of its
nuclear weapons, but pointed out that there was nevertheless the
p0351b}llty of a transfer of control. Mr. Rusk had urged him %o
appreciate that the United States could not accept sny wording which

NATO SECRET -2
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would mean telllng the NATO ﬁllles that nuclear deferce was hone of
their business. He had said to Mr. Gromyko that he assumed that in
thelr nuclear defence planning the Soviets also took account of the
views of their sllies. :

8. Mr. Rusk had suggested that the treaty should be couched
in simple language covering the three propositions set out above.
Mr. Gromyko had argued that the langusge should not be 100 general
and should be sufficiently explicit for both sides to interpret it
in the same way. Mr, Rusk thought that since this was a question of
physical weapons and their contyol, there could be no ambiguity;
but Mr. Gromyko argued that each 51de would 1nterpret the language
differently.

9, No attempt had yet been made to draft new treaty language.
Mr. Foster and Mr. Roshchin had met once in New York. They had
covered much the same ground zs Mr. Rusk and Mr. Gromyko but had
begun a piecemeal discussion on the easier clauses. Commenting on
the United States position regarding a safeguards clause,
Mr. Roshchin had claimed that this would create difficulties for a
number of states, for example India, and that it should therefore be
eliminated. He had however said that he would congider the United
States view on the necessity for this clause. The Soviets were also
considering the United States proposals feor withdrawzl and for a
review of the treaty after five years, as also for procedures for
the entry into the force of the treaty.

10. The foregoing was a report on a gituation which was
moving, but it seemed that the following conclusions might be
drawn, Firstly, the Russions did seem to be interested in working
towards a treaty. Mr. Rusk thought that for the first time they
were concerned with possible developments in countries other than
the Federal Republic of Germany. Secondly, both sides were
concentrating on common ground rather than discussing differences,
Thirdly, Mr. Rusk and Mr. Gromyko seemed close to zgreeing on what
the treaty was not about. For example, the treaty would not cover a
wartime situation, or the political decision to go to war. The
Soviets had not dropped their objection to the institutiormalising of
nuclear consuliation Iin"NLTO, and they were not suggesting that
defence arrangements inside an Alliance should be subject to review
by another power, Mr. Rusk had reminded Mr. Gromyko that after all
the non-maclear countries in NATG were ftargeted by Soviet nuclear
weapons.

11. PFourthly, Mr. Gromyko had listed what he disliked by way
of transfer, end had made it clear that he wished fo see a speclial
prohibiticon in the treaty regarding the transfer of nuclear control
to an Alliance. Soviet thinking in this matter was that the NATO
Allience constituted 16 entities, i.e. the 15 countries plus the
Allience.
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{2, Pifthly, Mr. Rusk thought that agreement should be
possible on his three simple propositions, and that it should be
possible to find muatually acceptable treaty language. If the
Soviets wished to go beyond these propositions and to-refer in the
treaty to political arrangements among allles, this would mean that .
they were still not sufficiently keen on a non-proliferaticn
agreement to cease using the digcussions as an instrument of their
policy regarding Europe and Germeny. T

13. Sixthly, Mr. Rusk had instructed him, the United States
Representative, to assure the Council that no agreement would be
reached withou% allied consultation.

14. The CHAIRMAN asked whether the progress of the review by
the United States Government was refleeted in this report, or
whether there was anything further to report.

15, The UNITED STATES REPRESENTATIVE said thet such pProgress -

" was reflected in the report he had given the Council on the talks

between Mr. Rusk and Mr. Gromykc. The United States had not yet
got to the point of being clear what kind of language might bridge
the remaining gep, and was not yet in a position to talk in the

Council in terms of a specific draft.

16. The ITALIAR REPRESENTATIVE, with all other members,

‘“thanked the United States Representative for this valuable report

which would be studied by his fiuthorities. The Italian positicon was
well known as expressed in the Council end also in Geneva. 1In the
long-standing quest for East-West rapprochement and agreements in
the disarmament field, Italy had at one stage proposed a moratoriun
but wags of course anxious that agreement should be resched on 4
non-protiferation treaty. It was obvious that this treaty was the
optimum goal =nd if there were hopes of an agreecment on it, this
could be the objective. He thought the time had now come to refresh
ideas on this subject and he recalled the importance of the

European clause. He welcomed the indications that the Russians were
showing themgselves somewhat more understanding. It was t¢ be hoped
that some resulits could come out of this and, to this end, timely .
consultations in the Alliance were necessary without losing sight
of the fact that the ENDC was the most suitable forum for :
disarmament discussions. '

17. The NETHERLANDS REPRESENTATIVE said that he hoped that, in .
the same woey as the Moscow test ban had been sn encouraging
agreement even though partial, it might be possible to agree on sz
non-proliferation treaty in which alliances were not singled out for
special reference. The fact that the United States-Soviet contacts
in this matter were developing satisfactorily in spite of the South
East fLsian situation was encouraging. :

18. He noted that the United States Representative had said
that the stage had not yet been reached of redrafting a text of the
treaty. He, the Netherlaunds Representative, had circulated the
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Wetherlands proposals for amending the United States draft following
on a previous phase of the Council discussions. His futhorities had
instructed him to give the following oral explanation to the
Wetherlands propossals.

19. The amendments to the American draft treaty as proposed by
the Netherlands were designed to rwle out a contingency which, in
the Netherlands view would amount to proliferation, namely the
contingency thzat a decision on the use of nuclear weapons could be
taken by a group of non-huclear weapon states ageinst the wiches of

the nuclear weapon state that had made these weapons aveailable,

20. He had been instructed to reiterate that the proposed
amendments did not rule out the MLF/ANF or similar concepts,
provided the participating nuclear weapon states maintained an
effcetive veto on the use of the nuclear weapons they had brought
in. This did no% imply that the Netherlands wished to choose in
favour of such a concept at 2 moment when this matter was not the
subject of active discussion at least within the illiance. On the
contrary, the continuation of the studies undertaken by the Special
Committze on the possibilities of giving substance to the sharing of
responsibilities in the nuclear field through consultative
arrangements was a matter which remained of active interest.

217, The Netherlands amendments had been introcduced in writing -
in conformity with an earlier underteking -~ with the exclusive
intention of providing a starting point for an exchange of views.
The fact that these amendments were ae51gned only to block a
contingency which in the Netherlands view would amount to
proliferation did not imply that the Council's exchange of views
should be limited $0 this aspect; fhe discussions should equally
illuminate the gquestion whether certain forms of nuclear
co-cperation might be tantamount to proliferation or stimulate it.
This question was of some importance in connection with the
provision in the fmerican draft whereby signatories would underiake
not to provide to any non-nuclear weapon state “encouragement or
inducement to manufacture or otherwise acquire its own nuclear
weapons®™, Countrieg that came to mind in this context were India, -
Israel, etc. It went without saying that alsce in this matter the -
views of third countries should not be decisive for the procedure to
be adopted.

22. The NORWEGI N REPRESENTATIVE said that follow1ng a careful
study, his Authorities had again confirmed that they were sirongly in
favour of the Netherlands proposals for amending the United States
draft non-proliferation treaty., fThey had always interpreted the
concept of proliferation of nuelear wcapons to include any form of
transfer of contreol on the part of the present nuclear powers. They
shared the view that the Western draft non-proliferation treaty ought
to include an uneguivocal clause prchibiting the transfer of control
to non-puclear powers or to any group of states. This point was
expressly made by the Norwegian Foreign Uinister on October 4th

“5 NATQ STCRET

_43 -



DECLASSIFIED/DECLASSIFIEE - PUBLIC DISCLOSED/MISE EN LECTURE PUBLIQUE

NATO SECRET -b=
ANNEX to -
C-R(66]55

during the general debate in the United Netions, when Mr. Lyng
further stressed that accerding to the view of the Norwegian
Government the principle of non-proliferation should apply to
exigting as well as to future alllances._

23, With reference to an earlier statement by the Belgian
Representative in the Council,; the Norwegian Authorities considered
it important to make it quite clear vis-2-vis the Soviet Union that
the plans conceérning the establishment of a common NATO nuclear
force -~ be it MLF or ANF - deflnltely had been shelved, The )
establishment of such a force in itself did not imply prollferatlon,‘
if the participating nuclear powers continued ‘o possess exclugive
control over the nuelear warheads. Even go, Norway thought one had
to eccept as o political fact thoet further progress towards an
agreement on non-proiiferation could not be expected at lenst as
long as the West had not given a clear assurance that plans
concerning an Atlantic nuclear force would net be realised in any -
form whatsoever. In view of the preasing need for 2 speedy

onclu51on of =z non-proliferation treaty, his Authorities hoped that
such a clquflcatlon could be made as scon as possible.

24. As to the questlon of how this assurance mlght be given,
his Authorities thought this sheould be decided upon by those of the
allieg who were directly involved in the negotiations on the.
non-proliferation treaty. It would depend upon the acitual
negotiating situation whether the assurances should be set forth in
the form of a more extensive revision of the American draft treaty
than the one now proposed by the Netherlonds, or in some other way.

25, Flna_ly, the Norweglan Authorities naturally shared the
view that the West could only accept formalations in the treaty "~
which were compatible with Western defence requiremenis and which =
would permit those types of consultations in the nuclear field which
were considered desirable within an ziliance. Again he referred to.
his Foreign Minister's statement in the United Nations when Mr. Lyng
said that members of a defence alliance cbviously would have %o
congult about basic principles, also about basic strategic ‘
principles, but that strategic consultations might take place w1thout
2 transfer of control over nuclear weapons within the alliance.

26, The BELGIAN REPRESENTATIVE said that his Authorltles
attached great importance to the present Council discussion both
because of the importance of the subject matter and because they
hoped that there would be full NATO consultatlon before final
positions were taken up. Consultation did not necessarily mean
reaching unanlmlty, or agreeing on a mandate, but it should allow a
clear expression of positions which the four Western allies in Geneva
should taoke into account. The Belgian Government wes convinced thet
the views expressed in the Counecil would infliuence the atiitude of
the four powers, in particular that of the United States which, while
not acting on a NATO mzndate, was the most directly. concermed in
negotlatlons with the Soviet Union.
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27. The view of the Belgian Government was that any
nop~proliferation treaty must take full account of the following
five elements:

(i) the universal interest of non-proliferation;
{ii) the security of the Alliance;
(iii) +the legitimate precccupations of Germany;

{iv) +the increase in the d&tente which would be
brought about by a treaty;

(v) the mature of non-proliferation.’

28. There was no need for him to insist on the first point,
the universal interest of non—prollferatzon. It was interesting to
note that the Soviets were now anxious to prevent proliferation in
all gquarters, and not only to the Pederal Republic, The security of
the Alliance comprised two fundemental aspecis: Tirsitly, a treaby
must not upset the existing balance of forces, and secondly, it must
not impair the deterrent. As regards the legitimate preoccupations
of Germany, he noted that this had always occupied an imporitant place
in the (ouncil studies. A non-proliferation treaty should not, in
the view of Germany or of the world, relegate the problem of
reunification to the backgrownd., GCGermen reunification was one of the
goals of the NATO Alliance. This was a problem which was both .
politicel and psychological. It could be argued that progress
towards a non—proliferation treaty could have a beneficial effect
both politically and psychologically on the German problem and woulid
make it possible to hope for further results.

29, & treaty must represent progress towards a dfétente, and was
therefore of interest to NATQO both from the security pomnt of view
and as concerned East/West relations.

30 As regards the nature of non-proliferation, the present
United States/Soviet exchanges were very important for the precise
reason that there was the possibility of arriving at mutually
acceptable language. Here it should be noted that the Soviets no
longer insisted on their draft as a basis for discussion. The :
Belgian Government supporbed the Netherlands amendment to the Unlted
States draft Article I, concerming the definition of

non~proliferation, on the grounds that the Netherlands text was
precigely the kind of simple language which could be undersiocd by
211, Commenting on the last paragraph of the explanatory note :
accompanying the Netherlands amendment, he said that a major problem
for NATO was the nucliear defence of the Alliance. If the allies
were convinced that the Special Committee of Defence Ministers could
provide the enswer to the effective nuclear defence of the Aliiance,
and provided that they were so convinced, they should have the
courage tc say so clearly. He shared the Norwegian interpretation
of the r8le of the Special Committee. Further, one should not
preclude the possibility that a united Europe might one day become a
nuclear power. It was however dangerous %o try to cover hypothetical
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situations. He suggested thevefore that one should admit frankly
that the treaty should not deal with hypothetical situations and
that a review clause should ‘be 1nc1uded to prov1de for possmble
future developments.-

31, The GREEK REPRESENTATIVE made three points. Firstly,
Greecce had no nuclear ambitions. This statement expressed not only
the purlty of Greek intentions but also the lack of possibilities
on Greece's part. But Greece did need nuclear protectlon

32. Secondly, such protection, in the. judgment of the Greek
Government, could be best achieved in the framework of the Alliance
through’ a system of sharing the responsibility in reaching decisions
for the use of nuclear weapons. This was true even for couniries
which had the technical possibility of producing nuclear weapons,
since nuclear deterrence had no practical effect uniess equallty, or
rather equilibrium, on the level of nuclear power as well as in the
means of dellveny was attalned : :

33. Thlrdly, in the llght of the above consiaeratlons, GreeCe
favoured. the conclusion of a non-preliferation treaty, provided that

guch a treaty would not prevent satisfactory arrangements within the

Alliance for the planning of a common nuclear policy and for the
ingtitution of the necessary machinery to carry out such a policy.
This was the crucial point on which Greek interest was concentrated,
and this was the reason for which Greece attached the greatest
importance to the work of the Special Committee.

34, The UNITED KINGDOM REPRESENTATIVE said that he had
listened with great attention fo the report of the evolution. of the
Soviet interest in the subject of non-proliferation, and also the. '
welcome United States intention to consult the sllies before putiing -
forward any language for a new drait. The Council had already been
informed of the preliminary views of the United Kingdom Authorities
on the Netheriands amendment, which they favoured. He would not
today comment on its 1nterpretatlon, :

3). The GERMAN REPRESENT&TIVE said that the dlscu331on today
was taking place at a time when publie opinion had at least the - C
impression that positions on both sides were more flexible. Public
expectation was caused to a certain degree by discussions in the -
First Committee of the United Nations and in particular by the talks
between Mr. Rusgk and W¥r. Gromyko. The German futhorities would .
study with the greatest interest the report now glven to the Coun01l
by the Unlted States Representatxveo ' : '

36. Pre51dent Johnson's speech at Idaho, - and recent
communications to the Couneil, had indicated that the United States -
Government was studylng the p0351b111ty of medifying the language of
the key clauses in the draft treaty. The United States
Representative had today said that the search for language was
continuing. ~ It was therefore @ifficult for the present discussion
to be conclusive. The German Government did not know whether
modified language was possible, advisable or necessary.

NATQ SECRER -8

- 46 -



DECLASSIFIED/DECLASSIFIEE - PUBLIC DISCLOSED/MISE EN LECTURE PUBLIQUE

9= - NATO SECRET
ANNEX to
-

37. The present developing situation might be the reason why
the initiative for today's debate had not come from one of the
four Western powers in Geneva. The German Authorities had given
consideragble study to the preposed Wetherlands amendment; they had
no final position, bubt at first sight it seemed that this amendment
might entail the danger of precluding important stages in Buropean
unification. The Belgian Representative had made some suggestions
to take account of this problem in a revision clause, or in some
gimilar way. The German Authorities would study these suggestions.
The Belgian Representative had -alzsc spoken of the legitimate
interestis of Germany, and of the effects of a treaty on the problem
of German reunification  The latter point of course had always
been carefully taken into account in the thinking of the Germsn
Authorities. .

38. In generzl the German Authorities did not claim a special
position for Germany as regards a non-proliferation policy, but
only wighed to reserve the normal rights of a sovereign state in
respect of its national defence. :

39. The position of Germany regarding noh-proliferation was
generally known. I% had been outlined zgain recently by
Mr. Schréder in the Bundestag on the 23rd Sepiember. At the end of
the debate the Bundestag had passed a regolution reiteraiing its
desire for controlled disarmament serving the cause of peace. It
requested the Federal Government to continue to work in the spirit
of its Peace lote of 25th March and added:

“The Bundestag would welcome it if, in addition
t¢0 the Federal Republic of Germany, further
states would expressly renounce the manufacture
of atomic, biologiczl and chemical weapons and
would - like us - subwmit t0 & corresponding
control.” '

40.. In the resoluiion the Bundestag referred to an initiative -
by the Federal Government, of which the WATO partners had already
been informed through bilateral chammels, and which concerned the
further elaboration of the proposals made in paragraph 1 of the
Peace Note. 1In e¢ffect the German Government intended to send
separate notes te the non-nucliear member states of NATO and the
Warsaw Pact asking them to make unilateral declarations vis-3-vis
their partners in the respective Alliances rencountcing - as Germany
had done -~ the manufacture of nuclear weapons and submitiing to
adequate control. The fact that such declarations had been made,
and taken note of, should then be recorded in a joint act of the
two Alliances which could subsequently be announced with ail due
solemnity. : . '
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A1. This was intended as a proposal providing scme practicable
firet measures in Western endeavours to reach a peaceful settlement
on East/West relations. It was not intended to prejudice but rather
to facilitate, and pave the way for, a general settlement

A2. The CANADIAN REPRESENTATIVE gaid that his CGovernment
welcomed the bilateral United States/Soviet talks amd the United
States assurance that there wouwid be further consultation in the
Council. He thought that Canada would agree to the Netherlands
amendment. His Authorities would study the statement by the
German Representative.

43. The DANISH REPRESENTATIVE welcomed the present appearanee
of flexlolllty on both sides of the bilateral talks, and the : :
gssurances given today on HATO consultation. TDenmark considered it -
in the over-riding interest of the Alliance to reach agreement on a
treaty. His Authorztles supported the Netherlands amendment and
were in favour of a c¢lear unambiguous text without mental
reservations. He assumed that the views expressed in the Counc1l
would become part of the input into the Unlted otates/Sov1et talks,

44, ‘The TURKISH REPRESENTATIVP said that his Government wWas
anxious to see agreement on a treaty as soon as possible because of
its universal interest and because it would represent a first step
towards a real détente. Such agreement should not however prejudice
the existing balance of pewer. He also egreed with the Greek : :
Representative that it showld in no way affect NATO nuclear plannlng
activities. - .

45. The'NETHERLANDS REPRESENTATIVE, commenting on the
references made to the danger of including pelitical interpretations
inte a text which should be uwnambiguous, said that it was important
that the United States should know the views of itg allies in order
to take account of them as much as possible., A Buropean federation
was still far off, but he was instricted to say with regard to the
Netherlands attitude to a possible “hardware solution' that the
Netherlands proposals went back to March 1966 and that his
Authorities were fully aware that the ftalks now taking place might
affect allied positions. If this would increase the chances of
agreement, the Netherlands would be prepared to go along with a
provision which neither explicitly left open ner exnllcltly ruled
out a hardware solution.

46. The UNITED STATES REPRESENTATIVE said that he hoped the:
subject of non-proliferaticn would remain a standing item on the
Council Agenda while the bilateral discussions proceeded. It would
be very helpful to the United States to have the comments of
governments as they became available, either through the Council or
informally through Delegetlons -

47. Referrlng to the German proposals for unilateral
renunciations of atomic, biological and chemical weapons, he asked -
what was the time relation between this proposal and the process of
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trying to reach agreement on a treaty. The United States had always
felt that proposals which meant settling for less than a treaty as
an interim step (for example the Italian proposal for a

moratorium), were interesting as possible fall-backs, but that 1t
would bhe better in the Ffirsi instance to explore the possibilities
for a treaty. .

48. 'The GERMAN REPRESENTATIVE said that, subject to any
comments by Mr. Schr8der in the Bundestag debate of 23rd September
which might provide an answer to this guestion, he thought that the
general attitude of his Authorities was determined by the fact that
they had always expressed scepticism on the practical possibility
of a universal non-proliferation treaty, and on whether it would .be
the best way to bring about effective non-proliferation.- The
present German proposal had the same relation 1o a non—-proliferation -
treaty as practical first steps in disarmament towards general and
complete disarmament. : ' o

49, The CHAIRMAN, summing up, noted that the discussion had
not been concluded today and that it should combinue as a standing
item on the Council Agenda. All governments would wish to study
closely the valuable report by the United States Representative.

50. Among the points made in discussion he noted the statement
by the German Representative referring to the Germen propesal for
unilateral renunciations of atomic, biological and chemical weapons.
The German Representative had amplified this propeosal in reply to a
gquestion by the United States Representative, end subject to
reference to Mr. Schréder's speech in the Bundestag on .
23rd September. There was, further, the Netherlands amendment that
had met considerable interest. : .

51. A peint of major importance was that Council discussion
of non-proliferation did not mean introduction of the idea of
non-proliferation; on the contrary, non-proliferation was already
adopted by the Allies since the nuclear powers had stated that they
would not release nuclear weapons; and the non-nuclear ones that '
they would not ask for any. It was the strength and solidarity of
the Alliance which made this possible. The aim now was to convert
this freely elected policy into a universal legal obligation. This
would have consagquences for the Alliance; since the policy would then
be binding and no longer a question of free choice, and would create -
a new status for several allied countries. This reguired a very
comprehensive review of all the different conmseguences and questions
involved, of which the Belgian Representative had just given an
excellent example. '

2. A discussion had taken place regarding the Netherlands :
amendment, which dealt with the question of an association of states.
He agreed with thoze speakers who had argued that it was important
vis-2a-vis public opinion to avoid an ambiguous formula. One could
however clarify in either of two different directioms. There was
the danger that the exclusion of a transfer of control of nuclear
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weapons to an association of states might be construed as meaning
the exclusion of nuclear—charlng arrangements in an alliance. One .
mist therefore by very clear about what was meanit, and this point
required further consideration., Here he welcomed the fact that
Mr. Rusk had insisted in his talks with Mr. Gromyko that nuclear
arrangements within an alliance were e gquestion for the allies
themselves to decide, without outside interference. The Belgian
Representative had said that the McNamara Committee represented a
solution of this guestion for the NATO Alliance. He, the Chairman,
noted that so far this Committee was a study group only. Its '
importance lay in the recommendations which would result from the
study, regarding the desirability or otherwise of institutionalising
nuclear consultation, of creating or not a "hardware solubion”, etc.:
and in the practical results of such consultations and arrangements.
The essential point was that the Alliance was. not eommltted in
advance. :

53. A further point made in discussion was the political union
of Burcpe which was of interest to the Alliance given the links
between WEU and NATO, /The Belgian Representative had made a very
interesting suggestion that this question should be left open, with
appropriate inclusion of a review clause in the non-proliferaticn =
treaty.

'54.-IWithlregérd to the universal scope of a treaty, he noted

that there appeared to be the beginning of a promising change in the

Soviet attitude. JIts universality might be an. essential feature of
a treaty., So far, the Soviet Union seemed to have used the
discussions 31mp1y as an instrument to further its BEuropean policy;
it was now a promising sign if the Soviet leaders were consideriig.
the advantages of a2 universal treaty. This question of universality
should be disgcussed more fully in the Couneil. Here he noted that '
the Canadian draft made provisions for the entry into force of the
treaty and adhesion by interested countries. Thig gquestion was left
open in. the United States draft. If the treaty should be mot . .
universal, but only a Buropean one, then parailel consideration of
the polltlcal problem referred to by the Belgian and Germen .
Representatives would become all the more urgent.

55, He . agreed w1th the Belgian Representative in underllnlng
the connection between non-proliferation, East/West relations, the
détente and Germam reunification. All these problems were
1nterurelated, and it was one of the main tasks of the Alllance to
aim at thelr best possible connection and solutlon. : o

56. The Couneil would now 1ook forward to being kept 1nformed
of the progress of the United States/Soviet telks.

S 1 The UNITED STATES BEPRESENTATIUE, referrlng to relatlons
with the press on the subject of non-proliferation, said that the
press was aware that the Council was discussing this subject today.
The United States Government wished it to be imown publlcly that it

NATO SFCRET =12~

-50-



DECLASSIFIED/DECLASSIFIEE - PUBLIC DISCLOSED/MISE EN LECTURE PUBLIQUE

~13- NATO SECRET .

was congulting its allles, though the substance of the discussion
should be kept secret. He accordingly suggested that the NATO
spokesman should state to the press that he, the United States
Representative, had- reported to the Council on the talks between
Mr. Rusk and Mr. Gromyko. The United States Delegation would then
amplify this statement by indicating the objectives of the United
States Govermment in the talks, and emphasising the United States
intention to-consult the allies as the talks continued. He
suggested that it should be left fto the discretion of each
Permanent Representative 'to decide what should be dzvulged to the
press regarding his own 1ntervent10ns.

58. The NETHERLANDS BEPRESENTATIVE strongly deprecated the - .
practice of 1ett1ng it be known what were the subjects discusecd by
the Council, since this could put Permanent Hepresentatives in an
embarrassing position vis-3-vis their own national public or
Parliamentary opinion. He urged a rebturn to the normal Council
practice of observing secrecy regarding the Agenda of its routine.
constd tations. . :

" 59, The NORWEGIAN REPRESENTATIVE noted that thls was a - _
recurrent problem, and that the number of leakages in recent months
had been considerable., He agreed that the maximum possible secrecy
should be observed on this occcasion, but pointed out that if a
journalist confronted him with an incomplete or inaccurate report of
his own intervention he must correct it.

€0. The FRENCH REPRESENTATIVE zlso deprecated the leaks which
had taken place recently, some of which he found asionishing., He
was in favour of the maximum secrecy on this ¢ccasion.

61. The CHAIRMAN said that he agreed such leaks were most
regrettable. He pointed out that generally the NATO spokesman did
not quote any speaker in the debate. He suggested that on this
occagion the NATO spokesman might say that the Council had discussed
non—-proliferation on the basis of a report by the United States
Representative, and that discussion would continue at any time it
appeared necessary. 1t should be left to the discretion of the
United States Representative to give additional information on his
own report as he saw £it, but he hoped this information would be
kept to a minimum,

62. The UNITED KINGDOM REPRESENTATIVE said that in the past
year the Council debates had been receiving more publicity, for the
simple reason that there were divergent views in the Council. He
thought 1% & bad habit to inform the press even of the subject
matter of the weekly discussions of the Council. This kind of
secret consulbation which could take place at any time among
Government Representatives existed only in NATO, and was one of
NATO's chief adventages. It could destrey the value of Council
consultation if one thought it necessary to inform the press of the
Agenda of these weekly meetings.
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63, The UNITED STATES REPRESENTATIVE agreed that secret
consultation was an importani feature of the Council. He thought
that increasing public attention was being paid to the Council’'s
meetings preeisely because the Council was digcussing issues of
interest to the public. He sdsked whether, if journalists were to -
write on the faect that the Council had today discussed :

proliferation, it would be preferable to guide and contain their
reports, or to let them make them up. He thought that there was &
sufficient interest in making it known publicly, noi only that '
non-proliferation was being discussed bilaterally between the inited

States and the Soviet Union, but also that it was being discussed on

the basis of allied consultation, The substance of allied
consultation ghould, however, be kept secret. T

64. The.CHAIRMAN, concluding on this point, noted that the -
normal rule which should be respected was that there should be no"-
publicity for either the meetings or the Agenda of the Council. If .
on occasion the Council recognised the need for publicity, this —
should be the subject of a Council decision. On the present -
accasion, given the fact that the press was already aware of the
Council's Agenda,. the NATO spokesman should be authoriged to report
as he had. suggested in paragraph 61 above. C ' o foian

65, The.COUNCID:

approved the conclusion by the Chairman.

. OTAN/NATO, -
- Paris, (16e).

BATO. SECRET

-52-



DECLASSIFIED/DECLASSIFIEE - PUBLIC DISCLOSED/MISE EN LECTURE PUBLIQUE

-.---.------------------------::::::::::
e CONSEIL DE L'’ATLANTIQUE NORD  sesmmas
e —— NORTH ATLANTIC COUNCIL E—

cexemerare o G27

corv
gﬁia-; “ENGLIS&?ﬁREHUH“" NATQ_SECRET
7th o pmner 1965“ : - TOCOHERT

| TRENDS AND 1MPLIcimibNSFOF~SGVIET POLICY

Report by the Fxper:s Working Groun(1)

1. GENERAL

In internsl matiters the Soviet régime is pursulng the
rather cautious course charted at the Party Congress in April,
Thae progress of the economic reforms will continue to dominate
the internal scene, although in 1967, which is the 50th anniversary
of the Bevolution, we may expect a heavy dose of 1deologlcal and
patrictic exhortation. :

2. Scoviet foreign poiicey during the past six months has
continued to be directed by the general principles previocusly
outlined: support of North Vietnam: limitation of the extent of
divergence within the Warsaw Fact; determination not *to exclude _
certain posgibilities of improving relations with the United States:
diversification of external relations, particularly with European
countries, and a desire to present a less forbidding face on a
policy which at the same tine is seeking to confirm the status quo
in Uentral Burope, including the division of Germany.

3. The deterioration of relations between the USSR and
China was however an imporiant development during the period under
review. China's isolation and the excesses of the Cultural
Revolution have made the Russians less concerned than previously
sbout Chinese charges of collusion with the Americans. This may
rartly explain certain changes in the application of the prineciples
mentioned above, particularly the adoption of a more receptive
attitude towards the United States and of a more forthcoming line
on non—proliferation and certain other aspects of disarmament.
There ig still no 31gn that the Soviet leaders are yet ready - or,.
pocsibly, in a position - %o use their 1nf1uence to work for a
negotiated settlement in Vzetnam

e

(1} This report was drafted on 17th Hovember, 1966. .
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4. The Soviet leaders have shown a desire to maintain a
range of contacts with Western powers including the United States.
¥ithout compromising the basic aims of the Alliaznce and keeping
in mind the objectives of Soviet policy, member governments should
endeavour to profit from any indications that the USSR and East
Buropean states genuinely seek to work for better relations in
Purope. Continued consuitation and exchange of information amongst
members of the Alliance on relations with the Soviet Union and
Eastern Burope is of great importance.

II. LEADERSHIP

5. The reappointment of the Government unchanged.after the
Supreme Soviet elections in June underlined the predominant -
preference for politieal continuity and stability. Brezhnev
continued to enhance his pre-eminen® position and Kosygin's :
authority apparently remains undisturbed. There has been no clear
evidence of serious friction within the colleetive leadership or
of a threat o it. .

III. INTERNAL DEVILOPMENTS

A, The Econony

6. Soviet economic performance during the first year of the
sti1l unratified 1966-70 Pive Year FPlan has been reasonably
sgtisfactory. The modest rate of industrial expansion planned for
1966 will be exceeded, but difficulties in the execution of the
investment programme may have compromised the prospects for future

~growth,

7. Despite bureaucratic obstruetion, the intreduciion of the
economic reforms has continued. So far only 673 enterprises
accounting for 10% of the industrial labour force are affected.
These enterprises have achieved better results than those still
operating under the old system, bub the crucial test will ecome
when all enterprises, and not just efficient ones, have been
transferred to the new aysten.

8. The measures of price reform so far announced seem
generally congervative but the new prices will reflect production
costs more accurately than in the past. However, flexibility of
response to changing market conditions at the enterprise level
is likely to be hampered by the régime's determination, at least
for the time being, to keep all price~fixing deciasions in the
hands of the central authorities.

9. Agricultural production-has shown o si{riking inprovenent.
The record grain harvest showld lessen the need to contract for any
further imports of grain during the 1966/67 crop year, enable the
authorities to build up stocks and afford them more freedom of
action in their use, 7The increase in agricultiural output doubtless
owes much to this year's unusually favourable weather conditions,
but it seems likely that the more realistic agricultural policy,
now being applied, has also played a part.

NATO SECRZP ‘ -2
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B. Military Developments and Strategic Dogtrine

10, There has been no evidence during the past six months
suggesting any baslc change in Soviet military doctrine or force
structure; they conbtinue fto reflect the requirements of general
nuclear war. Thare is, howcver, greater attention being paid in
military writings to the r8le of general purpose forces. This
invelives g gearch for ways to 1oosen the constraints at one time
imposed on.strategy by Khrushchev's view, l.e. that in any war
which brought in the great Powers, the Soviets cowld rely '
almost wholly on sirategic weapons. The distinction between
major, local and national libergtion wars has been blurred.

As yet, however, there has been no auwthoritative restatement of
Soviet strgteglc thinking,

C. Ideologx; Oulture and | OOntrols

11. The posit-Khrushchev leadership is apparently trying to
tighten the adminisirative structure and to increase discipline
and efficiency in socliefy, while pursuing the seemingly
contradictory aim of encouraging greater initiative from below.
The economic reforms imply a diminution of Party interference in
the c¢conomy, and thus have underlined the unresclved problem of
the limits of Pariy and Government guthority. At the same +time a
slightly more militant itone in propaganda has emerged, The -
conflicting trends, and the absence of any leader with a clear
ideological vocation have in fact aggravated the confusion to
which Ehrusghchev gave rise.

12, The contest between conservative and lidberal cultural
tendencies continues, Despite attacks on them at the longress,
liberal writers continue to be active, General cultural policy,
without being excessively reactionary, gives little encouragement
10 progressive intellecitual trends.

13, The creation of the all-union Ministry of Public Order
and the new measures for combeting hooliganism probably reflect -
a genuine concern at the increagse in crime, but they and the
recent additions to the RSFSR Penal Code against anti-State
activity, could have an ominous significance in the realm of

_social and ideological conirol.

IV. FXTERNAL DRVELOPHENTS

A. Sino-fSoviet Relations and the Internationsl Communist
ﬁbvemeaﬁ

14. Bino-Soviet relations are at their lowest ebb ever.
The Chinese have never been so isolated. Uniil the unfolding of
the Cultural Revolution in Chine the Soviet leaders had continued
their profitable policy of firmness with restraint. Since then
they seem 0 have concerted with their East Buropean allies -

~3- HATO SECRET
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Rumanis alone excepted - 8 line of nore polemical condemmation
of the Chinese. The main lines of 3ll +this criticism of China
are broadly the same: the (ultural Revolution has nothing in

- ecommon with Marxism-Teninism; it has an essentially anti-Soviet

bent and it has led to attacks on orthodox elements in the Chinese
Party itself; Chinese attitudes seriously hinder the task of-
resisting imperialist aggression, particularly in Vietnam.

15, Despite the isolation of China, the USSR has found it
difficult to meke any major political gains from the situation.
The October meeting of Communist leaders in Moscow undoubtedly.
digcussed the situation in Vieitnam and China but produced an
vninformative communiqué. At the Bulgarian Party Congress the
gquestion of calling a Worid Communist Conference was Tevived but
discussion revealed that there was still major opposition from
certain Parties to convening a meeting which would inevitably be
directed against China, There may be some suspicion that Soviet
intentions include some idea of re-creating a Moscow-~controlled
Communist organization. In convening such a Conference the
attitude of ithe Norith Vieinamese would be of capital importance:
for this and other reasons the Soviet leaders are likely to
remain circumspect. '

‘B. _Rélations with Eastern Burope

16, - Soviet efforts 1o get the East Buropean countries to
take a common attitude met with some success, albeit limited,
which on the other side implies a growing Soviet accepiance of -
the evolution of these countries towards some degree of autononmy,

17. The Group is in égfeeﬁént with the assessment-givéﬂ in .
the Report on the Situation in Eastern Burope (C-M(66)128) as
follows {paragraph 1): . : - -

"The long-term trend towards a greater degree of self-
assertion by the countries of Eastern Eurcpe has continued, The
Declaration on European Security issued at Bucharest appeared more
fortheoming on some points than might have been expected from the
Bussians alone, - It showed signs that account had been taken of
the views of other Warsaw Pact members., The Soviet Union, while
seeking to come to terms with the views and interests of her
Allies, has continued her efforts to 1limit the extent of
divergence. New organizaticnal measures in the Warsew Pact seem .
0 have been successfully resisted, principally by Bumania, but
the community of interests and ideology is strong enough to enable
the Soviet Union to maintain cohesion on somée of the questions
she deems essential."®
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C. Relations with the Third World

18. Overall Soviet policy in the Third World continues to
be governed by verious aims: 1o get & wider hearing for the
USSR in “he nmore impertant countries of +the Third Viorid,
including the moderate countries and those hostile to its ideclogy;
to_counteract Western influence; to spike the guns of Peking.
All this makes for a pragmatic policy which is not pursued %oo
forcefully for fear of producing an adverse reaciion.

19. 'The main Soviet interest in recent months has been in
the Middle East, but this seems to have beem more s reasction to -
opportunities that opered e.g. in Syria, than a conscious policy
of peneiration. The Russians have znot taken any active measures
to further reconciliation bhetween India and Pakistan since the
Tashkent Conference, but have rather sought by promises of further
aid %o maintain good relations with both.

20. A new approach to foreign aid seems to be emerging.
Few ald commitments may reach a record level this year, but the
Soviet Government has become more selective in its aid probably
as a result of recent disenchantments particularly in Africa.
The Russians continue however to use military aid as a relatively
cheap method of gaining political ecredit. -

b. Belations with the West

21, In their relations with the West the Soviet leaders are
pursuing a nunber of sometimes conflicting lines. They have
continued to distinguish their relations with the United States
Ifronw their relations with some other members of the Alliance.
Bllateral relations continued on an ad hoc basis with exchanges
of high-level visits with a numbexr of Western countries.

22. The Soviet lezders have indicated a preference for
pursuing discussion of Buropean problems within a strictly
Faropean context as exenplified in the Bucharest Declaration.

There is lititle evidence, however, that their position on the main
Luropean problems has altered. The propesal to convene z
Cenference on European Security has not been actively pursued by
the USSR. It is in this context of European security that the
USSR contemplates the German guestion., It has refrained from any
»rovocative moves cver Berlin which might evole closer co-operation
enong the Western Allies. At the same time, it has pursued
energevically the gozl of international recognition for the Soviet-
occuplied Zone of Germany. )

23. The Russians have taken the public line that they would
Yike dbetter reiaticns with the Unived States but that the war in
Vietnan is an obstacle. However, they have recently indicated
that they are now more willing to pursue thelr reliationg with the
United States bilaterally, Vietnam nctwithstanding. Kosyzin,
moreover, stated in a speech in August that the Vietnam situation
should not prevent agreement being reached on non-proliferation
and a conprehensive test ban treaty.
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24i. 'The Soviet Union has in public declined to attempt to
persuade the North Vietnamese to agree to anything less than
their own conditions for ending the war. Although the Soviet
leaders are now clearly less concerned about Chinese charges of
collusion with the United States, there is still no sign that they
are yet ready - or, possibly, in a position ~ to use their
influence to work for a negotiated setf{lement in Vigtnam,

25, There has recently been ah apparent softening in Soviet
attitudes on a non-proliferation trezty. This has been shown
both in readiness to explore pessible compromise language for an
sgreconent and in the opbimism expressed by Mr. Gromyke in the
Inited States about the prospects of reaching agreement. This
optimism has been reflected in the Soviet press. It remsins to be
seen, nowever, whether the Scviet leaders are prepared 1o modify
their position sufficiently teo wmske possible the negotiation of a
treaty text acceptable to the West.

26, The Soviet Government has moved relatively quickly
towards the conclusion of an agreement on outer space, although
Moscow's willingness tc proceed to the actual signature of such
a treaty may well -depend not on the substance of the agreement
but on Soviet reading of its »dotential effects on the inter-
naticnal ¢limate.

(Signed) w.4. NEWTON
Chairman

OTAN/NATO, -
Paris, (16e).
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coundry. His Govermment was, however, cconcerned that despite a
Gemonstration of its will Lo cec-operate in pursuing
gsupra-national zims, the eatire Gesrman people were sometimes
condemned evern in friendly countries.

30. In coneclusion, he emphasised his Government's
conviction that its nationzl objectives could only he attained
in close co-operation with ito allies and that any slackening cf
these relatiors would jecpardise its security. Any shoritcomings
and failure to meet present d=y reguirements in the North
Avlantic Treaty snd its Crgzonization should induce the allies
a0t to seek false or seli-inverested alternatives, but to
improve the Allience's ability to accomplish the tasks that lay
before 1it.

31, Mr. RUSK {United Siates) expressed apprecietion for
the statements made by his colleagues and in particuler the most
effective contrivuticsn ol the previous speaker.

32. Uommenting on ¥Mr, Harmel's initiative concerning the
future tasks of the Alliance, hs expressed the hope that
governmments would give %o the proposed study the active high-
level attention which issues of such fundamental importance to
the Alliance deserved., He welcemed Mr. Luns's remark on a
stronger r8le for whe Parlizmentaricns in the work of NATO, znd
was plezsed that Mr, Cagleyangll nad drawn attention to the
critical situatiocn in’the Mear and Middle fast, In view of the
1mportance ¢f this area znd itvs proximity to the southern flank

NATO, and in the ligat of recent tensions and persistent
1ntru510ns into the region hy the Soviet Union, he thought it
vital that the Permanent Representatives devote 2 special
meeting 4o this situatiorn, if possible before the vacalion.

33, The United States intended Lo follow up the peoliecy of
Bast/West relations recently defined by President Johnson and
desplte ineviteble oppcsition the Government was determined to
pursue ivs daot/WOUt trade legisiation in the Congress. An
announcement was expeeted shoerfily on tha isitiation of an
informal study regarding possible co-operation amongst the
technically advanced socleties of Hast and West Burope,
particularly in preblems of manzgement and aaministration,
There were indicaticns thav the Communiet bioc was eager to draw
on the expexrience of the {ree womld and contacts with Eastern
Governments and private organigetions were anticipated.

34, Contrary to expectations, Mr, Gromyko's attitude
during his vigit to the United Nations Genersl Assembly had
Leen one of willingress te enter calm and serious discussion on
a variety of probplems, not exciudiing Vietnam. As 2 result z
civil air agreement had been concluded and fresh impetus given
to the discussion of & space treasty and the problems of
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non-proliferation. PFor a2t least three years the latter had been
the subject of complex and confused talks and it had been
aifficuit to foresee how agreement might be reachned. 1%
appeared that discussions had now reached & stage where greas of
possible accord zould be explored. The United States had at all
times made clear that allied cornsultation wes a prerequisite fo
agreement with any Soviet Union suggestions. Progress had been
made by confining the range of talks +%c warheads, and by
excluding the problen of wartime arrangemenis. There were no
signs of Soviet concern regarding NATC arrsngements fer the
hendling of nuclear weapons and it was doubtful trat ir respect
of non-proliferation they would oppose the Hucleay Committees
established by the Fourteen., The allies would be consulted
shortly regarding language to define the key issues of what
happened physically to nuclear warheads and whether ccuntrol of
nuclear wespons should be passed Ho nen-nuciear powers, It now
scemed feasible to predict wnat might be acceptable. Clearly a
solution to the problem would be accepted with reluctance by
nations such as india andéd Japan, and an answer did not lie in
agreement between NATO and the Warsaw Paot.

33, The speaker recalled thatl thes Nerth Americas formed
the western flank of MALO. This flank, though it excluded
Hawzii, extended up tc longitude 180°, The emergence of a new
and capable nuclear power in the Pacific presented a problem
which required vitel consideration in the future., It was
difficult to determine events in mminlend Chigs but the
situation undoubtedly deserved close zittention. He was inclired
to agree with the view thoi the conversion of Peking to
peaceful coexigtence was the major problem of the world today.
There was no progress in the pursult of bilateral contacts in
any sphere because of Peking's ettitude to Permosa., The United
States must contirve %o nold the view that it wes not its
responsibility to "surrender" this isiand. Irn effect, the
price of interest on the pert of Peking was t¢ destroy the
poesition of the Repunlic of Chinsa.

36. The problem of Vietnam which affected so many
important worid issues was of gpecial interest to the United
States not only becsuse of its specific treaty commitment to acyt
against the ccmmon danger of an attack on Scuth Vielnam, but
alzo because of its other treaty obligations in the area. It
was totaily untainkable for the United States tc ve loyal to its
Atlantic commitments and yet neglect any one of those treaties
wnich were organized in the Pacific with full regard for the
rnecessities of bulldirg a new and durable world-wide peace.

37. On the militery side, enormous power was available to
combat crganized warfare in Vietnam but guerillu activities
presented a comolex creclem, On the other hand, fthe responsible
work of the constitutiocnsl assenbly represented an encouraeing
political development and elections for a national cssembly
could be anticipated for mid-1968. Iorecver, progress had been
made To withstand the economic threats of ruwnawsy inflation.
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Corrigendum to G=VR{66)69, dated 15th December, 196¢€

In the second~last line, the second word should

4: for "gord" read “gone®.

10:
10+

33

insert “ready® after "power®,

read “"Long Merch".

for "Irsnian”™ read “Russian®,

for "of zountries around this

table" read "that countries arcund this tahle have®,

Page 27

read “rather®.
Page 29

Paragraph 3, line
Page 30

Paragraph 3, line

Paragraph 4, line
Page 34

Paragraph 2, line
Page 35

Paragraph 2, line 3:
OTAN/NATO,
Paris, (16e).
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Mr. RUSK (Contd)

advanced societies, Communist 28 well =5 iree world, in the
examination of certain problems of mansgement and sdminisiratlion,
where complex crgenizations are coming more zand noie intoe being,
where exchaonge of information and experience of mansgement
problems cculda be of considerable importance. We understand that
there is some interess in Tastern Europe in drawing upon the
experience ¢f the free world, ané that informzsl exploraticn will
be made not cn the basis of any predetermined plac tut on the hasis
of looking at the gquestion, and we will hope to be in teouch with
toth Goverrments and private ins$itvtions and orgenizaticns in
connection wits 1%,

When Mr. Gromyko came to the General Assembly of the
United Naticns this fell and spent a brief time in Washington,
we were not ot 2ll sure what his attitude would be unorn arrival,
e thought that it was possible that he would sgy: "Because of
Vietnam there is nothing +to discuss.” He did not do thnat. He,
in effect, entered =sericusly intc a discussion of a rumber of
prceblems despite Vietnmum, and even cn Vietnam the conversation
was calm and with o mipimum of viclent adjectives on both sides,
and so we nroceeded to the conclusiocn of a civil air agreement.
We were able to give some additional impetus to the discussion
of 2 space Treaty, and we continuved the discussion of the problem
of the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons.

As menbers round the teble know, we have heen discussing
non-proliferztion in the Allicnce and in Geneva and with the
Soviet Union for at Lleast three yvemrs, perhars longer. Those
discussions have gond round ard round; they have encountered
irrelevancies; tney hove gotten tangled up in metzphysieal
problems and it has been unfortungiely difficult to find an
agreement., Ve hove rad further ¢ilscussions in New York as
co—Chairmen of the Ceneva Confercice and in coanection with the
discussions beforc the United Nations. We =till do not see
exactly how an agrcemshi night be reached, but T think the
iiscussions have gonc just about as far as they can go, as
Ciscussione, and I think it iz possible Ter us to share the nature
of those digcussions in such & way as t¢ expose the areas in
which some azgreement might be found. We have, at 21l stazes,
made it clear to vhe Soviet Union that we coulld not curserves
agree to ary of ftheir suggestions or ary language without full
consultation with our Alliess. I thirzk certain clarificevion
at least, hag occurred. The discussions have been orn the subject
of warheade and not delivery vehicles., I% ig clear that we are
not concerned zbout the situation of war; that the arrangemenis in
wartime would noi be wide ppen; and that the Treaty could not
engage that protlem. I think we have put %o one side the
guestion of how an Alliance makes a decision to go to war.

-2 G- NATO SECRET
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Mr, RUSK (Contd)

Ve have not sensed concern on the part of the Soviet
Union with present arrangements in NATO for the handiing of
nuclear weavpons, and I would suppose that in so far 28 a non-
proliferation treaty is concerned, they will not raiase an
objection to the Nuclear Committee which the Fourteen
éstablished yesterday. That i1a, the range of discussion
has been narrowed somewhat:; it appears to us that the two
key issves are ‘'what happens physically o nuclear warheads®
end ‘whether the present nuclear powers turn over control of
miclear wedpcns 1o non-nuclear states®, We will be in touch
with our collezgues in the Alliance in the nearest future to
loock at some alternative language which might move us forward
on this matter.

There is no agreement between the two co~Chairmen
of the Geneva Conference on language, but I think it is
possible now to make certain predictions about what would bhe
possible, what would notv be possible. But I would add the
thought that on this question the enswer is not resolved by
agreement between the Wersaw Pact countries and the NATO
countries, ever if we should achieve that result. It seems
gquite clear that there are in other parits of the world countries
who are going to come into such arrangements with the greatest
possible reluctance. I'm thinking particularly, for example,
of Indiz and Japsn - taere may be others. And so this is a
long path ~ I think we must work at it very hard, and we shall
ve in full consuliation with the members of this Alliance.

I would like to say just & brief word about the
Western flank of WATO in the Pacific Ocean, I heve used
that expression. Some of the newspaper men seenm to think
that somehow I am mercly meking a joke; but I think
Mr, Paul Martin and I would want to remind ourselves thatl
North fAmerica is in the North Atlantic Treaty area and that
takes us out to the hundred and eightieth degree longitude,
although Hawaii isg not in thet area; we're only forty-nine
fiftieths in HATO, But out there on that flank there has
emerged a new nuclear power to explode its fifth device at
aimost literally any moment, experimenting with missiles of
intermediate and possibly longer range, and so, in the years
ahead, we have the prosvect of that problem to think very hard
about.

We do rnot know exactly what is happening in mainland
China, and L gather that we're in sorewhat the same position as
those of you who have diplomatic relations with Peking. It
does not embarrass us not to know kecause I suspect that
Mao Tse-~tung and Lin Fia¢ are not entirely clear about whet is
hapyening there. But, nevertheless, it seems to us that what is
happening there is of the greatest possible importance. There
may be a struggle of power among individuals -~ there may be s
serious debate on pelicy going on in that vast country - there
mzy be a transition between the veterans of the long march and
the next generation, with all that trat implies for possibilities,
but surely it is a2 situation which deserves our closest sttention.
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‘ s 1, At his request, Amb, Knappstein came in with von Btndon
'to diaeuaa questions raised re NPT which had bcen received from

Ponn, He said Brandt wanted &8 much information as poaaiblo for

geg izl

the wmeeting of Federal Defense Council on 20 January.

2, After welcoming Koappstein, Fester said we co'uld not
expect Sovs to be enthuaisstic about some of our int:ez"p‘mtatimﬂ 2
of the treaty but they had agreed that those things which wers °
i | aot pruhibited wera pemifted As long as l:hei:r noses wen- net .

rubbed in these matters, they might not react advemnly, hut if

these interpretations were written in large neom 115!:!:3, t:hm k
\{ ‘would be no treaty, Knappstein replied that tha FRG wanted I:e
| be sure that they would not rum into chm:ges of t.reaty viollti.on

Lafter treaty entered into force,

3, The following FRG questions and US answers were | __'

PO |
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(Q.) Bad Sovs agweedthat consultations were permitted by NPI? {

(A,) Yoster said Secfétary Busk had made clear that NPT could
not gevern haw we talked to our allies. Gremyko had said first that
ha was not raising question of consultation in NPT and later that
8ovs did neot sugmsest NPT include provision banning consultation,
FPoater said Sovs clearly did not wish/::::;::n McNamara committee,
and that we might coentinue to expect criticism of RATO consultations.
A ebarge that such consultations violated NPT, however, wauld be

another matter,

{(Q.) Wwas our definition of "contxol" accepted by Sovs; wers

all measurss short of final atagelof tranafer parmitted?

(A.) Foster replied that Soves had objected that eirlier Us
definition of control explicitly authorived WRG firing nuclear
weapons after consent of US given, Sovs could not expressly approve
such language, We told Sove we not insist upon US definition Xm of
control in NPT, We have not sald we disagreed with definitionm,

They have not given us any definition of their own. In our view,
eontrol clearly transferred if independent power to fire nuc}enr

weapons given, On other hand, control not txansferred if a veto
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f_' given to fire nuclear weapons deployed on FRG territory. Quick -—]

reaction alext procedures permit varicus actions with reapect to

e r——

warheads without viclation of prohibition on "transfer’ in US |
natiopal legislation. BSovs aware of exiating.arrangem;nta, ald

that we interpret treaty as not requiring changes in existing arranga-
ments, They understand clearly that what is not prohibhited is

permitted.

(Q.) Whether in US view NPT would permit exchenging new
weapons for eld in exiating arrangements or permit other changes

i reaulting from technical developments?

(A.) Foster said pothing in tre#ty bears on deployment of
nuclisar weapons; nothing deale with exchanges of new weapoms for
pld within existing arrangements,

{(Q.) Whether Soves agree with US view that NPT would permit
acquisition of nuclear weapons by a Eurcpean union with a central
pelitical authority and a2 cowmon foreign and defense policy;.did
thay agres with points made in January 13 oral note?

{A.)} PFoster said we had told Sovs that a new ﬁnited Statea
of Europe would aucceed to nuclear assets of UK or France., They
.bave not complained about this interpretation but the laas said

L__ about it publicly, the better. Knappstein replied it was unnvaidable_]
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that thie questien would be discussed every day in Rurope. _1
(Q.) Could an EDBC as an inzarmndintc/:izig to political umion
peasess all kinds of delivexy vehicles, including those in which
nuelesr werheads and carrisre could not be separated?
(A,) Xoster replied NPT did not deal with delivery vshicles
of any kind and Bovs had agreed to this in private, However, any
dizscugsion of an BEPC or multilateral force invelyving ouclear delivery
vehicles should be kept in as low & key as possible, If wa made
atstement saylog this §,K, might jeopardize treaty. We do not
proposs to discuss this fully with anyone alse,

Warheads of US migsilse, including Polaris, are phyaically
separable from their carriers, FRG was aware that existing quick xcI7
reaction alert procedures resulted in mounting US warheads on ¥RG
aircraft under certain circumstanceg, However, custedial arrange-
mnﬁ worked out between two countriss permitted transfer of carriers
witheut transfer of warheads within meaning of US atemic energy
legislation, NPT did not, in our view, prohibit similar custedial
arrangemant for other carriers, Knappstein =aid it was then
theorstically possible to have a flest of Polaris submarines: with

warheads locked up and safeguardad sepazable £rom delivery vehicglea,

1
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F" Meeker zaid we take pggitian snd Sovs accept that arrvaggemants toﬁ{y-_1
are congistent with ebligation in US national legislation net to
transfer, Bovs undaratand that we are not undextaking by NPT te
chengs emixting arrangemsnts but we could not ask Sovs to approve
axtension of this concept for the future in another context, It 1a
our view, of course, that NPT deals with warheads, not with delivery
vehicles. An axrangemeant concerning delivery vehicles which did not
resulf in & transier of warhesads or contxel over them would not, in
our view, be prohibited,

{Q.) Was the US underntanding that nuclesr weapon includes
only warheads accepteble to the Soval

(A.) PFoster sald the Soys agree that RPI did not deal with
dalivery vehiclea,

{Q.) uamgxx Whethex ADMs are purely defensive weapoma?

(A,) Toeter ssid NPT rext did not differentiate batweQn
pffensive and defensive weapoms, It would apply toc ADMS which were
aussiear,

(Q.) Had Sovs agreed. to possible ¥RG right of veto over
foreign-owned nuclear weapans on German soil? ' .

(A.) Foster said this had not been rai.ﬁed, but that we did

L net see how treaty intended to inhibit triggering nuclear war in _[
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f_ future could be interpreted aa prohibiting an additiemal veta, —l

Knappstein said they understood thet the question of veto
would be betwssn the President and the Chancellor, However, if a
mechanism or centrol orxganization wers necessary to effectuats the
veto, did that violate the treety?

Foster repligd that the President might want a military
adviser to help him but he would net xequire an organixzatien in this
sanse, Knappatein said this seemed to me#n thet an organirzatien
would not prove to ba necesssary,

E : {Qa) Ead Sovs in telks tried to limit peaceful nuclear
cooperatien other than re nuclear explosive devicesj would full and

untrammeled cooparation ba permitted? FRS understanding was only
inhibition was upon peaceful uxplosiﬁas.

(A.) Foster said thare was no other inhibitien; US pelicy
favored peaceful nucisar exchanges, Bov Geneva draft treaty con-
tained pexnxfwbzwmekgxrxacakangex broad language which might have
prohibited soms paaceful acoperation but we got them to take this
out,

Knappstein asked whather the treaty left open all

possibilities for coopsration which wers left open by the MeMahon

; L Act.. Fisher sgld there was a somewhat greater restrictien with _J
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I_ respsct to trensfers of nuclear weaponst to nucleax-weapon states, but—]
not with respect to nop-macleAr-weapon states,

Knappstein ssked what concesslons Sova had made to bying
treaty into eomsistency with US atomic enexgy legislation,

Faster said primarily the #prohibition an‘trmfer“ which
appesxed in U8 legislation, Fisher addﬁd that other concessions
included elimination from Sov Geneva draft of prohibition on transfer
of qgontrol over the "emplacement” of nuclear weapena which raised
quesation about existing daploymeﬁt arrangements, Also eliminated
-were veferances to "use”" of nuclear weapons such as prohiblition on
txansmittal of infof:mation which can be employed for purposes of
“use! of such weapons, This would have prevented training of a&llied
ﬁ:ooi:s for possible use of nuclear weapons in svent of war,

(Q.) Whether word "purpose” in Art, IV referred to premable
and if so, what was wording of preamble?

{A,) Foatexr assid we did not have #n agreed or fipnal draft
of preambie, We hope to see it state objectives such as generzl
and complete disarmament, turning down of the nuclear arms rage,
and reductions in nuclear arsenals,

Foappsatein sald that if preamble stated :mcldar—v;eapon

had
L states Mt to raduce nuclear arsenals and this was not accomplished _I
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by the end of the five-year p:iiad, could withdrawal by non-nuclllr~.—1

wegpon states become effective?

Foster said such atates might take thie view, (If this

'point is raised in further discusaions, refer to points made in

L

FORM
43

r——

(Q.) FKoappstein asked how assurances of fullest consultations

ware consistent with Foater statement that changes in treaty text
would be difficult, Kﬁappntein recognized that Gemmans would howm
have to be awars of the facte of life -~ the negotiations had been
arduous and difficult, But he asked wwmxmax whether it was
theoretically epen to make changes in the text,

{A.) Foster said it was, NPT was ad referendum but as
Knappstein had recognizad, changes would be difficult.

{(Q.) Would a new United States of Europe have to acdept the
obligations of the NPT or would it be free to decide whether ox
not to join?

(A.}) Eﬁeker aaid usual rule of intermational law was that a
new state did net automatically inherit the obligations of';ta
preadscessor statee, However, we would hope and expect a United :
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I. STATEMENTS OF POLIPICAL SUBJZCES

{(Discussed in Private Session)

NaA®Q CONFIDENTIAL

II. DRLPT NON-PROLITEXATICH TREATY

Document. Dreft civeuloted by the United States Delegotion
on 23rd Jonucry, 1967

1. The CHAIRMAW g:id thot, as all would agree, this was an

extrenely important and complex sudject; in his opinion, the
Council had huardly hod any problem on ity Agenda with more for-
recching ond serious implications for the Alliance.

2. The objective of the discussion was to reach o consensus

n the problem of o non-proliferation tresty which was gcheduled
to be tabled ot the Geneva Dizornmanent Conference. The Council
had in this phase to nscertgin whether the draft agreement
circulated by the United Siates Delegation was congidered fully
satigfoctory by all the Allied governments. The esgsentizl
political consideration which should guide us in this matter wos
he thought, to avoid any possible divisive effect upon the
Allismce. Today's discussion might thus be only the first in a
gseries of exchanges of views.

3. The draft seemed to him %o contain a number of‘very
gignificant changes as compered with the previous one. 1t
therefore deserved very careful study.

Inter nlia, a treaty of this kind contained a number
of terms znd concepts which needed an authoritative and precise
interpretation. The Couticil should, at the end of this process
of consultation, be clear in their minds as to what these terms
and concepts neant znd what they inplied. The United States had
already circulated an interpretative explanation of the text.

It might be equally important to know what the Soviet
interpretation was and whether it coincided with the Council's.

4, Apart from these general observationg, several moxre
specific guestions came to mind which seemed fto him worthy of
specigl congiderstion:

hat would he the effect of the treaty if it were not
signed by all the nuclear powers?

- What if it were not signed by all potentigl nuclear
vowers?

- Is it intended to be a world-wide agreement, or is it
neant to bind first of all the Zuropean countries?

i NATO CONPIDENTTAT
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- Winat would be ite effect on the development of ruclear
science and technology in the field of peaceful uses?

- What would ke the treaty's effect on agroements within
our Allisnce concerning nuclear planning, strategy,
deployment and development of werpons as well as
exchange of nuclear informaticn?

- Ard firnally, wiazt would be the offect on developments
towards Buropean urnity?

These were, of course, some cf the most obvious guestions, and the
Couneil might wish to =add to them,

5. He invited the United States Representative 1o
introduce the drait,

€. The UFNITED STATES REPRESZNTATIVE made the following
stotement:

"The goverrmznts represcnted arcund this table have all
been given the partial text of & drafi treaty on non-proliferation
of nuclear weapona o5 it has emerged from bilsateral discussions
tetween representatives of the United States znd the Soviet Union
cver the past several months, The point of sdvance distribuiion,
of course, was to give vour governmerts an copportunity to study
it before the present stage of consultations got underway here
this morning.

A= you know, the draft treaty language was suvplemented
by an interpretative menocrandum, =2nd several members have taken
the opportunity for further clarification of points in preliminary
discussions preparztory te this meeting.

Under the circumsteonces, I ses no point in a general
geseripition of the asterial with waich you 2lready sre familiar.
What mey posaibly be useful would be for ne te introduce our
discussion this morning with a3 brief statement on how this
particular piece of paper, which is befcre the Council this
morning, Tits intc the process of the larger effort directed toward
arms control and disarmament.

And the main voint I want to reezll $o my colleagues is
that this ig port of a larger process; it is 3 chapter in & story
which hes a past, a present, and z fusure - hopefully an
encouraging and more secure future. The search for a specific
agreement on non-prolileration is one of the threads of that story.

The broad context of the early chapters of this story is,
cf course, the whole post-war effort to cope with the nuclear
revolution: it goes back to the Barucn Zlan and the refusal of
the Soviet Union to join in placing all dangerous aspects of
nuclear energy under & United Nations mononoly.
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It continues through the dangerous years of the
East/West nucleor erms roce during which the vhole subject of
disarmement was, to all intents and purposes, relegated to a
sterile rdle in the dreary litany of cold vior propaganda.

It inecludes the establishment by the Kennedy
Administration of the first fulli-time professionzl Arms Control
end Disarmament Agency ... the establishment of the Eighteen-
FKation Disarmament Conference ... the elaboration c¢f step-ty-step
proposels vy both the United States and the Soviet Union for
general and complete disarmament ,.. the agreement to a moratoriun,
on atmospheric tests of nuclear wespons end the breaking of that
moratoriun by the Soviet Union .., the installation of the 'hot
line' between Moscow and Washington ... &nd the subsequent
achievement of the tresty banning nuclear tests in the atmosphere,
in outer space, and under the water.

At ahout the time of the Test Bun Treaty - with more and
more nations approaching the industrial znd technological ability
to build nuclear weapons — seriocus sttention began to be given
te the possibility of conteining the proliferation of these
weapons, Successive (General iAssemblies at the Urnited Nstions
rassed resoclutions without dissenting votes, calling for urgent
efforts to halt the spread of nuclear weapons in an unstable and
strike-ridden world, ZEeginning in 1964, tke Council of the North
Atlantic Alliance went on record in support of a non-proliferation
agreemert. And more or less serious negoetiations began at the
Geneva Disarmament Conference on this subject.

Meanwhile, the General Jssembly passed & resolution,
co-sponsored by the Soviet Union and the United States, extending
in prineciple the rvle of law %o outer space and banning, in
declaratory fashion, the orbifing of ruclear and other weapous
of mass destruction, That declaratory resolution has now heen
transformed into a treaty which was opened for signature last
week .

But negotiations for a roun-proliferation treaty ran into
2 blark wall, The Soviets iunsisted upor approaching the problem
exclusively in a Buropean fremeworx. They tabled a draft treaty
which was a transparent effort to hobble J4T0, to disrupt our
present arrangements for the nuclesr defense of Alliance
territory, and to prevent the evolution of nuclear planning and
consultation among the Allies. In cffect the Soviets invited
thenselves to 81t at this table and tell us what we can and cannot
do in the planning and mansgement of our own nuclear deterrent.
Meanwhile, they exploited the general desire for progress in
this area by storming a2bout 'Neo-Nazi Revanchists' in Bomn
hungering to acquire 'zecess' te the ruclear trigger.
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The draft non-proliferation treaty whick the United
tates had earlier tabled contained specific provisiors designed
to protect our NATO arrangements and to allow us to get on with
our nuclear plenning activities., The two a2pproaches being
irreconcilable, so were the texts of the draft treaties. The
negotiations had reached an linpasse.

That, in broad-brush strokes, is the past part of the
story for the process leading to the business vefore us tedey.
We hawve consulted often and in great detail here zbout the earlier
and aboritive attempts to find = basis for agreement on & non-
prolifersation Srezty, as we have about the other measures 1 have
mentioned, ¥e are continuing that process of consultation today.

The present phase of that story bhegins late last swmer.
At about that time we tegan to detect a s1il% in the Soviet
position at Geneva, In their private comments thney stopped
emphasising 'azccess' to nuclear weapons — by which they previously
zppeared to inelwde, among cther things, existing arrangements for
nuclear weapons on NATO territory - and started in their public
statements emphasising 'transfer?® of nuclear weapcons as the heart
of the problem. They started dropping hints of one kindé or
another to the effect that they were ready to abandon their narrow
focus on Europe and zddress themselves to the global problen of
nuclear proliferation, One would like to tkink that the tedious
digeussions which had been going on for several years had had =
certain educational effect., Whether it was that or the Chinese
tects of muclear devices - or some combination of both -~ the
Soviets gave signs of being ready for zericus negotiations,

This, in turn, gave the United Stotes an opportunity te
propose & new approacia: a treaty that would define only what was
forbidden - centred on the concept of transfer. The central idea
vags that whatever is not prohibited is permissitle.

Secretary nusk tried out this apvroach on lMr. Gromyko
during the last General 4Assembly, The response was sufficiently
encouraging to warrant a return to the bilateral chanmel for
furtier exploration. Members of the Council will recall that I
reported to you in October the substance eof Secretary Busk's
talks with Gromyko,

In the course of fthese discuassions, the United States
nade 1t very clear that we would not agree to any language without
consultations with our Allies., The Soviets understand this, Por
their pari the Soviets have been careful not to give their final
approval t¢ the formulations that emerged from our talks. However,
on the basis of our dicscussions with them, we believe they would
find then acceptable.
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S0 what we have bhefore us this morning - in still
incomplete form — is thae product of that exercise, It has not
been agreed to by either party. But we felt it had progressed far
enough to bring that product into this forum before attempting
to proceed any furthsr,

That, in brief, is the present status of the matier.
Although we have in the past nad exitensive discussions of & non-
proliferation treaty in this Council, we wanted to afford each of
our Allies the fullest opportunity to study the formulations whicn
emerged from our recent talks with the Sovieis, We believe we
heve fully explained these formuwlations in the materizl we have
circulated to each member and your governments have nad time to
stucy them. We would like now to have your views and commnents
before we resume discussions with the Soviets in a further effort
to produce a draft text which, hopefully, both sides can recommend
to others for further consideration.

It may =zssist the menmbers of the Council if I touch
briefly on three peoints regarding the draft treaty and our plans
for further talks with the Soviets.

The first point I wish te sitress is that we do not
expect and we do not intend to ask the Soviets To endorse
explicitly all of our interpretations of variocus articles axnd
clauses, and certainly not publicly., We azve covered these
interpretations in varying degree as these guestions arocse during
our talks with the Soviets, We expeet tc cover them in some
detail when a non-proliferation treaty is submitted 1o the Senate.
These interpretations will thus form a psrt of both the Treaty's
negotiating history and our legislative record. Accordingly,
whatever the Soviets may find it exwedient to continue to say
about NATO nuclear arrangements for propagands purposes, they
will have no legitimate grounds for alleging that they constitute
violations of the trezty.

The second point I want to elaborate somewhat is covereg
in the explanatory material we have circulated to all members., I
refer to the prohibition of ‘other nuclear explosive devices' in
Articles T and II. I know that this prohibition causes some
concern., The United States firsi spelled out its position con this
matter in a statement by Kr., idrian Pisher made at Geneva on
6th August, 1966, 4As he said then, and as our further siudy has
confirmed, the technical facts are fThat makirg nuclear explosive
devices for peaceful purposes would be essentizally indistinguishable
from making nuclear weapons. Any nuclear explosive intended for
peaceful application could bYe used as 3 weapon or rezdily adapted
to such use, Any State which acguires the Tacility for the
manufacture of nuclear explosives for peaceful purposes could
also manufacture nuclear weapons. This pogsibility would be
understood throughout the world, with a1l of its political and
military implications.
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Although the United States has been carrying out
extensive studies to develop the peaceful spplications of nuclear
explesives, we still have several d4ifficult technical probvlems
to solve before we will be 2ble to demonstrate applications which
are technically and economically practicel,., Only highly
sophisticated thermo-nuclezr devices seem to be practical for
nuclear excavation projects, Fission-type explosives would not
seem o be practical for excavation because the radiocactivity
released would be unacceptably high snd beczuse Iissionable
naterial is tco costly to make its use ecoxonical for such projects.

On the basis of our experience so far, the develoovment
of maclear exvlosives exclusively for peaceful excavation purposes
by & non-nuclear weapon state could not be justified on economic
grounds. . Such development would be extremely costly in terms of
scientific manpower, expensive materials consumed and the huge
capital investment required.

Tnerefore; the irescapable technological facts regulre a
prohibition on the development of such dsvices by non-nuclear
weapon countries, If such a prohibifion were not included in
a non-proliferation treaty, 1t would mezn that even though a
non-nuclear weapon state had undertaken not to produce or acquire
nuclear weapons it would be entitled to embark on the development
of a highly sophisticated thermo-ruclear explosive device which
would be available for use as a weapon, This would leave & loop-
hole almost as large as the treaty itself,

On the other hand, the United States is firmly committed
to the position that possible future bencefits from peaceful
nuclear explosives should be made zavailsble to 3ll countries,
whether or not they possecs nuclear weapons, but in a manner
which would nct contribute to proliferatlion, Accordingly, we
have stated at Geneva and in the General Assembly that if and
when peaceful applications of nuclenr cxplosives that are
vermissible under test ban treaty linitations prove technieally
arnd economically feasible, states which possess such devices
should provide to other countries nuclear explosive services for
peaceful applications. Such services would consist of performing
the desired detoraiion under a»propriate internationzl auspices,
with the nuclear device remaining under the custedy and control
of the state performing ithe service,

We are now considering possible new ideas which might
advance discussion of the means by which non-nuclesr weapon states
may in fact be ensured of receiving the full benefits of nuclear
explosive technology on an equitable and non-discrininatory basis,
fhe purpose would be to make clear that once participating nuclear
weapon states are prepared to undertake practical applications of
peacefu]l nuclesr explosive devices in their own countries, they
will not withhold nuclear detonation services from others because
of extraneous considerstions. We hope to inform the Couneil of
our idezs on this regard in the near future,
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The third poirt I want to stress is that we are engaged
today in what will be a process of continuing consultation., After
we have receilved your views at this_sta%e, we shall want %o
provide every cvportunity 0 keep this Council closely inforced
ornn a contiruwing bhasis of future developmenii,

If 81l goes well and 2 dralt treaty emerges from our
further +talks with the Soviets, it would be placed before the
Genevs Disarmament Jonference for considerziion by that body.
While the draft is under comnsideration at Geneva, we shall want
to keep in close touch with the ¥ATO Council ard with other
governments not represented in the Genevs Lisarmament Conference
but 2aving 2 special interest in this treaty. Taus all would have
an opporturnity to make known their views und suggestions while the
draft text is under corsideration at Genevs,

With regard to opening & non-proliferation treaty for
signature, our intention is to follow a procedure analogous to
that used for the outer space treaty., Thus, urlike the procecure
used for the limited test waxn treaty, we do not intend to have the
nuclear weapon stetes sign & draft which would thereafter he
openced for signature by obthers. Retheor, the text we hope to place
before the Geneva Disarmament lonference will ke 2 draft
recommended by the United States and the USSR, soting in
thelr cavacity as ¢0-Chairmer of the Zighteen-Nztion Committee.
The text would not be opened for signature until after the Gcneva
Conference and all other interested goverrments had had an
oprortunity to comsider it and to give thelr views and comments.

Let me now touch bpriefly on the status of Article ILI, In
the explanztion of the toxt we circulated to all members we stated
why no languzge was available for Artiecle IIf and indicated that
we hoped tc suggest a concrete fermmlztion in the near future.

We have now prepared a draft text for tkis Article and we are Just
now startirg %o discuss it with those of your governments which
are aiso menbers of EUrATOM,

We are starting with BULATON members because the draft
formulation would invelve the application of IAEA safeguards in
the EURATOM zrea ond vie felt i1 appropriste fo exchange views
with the BURATCM memters htefore raising the matter in the NATO
Council, %e shall, of course, bring this additional Article io
vhe attention of this Council and of =211 IVIC governments as soon
as we have had an exchange of views with the EURATQK countries.
At thet time, we shall be arxious to receive the views and comments
of all HATO members,

As hz2s besen generally recognised, we are finally dealing
with & concrete prospect Tor achieving & treaty to stop the spread
of nukclear wezpons. There is no certainty that we shall succecd
and we anticipate an arduous negotiation in the Geneva Disarmament
Conference. Hut, the time has come to meke a fimal effort to bring
this project to a successful conclusion, If we miss the present
oprorftunity, we are not 1ikely to find znother in ftime to act
before the threat of ruclear proliferatior becomes a fzot,
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So much for the present. The future of the general
process of seeking to pacify the ztom, to get =some arms control
and disarmement, to internationalise security arrangements until
we can speaX meaningfully of a system of world order is, of course,
impossible to predici. We are now engeged, as you know, in the
opening phase of an effort to avoid another sviral in the arns
race through competitive development of ADRM weapons' systems and
through inevitsble responses to such development in the form of
improved or increased offeansive cempabilities, It is far too ezrly
to guess what the prospects may be. What is hopeful is that the
Soviets seem to be at least willing to talk - and our hope is that
they will +alk seriously,

Meanwhile we can, and willi, continue to push at the
Geneva Disarmament Conference other steos toward the international
control of armamenits. Waether the next step will be a freere or
mutual reductiocrn of delivery vehicles, or a cut-off in production
of fissionable materiasls, or =z comprehensive test ban, or some
nther measure we do not, of course, know st this time. What we
do know is taat the first steps are usually the ianportani cnes,
Judging by the favourable atmosphere generated by thne limited test
ban treaty, the conclusion of a non-proliferzfion treaty would in
turn open up prospects for furtrer progress, It is a journey that
we, for our part, wilil not be the one to abandon.

Ir. Chairmaen, ! have detained you with a review of
natters most of which are well known to meniters of thie Council
only bvecause 1t seems to us thal the zon-proliferation asvect of
the struggle to control nuclear weaporns 1 cetter understood in
z wider framework of esiforts to damper down the arms races, to
move from step to step toward 2 disarmed world, and te usher in
zn era of world order.®

i The BELGIAY REPREBSEETATIVE, with all speakers, expressed
great gratitude to the United States Representative for the
information he had made avaitizable, He wished to raise tThree
points. Firstly, as regerds consultation in HATO, he recnlled
that the Council had been consulting cr the subject of non-
vroliferaticon for some years, but tanlbl no common rosition had
been reached sinece no precise text of the Ireaty was available,
Wow that the Council had received the vresent draft he hoped that
it would be possible to make progress without delay. He thought
that the outlook had been sulfficiently clarified for agreement on
a treaty to be in sight, znd that consultarion among the NATO
Allies had resched the point where a2 comion position could be
adopted. Secondly, he suprorted the Unitcd States approach for
negotviations on the Lresty oy including in it whet should be
prohibited. The question of interyretation of terms covered
hoth in the United States written explanation accompanying the
text and in the statement today by the United States
Hepresentative, was 2 most important one. It was nighly
significant thav the United States interpretoticns of Articles 1
and 11 would be made publiec in the debates in the Senate preceding
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ratification of a treaty, since i% would be made clear that the
essential reaquirements of Western defence would be respected.
Tais aspect was of special interest to governments and public
opinion, Thirdly, the Council hzd so far siudied the question of
non-proliferation on a collective basis. He thought, hrowever,
that this new approach by the United States was more suitable &s
teing in the sernse of & détente., He was therefore able to support
an individual iritiative by the United States, to be followed and
approved by the Council, each member country being given adequate
tine o reflect on the guestion and none being forced to sign a
treaty against its will,

g, The (AXADIAN REFPRESENTATIVE said that he would first of
all express the appreciation of his Authorities for the arrangements
which had been made to permit the fullest consultation on the
subject of non-proliferztion. The treaty wkich was being
elaborated and negotiated, primarily between the United States
and the Scviet Union, raised some of the mest important and
complex issues affecting the future of NATCO countries and of the
Alliance, no less than that of other naticns and continexnts., The
present meeting this morning thercfore could not be but the firsiy
in a series that would extend until - hopefully - 211 the major
guestions had been fully clarified ana a Trosd consensus amongst
the Allies had been reached. He was grateful $o the United
Statesg Delegation, in this respect, for having circulated draft
Articles and explanztory notes Lo serve 25 the basis of the
discussion,

9, For some years now, Canada had been urging the
conclusion of a universal agreement for the prevention of the
further preoliferation of nuclear weapons, The Canadian position
had been analysed in detail by the Canadien Prime Minister at the
International Assembly on Wuclear Weapons held in Scartorough in
June 1966. Nr., Fearson was fully conscious of the great
difficulties wkich lay in the way of & non-proiiferscticn zgreement,
He had in mind in perticular the legitimate reouirements of HATRO
nuclear defence and of Furopezn security, and the natursl
inclination of states having the technical skill, resocurces and
industrial base to come to regard the development of nuclear
weapons 8s being necessary ror their security. Far from
discarding considerations of national interest in the name oI a
vegue and somevhat mystical sense of international responsibility,
he expressed the deev conviection that the prospect of nuclezr
wzr and the destructive capacity of nuclear wespons made national
interest coincide witn internstionzl respconsibhility.

10, It was in this same spirit thet he would now make a few
preliminary comnents on the text of the dralt Articles,
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11. Articles T and IT effected a greater economy of
language +than the corresponding Articles of the original United
States and Sovict draft treaties, and in doing so lost some
precision., He realised that this had occurred as o result of
an attempt to find suitable compromise wording. At the same
time, the Articles contained a formula for the prevention of
proliferation of nuclear weapons which promised both to be
effective and to provide a reasonable basis for negotiations
and agreement.

12, The provosed nor-proliferaton formula would achieve
three fundamental Western cbjactives:

{(a) It would nobt interfere with NATO nuclear
consultation and planning and it would not,
therefore, impailr the effective collective defence
of tke WATO area,

(p) It would not disturb or aifect exdisting dilateral
nuclear-sharing arrangements between the United
States and certain of its NATO Allies,

{(e) It would not prevent a newly-constituted federal
entity, such as one embracing the states of
Western Hurope, from succeeding to the rights and
responsibilities oi coxnstituvent members, In other
words, 1t would not exclude the “federal’ option,

These three objectives were fundemental. His suthorities were
therefore gratified that wording had been found which fully met
their position in this regard.

13, However, they reelised that the language of Articles I
and IT pregented a problem for many non-nuclear countries who
were being asked to deny theumselves an important potential
application of nuclear erergy far peaceful purposes. His
Avthorities had studied this guestion carefully and thoroughly
and had come to the conclusiorn that, from the technical point
of view, no dishinction was unfortunstely »ossibtle between the
explosion of & nuclcar weapon and 2 nuclear explosion for
peaceful purposes. Canada was thus oxn record at The Geneva
Disarnanent Caference and in the United Nations General Assembly
tkat, in the Canadisn view, a so-called ‘peaceful explosion” would
in fact constitute proliferation. Canads thought, however, that
non-nuclear countries should not be asked to forego an important
potential use of rnuclear ensrgy for peacefui purposes without
detailed and specific assurarces thet explosive services and
otner scientific benefits derived from the militzary nuclear
regearch conducted by nuclear states should be available to
non-niclear signatcries for legisimate civil purposes on
reasonabie terms.,
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14. The explanatory aotes circulated by the United Stetes
Authorities mentioned that consideration was being given to the
formulation of a safeguards wurticle., As Canads had stated on
many previous occaslcxns, for example, in the Geneva Disarmament
Conference, Carzsda considered that a safcguards osrticle would
help to make a non-proliferation treaty more effective. Canada
also considered that if the treaty was to be zcceptable Ho the
non-nuclear states, the sefeguards article should as far as
practicable place ctligations on the nuclear powers as well as
on states without nuclzar weapons.

15. Artice IV, whicnh dealt with the smending and review
procedures, was generally accepitatle Ho Canada. It would be
difficult to object to the priaciples governing the proposed
amending procedure since bthese were slready enshrined in the
United Fations Charter. TFurthermcre, Canada welcomed the
provision for 2 review conference in five years' time, =s this
would vrovide zn opportunity to 2ll parties to assess whether the
trenty was achieving its purpose.

16, aArticle V on retification and accession was also
generally acceptable te Canada. It would be reasconavle to expect
that thc deposiitiry states for a non-proliferation agreement
should include the s3iates acting #s devpositaries Jor the partisl
test~ban treaty. Cenade would be glad, however, to examine
suggestions for the inclusion of zddiftioncl depositaries on their
merits. Carnsda thought, in particuler, that a proainent mezher of
the non-nuclear, non-aligred group of stales might with advantage
be designated as depositary.

17. Articles VI and VII would not seem to oall for any
special comment at this stage.

183. Most of the foregoing commeznts had naturally deals
with the implicaticns of & ron-proliferation treaty on Western
countries angd or NATO., However, if such a treaty was to be
sucecessfully conciuded, i+t muet be acceptable not only to the
countries of MWorth America and Burope, but also to a great many
states outside the Nerth Atlarntic and Yarsaw Pact areas,
particularly the mezr-nuciear countries in iAsia and in the Middle
Bast,

19, It was not & sufficient end teo 211 of these countries
that a non-preoliferation freaty sheouvld prevent the accession of
rew states to & milisary nuclear status. Of no iess imporiance,
in their view, such & treaty must, as anticipated in the
explanatory notes distribuited by the United States Delegation,
facilitate nuclear disarmament 2ad ease international tensions.
To achieve these objectives, it wight he desirable to formulate
vreambular »aragraphs which would mply s commitment by the nucleay
powers to make trogress towards L= control arnd reducvion of
nuclear arms. In this respeci,; aon-nuelear states were bound to
follow with great interest the forthcoming discussions between
the United States and the Soviet Union on the deployment of
offensive and defensive strategic nuclesr arms.
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20, In conclusion, it was obvious that a non-proliferation
treaty, to be snduring, would have to strike a uaniversally
acceptable balance in the benefits and ovligations of both the
nuclear and nor-nuclear weapon states. Very substantial and
most encouragirg progress had already beern achieved in that
direction. Canada was confident that the remaining obstacles
and hesitztions would, with the application of the necessary
degree of eniightened self-interest, be overcome,

2k, The NETAERLANDS REPRESENTATIVE said that he supported
many of the comments by the Belgian and Canadian Representatives.
While realising that the discussions between the United States
2nd the Soviet Union could not be made public, member governments
of NATO nevertheless wished to be kept informed of developments
as far as possible. He therefore welcomed the informatior given
today.

22, In view of the anxiety felt throughout a large part
of the world that a non-proliferation treaty should be conecluded
urgently, the Netherlands Authorities wished to restrict the
points they had to raise To a minimum, He +thought that the
new United States draft represented great progress, since it
was limited $o the essentizl problems and 4id not attsmpt Lo
discuss questions which were st present insoluble. It would
be helpful Tor the Council to discuss certain interpretations of
the draft treaty language in order that the Allies themselves
could be reasonably clear of their own sin, He bhad been
instructed in particular to raise the following four points,
Firstly, his iAuthorities considered that in Articles I and IT
the present fornulation “any recipient whobtsoever” was nore
specific than the previocus text “any non-nuclear weapon stabe
or association of states". However, it seemed to imply that the
United States might now be prepared o waive certain options
which nad been retained in the earlier version. He asked whether
this formulation would include a multilateral force or an Atlantic
nuclear force.

23. Secondly, he noted that in the present draft no provision
was made for definitions of the terms used., He assumed that this
omission was intentional, in order to aveid lengthy discussions
with the Soviets. However, he zsked why the present draft made
a specific distinction between the “fransfer ' of nuclear weapons
and the "control® over such weapons,

4, Thirdly, the Hetherlands did not object in principle
to the inclusion in the prohibition of "Yother nuclear explosive
devices, but it coulid not be denied that this reinforced the
discriminatory nature of the treaty. This might perhaps be
lessened by an arrangement whereby non~nuclear countries would
not be placed in a situation of complete depecndency on nuelear
powers. He suggested that it might be desirable to refer formally
in the treaty to the provision for an international nuclear
explosive service for peaceful applications.
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2%, Pourthly, as regards a safegusrds clause, it appeared
that Internatioral Atomic Energy Lgency safeguards would be the
most likely to be acceptable to the Scviets. Iecalling that
in BEURATOM the Netheriznds favoured TAEA controls, he said that
he hoped the Soviet Union would accept this proposal.

26, The GREEK KREPRESENTATIVE said that the new draft
did not change in any point of subsiance the factual situation
now existing within the Alliance., 1f zdopted it would not hamper
the acotion of the Nuclear Flanning Committee, This, in tine
judgment of the Greek Authorities was an important point.

27. It was well understood that the nuclear states of the
A1llizance would not transfer sither nuclear weapons or control
over them to any member of the Alliance or to the Alliance as a
whole, But what was allowed, and what Greece considered permissible
in the terms of the new draft, was the participation of the
non-nuclear members, in the planning of & commoan nuclear defence
system, and their co-operation in the pre-torgetting operation
and in the elaboration of certain rules governing the use of
nuclear weapons = even if {the ultinate responsibility remained
with the nuclear member states only. Greece considered that such
2 share in the whole nuclear operation would not be devoid of
practical substance and correspended to what was reasconably
feasible. On the other hand, Greece thought that the new draft,
by establishing some basic and clear-cut rules, offered a better
chance of being cccepled by fthe other interested varties,

28, Before concluding, the Greek lepresentative said that he
must confess thaet he nad never been azble to see the wisdom of the
policy of non-proliferation, especinlly in certain cases. e hzad
never been able to uncderstand what was the politicai advantage of
preventing Indiz fron producing its own huclear weapons (it was
krown that Indis had the technical possibility) in the face of an
accelerated Chinese nuclezr armsment. How would India be able to
stend ageinst & possible Chinese nuclear sggression or to deter
sucn aggression? EHow could Ingia face suck a possibility without
yielding o nuclear political pressure and to nuclear blacknall,
especially in the very sensitive politicel environment of
South-~Bzst Asia?

29, If the snswer to such a tremendous problem was that
India srould rely for her defence and even her political support
on the nuclear states, such an answer wos fundementally
objectionavle, Yor, if the survivel of o nation depended on
Gecisions to be made by a foreign country, then such a nation
would have good reason Lo feel thet it was not an independent
nation. And such frustrations could lead ¢ changes which - to
say the least - would be dedrimental to the interests of The
free world.
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30. Another possible =zngwer would be that every nation
should enter into allicnces with nuvclesr stoates, or ot least
coeme to such srrzngements which would provide it with o nuclea
umbrella. DBut this would mesn the liquidaticn of the non-committed
world sngd one could have sericus doubts as to whether the
liguidation would be more profiteble to the liberal world - whom
the other side bronded os "imperiniists® - or to the socialisis.

The problem wous Cifferent - if not in substonce, at least
in size - when faced in the fromework of an cllinnee. This problem,
however, should be further studicd. Won-preliferotion was
certoinly an excellernt rale. DBut the rulc was literally belng
breken by the Chinese exception. The rule, with its political
consequences and results, therefore became questionable.

31. The GERMAY REPREIEETATIVE ssid thot the German
Government was greatly interested in an internationsl arrangement
on the non-proliferction of nucleor wenpcns being orrived at mnc
universaelly szccepted. In addition to the genercily well-known
recsons in faveour of the norn—nroliferztion of nuclezr weapens, it
aad 2 specific recgon to be prriiculorly interested in such on
errongement.  Germony had up to now been the oniy country which
hzd assumed =n international commitment not to produce any nuclear
weapons. Germeny hed theoreby renounced practiczlly the only
possibility ¢f ccquiring nuclear wecpons Tor 1ts own centrol.

32. The Germen Government wished to meintein this position,
but the condition for this wos thot the policy of geing muclear
would nct be pursusd by 2 growihg number of stotes. This was why,
in the German view, o non-nreliferction zrrangement had o be
comprhensive — comprehengive in the sense thet it shculd be
universally binding as well as in the sense thnot it should
provide for bolonced rights ond obligotions on the part of all
signrtories. This reguired thet the content of the orrongement
rust be generally szcceptoble. His Authoritices thercfore hoped
that the negotictionsg bYetween Bogt znd West ~nd scitween the
nuclezr and the non-nueclesr weopons® states would lazd To an
understending which could be certoin of universal opproval. This
would probobly only bhe the cose if the non-proliferction agrecment
tcok account of certain legitimate interests of 211 conserned.

In particulor, o8 far os those s=spects of o nen—-proliferation
crrangement were concerned which were of world-wide interest,
universel acgreement could probobly only be expecied if 1t met
the wishes of the neutrsi ond non-committed nations. Today, he
did not wish to deal in detazil with the variocus points of these
world-wide =spects, such s nen~diseriminaticn and balanced
commitments; nuclear arms limitation and disarmament; exclusion
¢t the possibility of exercising pressure cnd of thrents and
Plockmeil by means of nuclesr weapons; problems of definition of
military ond civilian uses of nuclear energy; security ccontrels,
in particular the problem of equivalence of IAEL and EURATOM
controls; flexibility of the proccdursl szrrangements. These
guestions were too numerous ond toc complex to be discussed ot
todoy's meeting. The gsame opplied to 2 second renge of guestions,
which were of particular importsnce for the Alliance ona Burope.
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33, A third category of ¢guestions concerned problems
arising out of the division of Germany; protlems of =zccession, of
participation in conlerences, etc,: Germany considered it
advisable to take up these questions at first bilaterally with
the United States Government cnd the Western goverrments
represented in Genevea,

34. & great zumber of guestions belonging to the first two
categories had alrendy been discussed, and the United States
had made every effort to answer them in detzil. He was very
grzteful for all information and explanations which had been
received, However, not zll guestions hed as yet been asked or
answered, and not all the enswers which had been given had solved
the problems behind tihe guestions. Thus, the discussion would
probably have ‘o go on, before and after the resumption of the
Geneve talks, His Government hoped that more cuestions would be
clarified and that in the course of this process a project would
emerge wirich would te generslly acceptable.

5%, The UNITED KIHNGDOM REPRESENTATIVE recslled that the
United Kingdom had freguently stated in fthe Council and elsewhere
its supvort for a non-preoliferation agreement, which would be
valuable both for ites own sake, and because its application would
be world-wide and not limited only to Lurope. It would zlso be
valueble as an example of =z possibility of agreement between
East and West on an important subject, and thus as a contribution
to the détente. The United Kingdom accordingly welcomed the fact
that the United States had made progress on this sudject and
hoped that The diszcusszions would result in a successfvl cornclusion.
Apart from drticle III, the text of which was still awsited, he
found the draft treaty generally scceptable, He noted that the
provlem of the peaceful use of nuclear wespons involved the
gquestion of the indeperdence of non-nuclear sftates, and he
welcomed the fact that the United States wos exploring this
matter further., In gexneral his Authorities cornsidered that the
present United Stotes efforts constituted the vest chance of
securing Soviet acceptarnce of a trezty, and they would do =11 in
their power to contribute towsards such 2 conclusion,

36, The NORWEGIAN REPRESENTATIVE said that he was glad %o
be able to express the general satisfaction of his authorities
that the United States/Soviet talks on a non-vroiiferation treaty
at last scemed to have produced a bresk-through. His Autheorities
considered that this new draft also presented a sound solubion
of the fundamental East/West problem with regard to the
relationship of such a treaty to the concept of nuclear sharing
within slliances, and it seemed to constitute a natural and &
necessary conpromise.

37, He noted with satisfaction that according to the rew

draft zny transfer of control of ruclear weapons implied
proliferation,
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38, How further negotiations with the Soviet Union should
be followed up, was to & large extent dependent on negotiating
tactics, whicn could best be judged and decided upon by those
directly involved in the negotiations, Vis-A-vis the Soviet
Union, Forway ronsidered it inopertant, however, to aveld creating
the impression that a multilateral atomic force might still come
into being one way or the other, If any assurances %o this
effect were considered necessary, his Authorities would hepe
that such assurances would be given, ©tTo prevent any misunder-
standings on this point,

39, It was well known that certain neutral countries
wishing to preserve their nuclear option were noft particularly
in favour of joining a non-proliferation treaty as an isolated
measure. One should be able to expect, however, - and Horway
certainly hoped - that the concern of these states would diminish
when eventually the full impact of complete East/West agreement
made itself felt,

40. On several occasions Norway had made it clear that she
did not share the view, expressed by several neutral countries,
that the conclusion of 2 non-proliferation treaty should he made
dependent upon simultanecus agreements on reductions of the
nuclear powers' own production of nuclear wecpons. Norway could,
on the otner hand, understand the position of fthose neutral
countries which, being without nuclear protection dve to lack of
alliances with a nuclear power, were in favour of keeping their
nuclear options. In order to inecrease the chances for general
adherence to the treaty on the part of these countries, his
Authorities would hope that the nuclear powers could agree upcn
a formulation of satisfactory declarations, for instance in the
preamble to the treaty, to meet the needs of these countries,
This problem should not, however, in the Norwegian view be
allowed to delay the submission of a common Bast/West understanding,

41. TFinally, he would stress the importance of finding an
acceptable formulation of Article ITII of the draft treaty, dealing
with the aspect of control, OQbvicusly, until this Article was
spelt ocut, it was difficult for governments Ho take a final
position on the draft s a whole. TNorway was one of those
supporting the IAEA sysiem, but in any caze it was the sincere
hope of his Authorities that talks now taking place would naXke
it poessible to find generally acceptable formulations of this
important voint without too much delay.

42. The DANISH REPAESENTATIVE expressced his Authorities?
deep satisfaction 21 the important step forward represent=2d4 by
the new draft, which indicated that the possibility of a treaty
was in sight. It wes his understanding of Article I that it
would keep open the federal option for Burope ir =sccordance with
international rules of succession., He welcomed the proposal in
Article IV for a conference to review the operation of the treaty.
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4%, As regards future procedure, he thought that his
Authorities would fully support the comments by the Belgian
Representative.

44. The ITALIAN REPRESENTATIVE said that he would confine
himself today to considerations mainly of »rocedure and of
principle, since this important problem was still being studied
in Rome, He had listened with greet attention and interest to
the statement of the United States Hepresentative, to whom he
wag most grateful, and also to the subsequent speakers. He
would make a full report to his Government on the present
discussion. ZFor the time being he would recall that the Italian
position was very much in favour of the conclusion of a general
agreement on non-dissenination. Purther, cos was well known,
Italy had always favoured a text which would safeguard certain
principles which had always been recognised by the Couneil,

45, He would be in a position %o express the opinion of
his Authorities after a full examination, which had already
begun in Rome, He thought it necessary to emphasise now that
any commitment by the Italian Government in such an important
field could only be made after a decision by ZParliament.

A6, Having said this, he would indicate three points which
for Italy were basic to the problem.

47, TPirstly, his duthorities considered that & non-
dissemination trezty should not contsin any provisions which
might prevent the future development of tine Buropean political
community. The poseibility of the creation of a real [uropean
Federal State was unfortunavely too distant for it 1o be
considered 28 3 political hypothesis of today. In working
towards such a goal one might go throvgh successive phases by
means of the creation of loose political assocciations, but this
could not be achieved on =& basis of equality among all European
states because of the reguirement that the control of the
niclear weapons, i.e. the warheads, snould remain throughout
the evolution of Zurope exclusively in the hends of the present
European nuclear states. This seemed contrary to the principle
of eguality among the countries of FBurepe and wouvld certainly
cause difficulties for the process of Buropean unification,

48, Secondly, his isuthorities hoped that a non-proliferation
agreement would be drawn up in such a way thaet it could be signed
by all the militarily non-nucleer countries who were the most
advanced towards the nuclear option, and by all other countries
who from their Mediterransan situation or by viriue of a ronmon
frontier with Italy might, if left to take free decisions,
threaten the position of Italy.

49, Thirdly, Italy was anxious %o avoid any limitations
which might prejudice the peaceful use of muclezar onergy or
constitute discrimination against non-nuclear countries zas
regards control,

_19- NATO CONFIDENTIAL

-97 .



DECLASSIFIED/DECLASSIFIEE - PUBLIC DISCLOSED/MISE EN LECTURE PUBLIQUE

-

-20- NATO CONFIDENTIAL
C-2{67)5

50. He thought that after this first discussion, future
discusgion on this important problem might te facilitated and
guided towards realistic constructive conclusions if the Allies
who had presented or surportied the draft would make known thelr
positior on the above three points. He would be grateful to
have the necessary clzrifications on these three points, on the
basis of wnich the Italian Authorities could indicate their
position, possibly with suggestions or smendments, with & view
to reaching a common decision on this importent problem,

51. The TURKISH RIPRESEWLATIVE szid that his Authorities
supported the United States efforts to reach an agreement on a
text, The present draft seemed, in general, to pave thc way to
an agreement. If zpprovriately completed it might form the
basis of a satisfactory treaty, in particulcr to the extent
that it would become universszl, He gaid that his Authorities
attached great importance to the question of control, i.e. to
Artiele TIT, which was still awaited. A further gzap in the
draft was the lack of security assurances to the non-nuclear
countries. He asked whether this possibility was now excluded.

52. Associating himself with earlier questions on
terminology, ne pariicularly zsked for the United States
icterpretation of the term "transfer'. He zlso noted that in
the explanatory memorandum oy the United Sivates Delegation it
wag steated that a treaty "would not disturb existing bilateral
arrvangements for deployment of nucleor weapons within Allied
territory ac these arrongements do not involve any transfer of
warheads or control over them up to the poiny where 2 decision
to go to war is mzce at whicn time the treuty would no longer
be controlling', He asked what was meant by ‘war’ in this text
locel, general, nuclear or conventional? He emphasised that a
treety should not prejudice sny vre-planning arrangements for
the use of nuclear weapons *n certain circumstances. It was
only realistic fto note that there would be differences in
interpretation between East and West, and that the United States
preferred not to ask the Soviet Union to approve the United
States interpretation, However, this interpretatiorn should
acquire thne force of an assurance to non-nuclear countries
ol taeir security requiremsnis.

53. In conclusion, he reserved the right to corment
further ot a later mceting.

54. The FRENWCH REPRESEHIATIVE said that the reason why
he 4id not speai on the subsiznce of the problem wos that France
did not intend to sign a tresty of this nature, zrd that
accordingly it would be more logical for him to abstain from
discussing swpecific details,
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55. The CHAIRMAN thought that the comments made today
called for an extensive study by member govermments, The
Council had heard a very useful account of the hisvorical
background leading ap to the present draft, He thought that the
Council would wish particularly tc nodve the difference between
former drafts and the vpresent text, which lay irn the change from

forbtidding access to nuclear weapons So forbidding only "fransfer:,

The prohibition of access would have been very serious for the
HATO Allies. It should zlso be noted that the deadlock appeared
t 0o have been brcken because the Soviet Union now seemed to be
progressing from the narrow Buropean conception to a glcobal one.

56. As regards procedure, he thought it was agreed that
there would be a continuing process of WATO consultation on this
United States initiative for talks between the United States
and the Soviet Union on which the Council would be kept informed.
The NATO Allies would wish to have a full opportunity to discuss
any text toe be tabled at the Geneva Conference., He welcomed the
United States assurance that the United Stistes would seriously
consider the positions indicated by the Allies in the Council
consultation, and he hoped that the result would sztrengthen the
solidarity of the Alliance, He further welcomed ithe United
Stetes assurance that all interested countries would have time
to reflect before signing the treaty, and that there would be no
constraint. He tThought that notwithstanding the comments by the
Belgien Representative there was a certain risk involved in this
bilateral procedure beiween the United States and the Soviet
Union, but he noted that the Council approved the procedure and
would look forward to hearing developrments.

57. 4fter a brief discussion on how best to proceed, he
invited comment by the United Ststes Representative.

58. The UNITED STATES REPRESENTATIVE gave the following
preliminary answers to the guestions raised in discussion. As
regards dnterpretation of the text, the intention of his
Authorities was essentially to adopt the same procedure as
for the ¥oscow test ban treaty, i.e. not to spell out the
meaning of every word, but to explain the Inited Stotes
interpretations in the ratification hearings before the Senate,
For the Moscow treaty, the Soviets had waited until the
ratification hesrings were completed, and had presumably read
them before signing the treaty. He thought that the oubtline of
events in the present case would probably be similar.

59. He emphasised that the general understanding of what
the treaty covered wos important, The treaty dealt only with
what was prohibited, i.e. it did notl refer to NATC nuclear
arrangements, Mr, Rusk and Mr. Gromyko had agreed that the
treaty would not deal with nuclear arrangements within the
Alliance.
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6C, The reference to 'tranafer” of nuclear weapons was
important. Basically, in the United States view, "transfer”
could include both "transtfer’ and "contrel’, but it seemed
preferable to make it clear, in oFder to ensure Soviet
acceptance, that there would be no possibility of shared control,
even if there was no vhysical transfer, The new formula stated
more concisely than kefore that any shared control of nuciear
weapons should be precluded.

61. Replying to the Fetherlands Representative, who had
agsked whether the new draft precluded the crcation of =
multilateral force, he s2id that this depended on what was
meant by such a force. The draft precluded co-ownership of
nuclear weapons, but it did not preclude existing NATO nuclear
consultation and planning, or the present deployment of nuclear
weapons or the two-key system. Replying to the Worwegian
Representative, who had suggested that if necessary, explicit
assurances should be given to avoid creating the impression that
a multilatersl force might stiil come into being, he said thait
the United States preferred to linit the prohibition to the
transfer of nuclear weapons and to aveid trying to describe
any other prohibitions or permissions.

62, He noted the emphasisz placed by the Netherlands
Representative on the potential wvalue of an international nuclear
explogive service for peaceful applications, and the suggestion
that this might be included in the treaty. This idea was well
worth exploring snd the United States would explore it.

63. 48 rcgards the question of safegunrds, he suggested
that the Council should discuss this after the BURATON discussions
had taken plcce.

64. The auestion of the universality of tihe trenty wos
very important. IDeplying to the comment by the Norwegian
Representaztive, he said that the process of negotiating o treaty
with countries outside NATO would raise the possibility of a
mention in the preamble of other a2rms control and disarmanent
ohjectives, The United States would study this guestion, and it
would come up in Geneva.,

65, He noted that a number of Allies favoured the idea
of a conference five years after the entry into force of the
treaty.,

66. QReplying to the Itzliarn Representative, he said that
he zssumed that no NATO country, ineluding the United States,
could make any commitment without Parliamentary approval., I3
was well worth discussing what forms of Buropean political
community might be compatible with a2 prohibition of the transfer
of nuclear weapons, The United Stztes considered that such a
proehibition would not inhibit pelitical developments in Burope,
and that a transfer of nuclear weapons was not crucial to this
larger process, Thus the federal option would not bhe precluded.
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67. Replying to the Turkish Revresentative, he agreed that
the question of a2ssurances to non-nuclear countries was very
important, and that the Couwncil should discuss it 2t greater
length. There were resl difficulties when it came to drafting
generzlised assurances, The problem was a very broad one, viz,
could a country be considered independent if it did not have
access to nuclear weapons? He rnoted that this point had also
been raised by the Greek Representative., The United States
congidered that the answer to this cuestion was yes, and that
one nmust develop a form of world security which would encble
ceountries to be independert without massive experditure on very
dangerous weaponry. The prohibition of the transfer of nuclear
weapons was only one fragment of the problem zs to how to build
this world order, and the problem was one which could only be
worked on vy fragments, He hoped that the conclusion could be
drawn that an orderly system of world security was possible,

68. Replying to the Turkish fepresentative on the definition
of the time when the prohibition would cease because of a state
of war, he said thet this was & complex problem and that no
attempt had been made to provide a definition in the trearty.
He thought that it was clear to the Soviet Union that in fthe
event of war, i.e. the use of nuclear weapons, comnitments under
the treaty would no longer apply. He suggecsted that the guestion
of pre-planning arrangements for the use of nuclear weapons was
one which the NATO Huclear Planning Group should study.

69. As regards procedure, he said that the United States
would 1like to proceed with bilateral discussions with the
Soviet Union before the resumption of the Geneva Conference,
in order to be in a peosiftion to table s draft 2t the Conference,
At that stage there would still not be any promise by the
United States or the Soviet Uaion to sign a treaty, but he
hoped that this might te the beginning of a final phase in the
process towards reaching an acceptable treaty. He therefore
hoped that this present stage of continuing NATO consultation
might be concluded =% the meeting of the Council next week,

70, The COUNCIL:
(1} +took rnote of the statements made:
(2} agreed that Permanent Revresentatives should seek
further instructions for the meeting to be held

on Wednesday, 8th February.

KATQ UNCLASSIFIED

ITI. DATE OF TEE NEXT MEETING

71, Wednesday, 8th February, 1967 at 10.15 a.m. (Plenary
Session).
OTAN/NATC,
Paris, {l6e).
NATO CONPIDENTTAL
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32. He said that these first two paragraphs could be
released to the press if the Council agreed. The paregraphs
below were for the information of the Council and should not
be releassed to the vress. Fe continued.

"Phe vase at Lahr will remain under Prench command
until the departure of the French units before the enc of 1967.
1% has been agreed that detailed cuestions of supervision and
administration will be settled bheitween the French and Canadian
comngnds with the co-operation of the appropriate German
Avthorities.

If journalists ask guestions on this subject one might
reply that asdministrative arrangements are to be settled between
the two commanders with the co-operation of the appropriate
German Authorities and that as regards dates, the moves will
follow as rapldly as possible vut that we deo not yvet know the
exact dates."

%3. The FRENCHE REPRESENTATIVE said that his Authorities
concurred in this statement,; and that he could agree to making
prilic the first two paragravphs.

24, The CANADIAN REPRESBATATIVIE, also sgreeing, expressed
hig Authorities® gretitude to the Government of the Federal
Republic for making avsilable the base at Lahr.

35, The COUNCIL.

(1) noted the statement by the German Repfesentative;

{2) sagreed that the first two paragraphs of this
statement could be relessed to the nress.

HATC SECRET

VII. DRAFT HON-FROLIFERATION TREATY. DEFINTITION OF NJCLIAR
WEAPON STATE

Reference: C-R(67)7, Item II

36, The UXTITED STATES REFPRESENTATIVE made the following
statement:

"aAs I informed tne Council in our special meeting on
February 201th, we are seeking to bring together as rapidly as
possible all the elements of a complete text of a hon-
proliferation treaty.

-9- HATC SECRET
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One such element would be a definition of the term
"nuclesr weapon state'. Accordingly I have been essked to
advise you that we wish to add to the non-proliferstion treaty
text a clause which would nmake clesr that "zuclear weapon state
means a state which has produced and exploded a nuclear weapon
0T other nuclear explosive device prior to the date when the
non-proliferation treaty became open for signature.

It seems to us necessary to include a definition along
these lines in order to insure that the purpose of the treaty
will be achieved., Without such a definition related to a
particular date, a state which has signed the treaty might
conceivably rush to expleode an unsophisticated nuclear device
between the time of signature and the time of entry into
force, and then claim that it had become a party as a "nuclear
weapon state'". Were this to take place, the treaty would not
a8 a practical matter serve its purpose. .

The idea of relating the definition of a "nuclear
weapon state' fo a particular date is not new; in the previous
United States draft treaty, Article IV provided that "nuclear
weapon state... means = state contrelling nuclear weapons
as of ...{(date)",

The Soviet Representative in Geneva has recently
indicsted to the United States Representative that the Soviet
Government foresees no difficulty in inecluding in the non-
proliferaticon treaty s definition such as we now have in mind."

37. The COUNCIL:

noted the statement by the United States
Representative.

NATO CONFIDBNTIAL

VIII.TEMPORARY TRAVEL DOCUMENTS

38, The DANISH REPRESENTATIVE made the following statement:
"Mr. Chairman,
I have been insztructed by my Government to ask the
Council to review — once more - as an urgent matiter the

system of the temporary travel documents for residents of the
Soviet Zone of Germany who wish to visit NATC countries.
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NATC CONFIDERTIAL

To : Secretary General

c.c. Deputy Secretary General
ASG for Political AfTairs

From: Deputy Executive Secretary

Summary record of a Private Meeting of the Council held
on Wednesday, 29th March, 1967

I. CONSULTATIQON CONCERNING THE CONCIUSICON OF A NON-

PROLIFERATION [EEATY
I71, VISIT To THE COUNCIL BY THE UNITED STATES VICE PRESIDENT

L. CONSULTATION CONCERNING THE CONCLUSICN OF A NON-PROLIFERATION
TREATY

1. The UNITED STATES REFRESENTATIVE pointed to the fact ihat
in the recent past tne preblems of the Non-Proliferation Treaty were
mainly not discussed in the framework of the Council, but that
consultations took place elsewhere. It was now the desire of his
Authorities to see another active phase of consvltation in NATO,
With the prospect of the Eighteen-Nation Disarmament Committee (ENDC)
acheduled to reconvene on 9th May, 1967, he proposzed that the period
between 3rd and 19th April should be set aside for this purpose. ile
announced that Ambassador Foster plenned to report to the Council at
its meeting on Tuesday, Lth April. The United States anticipated tnat
Ambassador Foster's report would introduce an exchange of views on the
following aspects:

- genergl review of countries' posiiions

- review of proposed changes in the text

- review of the proposed interpretation of the text

- review of amendments the United States would be prepsrea to
accept after the tabling in Geneva and during the session of

the ENDOC

- the new text of Article III which tries to incorporate EURATOM
views.

2. Mr. Farley said that while NATO consultation was by no means
intended to discontinue after 19th April Council meeting, the ensuving
period was primarily intended to be used for consvltation in the ZRDC

framework.
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% In response te a suggestion by the Chairmen, the UNITED
STATES REPRESENTATIVE agreed to circulate in writing these thoughts
on the future work programme.

4. Answering a questicn by the Norwegian Representative whetiner
other delegations from the Four Western Powers in Geneva were alsc
planning to attend the Council meeting on 4th April, the CANADIAN
REPEESENTATIVE ssid that General Burns had the intention of coming
to Paris for that purpose, while the ITALIAN snd the UNITED KINGDOM
REPRESENTATIVES had no information on this point.

5 The CHAIRMAN said it was his understaending that Ambassador
Foster was coming to the Council in order to speak on behalf of the
Four Wegtern Powers.

/;I} VISIT To THE CDUNCIL BY THE UNITED STATES VICE FPRESIDENT

6. The CHAIRMAN informed the Council that Mr. Humphrey, the
United States Viee FPresident, intended to visit the Council on the
afternoon of 7th April. There would be a short meeting dedicated
only to the purpose of meeting the Vice President. Since he,

Mr. Brosio, was attending the Nuelear Planning Group meeting at
#inisterial level in Washington on that date, the Deputy Secretary
General would receive and welcome Mr. Humphrey in the Council., 'The
Dean of the Council would then glven.an address and the Council would
then have the pleasure of listening tc & statement by the American
Vice President.

T Thne Chairman said that the meeting would probably take place
at 3.15 p.me on 7th April, but that final detalls would he communicated
to Permanent Representatives in duc course,.
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NATO UNCLASSIFIED

I, STATEMENTS ON POLITICAT 3UBJECTS

(Discussed in private session).

EATO SECRET

IT. DISARMAMENT: DRAFT NOW-PROLIFERATION TREATY

Reference: C-R{67)9, Item VII

1. The CHAIRMAN extended a warm welcome To
Ambassador Foster and Genesral Burns, whose usresence afforded
the Council an cpportunity tc continue consulitation on the
draft non-proliferation treaty.

2. To deal with substance first, he was looking forward
to hearing the comments and clarifications of Mr. Fosier about
the proposed changes in the United States draft and possible
amendiments which the United States was prepared to support
before the ENDU., These texts had been circulated to
Pernanent Representatives. (See Annex to the present record.)

3, With regard to procedure he recalled that at the last
private meeting of +the Council on 29th March, Mr. ¥Farley had
cutlined his Authorities' ideas in this regard, and had
subsequently cirvculated the text of ks statement.

4, The Council therefore, zt this meeting, had to deal
both with substance and procedure, and of course these
included most important and delieate matters. To mention one
procedural cexam®le, he had noted in Mr., Farley's letter the
sentence in which he said that tine drited Btates objective at
this stage was to "obitaln the concurrence of our allies o
tavle a_text, with the understending that they are not, at the
time, /I9th April/ commitbted", Perhaps the meaning of this
position would emerge nore clearly from today's discussion.

L]
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5, He invited Mr., Foster to tske the floor.
) 6. Hr, FOSTER (United States) made the following
statement:

"As generally known, we have had useful discussions
with the Federsl Repuvlic of Germany and Italy on the non-
proliferation treaty znd draft sumnary of interpretations and
with other EURATOM members snd EBURATOM Comnission on the
Safegvards Article. Heost issues raised are of general
interest to the Alliance and we wish now to report their present
status.

-3- NATO SECRET
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"Before doing $o, I would like to sketch out the
negotiating schedule. We believe we nust be prepared to table
the draft treaty when the ENDU reconvenes on 9th May. Further
delay would risk having the treaty in an unfinished state ait
the time the UNGA meets in September. That could jeovardize
the entire project.

"In order to allow the Soviets aboul two weeks to
digest cur changes and consult their allies before 9th May, it
will be essential to conclude this phase of NATO consultations
about 19th April. We should be in & position as soch 495
possible after 19th Arril $o discuss the proposed changes with
Soviets with a view to tabling revised text as 2 joint
recomiendation from the US-USSR Co~Chairmen for consideration
of ENDC and other goverrments., It would be undersitood cur
allies would not be cormidtited to text as tabled and that we
would remain ia close consurtation with HAC Thereafter,

Changes in tresty text

Freanble

"A, In the revised trezsty text, there is a new preasbular
varagraph to express support for research to utilize
technological advances in order to reduce the access Vo
processes and facilitics necessary for effective Safeguards.
There is a rinor error ir the text before you. The new
paragraph should begin with the words "expressing their
support ..." 2% the bottom of the first page of the revised
text which was made available to you yesterday. This is in
response to the desire that LABA Safeguards be automated 2s
much a5 possible., The US, including the Arms Control and
Disarmament Agency, has resesrcl on this subject already
under way. We anticipate that Safcguards can be simplificd,
but we have no way of xnowing the extent to which they can
actually bve wade auvtometic. This change, in our view, would
best be introduced by some ENDC participant after a draft
treaty has been tabled,

B, A suggestion has been made to delete the phrase "at
the earliest possible datc" from the preambulsr paragraph in
which the parties would declare their iantertion to achieve the
cessation of the auclear arms race. We would be prepared tc
agree to this change after the treaty is tabled at the ENDC if
it appeared %o have general support.

na, A new preambular paragraprh is substituted in the
revised treaty text fcr the one now beginning "convinced that
in furtherance of this principle ...". The new preanbular
raragraph is responsive to the requests of several allies that
the treaty contain language along the lines of Article 17 of

~fie NATO SECRET
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the Latin America Huclear PFree Zone Treaty, the Treaty of
TLATELOLCO., Through the word "progress" in sub-paragraph (i),
the new preambular parzgraph contains language similar to
Article 17 of the Latin American Treaty. Ianguage 1like that
in sub-paragraph (ii) wes requested by sonme represented here,
Sub-paragraph ?iii) is the game as the paragraph being
replaced except for the addition of "“International
Organizations". We will seek Soviet concurrence te include
this new preambular paragraph in the draft tabled at the ENDC,

"D, At the BEDC on 21st March, 14867, I stated the US
Position with respect to sharing the venefits which may one
day come from the utilization of peaceful nuclear explceives,
I said thet the cost of providing a nuclear explesive service
to non-nuclear weapon states would be kept 23 low a3 possible
and would not include the costs of research znd development.
This idea is now Zacluded in the preambular paragraph on
nuclear explcesive devices for peaceful purposes, We would
plan to take 1t up with the Boviets with a view to including
it in the draft treaty to be tehled at Geneva.

Cperative Articies

"E, Thnere 1s a4 new Article 11T bused upon ideas we have
already discussed with the EURATOM countries and with the
cURATOM Commisgion. We are prevared to wrge Soviet
acceptance of tais Article for inclusicn in the treaty draflt
to be submitied by the Co-Chairnen., The texl invelves four
significant substantive voints: (4) nakinz clear that thae
purpose of Bafeguards is to prevent diversion of nuclear
naterials to weapons; (B) making clear in the provision
relating to Safeguoards on exports of non-nuclear materials or
equipment that it 1s only the fissicnzble malerial uscd or
produced with these itewms, and not the 1itens theuselves, which
are subject to Safeguards: (0) making clear that the sane
substantial transitional pericd of ap to three years applies to
21l the undertakings in the Article; and (D) providing
expressly Tor the possibility of IABA veritfication of EURATON
Safeguards,

"In all franimess, we are uncertain as to whether
the Soviets will accepl &1Ll of the points in this new Hext. We
think 1t likely they will accept some. We would expect lhe
mest difficulty with the cone which provides the possibility for
TARA verification of BEURATON. If this proves noet 4o be
negotiable with the USSR, we would g9till wish to consider with
our allies the desirability ol proceeding with a Safeguards
Article containing as nany of the important changes s possivle.,
Incidentally, the Sovicts have recently stated they think it
important %o include a Safepguards Article in the treaty.
Initially they had taien the position that such an Article was
not essential.
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T, Several revisions appear in Article IV, The new
paragraph 2 of this Article is derived from the amendments
Article of the Outer Space Treaty. It would eliminate the
nuclear weapon state vete on anendmerts contained in the
present Articie IV to which a aumber of our allies nave
cbjected, Iastead, an amendment weould go into effect for each
varty accevting it when =z wmajority of parties accepted 1t.
Theresfter, it would not go inte effect for any party nct
included in the msjority until that party accepted it. Thus,
no state would be compelled %o accept an cmendment against 1ts
will, We will try to persucde the Soviets te include these
chenges in the draft treaty to be subnitted in Gzneva.

"Paragravh 5 of Article IV contains two changes
requested by some countries represented here, One would add
“of the preamblie” after the werd "purposes', thus making clear
that the purposes invelved are those of the preamble. The
cther would provide for the possibility of later review
conferences after the first one, These changes would, in our
opinion, have the greatest ohance of acceptance if proposed
during the course of &KDC negotiations after the treaty is
tabled.

Article IV 21so contains a new paragraph 4 designed
to provide assurances to non-nuclear weapon states thal a
review conference will be a serious internaticnal meeting and
that they will aave o xey rdle in the preparations. The new
language would set forth an orderly procadure $o prepare for
review conferences, In our aninlon, introduction of this
paragranh should also be postooned until later in the
negotiations, after the treaty is tabled.

"G In general, we believe those changes which are to be
cut off until after the tabling of the treaty text at Geneva
shoeuld be suggested by some ENDC non-aligned country or by one
of the ENDC NATQ members depending upon the tactical situation
at the time. General acceptance, and Soviet acceptance in
varticular, may be more likely in some cases if the changes are
suggested by non-aligned delegations in the first instance,
Western Four INDC delegetions will consult on this problem, and
will keeo NAC azdvised.

"I should like now to menticn several proposed changes
which we do not consider advisabls. 4 number of suggestions
have been made to express more positively arnd in greater detail
in The preamble the intention of nuclear vowers to aalt the arns
race and to conclude various collaterzl measures in the nuclear
field. We are not prepared tc propose such changes +to the
Soviets because we know they would not agree, We expect to face
great pressure in BIDC 4o strengthen this part of the preamble
and it msy become nccessary later to search for compromise
language. But, we do not think it useful to speculate now about
what mey vrcve necessary and feasible at that stage.

-6 NATO SECRET

-112 -



£

£y

EA

DECLASSIFIED/DECLASSIFIEE - PUBLIC DISCLOSED/MISE EN LECTURE PUBLIQUE

-

_7- KATG SECRET
T-R(EI15

"I+ has been sugpgested there should be provision in
the preamble expressing the thought that nuclear weapon states
should not use ruclear weapcns for purposes of political
pressure or blackmail against non-nuclear weapon powers, We
share concern Tor assurances against such misuse of nuclear
power. A% the same time, we must emphasize the complexity of
the whole problem of assurances., As previcusly indicated, we
do not wish to include any security assurance in the treaty; we
believe the UN i3 the proper forum in which governments sinould
provide assurances against nuclear threats and aggression.

Biny initiative on our part to introduce any
assurance clause - even one against political pressure or
blackmail - would lead the Scviets to revert to their prorosal
to include the Kosygin non-use formulation in the treaty. It
could also prompt furither amendments for & more binding
assurance clause in the treaty. That is why we concluded some
time ago we should not inject any assurance cliause into the
treaty text. We continue to hold this view.

"¥e recognize, however, that this m2y not be pessible
in view of 3he concern of some non-aligned nations for
assurances, If it should later become necessary to deal with
thiz matifer in the treaty, we would have to find come
compromise formulation which aveids the problems posed by the
Kesygin propesal. A possible formuleation which might serve as
a useful "compromise' might be found in the Federal Republic of
Germany suggestion that in the preamble The parties express
thelr reszolve, in so far as they possess nuclear weapons, not
tc expleit such possession for purpcses of pelitical pressure,
political threats or political blackmzil ageinst non-nuclear
weapon states. We would be prepared 3o consider such a
formulation at that time for inclusion in the preamble. We
believe, however, that any compromise of this sort would have a
better chance of accepiance ccming from & non-aligned nation
then from one which is a member of an alliance having a
powerful nuclear deterrent., We do notv wish to have it knownm
that we nave such a compromise undexr consiceration.

"It has also been suggested that the withdrawal clause
should be made less rigid. Some have suggested procedures
enabling parties tc withdraw if the review conference decides
thet the nuclear powers have not made enough vrogress on nuclear
disarmament, Others belleve there should be no need for a
three months notice of withdrawal or Ior notifying the security
council,

"We believe such changes would be most inadvisable.
They would create & situation in which certain non-nuclear
countries would be placed under great pressure to considsr
withdrawal by the time the review conference meets, even if the
treaty is achieving its essential objective,.
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"We are not prepared to suggesit such changes because
they would make the treaty less stable. We also know they
would not be accepted by the Soviet Union.,

Changes in draft summary of interpretations

"Three changes have been made in the draft summary of
interpretations:

In paragraph 4, language has bteen added to make
clear that "allied consultations" includes

planning.

In paragraph 5, the word "existing" has been
deleted becauvse it was redundant and to avoid '
any implication that no chenges could be made in
present arrangements for deployment of nuclear
weapons in allied territories.

In paragraph 6, the last sentence has been
revised to remove & seeming inconsistency with
the first sentence.

"None of these changes reflects any change in the
actual interpretaticn. Needless to say, however, 1t would be
most inadvisable if any word got out of this meeting about
these changes. 1In fact, we want to stress the need to keep in
strict confidence the entire substance of our a2llied
consultations.

"As previously indicated, we plan to show the final
statement of iInterpretations to the Soviets as an indication of
the way we have answered certain questions raised by various
countries. In addition, the substance of these interpretations
will be made public a2t an appropriate time, We anticipate they
will become & matter of public record in the course of US Senate
hearings,

"We have already made clear o the Soviets that these
are our interpretations of the ftreaty. Prior teo tabling a
draft treaty at the ENDC, we shall present these interpretations
to the Soviets, stressing the responsibility they would bear if
they were to challenge these interpretations and particularly i
they were {o contradict the interpretation regarding succession
by a federated Europe.

"We would certainly not expect their formal agreement
with, or endorsement of, these interpretations.”

7 The CHAIRVMAN, commenting on the need to regard tais
consultation as coafidential, said that he hoped +that no details
would be made public other than the fact that the Council had
today consulted on the subject of a non-proliferation treaty.
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8. The ITALIAN REPRESENTATIVE made the following
statement:

"I wish first of 211 to thank Mr, Foster for his
statement and the clarifications he has kindly given us, which
represent & new effort by our American friends to meet our
points of wiew on the draft non-proliferation treaty.

"The Italian Government has for a long time been
making efforts to contribute to the conclusion of a non-
rroliferation itreaty whose text would be compatible with the
essential lines of Italian foreign policy, i.e. to achieve the
unity of Burope, to guarantee security, to reach gensral
disarmament and to develop both peaceful nuclear activities
and scientific and technological co-operation in the nuclear
field.

“Generally, we cennot fail to note that the American
draft implies, even for countries which have an advanced nuclear
technology, a definitive commitment to renounce modern weapons,
without any provision by the nuclear states for a corresponding
commitment in the field of general disarmament, Among other
guestions this raises the problem of guarantees, since the
commitment reguested from the non-nuclear countries is of a
permanent character, whereas alliances are by their very nature
temporary and may vary in structure and effectiveness, in spite
of 211 our hopes that the Atlantiec Alliance will last
indefinitely.

"From this point of view, as also generally for any
commitment foreseen by the treaty in the sense of a
restriction on national sovereignty, one should also take into
account Article XI of the Itaiian Constituticn.

"For us it is of basic importance that the treaty
should not in any way hinder the poseibility of achieving the
wnity of Burope, whose importance in the interests of peace and
progress has always been apprecizted by the American Government.
¥ie should hope therefore that the United States could reconsider
varagraph 6 of the summary of interpretations of the treaty, in
crder to confirm clearly that the existence of a community
organism which would control foreign and defence policy would
be g sufficient condition for the eventual creation of 2
Buropean nuclear force, The addition of other limiting
conditions such as the last sentence of the paragraph under
reference would have a negative effect on progress towards
European unity. 1t would give the USSH xnot only a “droit de
regard" over the intermediate stages in European unification,
but also a powerful neans of exXerting pressure, by means of
counter-propositions, in ordexr to influence the final
organization of Burope.
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"In order to =schieve disarmament, of which non- .
proliferation is only one aspeect, the treaty should contain in
the preamble a precise comnitment to this effect. In our view
one should also refer to this commitment in Article IV dealing
with the aims of the conference envisaped after a period of
five years,

"The Americans have already stated that they are
prepared o accept such a request, but that they would like to
see it presented by & non-aligned country, in the forum of the
ENDC, On our side we consider that the ftext should be modified
before the Geneva meetings. My Government attaches great
importance to thisz point.

"In connection with the above, we are still convinced
that 1t would be useful to amend Article VI to indicate that
those states who formulate no objecticons after the conference
envisaged in Article IV would be considered as having confirmed
their adherence to tae trezty.

"We reserve the vright {0 indicate our opinion on the
subject of the new text of Article III relating to inspection,
as soon as the study of this Arfticle has been completed. In
any case we hold the view that one must avoid any
discrimination between nuclear and non-nuclear countries for
the purposes of applying inspection 1o peaceiuvul nuclear
activities.

"We would naturally have difficulty in approving any
final settlement of the problem which would imply the risk of
industrial ezpiocnage, cr any weakening of the possibility of
internstional technical co-opcration, or the relegation of &
country like Italy to a status of inferiority.

"The present wording of the drafit treaty on the
limitations to the development of peasceful nuclear activity and
on the accession o countries which de¢ aot possess auclear
weapons to peaceful nuclear technology asrouses our legitimaie
concern, The growing inportance of the sector of pesceful
nucleary technology makes it ezsential for countries who do not
possess nuclear weapons — 1n pvarticular those who already have
2 nuclear option - to safeguzrd their fundamental interests,
The fact iz that it is not possivle to safeguard these
interests solely by the statements of principle contained in
the preamble {0 the treaty, even in the new text communicated
by the United States., In any case this question is obviously
linked with that of inspecticn: we therefore reserve the right
to make suggestions in the course of further consultations and
we hope that on the American side a further effort will be mode
to respond to our requesis.
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"We consider it necessary that, with the additional
object of strengthening the Atlantic Alliance, the treaty and
its interpretation should not restrict the posgibility of
achieving an effective system of nuclear planning whose alim
would be rot only to defend against, but also to deter, possible
aggression, To this effect we have proposed bilaterally but
without success, that the word "deterrence" should be inciluded
in the summery of interpretations and that alsc a definition of
"inspection of nuclear wearpons" should be included in the treaty
as foreseer in Article IV of the American draft of August 1965,

"Having stated these general considerations, I would
proint out that some of the wrodifications in the American
posiftion seem to czll for additional clarifications in order to
be in a better vosition to asseso their implications and the
extent to which they wmight allay cur concern.

"For example, as regards inspection, it is not yet
clear whether changes, and if so what changes, will be made in
the regulations of the ITAEA, and whether the right of pursuit
will eventually be abolished and if so by whet procedure.
Neither is it clcar what would be the sipgnificance and extent of
the proposed verificotion.

"As regards the peaceful uses of atomie energy, it is
necessary to have rnore detailed informaticn on the procedure for
the creatior of the new body proposed znd its aims, as well as
of the measures wihich wovld be envisaged by the United States
for tne rapid creation of 2 service for the use cof peaceful
explosions,

"Other points remain uncertain regarding the
preparatory commission to prevzare the Agenda of the rovicw
conferences., It 1s not clear what would be its real powers and
by what majority it would take decisions. On the other hand,
Article IV has already set out the vurpose of the first
conference, i.e. to review the opevation of the freaty and <he
measures taken to resch the goals set out in the preamble:
obviocusly in this case the preparatory treaty is not in a
rosition to make changes.

"I wish to conclude by restating tne desire ol the
Italian Government that there should be an end to nuclear
proliferation, Our comments are motivated not only by the
desire to safeguard the fundamental interests of the Italian
people - which wounld be committed by the treaty even for future
generations - but also by the desire to arrive at a final text
which may ce adhered to without reserve by all countries.!

-11- NATQ SBECRET

-117 -



.:..

+

DECLASSIFIED/DECLASSIFIEE - PUBLIC DISCLOSED/MISE EN LECTURE PUBLIQUE

.3

~12~ BATQ SECRET
C-R(ZT)I5

g. The GERMAN REPRESENTATIVE made the following
statenent:

Introduction

"Phe willingness of the German Government to discuss
in a constructive spirit the text of asn epproprisate non-
proliferation agreement should not be taken to mean that we
snall pariicipate in the agresment irrespective of its content,
nor should it be misunderstood %o mean that we regard the
fundamental political problems of this project as being
settled, This is not the case. In contrast to the Test Ban
Lpreement or the Space Preaty, the non-preoliferation agreement
will have far-reaching eifects on WATO, the unification of
Burepe and future relations between Europe and the United Siates.
It may, in the long run, strengthen the position and the
political irfluerce of the Scviet Union in Germany as well as
in Bastern and Western Burope at the expense of the West.
Particularly the advocates of & solid and permanent friendship
between Europe and the United States smphasise how earnestly
the Soviets hope that this agreement may have long-term effects
in Burope which are not only directed against Germany but
against Eurcopean-imerican solidarity.

"411 our wishes are moderate and legitimate. If the
Soviets were really interested in 2 world-wide non-proliferation
arrangement, these wishes should also be negotiable for the
Soviets. 1t is true, however, that we have doubts as to whether
the Soviets really want a world-wide, acceptable non-
proliferation arrangement and whether they are not primerily
interested in the divisive effect which &n inadequate
non-preliferation arrangement would be bound to have on the West.

Armaments control and reduction of armaments

(a) and (®)

"We are aiming at an effective link of the nuclear
renunciations of the non-nuclear weapons states with general and
especially nuclear disarmament,

"Among other things, the world-wide acceptebility of a
non-proliferation agreement essentially depends on whether it
serves the purpose of disarmament. It must nrot create the
impression of consclidating the present monopcly of the nuclear
weapons siates.

"This demand iz world-wide: the UN Resolution
Ho. 2028 of 1965, reinforced by the Resoclutions Nes. 2149 and
215% of 1966, demands in Article 2(c) that "the Treaty should
be a step Towards the achievement of general and complete
disarmament and, more particularly, nuclear disarmament'.
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"Because of the threat by Soviet MiBMs there is a
special interest of some NATO nations, ineluding Germany, in
this 1ink between non-proliferation and disarmament.

(c)

"The UN Resolubtion FHo. 2028 of 1965 demands in
Article 2{b) that "the Treaty should embody an acceptable
balance of mutual responsibilities and cobligations of the
nuclear and non-nuclear powersh,

"The non-proliferation treaty - at least in the form
of its present draff - is znot balanced as beiween nuclear
weapons states and non-nuclear weapons shates.

"IE would therefore be all the more important to
accept our proposal Lo include a provision in the preambls
governing the interpretation to be given to the Articles of the
treaty. In this way, world-wide acceptability would be
increased.

Détente

"Oour idea corresponds more or less to the American
proposal for a preamble and is in line with wishes that have
been expressed all cover the world. The inclusion of such a
phrase would be of special importance for our relations with
Bastern Burope as it would represent the explicit
recognition of a German contribution towards détente.

Exelusion of political pressure, threats and blackmail

"The renunciztion of the non-nuclear weapons states
is not eounter-balanced by a renunciation of the nuclear weapons
states fto use their weapons for political threats and
blackmail against non-nucleay weapons states. Accordingly, our
rroposal is meant to lncrease the acceptability of the treaty by
the non-nuclezar weapons states. In this way one of the main
concerns of those states which will remain without nuclear
weapons is to be tsken into account by the moral instrument of a
"good~behavious clause" ensuring that nuclear weapons will only
be used for lawful purvoses.

"Mhis does not relate to seccurity and defence
problems, They cannot, in any case, bde settled generally and
uwniformly in the non-proliferation treaty. The situation of
the various non-nuclear weapcns siates is tco different for
this to be possible {(members of alliances; threatened non-
committed countries:; non-threatened non-commisted countries;
neutrals whick are not interested in assurances as a matter of
principle, ete.,). As far as we are concerned, this prodlenm is
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solved by the Alliance. Therefore, in this respect we have no
further wishes concerning the non-proliferation iresaty, but we
do have such wishes as far as the continuity and development of
the Allisnce is concerned (see also our desires concerning the
American interpretation of the non~proliferation treaty). We
are fully aware of the problems involived in any bhan on the use
of nuclear weapons,

"The problem of bannirg the political misuse of
nuclear weapons against hon-nuclezr wezpons states is of a
different nature. Germany is not the only country having been
the victim of nuclear thrests gn the part of a nuclear weapon
power. {(The last example which concerns us occurred in the
Soviet Government's statement of 28th Janwary, 1967: '"those
who ........ would experience an unavoidable and annihilating
retaliation.,")

Non-defamation clause

DECLASSIFIED/DECLASSIFIEE - PUBLIC DISCLOSED/MISE EN LECTURE PUBLIQUE

"It would bhe easier for us to adont & positive
attitude if we could be certain that, in case Germany would
perticipate in the non-proliferation treaty, the Soviet Union
would state in accordance with the treaty thet we will no
longer be the subject of defematory attacks in the nuclear
field. The inclusion of our idesa in the preamble would be a
valuable contribution to the policy of détente between Bast and
West. Its acceptance would be in the interest of all
signatories.

Peaceful use of atomic energy

"As 2 highly developed industrial country, the
Federal Repubiic of Gerneny is particularly interested in the
unlimited use of rnuclear energy for peaceful purposes. In
view of existing technical developments and future
perspectives in the peaceful nuclear field, unlimited
participation in these developments is of no legs than vital
importance for Germany.

"The new draft itreaty containeg more detailed and
stronger language designed to safeguvard the unobstructed
peaceful use of nuclear energy and of internationsl
¢o-operation in this {ield., However, the relevant
formulations are again only contained in the preamble. We
want this field to be more strongly protected by the inclusion
of a correspording Article irn the text of the trezaty itself;
as was done in the treaty banning nuclear weapons in Latin
America.

"The preamble of the treaty only expresses the
objectives which the treaty aims at. To this extent, the
preamble is undoubtedly of great importance for the
interpretation of that treaty, However, ensuring the free
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development of the peaceful use of nuclear energy is, for us,
mere then a mere treaty objective. We therefore desire the
inclusion eof a genuine substantive commitment defining the
limits of the bans and renunciations contained in Articles I
and IX. This definition is necessary particularly hecause
Articles I and II contain certain vague terms whose meaning is
not c¢lear,

"It is not in line with international treaty usage in
general to include substantive commitments into the preamble,
Substantive commitments, as a rule, have their place in the
text of the Treaty itself.

"Wor does the asdditional Article proposed by us, in
pur opinion, contradict the system of the non-proliferation
treaty.,

"I+t does not ceontain anything else but the
limitation of the things banned under the treaty, It is thus a
necessary and logical supplement to the provisions of Articles
I and II.

"In view of the suspicion cast by the Soviet side on
our activities in this field, we must insist on an as clear
definitlion as possible of the right to unobstructed development
in the civilian nuclear field, Reference is made in this
context to the Soviet Government's statement ol
28%th Januzry, 1967 which was also sent in the form of a Note %o
all governments. According to this statement, all the nuclear
research undertaken in the Federal Republic of Germany serves
the preparation of the manufacture of nuclear weapons,

Similar statements are contained in other documents emanating
from the Communist orbit.

"It is, uanfortunately, to be feared that the
conclusion of & non-proliferation treety will not spare us
further expressions of susplicion Lrom the Soviet side but that
it will, on the contrary, be exploited by the Soviets as a legal
basis for interference in the civilian nuclear secior.

"We must therefore ensure by & clear and unequivocal
treaty text that forelign powers are not in a position to invoke
the non-proliferaticn treaty when attempting to exert a
negative influence on our legitimate participation in general
developments in the peaceful nuclear field,

"Furthermore, we would welcome it if, in addition +o
the improvements in the language of the preamble,a paragraph
could be included stating that the renuncistion of nuclear
weapons on the part of the non-nuclear weapons states gives
additional freedom and possibilities to foster even the
peaceful use of atomic energy.
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"The Article proposed by us will, in our opinion,
undoubtedly make it easier for the civilian nuclear powers to
accept the treaty.

Safeguards

"It is not yet possible o comment on the new proposal
for 4Lrticle III concerning Safeguards. It reguires detailed
examination by the responsible auvthoriiies of the German
Government as well as by BURATOM owing to German membership in
that organization,

"However, Lt can be sitated already now that the new
draft and the corresponding language in the preamble contain
certain improvements. Thus, it is to be welcomed that it is
stated explicitly that only btasic and fissionable material is to
be controlled in order to vrevent thelr misuse for military
purposes, We should like this principle to be emphasised even
more clearly and strongly. The principle of instrumented
Safeguards for the conirol of flow ol fissionable materlal at
certain strategic points should therefore be laid down
expreseis verbis,

"Unfortunately, the new draft again provides for
discriminating Safeguards in the field of the peaceful use of
nuclear energy. If it has to be assumed that any non-
proliferation arrangement contained an inherent discrimination,
we feel that this discriminetion is inevitable only in the
military field. This would be consciously and voluntarily
assumed by tne non-nuclear states in order ito serve peace and
security. However, discrimination in the c¢ivilian field is
neither necessery nor acceptavle., It is not in the nature of
things. There exists already a well-tested and effective
Safeguard under which a nuclear power has submitted to the same
control in the civilian nuclear field as the non-nuclear powers
taking part in this control.

"It is t¢ be welecomed that, in principle, the new
draft treaty alsco intends Tto use tested =and effective control
systems to ensure the non-preliferation of nuclear wezpons,
This appears o us to be a step towaris a pragmatic procedure
which takes inte account the differences 1n the conditions
prevalling in the wvarious regions, On the other hand, however,
the positive element of the new preposal is again largely
nullified by the fact that a time 1limit of thyee years is set
for arranging co-operation between the IAEQ systen and others
accepted and to be verified by it; after this period, IARQ
Safeguards would in any case bc applied if the planned
arrangement has not been accomplished. Irn practice, this
provision considerably weakens the negotiating position of
EURATOK and makes it unlikely that an acceptable solution will
be found within the fime 1imit laid down.
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"Horeover, the term "verification" still requires more
detailed explanation.

"Article II] attempis to create wniform conditions for
nuclear and non-rnuclear powers in the field of exports.
However, the practical implementation of this intenticn will
deperd on how many and which countrizs sign the non-proliferation
treaty. Acceptance of this commitment might bring tangible
disadvantages in the field of exports for the participants of the
treaty, compared with those which do not participate ir 1t.

"This disadvantage would be all the greater the more
countries refrained from signing the ftreaty. Apart from the
importance of the need for general agceptavility of the treaty,
it should therefore be considered whather the corresponding
treaty provisions cannot, for the time being, be dispensed with
and whether the solution of this problem could not be transferrsed
to the conference reviewing the treaty. If a predominant majority
of states accedes to the nen-proliferation treaty by the date at
whick the reviewing conferencs convenes, acceptance of such
an arrangenent by that conference would appear unprobiematic.

"As far as the conitrol arrangements in the treaty are
coneerned — which would, on z world-wide basis, cause 2 much
greater expenciture for carrying out centrols - the question of
cost shouvld not be overlooked. One mignt think of solutions
under which, as an egquivalent, these costs are borne by all
nuclcar weapons states, Bolutions are also possible according to
which all signatories or all members of LAEDQ bear the coste on
the bhasis of 2 certair cost-sharing formula. Under no
circumstances should the ccuntries to be controlled be expected
to bear any unreasonable share cf the costs.

Articies on procedure

(a} Duration of the treaty

"In cur paver of 20th March, we suggest that the
gignatories should be given a possibility to examine from time to
time in the ligh? of ths experience galined until then whether and
in what form the treaty should be grolonged.

"The willingness of the non-nuclear NATC countries to
accede to the non-proliferation treaty will be essentially
determined by treir confidence in the protection afforded to them
by the WATO Alliance. The NATO Treaty provides that every HATO
member country may cease to be a member of the Alliance after the
Treaty has been in force for 20 years. For this reason, it would
be especlally necessary for the non-nuclear NATO states, in
signing the non-proliferation treaty, to take into account the
pessibility that the protection offered by the Alliance may be
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considerably reduced by the resigration of individuwal member
countries from the Atlantic Alliance. In order to allow for
such & development - as unlikely as it mey appear at present -~
a non-preliferation treaty whose duration car. be periodically
extended should be given preference over a treaily with
wnlimited duration.

{p) Amendmen’ conference (Arsicle IV, paragraph 1/2)

. "We wish to see the signatories vrotected against
majority decisions by the amendment ccnference. The danger of
being placed into a winority is particularly sericus for non-
nuclear weapons states having 2 highly-developed nuclear
research and industry.

"Our idea corresponds to customary international
usage in the e¢ase of treaties which cen be modified by mejority
decisions,

"The inclusion of such a prevision is also sdvisable
because the termination clsuse of the non-proliferation treaty
is so restricted that it is almost impossible to resign from
the treaty.

"This clause could also mitigate, in the interest of
the non-nuclear weapons states, the cffect of the right of veto
enjoyed by the nuclear weapons states; according to our
proposal, it would not only be the nuclear weapons states which
could defend themselves against majority decisions by their
right of veto but this would be possible for every signatory,

"We believe that we can assume that in this respect
modifications will be introduced which exglude the possivility
of being placed in a mincriby position as well zs the right of
veto of the nuclear weapons states and which bring the revision
clauze of the freaty more closely in line with the United
Nations Space Treaty (entry into forece of the Treaty
modification affer ratification by a wmajority ol the signatories
for those who have ratified),

(¢} Review conference {Article IV, paragraph 3/4)

"Ir. our opinion, special importance nust be attached
to the review conference as a counterwelight to the unlimited
duration of the treaty and the velitically and legally very
restricted possibiiity of terminating the treaty. We
therefore feel that the review conference should be
institutionalised, i.e. 1t shouvld take place regularly every
five years.

"The review conference should also be given real
competence in order Yo be able to draw practical conclusions
from abuses which have been identificd. These competences
should comprise the full or partial modification or
cancellation of the treaty by majority decision.
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"Pinally, the review conference should be enabled fo
examine the bshaviour of the signatories net only in the light
of the treaty provisions but also under the aspect of the
objectives and principles of the rreamble. This is a matter of
particular interest to the c¢ivil nuclear powers whose wishes
are mainly baken care of in the preamble. Only by creating
suen competences Locr the review conference will an adequate
incentive be created both for the nuclear weapons states and for
the non-nuclear weapons stetes to fulfil the treaty in a
reagonable spirit.

{d) Withdirawal clause

"The right Vo withdraw from the treaty obligation is
so limited by the present wording of Article VI that it can be
practically corsidered non-existvent. Ir particular, the »resent
withdrawal clause does not take account of the fact that the
contractual limitation of national scovereignty is much greater
for the non-nuclear signatories than for the nuclear weapous
states, The enlerged fermination clause suggested by us is
intended to take +this difference into consideration.

{(e) ZEntry intc force

"Our idea 1is fo teke account of the differerce between
the renunciatiocn of sovereignty on the part of nen~nuclear
states, civil nuclear states and nuclear weapons gtates. We
shall in any case have to insist that the consensus omnium be
expressed in a corresponding great number of ratifications by
states c¢f all three categories.®

10, The TMITED KINGDOM REPRESENTATIVE expressed the
regrets of Dord Chalfent at heing unavoidably unable to attend
this meeting, and his hopes of belng present at a later meeting.
The United Kingdom had three general propositions to meke
regarding the treaty. PFirstly, it was desirable that a text
should he tabled in the reasonably near future. T was in the
generzl intexest of all courtries to make progress in non-
rroliferation, for reasons larvgely relating to areas outside the
NATC area butbt which could, nowever, affect 211 the NATO zllies,
Secondly, the United Kingdom hoped that a text would be tabled
in a form waich represented lhz coubdined views and will of all
the allies; l.e. it ghculd meet the general desire to see
agreement on & treasy, but should aiso take into account the
prececupations already expressed or Hc be expressed by certain
allies regarding the damage which some versions of the text
might inflict on their interests. Thirdily, the drafi should be
tabled in such a form as to have z reasonable chance of ifs
being generally acceptable to all the countries whose signature
would be necessary 1f the treaty were To become a reality.
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11. The difficulty was to reconcile these three
propositions. However, his Authorities believed that fthe new
texts did help in this direction. Subject to detailed comments
wnlch he had not yet received, the United Kingdom rosition was
that the present draft was an impreovement in increasing the
chances of zcceptebility, and shouid therefore be welcomed in
principle., A%t the same time, the views expresgsed in the
Counell by the ¥ATO partners were a very imporiant factor. They
should be given further comnsideration, and he hoped some
modifications might be possible in order fto take them into
account.

12, He then made the following specific comments on the
text. With regard to Article 11T, the Inited Kingdom spoke as
a potential memcer of EURATOM and of the Buropezn Community,
concerned Yo increase the commercizl and technological strength
of Burope and thersefore t¢ avoid any weakening of such an
important European institution as EURATOM. He thought that it
should be possible to harmonise the IAEA and EURATCH Safeguard
procedures. The present draft made a proposal for bringing
these two organizetions into relationship, If the proposal was
accepted the United Kingdom would welcome 1%; in general, his
Authorities would not despair of any attempt +to harmonise the
principles and procedures of the two organizations. They
strongly supportec the principle that the sole purvose of
Safeguards shouid ve to prevent the diversion of nuclear material
to weapons, not to prevent free peaceful nuclear development,
including the exchange of irnformation.

13, As regerds parsgraph € of Lhe summary of
interpretations his Authorities thought it important to leave
open the Buropean owtion, A sovereign Burcpean federation in
control of defence and foreign policy should be able to have
nuclicar weapons by succession Trom 2 nuclear state. Thilis had
already been made clear to Mr, Kosygin on his recent wisit to
London, and he hasd raised no objection. However, the United
Kingdom agreed with the United States that one could not expect
that the USSR would go publicly on rzcord as accevnting this,

14. He reszerved the right to make detailed comments 2% a
later date or in ancther forum.

15, The NORWEGIAN REPRESENTATIVE made the following
statement:

"I would 1like first of all to sxpress the satiafaction
which my Government feel over the initiative taken by the US
Government to reopen the discussions of +the draft non-
proliferation tresty here in the NATO Council, znd in
particular I would like to thank Mr. Foster for coming here today
to comment on the present situation and explain the latest
changes in the draft.
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"Fven though we understand and appreciate the reasons
for the recess in Geneva, we are nevertheless scriously
concerned lest the political momentunm which is extremely
important in a matter of this kind, should diminish further
during the coming five weeks period. If it proves impossible
to present a common US-USSR draft treaty at the reconvening of
the ENDC on Oth May, we may hove to register a deplorable
setback in the efforts to zchieve sgreement on a treaty and o
secure its international acceoctance on a widest possible basis.

"I am able to state that {the present draft meets with
the full and general support of my Government. This statement
is not intended to circumvent the fact that some aspects of the
draft treaty under consideration rsise several problems for
some FATO countries. My Authorities are certainly fully aware
of this. 3But they are of the copinion tnat these problems are
of such & nature that they cern find their solution even if one
accepts the suggested sext of the {treaty.

"ith regard to the difficulties appearing in
particular in connection with Article III - with the proposed
acceptance of the IAEA 2s the agency of contrel, one should in
our view bear in mind that such an zcceptance implies neither
the granting to IAFBA of the sole right of control in any given
area, nor the acceptance of the agency's system of control as
it exists %oday. A general acceptance of IAEA as an orgen of
control for the treaty would have to be followed by subsequent
negotiations with IAFA concerning necessary changes and
adjustments of the agency's contxrol systen.

"Conseguently, Mr. Chezirmen, we are of the opinion
that even if some member countries find it difficult fto accept
IABA contrel in its present form, this should not constitute a
sufficient reascn for ovjecting to IAEL in principle becoming
the control organ of the treaty.

"During our discussion of the ilreaty I believe we
should te careful not tc lose sight of the important fact that
a tentative agreement has been reached - affer having listened
to Mr. Foster today I should perbaps be moxe careful and say:
is most likely to be reached between the US and the USSR. This
carries significant pordent for the fuiure development in this
area. Realising that 2 freaty does rot provide for measures in
the field of disarmament, one should avoid regarding the treaty
as an end in itself. The treaty would, however, constitute an
important move in the right directicn by creating a political
atmosphere in which for instance the ABH negotiatlons may be
conducted, and by contributing to prepare the ground for arms
control and disarmament measures in Furope. 4 treaty should
thus be considered as a significant part of a futuvre and much
larger solution, and in our efforts to reach shis stage we can
certainliy not afford to let the ireaty becone the stumbling~
block.
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UIn this connection I would underline the
significance of the varagraph concerning the S-year review of
the operation of the whole treaty. We nope that tnose
countries who believe that the treaty might jeopardise thelr
legitimate interests would consider to what extent any real
damage might develop in this field over such a comparatively
short period after which the door is in fact opened - T
believe - for substantial revisions of the whole treaty - and
weigh this risk against the possibility of now having %o
abvandon the hope for a treaty.

"These general thoughts whiech I have tried to
express, were seccnded by a unanimous Norwegian Parliament a
few weeks ago when our Feoreign Minister, Mr. Iyng, concluded
that the divergent views and objections raised by sone
countries would have to be considered in their proper
perspective, that is, the objections should be balanced against
the present possibility of vaking one significant step forward
in our comnon endeavour to ettempt to limit the risks of a
totally destructive nuclear war.

"It is therelfore the sincere hope of my Government,
that the consultations which we have initiated today shortly
will uvroduce the necessary clarifications in order that the
concurrence to the draft treaty of &ll member countries can be
obtained.”

1€, The DANISH REPRESENTATIVE thanked Mr, Foster for
giving the Ccuncil the oppertunity of this consultation, which
he hoped would lead socn to & fruitfuvl result., He had received
the following genersl instructions which he emphasised were
nede in a positive spirit. The Danish Government considered
that the conclusion of a non-proliferation treaty was of such
vital importance that it should not be held up by
considerations, however sincere, which were not inextricably
linked in & techiniczl way with the problem of non~proliferation.
This was a general politiczl presentation of the problem which
reflected the general foreign policy of Dermark. The Danish
Government was convinced that the conclusion of a ftreaty would
help to create a favourable climave in which other limited
disarmzment measures might prove feasible, and also a further
development of the generzl détente., They also felt that time
was ruanning short and that one had certainly nothing to gain,
and much to lose, by waiting. It was therefore most important
that a draft Treaty should he presented =5 soon as possible at
the new session of the ENDC.

17. His Authorities zlso had in mind the cutcome of the
next General Assemply of the UN., As Kr, Foster had rightly
said, it was to be feared that & fallure to agree on 2 non-
proliferation treaty might have an unfortunate eiffect upon the
discussions in the Assemily and thereby make the conclusion of
the treaty more difficul¥, if not jeopardise the whole project.

-22- NATO SECHET

- 128 -



w

»

I3

DECLASSIFIED/DECLASSIFIEE - PUBLIC DISCLOSED/MISE_EN LECTURE PUBLIQUE

4

-23- NATC SECRET

G-R{67)15

18, Az regards ths new United Btates draft, which his
Authorities supported in principle, they found that a very
considerable effort had been made to reach a solution, and that
as a result the gosl should =ow be closer than ai any time up
to date,

19, As regards detaile of the draft, he recalled that his
Delegation nhad aiready pointed out that his Authorities thought
it important to meintain the formulation of the present draft as
far ss the problem of a Buropean atomic weapon was concerned,

If one did rot maintain this principle, and if one went
further, in for example, the Italian direction, his Authorities
fezred that the USSR would not co-operate.

20. His Authoritises were fully aware that a number oF
important arguments had been raised zgainst the draft, lately
with growing intensity, He referred to the well-known question
of the peaceful use of nuclear expleosions, The so-called
Tspin—off", the question of the iwmpact on Indusirial
competition, and nct least the control question. The DBanish
Governrent understood the motives behind these considerations,
and it was their wish that the aspirations of the countries i
guestion should be met to the extent compatible with the speedy
cenclusion of the treaty. They hoped tnat a2ll these difficult
problems could be solved or sufficiently elucidated on the
basis of the new United States draft.

21, He was obliged, however, to repeat that the Danish
Government felt that all these considerations wust, in the last
instance, yield to the vital political necessity of finding a
solution to the ron-proiliferatiorn problem.

22. With regmrd to the guestion of nuclear explosions for
peaceful purposes, he wished to =ay briefly that his Government
could agree with the prianciples laid dewn in the United States
draft, With regard to the coatrol problem, they sircerely
hoped that a compromise soluticon could be found which would
take into account ths legitimate interests of the EURATOM
countries., These would, however,; 1n the Danish opinion, require
an acceptance in principle of the Soviet point of view that
control cennot be exercised in & way which amounts t¢ self-
contrel. It therefore followed that it was desiyabvle that the
FBURATOM countries introduce scme added measures of flexibility
in thelr system, :

23. He repeated that his Government felt that it was of
vital imvortance for the world to reach early agreement on a
treaty.

24, The BELGLAK REPRESENTATIVE recalled that, as clearly
stated in the Belgian Parliament on a number of occasions, his
Government attached great importance to reaching agreement on a
treaty which would be universsl. He thanked the United States
and in particulsr Mr. Foster for their efforts at taking into
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account in the new drafi the positions of thelr allies, He
hcped that the time-table indicated by Mr. Foster c¢ould be
observed; and noted that today's discussion was only she
beginning of what should be a thorough consultation., In
particular, Articlie III required consultation among the six
BURATOM countries. He hoped therefore that the Council would
have the cpportunity of several discussions before 19th April.

25, In view of the short time which had been available o
study the Urited States draft he nad only the following
preliminary comments to make.

26, Firstly, as regards the phrase in the preamble "at
the earliest possible date", he noted that Kr. Foster had said
that the United States would be prepared to agree tc its
deletlon if thils was suggested at a later stage. The Belglan
Government considered that this was a vezy'lwnortaﬂt phrase
which should be kept in the text, because of its implications
not only for the arms race but also for the ddtente in general.
There was also the aspect ¢f non-discrimination vis-a-vis
Germany. He therefore urged +that this pnrase be retained,

27. Secondly, referring to the gti cuent just made by the
German Representative on the subject of the peaceful use of
nuelear energy, and slso to the German paper of 20th iMarch on
this subject, he said that the Belgian Government would prefer
t0o see an Article in the treaty speciiying that the treaty
should in no way interfere with peaceful nuclear development,
He asked whether this point was now covered in the last two
peragraphs of the draft preamwvle, snd 1f zo, wasther 1t gave
satisfaction to the German Representative.

28, Thirdly, commenting on paragraph & of *the suvmmary of
1puerpretutlon he asked what was the meaning ol the phrase
. sevs but would not have to be sc centralised as to assume all

governmentsl functions™. The Belgizn interpretation of this
phrase wss that the new federated Puropean state would control
its defence and foreign volicy, but the states composing it
would not necessarily have disappeared. He asked whether this
was correct.

29. Fourthly, his Authorities still hoped tnat a further
effort mnight ve made to 2dd & glossary te the treaty de;lqlng
words such as "nuclesr weapons”, "nuclear devieces", etec., in
order to prevent the pos 31b111tj of evasion,

30. Fitthly, he would not now comment in dedtail on
Article IIT, in view of the EURATOM consultation. However, his
Authorities realised that the solution lay in the compatibility
of the EURATOM znd IAEA controls, The German Regpresentative had
just referred to the provision Tor sutomatic acceptance of IAEA
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Safeguards after a time-limit of three years if no arrangement
had been reached, He, the Belgian Representative, suggested
that in the case of failure fo agree, one might provide for

this time-1imit to coincide with the time~limit for the revision
of the treaty, i,e. either five years or three years, whichever
was considered more desirable. The problem wight then be

solved in the light of the eXperience ascguired,

31. Finally, the ftreaty should have the result of
decisively strengthening the Alliance; if not, there would
arise all the well-known risks of political pressure, nuclear
blackmail, etc. This was of vital importznce in relation to the
future tasks of the Alliance. Tt was also of vital importance
in relation to the provision in Article VI that the treaty should
be of "unlimited duration™, since if the treaty outlasited the
Alliance the non-nuclear allies would be left without
protection. It was therefcre neeesssry for the "Harmel
Committee" to study the lirk between a non-proliferation treaty
and the Alliance as a protection against nuclear threat.

32. He repeated that he hoped there would be several
meetings of the Council before 19th April to clarify these and
cther points,

33, Tne CANADIAN REPRESENTATIVE made the following
statement:

tMrst I must emphasize thet the new texts and
explanations which have been given by our USA colleagues have
not yet been studiec by our Government. Therefore the
observations which I may make today are preliminary in
character only. Kevertheless, I think it would be useful for
the Canadiap Representative to make some ccomments, based oxn the
views which we have held for some time and have communicated to
our friends.

"The new preambular paragraph on the sharing of the
benefits of developments in the peaceful applicetion of nuclesr
energy seem t0 give & desirable increase in precision %o a
concept which nearly all non-nuclear powers have favoured. In
particular,; the Article on sharing the possible benefits of
techniques of using nuclear explosives for peaceful purposes
appears to be an improvement. Canada is concerned by this
particular matber and has discussed it with the United States
and other countries. Pending instructions I am not, of course,
able to say whether the languzge as set out now meets all our
concerns.

"We would feel, from a preliminary study of the
revised form of Article III on Safeguards that this should meet
sone of the views which have been expressed by states not
possessing nuclear weapons. There still remains the condition
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that nuclear powers &re not Lo pe swubject to IAEA inspection of
their pezceful nuclesr activitiesz. We wisa that this
discriminatory feature could be removed, but realise the
difficulties in the way cf doing so; in particular the atvitude
cf the USSR,

"Inh cur view it would be very desirable for Western
nuclezr weapon powers fto glve seriocus consideration to issuance
of unilateral declarations of intention to accept on a voluniary
basis apolication of Salegvards to their own peaceful nuclear
activities in conjunction with their adherence tg¢ WPTL. Their
military ruclear programmes need in no way be jecpardized for
they would te in 2 position to determine which of their nuclear
activities would be opened to international irspection, Such
declarations would be instrumental in reducing Canadian
difficulties with Article ITI and we believe ia reducing similar
difficulties of other non-nuclear weapon states. Tney would also
play arn important rSle in making JPT ncgotiable instrument with
non-aligned countries, In this coxznnection it has been very
useful that the United States und the United Kingdem have already
opened certain reactors to IAFA inspection.

"In the Caznadian view precmbular parzgraph 5
referring to Safeguards is useful in as nmuch as it would show
thet nuelear weapon signatories, whether or not they ere
prepared to zccept Safeguerds voluntarily, feel that they are
under some meral chbligation to work towards acceptance of
Safeguards. We think 1t most important khowever thatl peragraph
should 2liso incorporate the idez that the objective is
application of Saefeguards teo all peaceful nuclear activities by
all countries. This is needed H0 aveld implication of
Article I11 that Safeguards should not in principle apply to
nuclear weapon signatories., Ve have to say that we are doubitful
whether the preambular paragrashs 6 and 8 will be sufficiently
forthucoming and precise as to provide the assurance desired by
non-nuclear weapon nations, especially non-altlgned nations, that
the nuclear powers are determined Yo teke cffective measures at
an early dote, {c¢ halt the arms rvace and to begin reducing nuclear
arpament.,

"We do not understand vhy it has been found necessary
to delete the phrase "early os possible” {rom the prearbular
promisge that the nuclear powers will take measures to reduce
their arsenal of nuclear weapons, wWe feel that some definite
indication ¢f early action in this matter would be necessary to
satisfy the states not possessing nuclear weapons whose
gignature Lo the treaty is hoped for.

"It is our view that there will be further pressure
from non-aligred memvers of the ENDC te include in the treaty an
Article which will give assurances of the "Kosygin" type. The
GAR, Burma and Nigeria have already spoken in this sense. It
should be recalled that the original proposal for this kind of
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assurance was made by Nigeriz, The important difference of

the Nigerisn from the Kosygin Formulation was that it specified
that in addition to not possessing nuclear weapons and notb
having them on national terrifory the states to receive the
agssurances should be non-aligned., In the Canadian view this
extra provision removes one of the main objections to the
Kosygin proposal. If a formula for 2 resolution could be Lfound
which would be acceptable te the majority of the members of the
United Nations, in order to give some positive assurance to
nations not having nuclear weapons, that they would be protected
against nuclear attack or threats, this would no doubt be the
best way of dealing with the matter. But we are not sware that
until now any satisfoctory formula hes been drafted. We doubt
that the idez of including an assurance in the preamble as has
been suggested would satisfy the demands of the non-nuclear and
nop-aligned countries in this matter, which were very clearly
expressed ir the discussion cof non-proliferation in the

215t United Hations General Assembly.

"The proposed revision of Article IV appears to be a
considerable improvement although I would stress once again 1
am spesking without instructions. It would appear that the removal
of the nuclear power veto on amendments is a desirable feature.
B0 also is the inclusion of the words "of preamble® helpful as
giving the assurances which have been asked for by many nations
not vossessing nuclear weapons that the matters dealt with in the
preamble and progress in the implied actions therein contained
are subject to review, together with the substantive articles of
the treaty.

"Trn ceonelusion I should 1ike to support what the
Representative of the United States said in regard to the urgency
of concluding our discussions on the Non~Proliferation Treaty
in this Council at a2n early date, ian order that the draft treaty
may be made public, that is to say laid before all countries
whose adherence is essential if the objects for wnich the treaty
is designed are to be attained. What 1s required in this Council
is not final assent %o the way every ariicle, preambular and
substantive, is formulated, but a gereral conscnsus on the pard
of the members of thnis Organization that the treaty should be
presented for final negotiation by all parties ccncerned., If I
may, I shouwld like to guote something which was said by the
Representative of Mexico in the Bighteen-Yation Committee:

'The aphorism that reminds ws that "the best is the

enemy of the good" is especielly velid when applied
to a task like that entrusted to the Committee.
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'Withh reference %o the conclusion of & treaty

on the non-proliferation of auclear weapons, wo

mist remember that the United Hations General
Assembly, in its resolution 215% (XXI) urged

that it be drafted "as soon as possgible™, and
stressed in vhat same resclution, &8s in resslution
2149 (XAT)}, +thet the absence of an effective hrake on
vhe »roliferation of nuclenr weanons "would endanger
the security of all States"™, and, "mey lead to the
aggravation of tensions between States snd the

risk of 3 nuclear war™.

‘The conclusion of a treaty on nen-proliferation,
however imperifectv it mey be, zeems infinitely
better, in relation to the basic objective we pursue,
thar no treaty at =21k,

'Experience shows that imperfections and lscunae of
& theoretical kind which ore may find in a2 treaty,
very often have not vrejudicial influence on its
effective and beneficizl operation in practice.
Thus, for instence, I am convinced that from the
technical point of view many c¢riticisms could bhe
made of the content of the Antarctic Treaty or the
Moecow Treaty on nuclezr tests, or the treaty on
vhe denuclearisation of outer space, A/RES /2222
yet T am equally convinced that we will all agree
that voth the treaties I first mentioned have in
rractice given counplete satisfaction and that there
is ne¢ reason that zould lead us to helieve that the
same would not happen with the third ftresaty.’

"I think we should remember here that this treaty is
for the nations of the world who are not members of WNATO or of
the Warsaw Pact as well as for us, and that we therefore cannot
delzay indefinitely placing before them the drait treaty which
nas required such lochng and careful negotiation,"

%4, The NETHERLANDS REPRESENTATIVE expressed avnnreciation
of the fmerican efforts over the years to make progress on the
text of 2 treaty.

5. The Netherlands Government agreed that the tabling of
& text wes sc importent tnet it should net wait on collateral
measures. Heowever, there was no agreement in the Alliance on
g text, and many problems remained umsolved. These provlems
continued Lo be related to the unity and the rdle of Burope;
the peaceful uses of nuclear energy; the differences between
nuclear and non-nuclear powers; the danger of nuclear bleckmail;
and the advanteges to be gained by the Soviet Union from a
treaty, etec. It would he more than difficult for the Council
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te solve trhese problems within a fortnight: but it would also
be wery serious 1f a tex®t coumld not be tabled at Geneva.

He noted thet to = ceritain extent this was the firat WATO
consultation on & text which had reazhed the uitimate stage
before being tabled in Geneva,

36. Y¥hile ne hzd no substantive comments on the faxt,
he thought thut Article ITI was an acceptzble basis cn which o
reack agreencnt, It should be poosible te apply TAEA Safeguerds
ir BURATIOM countries in a oroccdure to be agreed between the
LTABA ang ZURATOM,. lowewer, this nust net affect $he fundamental
aims of the LEURATCH treaty. Verificadtion by TAEA Sofeguaxrds
should be adapted to the limited aims of z non-proliferation
treaty.

47. If +the LasA and DURATCH took a filexible approach, and
bearing in mind technelogical vevelopments, the Netherlands
hoped +that z2n sgreement could be reached 1in three years' tine,

38, The question of Safeguards should be linked To the
obligations of nuclear and rnon-nuclezar states. Obvicusly,
progress would be consideravly Tacilitated if the Vestern nuclasr
powers would asccept some Torm of TIABA inspection of their
peaceful nuclear zctivities., The Xetherlands Gevernment
attached overridirng importance to the conclusion of a treaty,
but it should be borne in mirnd that & treasy woeuld perpetuate
the factual disparidty which at present exissed betweer nuclear
and noa-nuclear countries, and which was incompaiible witlh the
idea of the eguality of sll stwtes,

3. As he saw it, the purposec of the present Council
consultation was 1if possible to agree on the basic lines of the
United States draflt before its tabling at Geneva, I[If some ALlliies
could not sc zgree, thig mignt be a cuestion of sericus concern
for the soliderity of the Alliance, as &lready pointed out by
the Belgien and German deprescentatives. He fully supnorted the
view expressed by the Belgian Reprcsentative that this
consultation should result in sirengthening, not weakening th
L11iance.

40. The GREZEK REPRESELTATIVE said that he did rot foreses
that nis Autnorities would have any substantive contribution to
meke te this consultation, but they would certainly not take an
chstructive attitude, Greece had ne auclear capabilities or
arbitions, but she needed nuclear protection, Thnis 4id not nean
that his Authorities 4id not have misgivings as regards the
present United States draft and its political repercussions, but
they thought it an improvement over the previcus one in terms
of general scceptability. The points made in particuler by
Itzly and Germany were in his view for the most part well taken.
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41. Lowever, his Auvthorities reslised that the United
Statcs and other ¥ATO Allies considered a nen—preliferation
treaty would represeny a major stvep ftowards déiente ond
disarmament, and they therefore did not wish to hamper these
sfforts. They were helped by the fact that sz 2 member of
NATO Greece was pretected =gainst nuclear threst ard blacknail,
He carnesily hoped trnat the soliderity of the Alllarce would be
irmly preserved; ard that i% would survive the corclusion of a
treaty. He agreed with the Belgian Representative cn the vital
connection between the duravion of the treaty azd the duration
of the Alliance, and the nesd Tor WATO $o study this guestion.

42, The TURKISH REFRESENTATIVE joined those who had
thanked Mr. Foster for his uvatiring efforts and very clear
statement on the new draft ireaty.

¢3., The Turkish Govermment was happy tc sec that efforts
were being made towards such an important treaty, since this
would be another step in tne series of partiszl measures aimed
at achieving disarmament, cver since the emphasis had deen
snifted from the Tield of general and complete disarmeuent
neasures to that of particular ones. :lis Authorities also
welcomed the fact that this development came at a time when she
détente in East-West relaticns showed a growing tendency to
improvement and coincided with the efforis of {he Vest zimed at
encouraging this trend. There was no doubt that the fact that
NATO countries had advanced in their work on nuclear consultation
and planning had greatly helped this develodment. He would
therefore stress once mere that the United States' efforts in the
direction of achieving a satisfactory werld-wide treaty were
appreciated and welcowed in Ankarsa,

44. He then recalled that at the last meetiag orn this
subject his Delegation had emphasised the great velue astached
by Turkey to the inclusicn of & binding Safeguards clause in
the treety, because in the Turkish view, if such a treaty 4id
not contain a Linding clause on Safepgusards, this wonld constitute
gn impertant gazr, He was {thererfore glad to see that in the new
American draft an article on coatrol had been Tormulated in
detail., However, as he had not yet reccived instructions, he
would reserve the right to give to the Council at the rext meeting
the Turkish c¢fficial reaction to this new draft and particularly
to Article III of thc proposed treaty.

45. dinally, commenting cn the revised Summary of
Interpretations, he thought that his Authorities would snerc
to & great extent the views exXpressed in the paper Ho. 1012
{the second paper), distributed by the German Delegation on the
20th March, In fact the content of this paper corresponded
largely to the Turkish way of thinking, since his Aushorities
toought that the nor-proliferation treaty shouwld in no wey
vrefudice Lhe existing or future arrangements concerning nuclear
consultation and planning within the Alliance. Again he wss glad
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to see that the American paver on interpretations had taken
this into consideration,

¢ sake of clarificaticn, he would
draw zttention to Ambassodor Birgi's guestions at the mesting
of 15t Pebruary, durirg The discussions concerning the

Inited States interpretation of the terms of "trensfer" and
"war', in paragrarh 5. br, Birgi had also insisted that a
treaty sheuld neot crejudice any prs-plenning arrangements for
the use of nuclesr weapons ih certzin circumstances,

16. However, for th

47, 1t was needless to add that Furkey wished, with
other countries, to see such zn imporitont treaty realised with
the genersl consent cf the Allies. Turkey taought that this
treaty should in no way prejudice the vival interests of the
Alliance and consequently of any of the Allies Individually.

48, He had mentioned those iew points because he was
gure that his Authoriiles cttached great importance to them,

49, lMr. FOSTER said that he would reply now to some of
the comments made, but that all the commerts, which he welccned,
would be considered fully by nis authorities.

50. As one of the fundanental voinis of the present
negetiation, it should be borne in mind that this was =z ftwo-
sided {treaty. It might be wvecssible to work out a "perfect”
text round the WATO Coumcil +table, but it was essential to reach
agreenent with the other side. The valid points expressed in
the Council a=2d been, and would be, taken intc consideration,
but it was now important, even 1if some of +1he Allies sTill had
reservations, to put this draft before the rest of the world,
since the aim was %o have a universal agreement to stop the
spread of nuclesr weagpors. To a certair extent, one could
look on the Sreaty as an evolutionary one, since there wos
provision for revision,

51. He emphesised thet what was prohibited was set out in
the operative part of the treaty. The treaty did nct specify
wnat was allowed, since it would in thait case have become zn
encyclopedic document.

52. He thought thet there hod been no hendicap to discussion
for countries who were not merbers of the BNDC, lor example,
there had been very full bllateral consultation hetween the
United States and the Pederal Republic, beth in Washington and
in Bonn and elsewhere., It was his judgment that the treaty would
not be a divisive iorce, but a platform on which to move forward
to better world reclations.
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53, He commented on the fellowing specific points.

G . Firstly, it 20d becen suggested that the United States
shoulld e¢cnsider the possibility of placing its vezaceiul nuclear
activities under IABA Safeguards. If this would help the
EURATOM member countries as regards the problem of ron-
discrimination, his Authorities would look into it very
eotively, Hewever, in view of the deer interest of United
States iadustry zand the legislature, any study must be based on
the value of this suggestion for furthering progress towards a
treavy .

55, Secondly, the proposal by the Belgian Representative
thet the time 1imite for the zntry into force of autometic
Safeguards and for the holding of the review conference should
te made to coincide, (afiter either three or five yearsz) was
worth considering. However, he vointed cut that it had been
very difficult, and had taken weeks of negotiatilon, to get tLhe
Soviet Union to agree to any review conference ot all., The
Soviet Urion would net like the idea of a confereance after
three years, or the suggestion to apply automatic controls
after five yenrs.

56, Thirdiy, 2s regards the kinds of wmodifications in
TAEA Safeguards which might yot he acceptable, he poirtad out
that it would be for all the LABA member countries Lo take a
decision, and that the Westiern countries would greatly
influence the decision tecause they had the largest number of
resctors. 43 an examnple of = modification, one weuld have %o
revisc tne right of pursult.

57 Fourthiy, with regarc to paragraph ¢ cof the summary
of interpretations; the Llnst sentence did not quslify the first
two sentences, but simply uvsed the language of the treaty to
show the other side ¢f %he coin, Replying to the Belgian
Represeniztive on the meaning of the second sentence, he =zaid
that the reference was %o a federation in which the nember
countries would nov have lost their nationhood.

58 . Fifthly, as regards the suggestion that "nuclear
weapons® should be defined in the treaty, he said that the
summary of interpretations made it clear that one was dealing
with bombs and warheads, but not with delivery systems. It was
impossible to get the Soview Union to agree on 2 definition
since this would mean sndorsing respective nuclear deployments,

h9. Sixthly, he welcomed the support expressed by a
number of speakers for tabling the treaty at Geneva. With
regard to the expression in the preamble "at the earliest
possible date", he explained that the United States would not
stand in the way of its deletdion, if this were proposed at
Geneva and had general suppori.
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60, Seventhly, the United States recognised that it would
be a form of discriminatior if the nuclear rpowers were cxempt
from the application of any Safeguards. Safeguards would in
facl be symbolic, since the United States ¢id robs use its
reactors to proauwce nuclear wezpons. It had, nowever, pubt some
of itvs reactors under TARA Safegusrds, and encouraged other
countries tc do tae seme, This was a 7oixnt on which the Soviet
Union held its position very cosvinataly.

ol. He pointed out inat the United Stotes Government
Safeguards were much more rigid then those of the IAZA, and that
they would continue to be appiied,

62, Finally, he rcpeated that his Authorities would
congider all the comments madc today. They were conseious of
the political, military and other implications of & treaty, but
they felt that they were now at the crossroads and that any delay
would greatly reducc the chances of success. They therefore
hoped that the Counecil would support thne takling cf the draft.

5. The UKITED XINGDOM REPRESENTATIVE said that his
Authorities had slso noled with interest the vicws expressed ci
the disecriminstive effect of Safeguards, and that they were
actively considering the suvggestion that the #Western nuolear
powers should contsmplate unilaterzl acceptance of Safeguaris
over c¢ivil ruclear activitiesa,

64. The CHAIRMAN, corncluding the discussion, noted that
considerable eppreciation and suvport had been exvressed for
the new text. One country, as indicoted at an earlier ireeting,
was ahstalining from the discussions and did not intend to sign
the treaty. Two other countries still had subsiantial '
ctjections tc and reserva lons oun the text. One country wag not
wefavourable but non-committed. The remsining countries were
generally in flavour, some having mades imporitant suggessicns or
raised questicus, The United Kingdem Representative had aptly
sald that three requircmerts had o be zeconeiled: ({a) tke
tine factor; (b) +the nesd 4o prevect the interessis cof the
allies; (c) the need to find a solution acceptable to the ron-
nuclear and non-zligned countries. This reconciliation would
not be easy.

a5, The questicn now arose of the next step for the
Council. He thought that twe catcgories of questions kad been
raised in discussion. PFirstly, tkere were cuesticns of direct
interest only to the FARO Allisnce, such as present and future
nuclear arrangements, the quesition of BURATON and/or LABA
Safeguards, ané the protection of the Eurcvesn option. The
second category comprised the guestions of interest not only to
the WATO countries but alse te the world ocutbtside FKATO. e
wondered whether it might be possible for the Council to
consider the two categories separately.
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€6. 48 regards Safeguards, he wondered whetlher 1t was
necesgary that the guestion of EURATOM controls and Article III
should be debated only in BURATOK, or whether it would be useful
to consult divectly on this zubject in the JATO Councii, in
which 2ll six menbers of BEURATON were ropresented.

67, Mnally, there was the guestion of what was the real
meaning of the cormitmert, or non-commitmert, which might
result frowm today'e discussiorn and future discussions.,
Hr. Foster had said thzt no member country was committed "to the
draft text as now vresented”., Genersl Burrns had suggested that
the Council should reach = political sgreement to present a text
az a hagils for negotiation. Ofther speakers hnad suggested that
there should be agreesment in principle on the broad lines of a
text. All this meart that the clause of "no commitment
propesed bty the United States Representative raised meny doubts
and nseded quslification and clarifiecation. As a first atbenpd
to reach a better definition, he thought that there might be at
least three diffcerent kinds of agreements of commitments by the
Council: (2} one on the tabling of a text, and this would be
guite different from (b} commitment tc¢ 2 text, or from (¢} a
commitment to sign a treaty eventually. It mighi be oventually
considered better to leave these distinctions uncertzin, but he
tonought that the Council should consider them, and perhaps reach
a clear consensus oh theiw &% the end of Lhis phase of
consultation,

68, He wondered if the International Stzff, or poosibly
interested delegntions, should not prepere 2 paper setting out
the present situation and showing the differences in pesitions
and the comments on the United States text. He invited
delegations to communicate thelr position in writing to the
Internaticnal Stafif so that the latter could better study the
national positicns or Tthe dillerent Articles in tabular form.
The Council could then resume discussion next Wednesday.

8G., Thne BELGIAN REPRESENTATIVE enphasised thot governments
riow requircd time to situdy the new United States fext, and that
the present bilateral and EURATOM consultaticns skould continue.
He suggested that the Council should meet next Wednesday, as
provosed by the Chairmen, leaving the interval for such
necegsary activity.

70. M™e CHAIRMAN agrest to this suggestion,

Ti. Tane UNITED STATES REPRESENTATIVE suggested that
delegations should also consider whether one meeting of the
Council hefore 19th April would ve an adequate forn of
consultation. Time would be necessrry o negotiate some of the
points raised today, and for informal consultations between
delegations reinforcements might be necessary from capitals,
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72, The CHATRMAK said thet he hoped the Council on
Wednesday, 12th April, would if nccessary continue in the
afternoon.

7%. Trne HNETHERTAUDS RIPRESENTATIVE said that the question
wag wnether to wait and see wnebther the bilateral US-USSR
discussions nade progress, or 1o try and obtain results at least
among the NATO allies. He emphasised that the United States had
heavy responsidbilities regearding the solidaxity of the Alliance.

TL. In conclusion the CCUNCIL.

{1} noted the statements made in discussion:

(2} agreed to resune discussion on Wednesdey,
12th April.

NATO RESTRICTED

II1, THE TECHMICAL PEATURES OF WAR HEADQUARTERS

Document: 0-K{67)10

and

BATG RESTRICTED

Iv. CONTINUED FRENCH PARTICIPATION IN "HE CENTHAL LEUROPE
EIPNLINE SYSTEM

TS The COUNCIL:

DECLASSIFIED/DECLASSIFIEE - PUBLIC DISCLOSED/MISE EN LECTURE PUBLIQUE

1

»

-

agreed to defer discussion to a later meeting.

NATO UNCLASSIIILD

-

V. DATE CF THE NEXT MEETING

76, Vednesday, 12tx April, 1967 at 10.15 a.m. (Plenary
Session),

OPAN/NATO,
Paris, (16e).
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WA Riamd

Lk BUREAU OU REPRESENTANT S Contion N Q{{Zf- ; OFFICE OF THE  gr7 o0r
;‘:‘?’.‘:.: DU 1 S COMMLIPTEE | REFRESEMTATIVE
el
PACN.
e
o] L April 1957
Do
k;?s FEMORANDU: FOR: Director, Imternatiomal Military Staff
Lo
e SUBJECT : Disarmament - Non-Prcliferstion Treaty
L
frr
z‘,ﬁ I awt forwarding at enclosure two documents which I have
. received from the U.S5. Permanent Revresentative, together with the covering
; letter which I quote below for your informatien:-
¥
%:-"i'. His Excellenoy
wad Manlio Brosic
bR Secretary-Ueneral,
B HATO
Gt Dear Manlio,
ey
fre; Az Mr TFarley expleined to the Council lest week, we look forward tc the
ol Couneil diseussion of MNon-Proliferatlon, Aprli &, as the start of another
3 T round of intensive consultation in NATC wlth the objlect of tabling a draft
e Nen-Proliferation Treaty when the EighteensNation Dissrmement Committee
£ re-convenes tay %
o
ok In preparetlon for tomorrow's Council meeting, T am sending te you end to
w}; all the Permaneni Benresentatives soples of tae texts of the draft Yon-
S Proliferation Treaty and of the Summary of Interpretations, which contain
; revisiona thnat have emerged from our vecent discussions with several
Allies T understand that these revised texts will alsc be orovided today
to Foreign Offices 1n all of the NATO capltals RE
GRADED NATO UNGCLASSIFED
Warmest regards, {apoeund tor Guly i Disclosiire)
Alnoerely, Per_ﬁ:g ety SN G
Rl rt A S ..-..Datg ’“ 2-0.? ’?

Harlan "1eve1a.nd

AR e rilrf

W, K. STROMUBER:

Mg jor General
WITITARY SOOI TTEFR
RFEPHESERTATLIVE

Enclosure 1: Devised Text of Draft Non-Proliferatior Treaty
" 2: Revised Sunrary of Interpretaticns of Fon-
Prolliferation 'reaty

Capies to : SHAPE Belgium (w/enclosures)
SACIANT {w/enclosures)
CINCHAN (w/enclosures)
WADEFCOL (w/enclosures)
WATO SRCREY
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Enclosure 1 to LOM 81/67 NATO SECRET

REVISED TEXT OF DRARD NON- FROILFRERATI O TREATY

In the draft below, new lerguage ls indicated by underlininge Langusge to
be deleted is shown by brackets, {ne asterisk on revised language indicates
that the changeis to apnear in the text =abled inltlally at Geneva if we are
succesaful *n achieving Soviet agreement ito that end « Two esterisks
indicates that while the United Staves would sgree to the change. we belipve
it mere ilkely to recelve acceptance if »ut forward during the Geneve
discussions after the irltial tabling,

BEGIW TEXT:

The states concludlng lhig treaty, hereinafter referred to as the

varties to the treaty,

Congidering the devastatlon that would be viafted unon 21l mankind by a
nuaclear war and the consequent need to make every effort to avert the danger
of such & war and to toke measures to safeguard the security of neonles,

Believing that the oroliferation of nuclear weapons would sericusly enhance

the danger of nuclear war,

In conformity with resclutions of the United iations General fissembly calling
for the conclusion of an agreement on the rreventlion of wider dissemination

of nuelear weapons,

Undertaking to cooperate in facllitating the amnlication of Internaticnel
Atomic Energy Agency saleguards on neaceful nuclear sctivities, exnressing

thelr sunnort for national and international research and other coonerative

efforts toward meximum utilization of technological advances to reduce the

aeeess Lo processes and factlities necessary for effective safeguards %

Declaring thelr intention to achleve {at the earliest nossicle date] ¥* the

cessptlon of the nucvlear arms race,
Jraging the ccomeration of ell states 1n the attainment of this ~blective,

Degiring to further the easing of internetional ternsien and stirengthening
of trust between zlates <thus facllitaiing the ellmimation from national
arsenais of nuclear weapons and the means of thelr delivery mursuant to &
treaty on general ard complete disarmament under striect and effective
International control,

Koting lhat nothing in this treaty affects the right of gny grourn of statesg
to eonclude regional treatles in order to assure the totsl absence of nuclear

weapons in thelr respective torritories,
NATD SECRET
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Affirming the principle that the benefits of pesceful zonlirations of
maclear technology including any technoelogieal hy-rrodurts whish may
be derived by nuclear-weapon states from the develonmer® of nuclear

explosive devices, should be aveilable for meaceful nurnoses to ell

parties, wheiher nuclear-weapcn cr non-nuclear weapon states,

o
el {Convinced thul 1n furtherance of this wrincicle, all partics are
L)
1 entitled to varticipste in the fullest possible excnange of secientific

Ep

ety
L 13
2 o,

information for, and to contribute aiune or in cooperetion with ather

w4

states to, the further development of the anplications of atomnlc

energy for peaceful purposes),

Declaring that nothing in the provisions of this Lreamty shall wmrejudice

the rights of the parties, in conformity with this tresty (1) Lo use

pruslear energy for peaceful vurposes  In perticular for their econonmic

development and scocial progress, {I1} to rersicipate in the international
exchange of nuclear materiasl fer peaceful purposes, and [III) ¥ to

participate in the fullest pessible exchange of scientific information
for, and to contribute alone or in cooperation with other states or
infternational organizations ¥ to, the further develomment of the

avplications of atomic energy for neaceful nurncses,

Declaring their intention that portential benefits from any seaceful
erplications of nuclver exnlosions should @e zvailable through smoronrlate
irternatienal procedures Lo non-nucleénr —wennoh nartiss on a4 hon-

discriminatary basis and lhat the charge tno such parsies for the exnlosive

devices used should be as low as possible and exciudé 'any ocharge for.
reseerch and develorment  * -

Have agreed as follows:

Ariicle I: Each nuclear-weapon state rarty te thls treaty undertakes 5
not to tranafer to any reciplent whatsoever nuclear weanons or other

nuclear exnlogive devices or control over such weapons or explosive

desvices diyecily, or indirectly; and not in any way to asslst, encourage,

or §nduce- any non-miclear-wesnon . state to merufacture or otherwigse acguire
nuclear wearons or other nuelear exslesive devices, or contzol-over such
weapons or axnlosive devices,

friioelie 11 Each nom-nuelear-weanpun staty narty to this- treaty undertakes

not to receive the itransfier rom any transieror whatsoever of nilclear wearons

o pther nuclear explogive devices or of contrel over such weanons or
explosive devices dirgetliy, or indircetly;: not to mapufacture or otherwise
acquire nuclear weapons or cther nuclear explosive devices: and not to seek
or recelve any assistance In the manufacture of nuclear weapons or other
nuclear expleslive devices.
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Ariicle ITI: For the rurnose of providing assurance that source or

spacial fissionable material covered by tais ariicle is not diverted to

nuclear weavons or other nuclear exnleosive devices:

1- Eeeh nop-nuclear weapon siale marby to this tregiy undeptakes Lo have

Anterpaticngl safeguards meeting the reguirenenta of this article on all

peaceful nuclear astivities wi-hin its territory or under ite Jurdsdlolion s
In rooperating with any non-ruclear-weapcn state with resvect to peaceful
nuclear ectivities within the territory or wnder the Jjurisdiction of such

state, each state narty to this iresty undertakes not to provide,

{a} Source or speclal Tissionable material unless the material shell ke

subject to such safepuards: or

(1) Eguitment or material especiaily desigreld or nrepared for the

rrocessing, use or production of srecial fisgionable materdal unless the

sneclial fisslonable meterial shall be sublect to such safeguards:

After the ordiginal entry into force »f this tresty. each non-nuclear-
weapon stete party to this tresty which hes amctivitlies subject to any

internaticnal safepuards system other than thet of the Internetiongl Atomic

Energy Agency undertakes to facilitate verdfieatiorn by that agency of the

effectiveness of the international safeguards system sp-lled 1o such

activities;

3.  To meet the requivements of this articler international safeguards {1)

ghall he either those of the IAEL or such olher internaticnazl safeguards

generelly consigtent therewith as are accepted by the TAFA under verification

procedures nutually apreed by the authorities or the TAEA anéd the

avthorities of other invcrpsticngl safepuards system concerngd, and {R)

shall he appliled as snorn #s practicable bot ne latér than three yeanrs From

the date of the origipnal entry into foree of this treaty; and

L In any case where pgreement on the imwlementatiopn of ILEA verdficatlon

of another irfernational safeguards gystem, as provided for in this

ar=zicle, has not been reached within threc years from the date of the
original entry lnto Force of this treaty, the safeguards of the IAEA shall
be spolied *

irticle IV:

L Any carty to this {reaty mey nronose amendments to this treaty .
The text cf any proposedsmendment shall be submitied to the derositary
governments which shall circulate i1t to all cartles to the treaty.
Thereupon, if requested fo do so by one third or more of the marties,
the depositary governments shall ronvene & conference, %o which they
shall invite 21l the parties t» consider such sn amendments

WATG SECRET
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2 .  Amendments sghsl] entor into foree for each rarty to the trezty

accepting the amendments upen their acoentance by a malority of the rarties

toc tne treaty and thereafter for sach remaining pariy to the treaty on ine

dute of pecoptance hy It #

4, Five years after She entry into force of this treaty, a conference of
parties shall be held In Geneva, Switzerland, ir order itc review the oneration

of the treaty with a view to assuring thal the purroses of the nreamble *#

and provisions of the tresty are being reallzed. At flve-yeer intervels

thereafter, 1f 2 majterity of the nartlies notify the dencsitary governments

of thelr desire to hold Bn additional review conferern:- €. a ronference of

parties shall be held six months after such nobification in Geneva,

Switzerland, for the zame purpose as the initial review conference ®+%

4. Fremraviong for any review conferencs, ireluding formulation of an

agenda, shall: be carried out by a premsratory commission consisting of

representgiives of (I} cach non-nuclear weanon gtate party to this treaty

that is 2250 o member of the Board of Governcrs of the International Atomic

Energy Agency at the time of any meeting of the preparatory commigsion snd

(11) emch nuclear-weapon state party to this traaty, ine nreraraiory

conmiasion shall meel in Geneva, Switzerland, fur vears and six months after

the eniry into force of ithis trealy Lo nrecere for the first review

confarence For any later revisw nonference, the depnsitary goverpments

Shall convene o meeting of the commission as socn as practiceble after a

majority cf the parties has reguested such a conference **
Article V:

1l. This treaty shall be open to mll states for signature+ JAny state which
dces not sign Lhe Lrealy before Its entry lnto force in sciordance with
paragraphi 3 of this article may acoode Lo it al. any tlme,

a
Instruments of ratificatlon and instruments of aciession shall be denosited

. Tis treaty shall bhe subjeet to ratifdlcatlon by signatory sietes.

wlth <he governments of

which ere hereby designated the devcsitary governments

%. This trealy shall enter into forece after its ratification by all nuclear-
weapol &tates signatory to this treaty, and

other signatories to this freaty and the depcsit of Thelr instruments of
ratification, For the purposes of this tresty, & nuclear-weanon state is
one which has manufactursd and exoloded a nuclear weaporn or other nuclear

explosive device prior to January 1, 1367.
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b, For states whose Instruments of ratifieation or accession are

deposited subseguent to the entry into forcee of this treaty, it shall enter
into foree on the date of the deposit of thelr instruments of ratification or
agcesslon,

5. The depository goverpmenls shall promptly inform all signatory and
avceding states of the date of each signature, the date of deposit of ea h
instrument of ratification or cof' accession, the date of the entry into force

of this treaty, and the date of receipt of any requests for convening a
conference or other notices.

&. "his treaty shail be registered by the dercsitory governments nursnant to

Article 102 of +the Charter of the United Natians.

Artirle VI: This treaty sheil he of unlimited duration Bacir party shall in
exernising its netional sovereignty have the right to withdraw from the treaty
irf 1t decildes ihat extracrdinary events, related tn the subjent matter of this
treaty, have Jeopardized the surreme interests of Its —omtry, It shall
glve notice of such withdrawal tc all partlez to the treaty and to che United
Nations 3Securlty Counell three months in advance. Such notice shall ineclude
a statement of the exlracrdinary events it regards as having Jeopardized iis

sunreme Iinterestis

Article VIY: 1nis ireaty, the Foglish, Rusalen, French, Svanish and Chinese
texis of which are equelly suthentic, shall be deroslied In the archives of the
depositary governments. Duly certified coplea of this Lreaty shall be

transmitted by the depcsitary governments to the signatory and acceding states .

ENL TEXT
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Enclosure 2 to LOW 81/587

REVISED SUMMARY OF INTERPRETATIONS OF NON.-PROLIFERATION TREATY [(MPT)

i. The treaty deals only with it is prohivited, nct with what
Is pernitted.

2. It prohibits transfer tc iny veciplent whatsoever of "nueleor
weapons” or conirol over them, menning bowbs tnd warheads. It :lso
proiibits the transter of oiher mucle r cxplusive devices,

3. It does not deal with, and therefore does not prchibit, bransfer
of nuclear delivery vehicles or dclivery systems, or control over them
ito any recipient, so lLong as such iransfzr does not dnvolve bombs or
warheads.

h., 1t does not deal with ollied comsultations {(including plomning)
on nueclear defense so long 285 no transfar of raclear weaponsg or sontrcl
aver them rezults.

5. It dces not deal with arrangensnts for deployment of nuelear
wespans within (1lied territory os these do not involve any wronsfer of
nugisar weapons or ecntrsl over them unless tnd until o declsion were
made to po to wer, at which time the trecty would no longer be
controlling.

6. It does not desl with the prozslen of Burcpean unity and would
rot bar asuccesszion by =2 new federcted BEuropoan zicete Lo the nuelear stotus
of cne of ifs former corponents. 4 new federuted European stote would
have to ¢omtrol all of iis externel security functions including defensco
apd 2111 forelgn policy matbers reliting to externil security . hbut would
rot have to be so centralized as to .smwse 311 governmentzl funetiohs.
While not dealing with suzzession by sush o federated state, the treaty
Wwould bar tronsfer of nucleor weapons {ircluding ownerenip) or control
over them to zny recipiernt, including : rultilateral entity.
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NATC SCORET
RUREAU DU  REPRESENTANT S Costiol NF @Q’gsi:%cs OF THEMIT.ITARY COMMITT:R
DU ~OMITZ MILYTATRE Q 5 REPRESEMTATIVE

& April 1067

I3

MEMORANDIM BOR &+ ™Mre~tor, Tnternationzl Militah' Suaff.

SugJect r Daarmemenl - Nowth Atlaniic Counril Meeting, 4 2pril 1967
Fefcrences + (&) LoM Br/67, 4 april 1957

(b)Y TocnM 7872, 5 April 1967
1 In the Counril meeling, L April 1967, the Chairmen invited Ambassacer

Fostar, the Inited States (U2) Aepresentative tc the Zighicen-Wation Disarmament
conference {BNMDC), to explain the echanges mace in the U8 "Aevised Text of Deaft
Kon-Troliferation Treaty" (NBC), which the Telegations nad received 3 April 1957,
(MCREP comment: The ravised text was forwarded Lo you by reference {a) together
with a "Revised Summary of Interpretations of Nen-Proltifcration Treaty.")

z. Mr, Fosber 3210 It was welil-known Lhat Lhe US for some weeks had had

useful disenasions wizh countries represented in the Norin Allantie Council (NAC)

and particuiarly witn the Federal Republlc of JFermany (PBG) ard Itely ands. on

Artiale 3 of the draft treaty, with all RURATOM couniries, The objentive was to

teble on 9 May, whon BN re-convenes, nct 2 final deaft but a Joint recommendation lei&
by the two co~Chairmen {US and USSR). A delay would possidly n=an that nothing %‘Q
would be ready for the General Asserbly of the United Nations {IN} in the autumn,

which would most likely Jeopardize the whole issue, T3 wes essential, Mr, Poster ?*Q
said, to conclude consuliation in HAZ oy 19 Aoril, to give time for discussicn {)&
between the US and ihe U3SHE belore 3 Muy. Hz zipezssed that noboedy would be

committad to the draft, and the U3 woulﬁ kecp in clesc <contaet with nev Allies,

3. Mr. Poster saic it was not known whether the Pussians would an ept the
naw draft: £ is likely they will areept pa~L of it, but one of the Fiffi-uit
poinis is thL Internationzl Atcmi- Sneregy Agen-y {IARS} verifineiion of EURATOM
safeguards |paragreph 4 of Article TIT of revised fext refers Ve 9f this peoint

sroved not to be negotiuble, the US would econiinue o consult with her 4llies.

He siressed that in 1962 ¢he Bussians had der~lared they were not interested in amy
safeguard slause, but now they have recently skated they -onsidew it important to
inrlude safeguerds in the Treaby.

b, Kr. Fastor went on tc szyv tra® the U3 did nol ~onsider it zdvisahles-

a)  to express, In the Preamcle, the Ye-lear Weapon
Statos' intention 9 halt the arms ra~e: regscnd
the US khew that Lhe USSR wouldd tot anrepi:

LY Lo provide, in the Preambls, a senten-e toc the
effont Lthal Wueclesr Weapon 3tates should noet use
nurlsar weapohg for the parposé of blackmail or Q\j\
peliticgl pressure against nonsnuclear covnlries: h\
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Page 2 of LOM 32767 NATD SECRET

=) te make the Wiik*rawal Clzuse (Ar 1 le VI}
lesg rieid:  reason:  Lhe US belleves thal
su-h 2 change would make bhe Treaty less
shakle. ard i+ w2s Knowr that ths Dussians

woul® be opposes Lo the - hange,

5. Wilth referen e to the "levisesd Summary of Interprotaiions of NPT." {sce
En-losuve £ to IOM 81/67, 4 April 1967F wii -k wouls alsc be rwescnlad to the Tuasiare
before the THIN re- onvenced, Me. Poster explained that parag-aph 1 shereol now
in-ludes lenguare to maxe IT -lear that allile? cronguliatione in- lufe planaing an?
that, in parasraph S, ine word 'existing" hat been deleten as it was redundant.

He finglly stressed the importar-e of keepitg the Jis ussion in NAC se vetr it was
envisages to provide publi- iaformation when whe US Senate started 1ts denate on
ratification. (MCTEP Comment: The full ierxt of Mr. Poster's stazemenl has teen
mele availasle and is attbte hed at Foolosure 13

6. Thae Tizglian Permansnt Represenzarive expresser nls authiorllles’ gralituwle
for the new sifcrt made by Lhe U2, and sald his gove-ament nadl always en~ea oured 1o
~ontribute to a2 NP whi-b:

8} Afc not weaken the effort Lowards the unifi-aticn
of Furopse,

B)  enfiancoc the soacantees of soeurity.,

-1 was & stop Lowards gencral Jdisarmatient, anc finally
2)  -ont-ibuted ko the development of pea-eful use
of nuslear power 25 well as ce-ope+ration In the
srientifi-~, L& hnologi-al any nu- lear Jlslds,

However, the present "maft wilch was row under s<ucty by the Tialian Goveroment
n-luded the ozligation for wen-nu-lear Weapow shates 1o »elDUN ¢ MOGe D Woapons
without 2 -erresponiing oblizatcen for omu-lss= weapon stetes in the field of pereral
Alsarmament., Walle che dralt NPT was emisars’ to be of unlimited Auvration, ihe
fllfan = was of limited ruratior. He ~onsifere 1T essential that more Jetails
aBoulsd b2 made avallable aboat the new organisetion cosicage o make avalilakle o
all parties ths benefitz of peaceful sppli-alions of e lear tethnology. He
sireszsed Lthaet the text oF the ArsfT cuzht to s revized befora it was tabtled in
Gerava, with the gim of obtairing ~he a7 -aptan-z by a2ll  ountries In the Allian-e,
and me reservesd Lhe vight Yo o amment moqe FLIIY whaon the Ttalilan Govarnnment nhad
~on-luded its stuly of the yevissoe texi. {MCUED Connent thel Pren-h versionof
the full lext of -he Ttaliar Termaneri Represcntanive's siatement has becn made
arallable ane dg atta her at Ene losure 2)

The {iarman Tarmanznl ﬁaprﬂ“ﬂnfat;Va sais totay's Cisqussion was of
’ﬁfi ive dmportance if thse US wished 1o stick to the timefehlsr onre ithe 4raft was

taklad in Geoneva, 21 rould orly e oxpe ted that the Dussianes woeuld he Toms willine
to Introducs rhanges. The FRIF -oulc only ag-=r Lo surmissicon of Lthe drafl 97 and
when 1L mesals her v ital dnleregis and tnose of TURATOM. T would e ne esoacy Lo
spead up rensultasion an? Sis-ussion as mi-h oas possibla. e therpalfter resd a

stabzmeni, the Tull text of whi-n %8s atta ned 27 Enclosure 5

(WMCR<® Comment: The reason for the dispaibh o you of the full texts meniiomes in
parezrapns 3, £ and 7 anove is mecause oF the axtremsly letadiled consideralion they
give to the NPT,
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Pane 3 of LOW 82/057 NATO SECFET

(,D

Trm [mited Kinzdon (UK} Permansont Bepregsnlaiive -onsicere” io
991“able that the new texk shonld be tabler in a reastnably rear futurs, sipe it
was Ilnporient e make progeess in the Cield of non-prolifessdllion. He hopod thos
texb would represendt the - ombines “dows and will of <hre -oundrics of fhe Allian-co,
anc that it wouled Ge fables in suw-h a form Lo ha o 2 reasonzshlz: -nanoe GF baeing
goreptod, With the [ as potential membo- et EUTATOM, and Teering to S-bic Lo
IIT of vhe d-af: NPT, ke was interested Lngt thiz inezilation o . weakenes
Aith vresper T o pavagrank & of Lhe Mevise?® Juemacy of Teterpreslasions,” he altarhed
”“eat imporsense Lo leaving open the option Fer a2 Buropean Padsralion whisn snouwls
able Lo have nu-lear weapons in 5u~ esszion- iris optiorn had been mentionsd to
. ¥osygin giten he isited Londior and bz had rot obhjectesd toe if]

.
M

3. Tre Norwezlian Permanent Tepresentative sa’d hls movernment was seriously
canrernsd that the polisi gl momernium be wzinlaine” and il gavs Full support Lo the
naew draft. His governmert was awars ol f A1 ultiss for -erviain -ocunt-ics to
agvee, The NFT was not an end in itself bat an important stzp in Ehe rignt

Ai»es Tion and part of & larger scluticn. The -cunt=Ies of the Allietr-~ oull! net
afford to lsb the NPT he-cme a stumbling-%io k., tx conneslion, ke nnds-lined
the anifizan-e of pavap-apk % of Lvticls IV <roneow e oy
Countrios who boelicee thal the Troaty mignt Secpoarslze Shnly legitimose intorests
should covsider To what sxient ~wal Jamags: michl develop ove~ such comparativaly
ahort perdzd and weligh this cick against the possibil ty of now he ing 1o abandom
the hape For an NPT,

0. Tre Danish Permanent ERoprosenuative Tound the drafit ac eptable In

principle ard unferiined that zime was running shori, The -ourlusion of zn NPT

was of wilal importan ¢ Por Lhe reaiion of 2 betber politiczl limate in whd-h

otk xy 1limited disarmament measures michi prove feasipleo. He was Mlly awave of toe
mpa~t  of the treaty OB indusirial e P”Oprent. aryi corsidere? knal legitimate

zspirations of  erialn -ocuntries shoul? be Howevar, in “he last instan-s

the politiral nacessiny of finding a solution was of greater lmportanse.

11, Tre Belpden Pevmanent Toprasshtative affirme? his zo.ormment’s interest
in & W and in ils belng world-widze he hopss 11 would be possihle Lo Tollow the
Limetabla, Ha asked why the words™ at the ea~liest posaible date’ in *he Preamble's

feh paragraph rouls not bBe maintained
Aisarnament., He askad For ~lapi[Civ
the "Revised Summary of Tnterpretstions” abous "a new federsied Burope=an staie,
He urged that a mlos ¥ be atoached o the draft co Soefine wordi su-h oas "rurlea

whi.- b wouls be a furither step towa=-rs
zion of thn sc-om! scntonce in paragraph 6 of

"

Eh

veapsn“,” Wrarlear Sevioes, M etr ., in owder Lo prevent avasion, iie suzgaste? thal
the time framcs merhioned in Article TIT, pava. 1, an” Lriirle 7%, para. 3, b2 macte

the same lenxth of time, e, thee or ffive years. He #¥ipelily malic the treaty
should have tlhe result of de~isively strengtaening “he Allianies itf not, there
would arise g1l Lhe welloknowm wisks of politd adl pressure, no-l=ar Bla-kmall, ot~
This was of wital Imporiamwe ir relatiorn to the fuiure Lasike of the Alliance. It
was 250 of vital importance in reiaitforn Lo the prevision In Arti le VT that the
trealy should ae of "unlimiwes duration,” sime, i€ the fresty outlasted tho
flliance, She won-mi-lear gllics woulsd no lefd a;.hou pwo;orticn. It was
therefore neressary To- the Special Jroup (AC/PEL) to =30y Lhe link bebween an WBT
and the Alliszm ¢ as a2 protaoc-tion zpainzit nu-lear tioreat,

"J

ig. The Tanation Bepresenlative to the EEY, Gerneral Durns, omphasizecd tThat
the new RPT text na’ rwi yeit boen stusied by the Tana’ian Zovermment, Resed on

his own preiiminafy study. he 32i@ that the tew prearble -Lappaare’ w0 glve
sfagirahle rlarity, e @ onsidewer that the revisss Ariiels III shovld meel some of
the preo-cupations of - e-tain - ountredes, and hoped hat iz ocininasory fFaatures
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Page 4 of TOM &62/67 NAI0 SSCEET

Sl e repoveds Heferr ng Lo M. Bosieor's siagtepent shout the AIFFi-uliy <o
in-orporate in the NFT za inssran-e agalnst "rwdear bla-kmail,” he sair 4t roulf
e expe~ted Lhai in Goneva thawe wouﬁi ce Turther pressure Do ozel 5L T,
He stressed the Imporban-e io fon-Iwde a trzaty at an zariy date,
whel was regualired Srom FNAS was not an agrsemsnt on perag-anns bai &  on snzus that
2 treaty be submitle’ as socn as possihler  the: fingd form of the trezty o ould not
bz dztermined in NAC, The W had urzed the BNOC to provide a proposal as soon as
possible and Gene-al Buwns quolerd the Mexi ar Delegate to TWXD who tad sald st the
ronferen-e tnat in this renitext the agrhorism thet the Bust is The anemy oi he
good was espac-ially vali-s, Genaral Bu-nz finally sais that the present Jraft
trealy was infinfiely velie= Lhao no Lreaby ab all, and that tho treaty should oo
for 21l the nations in the wo«ld,

1=, The Nevhiorlands Permoarion: Dopreschtetive saisd his avbhorivies ~onsideren
it of vital importzn e net to delay con-luding the NPT, Wik rezpe-t o Article
¥:Y, wiiich was of «reat impovtan-e to all, he Lhoughh a ~ersion of IAES zafeguard
~ouls he arcepiablae in BURMTON -rounsries, in a foem To De digrusser, and 1L woull
we ATvVal ntagLoua il Burlear Weapon Stales woul? ac-epl on Liel~ soll zome -optrcd
of their pea*e il ne-Lea~ s bividy. The porpose of ihe cormulbaticn was Lo ceach
an apreszmenlt 1o some extent berause camplete lacrk of apreement wouls be of sevious
~oresrn o the solidea-ity of the Allier-e, which ought 10 De strengthensd, not
woareng:l, by e consuliation,

1%, The Grocd Periionent Hepresanhative zald e <47 not foresee that nis
autherities would hagve any substanbive -~opirdbetion Lo offer -oncerning the
formulaticn of the ireaty, but khis ~ocunl—y weuls -artainly lake a < onatru tive
attitiude, Greocs nad D0 TRy Leer possibilities and ro nuelear ambltiosns Uut
tieede:? vuclear proiLesliang, This &1L wobt mean Lhat Gree s 312 not have hesilations
and misgivings. The new Araft was an improsement, but on the other hand, he
sgid, the Ttalijan and Jermen obsetrvacions wera well Llaker. Az agree’ with the
Belgian Permanoni Reproesenialive on the wi0al onmertlon heswesn the CJurzlion of

-

the ireasy ang the duration of the Alliane, an’ Lhe nesd for HNATO to siudy thias
arestiorn,

1. The Trkish Seputy Permanent Teprasentative exprasses appre-ialion
of the eftoflz o meke progresg wowemnis & tresiy, and roraideres thoe NPT azx ancther
step of partial messures bowadids Clsarmanent al oa Lige wion delenle was makt g

LTOSTess. The Turigish Goverament apprreciat the possitiiiss of o warli-owide
Lresty and the pressavce of a binding saefoesvarts - lausc, His anthoridien kopes zhat
agraement woslsd be reashsc ob g te=xi with the general onserl of all the 2illies, anc

“hat it would nes harm the vivel Zntersests of any member of thne Allian-e.

18, Mr-, Foster apid ke woulld reply now Lo 3ons ol the ~omments made, bol
that a1l ithe ommenis, wal-h he wzl-omed?, woulst bz -onsidered tullyv by nls
guthorities:

Tt awbouls Be borms i mizee Lhain ihig wes i Che-sioes
Lraaty, B¢ it was cssentisl S0 vwea-n sgpresmenl Wit
ihe clrer aifte, 1t was now lpporeart, even Zf some
of the allies still had reservations, o put this
Zraft bofere the vest of the world, sin-e the aim
was to have a universal agreemeni to stop the opraa
of Ntrlesr weapons,

5

L) He enmphasised that what was prohibitec was set out in
tha 2porztive vart of the tT-eatby. The freaty di-
ot spasify what  wag sllowed, sin-z it woulld in teat

cEse nave berome an enrycolopedic Jormamend |
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nyoaf LOM 82/67 HATD SECPET

~} He ~ommentsd on the followlin goe-ifi- polnis,

Firstly. it hed been suzgested that the Unites
snonld - onsider The possibilily of placing its peaceful mu leeac
a-fiities unlor TA4EA safeguars, if this woul? help the
EURATOM membey-- ount-ics as regar s the protlem of non-
Adigeriminztion. his auvlborities wouid looe into it weey
artirely. Havevar, in ko viax of the daegp intevosc of U3
inrus ey lzgislature, a siu?y must o2 bazed on Lhwe
vglue o7 stion for Tusthering prédfvass Lowanin g
Lraaly,

Rl H

21y, the proposal by the Bolgian Permatont
Boeprecentallve chaol the wime limits for the entry ints for-e
of gultsmati- fepuavrds and for thz holding of =hs reviaw
wanferen e, saould Se maqds Lo ooins e wan worth - ongidering.
However, he pointed oui that it has oeen wery £iffi-uln, and
hia? taxen we=ks of nemot’ation, lo wel Lac UWESH to a“ oo Lo
any reviow ¢onferohico at 2ll, The U837 woulsd rot Like the
Iiizg o a ¢onlerence piter Lhres years or (the susgestion
o apply automatic¢ gonleols afler £ive years.,

Thirdly, as regarcs the Kindg of modificetions in
IfES safemuarss wniqih mijhl nol be z rzaplable,. he nointed cur
thal. 17 wouls e Ton all the TARE mamber-rountries Lo lake a
decigion, an’ that the weslern -ounuries woule greasly
influen~o the fecision booguse thay ha’” the fargest wosbe- of
reacbomg,

Fourthly, with regard —o pa™ zph € of the "Jummuewy
of Interpretations,” : 5onferrn Aid not qguslify he
fimgt e genterres, Wut ginrly use’ the languame of ihe
Lreaty e show the ooher side of tho ¢oin, Terlying to
the Beloiar Permanonl ilepresentativs on the meaning of the
Heroond zenerer, e 5aid that the vofzvern-e was o 2
redorazian in whi-h rha member—csuntriss wonld mod hDace Lozt
wnedr onationhooe,

ki A
L@ 1as

ztion thet "o lea-
wizapons” shouls be dofinss in the eaty, he said thet the
"sipmarcy of lricerpretations” mais it - lear thal one was

Cealing with btombs and warhes: o, wun net with rolivery systems.
Tt was impossible Lo gst lhe USSR to anree or a definition
sinre Lhls weould mear endorvging resps tive raslear Seployments

Bifshly, as

Bixthly, ke wel-vmed the supporl exprresssd by a2 nuimber

of speakers o~ tabling Lhe Lvealy at Genowva, With “egmar
Lo Lhe exprassion "at lhe sacliest _possible -Fts," he sa?d
tnat the U5 would not sian? in the wey of Its J=letlon, il

this weve propoged at Gonevs,

Jeventhly, the U3 recronises Shat it would 7e a foom
of Fis-riginztion Lf the nuolear powers ware oxeapt Srom the
eppli-asion of any safzgpuards. This would In fz: L be syaboli-
sin~2 the UL s not use ils vea-tove Lo producs nucleas weapons
It ha hwwesew put sowe of Ly sog o tors ander IAEL safesuaan,
aryi etwcursgze) ouhes coun 50 Lo o the This was a
point on which the USSH neld its pogition vovy obstinstoly.
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Fage £ of LM O2/67 TATO SECTET
Ho point thraw the JS Governmert safoquz g wore

ch rore riscis Than thoge of che IRna, an” that they woul:d
ronlinue Loope appliest,

®irally, he repzated autho-itios would

41l Lag ~ormenis ma e tocay W -onsn:ﬁou* of The
prliticat, military an’ oiber L’np’l'at.io:s- of & easy, bul
they lelit shat <hoy we o &L the eoungeczds anc shal any
dalzwr would zreailyr r o Sho ke SN ML T e

trorefore bopet =hal Counsil

whe Jreft,

gupport the tabline of

17. Tha teﬂ Kingiom Repr-esentative sals thar his avihoritics had also
notad with intorest The views oxpransed the rig- cimirmcion eff
are; gs, and tllat lney were actively -omsiderins the suzzestion that toe

-

3

Lern s leer povers should contamplale urilstevs) a0 eptanece 07 zafepuarssg
A1l mraclear acti~ltiss,

18, e Shaivman, -oncluodng the Oisruasatior, mats Lhai as expressed by he
UK Permanent JGewresentative Taree requlrements hadt Lo be veron-iled:

al the lime fsz tov,

n}  the

~%  Lhe 33 Find a soluticon ar: aptat
non-maciear ardd nonesldsnos conniede:

o probtecst the Interssgte of the 2llleaes,

- tne

e theucht twe catexyseies of quesiions hnd been #aiss’, fivstly guestions of
civar . dnberest only to the Alllanqe, suh as p**-“;er“.t an’ future puslear
=ments, e guestliorn of EHATOM anifor A protesbion

uropear. cphioan, The ootz - ohonses the zuegtions ot intercs.
not only to MATD -oumbries, Wirglly, lhere was ine question of the real

»z of L the  ommitment o Toheocinribwment sl voenuldt Prom tooaste
dlare alsrussions, e shoarht there =1 leasy dhree ifTerenl
rinds of spreement or .omei tkents by Lhe Counetly

i G e L

9" ons on Tabling the tox?,
)] commiirent o a text,
o covunt brerl Lo osign o2 Lreabs.

The Chairmian woncoee? if the interuatiosnal
wLpaT sr:ttn’l.'; L s presens ziouali
Ehweedlr posilion Lr, ¥ri Lo ihe TLE, Tae Touncil o covlc
vExl woaeh,

nel prepans a .
tions to -omurdoate
nen resume Clgousgion

19, The woind was rals Dy several Pesmanent Tapresenbaldoes Lha
movornmonts now roguices Time o sta'y the newe texi, ord che Nelherlargis
Permanenl Aepreseniabive sald Lral Lhe guesllon was whelh=y Lo wadl and zee
whether the bilatersl US-USSR Jigrussions melde prog-ess, or to vy an’ chaain
regusts &% losst amon: N“”‘ﬁ al“= ies. He smphasl 3T the US had aeavy
responsibiiitics s os0licesity S Wwe
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2c. In eocnolusion, the Councii noted the atatemorts mads in
discuseion and agreed to resume discussion on Wodaesday, 12 Gpril.

e

G 3T oz
S K/uv//?,f»"ﬁff“’ i
¥, W, STRCMDERR

Hajor Zeneral
FZlitary Comnittee Reorcsantative.

HMCLRED I8 ¥o. LE35

Gorman Do legation 20-10-541277/67

3 3tatement in MAU by Amvassador A. Alessandrini,
4 il 1647

Inclosure 1

e e

Zepy Lo o BENCR, Delgiweg {(w/znziosure
SACLAWNT { "

CINCRAN {
EADERCCL {

et o et
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CEANGES IN NPT TEXT

PREAMBLE

4, Ip the revised truafly {ext, there iz a new
preambular parsgraph 1o exprzss support for research to
utilize tachnolsgice) mivaDies in order to rediuce the access
10 processes znd faclilities neaceszary for effective Safe-
guarde,. Ther: 12 2 miver error in the text before vou., -Fhe-

ne¥ parzgrapk should begin with the words "Expr&ssinpg thair

on
supert., . ." ci-the-botteu—ot the first pags of the revised

taxt which was nede availsble to you yesterday, This is in
response tc the desire {hat EAE; Safaguards he automated
&8 mich as possible, Thz US insluding ACDA has research on
thiz subject zlready undervay, We anticipate that Safeguards
can he simpiified, bul we lkave no way of knowing the extent
to which they can zmctuslily be wade antematie. This change, in
our view, would best be inircducsd by some ENGC participant
after a dzalt trestly hoas hsen tabled.

B, A suggesiiorn has been made %o delete the phrase
"at the sarlies: pomslble date™ from the preaxbular paragraph
in which <he partiszs wou'd deslars their intention to mRchieve
the zsssation of the nuclesr arms race . %e wouid be preparxed
to Egree to this change zfter the treaty is izbled at the ENDC
if Lt appeared to have gendral support.

C. A new presambulsr paragraph 23 substitutsd io the
rovized treaty text for the one now baginning "convinced

thet in furtherénce of this pelaelipie....” The nsw presmhular
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Yuclear Free Zone Tp

that the\ treaiy conisic lasguage zlenog the llnss of Ariicle

NFZ Traaty, the Treaty of TLATRLOLCO., Through

the word "grogress" in subparagraph 1), (he paw przaxbular
paragzaph containg Tangusge similsr to Arilcle 17 of the
Latin American Treaty. DLanguigs I1ixs t£z% an suhparagraph
{11) wis reqguested by sons represertsd nere. Sobparapraph
(1ii) is the same a5 the paragraph being cspilaced excapt for
the addition of "Iniernational Orgazizaeticus.™ Wa will ssek
Soviet concurrencs t¢ incliude inis nsw preambulir parsgraph
in the draft tablied at the ENDC,

D. At thé ENDU on Mavoh 21, 1967, I stated the T8
position with rasprel $o sharing the hensfits Which may oonse
day come f£rom the utilizatisa of perareful nuslesy gxplosives,
I maid that ths cosi of providing ¢ BuZlasr Sxplcsive sexvics
to nop-aucisar-waapor staies would be kept 55 low as possibie
and would not iepcluds #he eesta of regmarch and develeoprant,
This idea is now included in the preambular paragraph oo
nuclear explosive devices for pssceful purposes, ¥ wouig
plan to take i+t up with the Soviets with z visw fo jncluding
it {n the dreff treaty to be tabled 4% Garsva.

OPERATEVE ARTICIES

E. There iz 4 new Ariicle LRI hamed upon idass we havs
already discussed with the EURATOM countyias zod to thae BYRATCH

Commission. We are prepared ifo urgs Sovist acceptaacce of this
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articie for ivclusicn Ip the fyesty dr20% ko be schzicted by

the Co-~Chairman. The Text iavgives four sigrifioeant gubstsntiva

R U ehase
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'APPROVED SEEREET DISCLOSURE 1,

prevent diversicn of nuclear materia’s to weupons; B} Htking
clear in the pravizion valating te Bafegnards on sxporis of
Bon-nuClshr estarlsls oy equipmsnt that it 1& only the
fisstonabie materlali used or produced with there Liens. 4nd
not the items themseives, which ars subiest o Sxisguards;

{0y Making clazy that the same substanvici fyearsitsonal period

of up tc three yoars applies fo 210 the apderfakings in the

Articls; #nd (D) Providing exprassly Lop thy poaasib
IAEA verification of EURATON Sufamusrds.

In a1l franknes=s, we are uncertainp ax he wheihsr the
Soviets will seccen? all of The voints fn ®ALS Suwyw teyl, We

think it likely they will zvcept sewme, %o owould gzpecf the

most difficulty with ths one which provides *he possiBDility
for IAEA verification of RURATGH. IF «uis prosas ool o b
negotiamblias with the USSR, w¢ would siill wisn o fonglder wilh
our allies the desirabilitly of proceeaing with & Hslegvezds
Article contalping a= many of the lmpovtsnd ehangss we pusiible,
Encidentally, the Sovists havé recantly statad “hay linbk At
impercant ¢ include a Safoguards Ar(ioie Lo wh. Toeaiy.
Initiaily they had taksn the posilien by suwow wn srticie was
not essential.

F. Saveral Tevisicns appuesr in Arviole V. Fhe new
paragraph 2 of this arsicie is deriv Tres Eha Enkdndments
article of ithe Guts: Bpage ftrsaty, Jg would +30wm‘nste the
nuclepr-wespon state veds on ameodments cowmonirsd i the

prsgent Artisls IV to which a numbay oFf our LFPa8 Eve

1376 UNiEL ASSIFIED -~

APPROVEDIi"E-" DISCLOSURE
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-party acespticg 1% when & majority of parties accepted it.

Thereafzer, it would not go inté sffect foo any party not

inciuded in ihe mejozity until thet party asceptied it. Thus,

no state would be sonmpeliled to sccept iz apsudment ageinst
its will, We wiil try o uersuads ths Soviets to include
these changes in ithe drait trsety toc Be subnitted in Geneva.

Parapraph 3 of Articie (¥ cortains twe changes requested
by some pountries represenied here, One would add "of the
preswbla” aftzr the word "purposes,” thus mzking c¢lear that the
purpeses involved ars thofe of the preanble. The other would
provide for the posaibilily of Latsr revige csonferences after
the first one, 1These chaages would. iz our oplnion; have
the greatsst chanse of ascepispow 17 proposed during the course
of ENDU negotiations alter the immaty iz Sabled.

Article IV slso corltiisg @ mew paragraph 4 deslgned to
provide amsurances %o nom-nuclcdc-weepet states that & raview
conferencs ¥iil bhe 4 sericus iptornzticonal mseting and that
they wil: have & key roie in the preaparations. The new lapguage
would sei forth ap orderly procedure fo prepare for review
conferences. Fn our cpirien, introdustion of this paragraph
shouid alsce be pegtponed upitil isfer v ks pepotiztions, after
the treeiy iz tabled,

G. Iz genersl, we believe theze changes which ars to be

put off until afisr the tabling ol fhe %reszty fexi 3t Geneva
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should he svgeestsd by some ENDC non-alignad country orx by one

of ths ENDC NATO mumbsry dspending wpon the faztical sitnation

at ths i‘q
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particuliar, may be more iikely in some cases If the changes

are suggestied hy non«aligred dslogatione in the fivat instance,

Western Four B¥RC deleogaifions will consuin on this problem,

.and will kesp BAC sdvised,

I 8houid 1ike pow to meaiion sevgrasl proposed changes
which we do not conuider advisabie. A number of suppestions
bave been pade jo express mors positlvely and ia greater
detail in the prsambie the :iniznfion of nuclasr powers fo
halt the arme race and to gonciude warious colliateral measures
in nuclear fleld. We are noi prepared to propose such changaes
to Soviets because we Know they would nct agree, We expect
to face great pressure Ip ENDD to strsngihen this part of
preamble and it may beooms nzoszsiry liter to search foy
cempromige lasgusge., Bur, w¢ Jo ned vkiek 1t useful to
spaculate now about whai mRy prove necessiry and Leasible at
that siage.

It has beer suggssted there should be provision in
preamble expressiasg the thought that puclear-weapon-siziegs
should not use muclear wespsng for parpossz of pslitical
pressure or blackeell apainzt pon-nunlezz-wezpon powers, Wa
share concern for sssurances aga:inst such wig-usgz of naciear
power. At same tlme, we must sophiilze somplexity of the
whole problém of assurscoeg. AS praviousiy indlcated, we
do not wish to incliuvde any security sssurance in the treaty;
we halieve the UN is {he groper foruvm iz which govercments

should provide assursnces againgdt nuclesre threais and aggression,
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clausp--gven oneg agairsi polities! presgurs or blickmtli-=
would lead Scoviets o reverl t¢ thelr propozil o ilreluds
the Kesygin non-ucse formulmileon in ths ftraeaiy. Jt zeuld also
prompt further apendmsntz for & morg biodisg ssauvrance claungs

in KPT. That is why we concludsd soeme tims ago we sheeld pot

im

inject any assurance clsuse into NEY texwi. Wa contioue fo
hold this view.

We recognize, howsver, that this may 20t he possibig
in view of conesrr of soms non-Allignsd nxtions foPr LESLTENCES.
17 it should later becows necessary to daal with This matier
in the treszty, we would havs o £ind some cosproumlse Jermakailon
which avoids the probhlsms prsad vy ke Eosygln propossl, A
p688ible formuiztion which mighi ®ozea 45 # veeful "compromisg”
might be found L5 tThe FRE zuggisilon ihav iz Zhe preumbls The

parties express their rescive, insefay @ they pofssss nuclsar

pelitical prussyrs, peistical threuts o

against non-nuclesr-weipon states. W would be ur

copgider such a formulation at Zhet tima for ‘pclusicn im the
preamble. We helieve, bowesver, that sny cowpromrge of this

sort would have betier chance of srcoe
nen-aligned nation than from ong whio
#iliance having & poweriul cuglear deterrsni., Ve do mel wish

te hava it krown that we have sSuch a sSowpromise uedsr sonsijerstion,
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nuelaar powsrs bave not mads enciagh progresy On DBLZLGLY
disarmament. Others believe thore sacund be no susd for s
three mostha palice of withdrewal oy {o0 neoifveng the sedusivy
council,

Wo beligve sush chargss woukd be resi foadylsabhle,  Thew
would credis 3 SATRITLGE in ®Eicn Sor%Ris sen-nudlEsy oouniries

would he placed under grazt pressnse Lo sOnFRdzr wlthariwzl by

the time the revisw conforsuce meels, aven iF 4 Epapidy da
achieving its eszential obisoiive,

¥e are not prepared 10 SUEEEST Fush ShnnZss beluiig

they would make the *treaty lesg stalle, W flso kooy bthey

Three chaoges have been aads Ly s Lol cuwsery oF

interprataticns:

In paragraph 4, languispges has bsaz sdded 4

that "allied copsultations” iscludes pis

In paragraph 5, the word "exIsting™ pad Beon or)
becanse 1t was redundant and to Zwndd eny Swplilzdar lhat
no changes ¢culyd be made in proessvd arpdrrosparys Fud FHpiny-

ment of BuCledr WEApoend wn Bl L TEoiTua it

In peragraph 5, %he Zast ss
remove & seeming invongsistency wiih fne Plodr =ralmnce,
Wore of thesg changss refiests 3py shanps Lo tne agnual

Anterpretation, Heedigss to say, howevsy, v ovwaby b omnEk
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inadvisable if any wora gov out of ThOE westren dbent thete
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1

strict confidence the antires substance of our allied
congsultations.

As praviously indicated, we plan to ghow the fizal
statemant of inferpretations to the Soviels n3 ap indisalicn
of the way wa bave answered certaln quetllon® ralecd by
variocus countries. Ir addition, the sobitaies oF ihene
intecrpretations will be wmads publiic st an eppropriste fins,
‘¥e anticipate they will become a matier of publin censid
i the course of S Senate hearings.

Wa bave already nade clear ¢ the Sovigls *hat bhase &ne
our interpretations of %he trexty. Prisy fo fapling = dwafy
trgaty at the ENDC, we =hali preseni Thass nlarpeebailons o
the Scviets, stresging ths resporsibility they winiid heer i
they wera to challeanpe thess frnterpratations and partiionlacly
1f thay wara to contradict the indfeTpreialion sogdiding

succaszlion by & fedéraied EBurope.

¥e would certainly not expect thelr forasl agys

.or endorsement of, these interprefafions.
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Toelosors 2 oto IO

Statement 1n AL Ly Anmbassador £, Alessandrini, b fpeil 1767

de Liens btoal d'abord & presercier M. Fogter pour ses communiestions
2t pour les €eolairelssonencs gu'il a bizrn voulu nous dorner et gul
recedfsontont ur nonvel 87fort ds nes enis amdpicains pour venir & la
rencontre de noee polnts de vue sur lo orojifei de Tralté de non-
diassdmination.

[t

e Te Geuvernemenl italien g'efforee devsls longienps da cor tribwer &
Za conclusion @' Lralild de nen-orsiifdpstiion dont ls texte solt cobsront
aved les lignes essentlelles de la volitique dirangére italienre., A savolir:
acteirdre 1'units de 1'Burcpe: garattlr la sdeurité, parvenir 4 nun
dfésarmenent général, dsvelopper les acliviiés nacldeires nmeifiques airsi
que la coopéretion zelentifigue ot technalogigue dans le seciour nucldaire.

2.0 Sur un rlan géndral; nous Ne poOUVONE has he pos rorarguer ue 1e
rrojet aréricain comnorte, m8me pour les unys evancel dans la tecrmique
nucléalre, 1'engagement deéfinltif 3 reveoncer sux armes MeGErnes, Sang gue
golt orévu de la nartl des étass nucléairss un engagemcnt corrssnandant aw
Aézarnenent genéral. Cela pose entre autres uwr prehléme de garaniles,
car llergagement demendd aux pays non-nucléaires est d':n caractére
vorpdivel, tandis gue les alllances sont, d& leur naiure, temroraires et
azuvent changer en struciure el eofflcacitd, malpgrd tons nos sovhelts gue
1'811ience Atlantique git wie dupde 1ndéfinde.

fi cet dgard, alnsl gqu'en général pour tout engagement wrdvu par le
traltd cans le sens d'an rétrdeisscrent de la sowvcralneté naticnale, 1'on
dzit aussl fenir en considération l'Ar=icls ¥1 de la Zensiitubion izalicnns,

5. Peur aous il csl d'un2 inportance cesilaire gque le =—ralté n'entrave
d'avouneg rmanldre Ja possihilfté d'aittedndre 1Pundte dc 1 'Taronc, dont
1tinpertanse aux Tins d& la paix et du nrogrds a Soujours st8 anprdoidae par
le Gouverranent amnéricain. Youg seuhaiterions donc gue les BEiatg-TUnids
maisaent réconsidérer le maragraphe € du "Menorandum interprececit du
traitd, afin de conflirmer clalrement gque l'existonce d'urn organismo
rommunalitaire contrdlant is solitigque €¥prsngdre et celle de la défence
sereit une condition saffisante pour la erdallon dvenluellc 3fune fopce

nucléaire surcpdennc. Adoutor dlavtres cemditiong limiistives velle
gque la depnlére phrass JU paragraphc suséil  surail un clfe. ndgallfl sur
1z progeas vers Lamité evronfenms. Cela donperait & 17URES non

soulement wn Tdroit ds regard” swr les nhases intormédiairss de
1tunification surordenne mals asssl un pulssart moven de pressicn pour agir
sur 1llocrgen’sation AdCipnitive de 1'Hurowe, woyennant deos contre-parilies,

L. Pour nttelindre o ddsarmemont, dont 1o non-nrolifdrasion n'cst gu'un
aspect, 13 faudralb gue e tra’ié€ conidenne dans zes considératlong
prélimiraires, un engageacnt prdceis & cet dgard. De cet ohgagement il

favdra, & notre avis, falre aussi wention dars 1 orticle 1V concernant les
bulks de La conférence envisagde apres cing ans,

Leg andrdcalns ont déja indlgué 4'@tre dlsvosds A aceepner Mg
pareille reguéte, waisz ils voudraient gutelle £t nrésenide par un peys
non-aligné, dans 1o foram du Comité des Dix-'iadt, T'un gusre odté, nous
zatinons qgac le texte devrait Sire sedifié avant les rdunsicons de Gendive,
Mo Gouvcrnerment attacne besuccup dlimporuance A e poinl

& En pelatlon & ce qui preckde, rous soames toujours convalneus qutil
seralt utile d introduire A 1 'Arilcie V1 un amendement indiguert gue les
états ne formulant pas d'objeclims aprds la conférence prrevus A 1'hirticle
IV seratenl censidérds coune ayanl conlired leuwr adhdsion au iraillé.
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Fage 2 of Tnclosure 2 to LOW B2/67

RATC SECRRY

. Fous nous réservens de faire cornalire nolre avis =zu sujet du
nowvean texte de 1'Mptlele ITI sur les contr@les dbs gque 1'é+ude de
cew article anrall €€ acuormiie. Nons gowmes en tols cas Az 1Tavis

qgu'il faut &vi=er touls discrilsmination erntre peys rucldaires = pays non-
aunldaires, aux {ing de llaprliceiion des conorBles aur sctivisés
nucléaires tacifiques,

Noug nous trouvericns naturslierent en difTicultd pour arrroaver
out rizlement d4finilif du problise comporsant deos dengers d'esrionnage
industrie‘, airsl gue de touwl affaiblisssrent de 1a possibilité 4de
cocnération tzehnigue insernationals, ¢t enfin le déclassemenl d'un nays
nomme 1'Tizlls A un status &'imféricrité,

7. & réganiion actuelie d2 projet do ftraitd sae les lLiniltatluns au
développerent. de 1 retivitd nuoiéaire peeifigue et sur 1'aceds dos pars ne
possddant pas d'arnes naoldaires A 1o technologis punldaire raciTigue
susecize chez nous des préscounations 14z3 dmes. L'imporiance
orcissante du secseur de la teomnolegle nuel&aire poeifigue rond
indisnensabls nour les pays ne possédant mas d'armes nucidzires -
rotamment gour cgux gQui ont déih une spiion rucldeire - la sauveguarde do
leurs inlér8ts rondamentavx. Celle-ci ne asuralt $ire agsurée seulement
T les dnoncilazlions de priccipe covienues dans la nerile préliminmires du
“raité, rfne pas dans le nouveau texte rue Les Fiais-Unts nous ont
conmuniqué. In tout £tat de cause; cett? guession est dvidennment lide A
eelle des contrdles; nous nous rédssrvens done Qe Torn:iap quaigues
SUZEesticnsg al ¢cours des constuliaticons meochalines, et nous scalialilons que
du ofité amgrizain un effort ultericur soit Adnioyd pour zllar au-davan! de
nes cxigences.

8. Hous estimens rndeessaire qusz, dens le but aussi e rerforcer

1 11iance Atlantique, le traltd et son intererdzatlor n entravert nas la
possitilité d'utteindra wn syetdre e(Tigace do planification nueldaire,
ayent comme hut non senlemsnt 1s ddfense mais aussi la dissussion 1'une
azgyession eventuelle, fosette Fin, nous avons propasd bilatéralement,
mais sans sucnds, que le taroe “dissuasion” solt inclus danz la
déclaration interwrdtative et gue, £malenment, une définition du "eontréle
des erres ricidaires” solt incluse dans le traltd ainsi cu'il dtait prévua
& L'irricle IV du prolet ardrlonin du reis d'aols LO6%.

9. Adyeas ferimalé ces consididracions d'ordro gpéndrale, dz voudrals
rammreuar e cerlaines des noddlfivations incervonues dar% I postlLicn
améprivaine semslzrnt exiger des dolairolisserents suppldmericires, afin de
nowvelr mieux dvaluer leur poride el Ia nesure dans laguelils elleg pzuvont
appiser nos préocoucstions,

3n matidre dc contrble, par oxemple,. 11 n'est pas enoeore clelr gl
et évenzuclloment q:clkus radifications seront apncrides au stetut de
1A T.700. et si e "dreit de suile” serm éventusllenent aboli et var
quelle precddurc, Ti n'egt pas cialr non plus gquels scerelcnt lo song
et la vortée de la 'vérifloatlon' envisagée.

It ¢ce qui concaerne les erpleis macifiques de X'energic atomigus,
11 Faudrelt avoeir de plus amples précisions sur la preeédure de opgetion
du nouvel orgaenizme orvisagé ot sur scg Firalitée ainsi gue zur les
mesures gul gerelent orévucs wer Ses Stats-Unis pour melire rapldenens
sur pisd le pdeanisme pour l'éemplol des eanlosizge paciliques.

Ll'avtress invertliiudes subsisliont av sujes du Conitd wréparalolre
MG SECTRET

NATR YN Gl ED
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Page 3 of Enclcsure 2 to LOM B2/EY HATH ZECFET

oour la prdéparation de 1'eordre du jour des confdrences. Il r'egt pas
elalr en effat quels seraient ses pouvoirs réols et A gu=lle majoritd

il prendrait ses ddqizims. D'autne part, pour la preriére

conférence, Liirticle IV a d4jh Tixd la tlche:s  examiner Ze
fonctionnement du traizd et les mesures prises nour atbeindre les buits da
préambule; dviderment, e Comlié priparatoire ne peut pas, deéns ce cas,
avporter des modificaticns.

10. Je ovoudrals conniure on feisant ¢tat f acuvean du désir du
Jouverncment itallen gqu'us farme solt mls & 1o preiiffration nucléeire.
Nos remargues s'linsplrent non seulemont du désir de ssuveguarder les
intdrfts STondarentaux du peuple italien - gue Se traité engageralt n@re
pour les péndrailons fuitures - mais soszd de parvenir & une rddaction
ddrinitive qui pulsse obtenir lladadslon ssns réserve de =ous les pays.

WATL SECRET
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GERMAN. DELEGATT
20-10-5/1217/67 geh 60 copies
copy No yv
Statement made by the German Permifient
Representative at the Council Meeting
on 4 April 3967

1, Introduction

The willingness of the German government o discuss in a econ-
structive spirit the text of an appropriate non-proiiferation
agreement should not be taken to mesn that we, shall participate
in the agreement irrespeciive of its content, nor should it te
misknderstood 0 mean that we regard the fundamental pelitical
problems ©f this projeet as being settled. This is not the case,
In contrast to the Test Ban Agreement or the Space Treaty, ihe
non-proliferation agreement will have far-reaching effects on
KATO, %he unification of Burcpe and fudure relations betwsgen
Europe aﬁd the United States. It may, in the long run, strengthen
the pogpiticn and the political influence of trhe Soviet Unieon

in Germany as well as in Bastern and Western Burope at the
expense of the West. Particularly the advocates of a €01id and
permanent friendship between Europe and tha United States empha-
size how earnestly the Soviets bhope that this agreement may have
long-term effects in Burope which are not only directed against
Germany but ageinst European~American solidarity.

All our wishes. are moderate and legi{imate. If the Soviets were
really interested inm a world-wide non=-proliferation arrangement,
these wishes should also be negotiable for the Soviets., I is
Lrue, however, that we have doubts as to whether the Soviets
really want a world-wide, acceptable non-proliferation arrange-
ment and whetner they are not primarily interested in the divisive
effact which an inadegquate non-proliferation arrangement would

be bound to have on the West.

2. Armaments Control and Reduction of Armaments

a) and b}
We are aiming at an effective link of the nucleay renuneiations

SECRTTY
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of the non-nuclear weapons states with general and especially
nuelear disarmament.

Ameng Other things, the world-wide acceptability of z non-
proliferation agreement essentially depends on whether it servea
the purpese of disarmawment. It must a0t create the impression

of conselidating the presens monopoly of the nuclear weapons

states.

This derwand is world-wide: The UN PResaclution No 20268 of 1965,
reinforced by the Resolutions o 2149 and 2153 of 1966, demands
in Article 2c¢) that “the Treaty should be & step towards the
achievement of general and complete disarmament and, nore par-
ticuvlarly, nuclear disarmamerit."

Because of the threat by Soviet BRBMs there is a special interest
of some NATC nations, including Germany,in this link hetween
non-proliferation and digarmament.

e)

The United Nations Resolution No 2028 of 1965 demands in Ar-
ticle 2b) that "the Treaty shcould embody an scceptable balance
of mutual reaponsibilities and obligations of the nuclear and
nor-nuclear powers,”?

The non-proliferation Treaty - at least in the form of its
present draft - is not balarged as between nuclear weapons
states and non-nuclesar weapcns states.

It would therefcre be z=ll the more important <o accept our
proposal to include a provision in the preseble governing the
interpretation to be given to the Articlies ¢f the Treaty. ln
this way, world-wide acceptapility would be increased.

3, Détente

Qur idea corresponds more or less 1o the American propesal for
a preamble apd is in line with wishes that have been expressed
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gll over tbe world. The inclusion of such a phrase would be of
special importancee for our relations with Eastern Europe as it
would represent the explicit recognition of a German ¢oniri-
tution towards détente,

sxclusion of ypolitigal wressure, bthrests ard blackmail

The renuncia’tion of the non-nuclear weapots states is not
cgunter-dajianced by a venunciation of the nuclear weaplns
states to use their weapons fer political threats and black~
wmall againgt non=nuclear weapons states., Accordingly, our pro=-
posal is meant to increase tie acceptability of the treaty by
the non-nuclear weapons states. In this way one of the main
concerns of those states which will remain without nuclear
weapons is to be taken inte account by the moral instrument

of a "good=behavicur clause” ensuring that nuclear weapons will
on.y be used for lawful purposes.

ihis does not relate to security and defence problems. They
cannot, in any case, te settlisd generally and uniforoly in the
norn-proliferation treaty. The situation of the wvarious non-
nuclear weapon siates 1o too different for this to bs %ossible
(members of alliances:; thregtened non-committed countries;
non—-threatened non-committed countries; neutrals which are not
interested in assurances as a matter of principle, etc.)}. As
far as we are concerned, this pronlem is solved by the Allicance,
Therefore, in this respect we have no further wishes concerning
the non—prnlifération treaty, tut we &0 have auch wishes as far
as the continuity and development of the Alliance is conecérned
fsce z1ls0 our desireseconcerning the American interpretation

of the non-proliferation treaty). We are fullyaware of the
problems involved inany ban on the use of nuclsar weapons.

The problem of benning the political misuse of nuclear weapomns
ggeinst nen-~nuclear weapons states is oi a different nature,
Germany is net the onlyeountry having been the victim of nuclear
threats.on the part of a nuclear weapon power, (The last example
which coneerns us occurred in the Boviet government's statement
of 28 Jauuary 1967: “those who .......,... would experience

€75 o™y e
CROREY

IR
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an unavoidavle and annibilating retaliation.t)

Non-defamation clause

It would he easier for ug to adopt a positive attitude if we
could be certain that, in case Germany would participate in
the non-proliferation trealy, the Soviet Union would state
in acecordance with the btreaty that we will no longer bve the

-subject of defamatory attacks in the nuclear field. The in-

clusion of our idea in the precemble would be a vezliuvable con-
trivution to the policy of détente between Bast andé West. Its
acceptance would be in the interest of all siénatories,

4, Feaceful use of atomic chergy

As a highly developed industrisl c¢ountry, the Eederallﬁepublic
of Germany is particularly interested in the unlimized use of
nuclear energy for peacefnl purposes, In view of existing
technical developments and future perspectives in the peaceful
nuclear field, unlimited participsiion in thess developments is
of no less than vital imporisnce for Germany.

The new drzaft treaty contains more devailed and sirguger lan-—
guege designed $0 safeguard the unobsiructed peaceful cuse of
nuclear encrgy and cof intermational cooperatlon in thics field,
However, the relevanst Iormulations are again only contained

in tho preamble, Wo want this field $o be more strongly pro-
tectedby the inclusion of a corrvesponding article in the text
of the treaty itself, as was done in the treaty banning nuclsar
weapons in Latin America,

The preamble of the treaty only oXpresses the objectives whien
the treaty aims at, 2o $this extent, the preamble is undoubtedly
of great importance for the interpretation of that treaty.
However, ensuring the free development of the peaceful use of
nuclear energy is, for us, more than & mere treaty objective.
¥e therefore desire the inclusion of a genuine substantive
comulitment defining the limits of the bans and renunciations
contained in articeles I and 1II. This definition is necessary
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particularly becausy articles T and II contain certain vague
terms whose meaning is not clear.

It is not in line with international tresty usage in genersl

t0o include substantive commitments into the preamble. Subskntive
compitments] as a rule, have thelr place in the text of the
treaty itself.,

Hor does the additional article propesed by us, in our opinion,
contradict the system 0f the non-proliferation treaty.

It does not contzin anything elss but the liritation of the
things bamnned under the treaty. It is thus a necessary and logi-
cal supplement to the provisiops of articles I and 13X,

In view of the suspicion cast by the Soviet side oﬁ our actie
vities in this fielé, we must insist on an as clear definition
ng pOosible of the right to uncbstructed development in the
elvilian nuclear field. Heference is made in thiz context to
toe Boviet government's statement o0 28 Jahuary 1967 which was
also sent in the form of a Note to all governments. According
t0 thig statement, all the nuclear research undertakeﬁ in the
rederal Republic of Germony scrves the preparation of the manu-~
facture of nuclear weapons, Similar gtatements are contained

in other documents emanating from the communist orbit.

it is, unfortunately, t0 be feared Lhat the conclusion of a
non-proliferation trecty will not spare us Turther expressions
0f susplcion from the Soviet side but that it will, on the con-~
trary, be exploited by the Soviets aom a legnl bagis for inter-

ference in the civilian nuclear secior,

We must therefore ensure by a clear and uneguivocal treaty text
thai foreign powers are not in a‘pOSitiOH ta invoke the non-—
proYiferation treaty when attempiing 0 exert a wnegsrtive in-
fluence on our legitimate participation in general developments
in the peaceful nuclear field.

o e e bl §
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Purthermore, we would welcome it if, in additicn to the im-
provements in the language of the preamble a paragraph ecould
be ineluded stating that the renunciation of nuclear weapons
¢n the part of the nun-nuclear weapons states gives additional
freedom and possibilities t0 foster even the peaceful usge of
atomic energy.

The article proposed by us will, in our opinion, undoubntedly
make it easier for the ciwilian nuclear powers to —ccept the
treaty:

5. Safeguards

It ig not yet possible to comment on the new proposal for
article M ¢oncerning safeguards. It requires detailled
examination by the responsible authorities of she derman zovern-
ment as well as by BURATOM owing to German membership in that
organization,

However, it can be stated already now that the new dratt and

the corresponding langtage in the preamble contaln certain im-
provements, Thus, it is to be welcomed that it is statea ex-
plicitly that only basic and fissicnable material is 1o ke
eontrolled in crder to prevent their misuse for military pur-
poses. We should like this principle t0 be empbasized even more
¢learly and strongly. The principle of instrumented safeguards
for the control ¢f fiow of fissionable material ot certuin
gtrategic points should therefore be laid down expressis_verbis.

Unfortunately, the new geraft cgain provides for discriminating
safeguards in the Tield of the pesceful use of nuclear ensrgy.

If it has t0 be assumed that any non-proliferation arrangemsnt
conteired 2n inherent discriminstion, we feel that this dis-
eriminaticn is inevitable oniy in the military field. This would
be gonsciously and voluntarily assumed by the noa-nuclcear states
in order to serve peace and Security. However, discrimination in
the civilian field is neither necessary nor acceptable. It is
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ngt in the natuare of things: There existes already 2 well-tested
and effective safegusrds under whish 2 nuelesr power

has submitted to the same control in +the civilian nuclear

field as thu non-nuclear powers taking part in this contral,

It is t¢ be welcomed that, in principle, she new dralt treaty
alsgo intends to use tested ond effective control systeoms to
emaure the non-proliferntion of nuclear weapons. This appears
t0o us to be a step towards & pragmatic procedure which takes
into account the differences in the conditichg preveiling in
the wvarious regions, On the other hand, however, the positive
elenent of the new proposal is again largely nullified by the
fact thet & time limit of three years is set for arranging
rooperation tetween the IAEQ system and others acceplted and
to be verlfied by it; after this period, IAEO safeguards would
in any'case te applied if the planned arrangement has not
been accomplished., In practice. this provisiom considerably
wenkens the negotiating position of EJRATOM and makes it
unlikely that an acceptable solution will be found within
the time limit laid down.

174 -



Moreover,the fterm "verification” still requires more de-
talled explanation,

Article ILT attempts o create uniform conditions for

nuclear and non-nuelear péwers in the field of exports. How-
ever, the practical implementation of this intention will

depend on how many and vdch countries sign the non-proliferation
treaty. JAcceptance of this commitment might bring tangible
disadvantages in the field of exports for the participants of
the treaty, compared wiﬁh those which 40 not participate in

it,

This disadvantage would be all the greater the mere countries
refrained from sigrning %he treaty. Apart {rom the importance
of the need for general accabtability of the treaty, 1t should
therefore be considered whether the ocrresﬁhnding treaty
provisions cannnt, Tor the time being, be dispensed with
and whether the sclution nf this problem could not be trans-
rred to the conference re7iewimg  the treaty. If a pre-
demlnant majority of states accedes to the non-proliferaticn
treaty by the dave gt which the rétieuing confarence
eanvenes, acceptancé ¢f such an arrangement by that+conference
weuld appear unprotlematic.

As far as the control arrangements in the treaty are conderned
- which would, on & world-wide basis, cause a much greater
expenditure for Cafrying out controls - the question of cost
should not ke overlocked. One might think of selutions under
which,as an equivalenf, these e0sts are borne by all nuclear
weapons states. Solutions are also possihle according to

which all signatories or all members of IAEQ bear the <costs

an the basgis of a certaln cost-sharing formula. Under no
clreumstances should the countries to be controlled be expected
to bear any unreasonable share of the eosts.,

6. Articles gn procedure
a) Duration of the Treaty

In sur paper cf 20 March, we suggest that the signatories
should be gliven a possibility to examine from time to time in
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the light of the experience gained until then whether and in
what form the treaty should bhe prolonged.

The willingness of the nomn-~huclear HATO countries to accede

to the non-~-proliferation treaty will be essentially determined
by their confidence in the proitection afforded to them by

the NATO Alliance. The NATQO Treaty provides that every NATO
member ceuntry may cease to be a member of the Allianece

after the Treaty has been in forge for 20 years. For this
reason, it would be especially necessary for fthe non-nuaclear
NATO states; in signing the non-proliferatioch Treaty, to
take Inte account the possibility that the prétection afTered
by the Alliance may be considerably reduced by the resignation
of individual member counbries from the Atlantic Alliance.

In order to allow for such a development -~ as unlikely as

it may appear at present - a non-proliferation treaty whose
duratlon can be periodically coxtended should be given pre-
ferencé over g trealy with uniimited duratiosn.

b) Amendment Conference (Article IV, para 1/2)

We wish to See the signateries protected against majority
decislona by the amendment conference. The danger ¢ being
Placed into a minority is particularly serious for non-nuclear
weapons states having a highly-developed nuclear research

and industry.

Our idea corresponds to customary international usage
in the case of treaties which can be modified by majority
declsions.

The ineclusion of such a provision is also advisable because
the termination c¢lause of the non-proliferation treaty is
50 restricted.that it is almost impossible to resign from
the treaty.

This clause could also mitigate, in the interest of the
non-nuclear weapons states, the effect of the right of
veto enjoyed by the nuclear weapons states; according to our

nnnnn
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praposal, it would not only be the rmuclear weapons states
which could defend themselves against majority decisions

by their right of veto but this would be possible for every
signatory.

We believe that we can assume that in thils respect modifiezations
will pe introduced which exclude the possiblility of being

placed in a minority position as well as the right of veto

of the nuciear weapons states and which bring the revisin
clause of the treasy more ¢losely in line wifh the United
Nations Space Treaty (entry into force of the Treaty modi-
licatlon after retification by a majority of the signatories

for those who have ratified).

¢) Review conference (Article IV, para 3/4)

In our opinion, special impertance must be attached to the
review cnnference as a counterweight to the unlimived & ration
of the treaty and the molitlcally and legaliy very restricteg
possibility of terminating the treaty. We therelore feel that
the review conference should be institutionalized, i.e. it
should take place regularly every five years.

The preview conference should also be given real ccmpetence

in order to be able Lo draw practical conclusions from abuses
whicih have been ldentified. These competences should comprise
the Full or partial modification or cancellation @f the treaty
by majority decision.

Finally, the review conference should be enabled to examine

the behaviour of the signatories not only in the light of

the treaty provisions but alsc under theaspect of the objsctives
and principles of the preamble. This is a mabtter of particular
interest to the ¢ivil muclear powers whose wishes are mainly
taken care of in the preamble. Only by creating such
aompetences {or the review conflerence will an adegquabe incentive
De ecreated both for the muclear weapons states and for the
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non-puclezar weapons states to fulfil the treaty in a reasonable
spirit.

d) Withdrawal clause

The right to withdraw fmm the treaty cbligation is so limited
by the present wording of Article VI that it can be practlcally
considered non-existent; In partiecular, the present withdrawal
clause deoes not take ac!ount of the fact that the contractual
limitation of national sovereignty is much greater for the
non~-nuclear signatories than for the muclear weapons states.
The enlarged termination clause suggested by us is intended

to btake this difference into consideration.

e) Entry intc force

Our idea is to take aceount of the difference between the
remuncliation of sovereignty on the bart of non-nuclear states,
eivil nuclear states and nuelear weapdns states. We skall

in apy cas¢ have to insist that the consensus omnium be
expressed in a corresponding great number of ratificatigns by
states of all 3 categoriea,
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CONSEIL DE L'ATLANTIQUE NORD
NORTH ATLANTIC COUNCIL

ORIGINAL : ENGLISH NATO UNCLASSIFIED
25 fh Way, 1967 CORRLGLNDUY 0
SUMMARY RECORD
CR{E7)20

COURCTL

Corrigzendum to C-R{67)20, dated 17th May, 1967

Page 7, Paragraph 16, line 5 ;

Delete "specificzlly" and insert '"not",

ORIGINAL : sNGLAIS NATQ SANS CLASSIFICATION
€ mal 1067 RECTIPLCATIE au

PROGES-VERBAL
C-H{G7120

CONSETL

-ggctificatif au C-R{67)20, en dute du 17 mai 1967

Poxe 7, paragraphe 16, ligme 6

Supprimer "expressément® et rerplacer par "ne...pas",

OTAN/NATO
Poris {1l6e)
NAT0Q UNCLASSIFIED
FATQ SANS CLASSIFICATION
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I. DRAPT NON~-PRCLITERATTON TRLATY

1, The CHAIRIIAY said & the meeting would be solely
devoted t0 an examinazicn of drafit non-nrcliferation treaty
in the light of the letter circulated by the United Siztes
Representative on 3rd Way which reporied on recent contaclts
between [r. Fogter and I'r. Foshuhi" in Geneva, The Council would
digcussg at its next mesting on 1011 ¥Yary the itemz coniained in

W

C-4(67)20 and originally interded to be discussed on 3rd May.

D <k

o+
Lty

i

2. The UNITED 3TATES “EPj“Suﬂf:“lvﬁr referring to the
gtatement sttached to his lettsy of 3rd gald that there were
two main guestions on which the Uﬂitcﬁ btates wished o consult
1ts Allies. The urgeney of such consultation had been determined
by the deadlines o7 the Geneve Coaterence; although the extension
o? the recess to 18th kay agreed by the Co-Chairmen would provide
some additional time for discussion in the Council. A comparison

the United 3tates and IJoviel texis revezled sume differences
in the preamble bus the United Stetes negotiaters did net corsider
these to he of suificient importance to prevent agreemnent with the
Soviet Union on = zext to be nresented at Geneva. The United
States and Soviet versions of hotn Avticle 1 and Article TI were
identiecal but the Soviet text of Article III remeined as originally
sutmitted, while the United Statez iext was that elsbhorated in
Earatom and in LATC during recent weeks, He suggested that two
alternative procedures wight be adopted for Article ITI. The
Inited States could endeavour to upress with the Soviet Union the
lsnguzge agreed in FATO, o the ITrezity could e tzbled at Geneva
with 2 blank Article IIT, out with &n indicaticr by the
Co-Chairmen that the Article was vhe sh’ect of continuing
discussion betweer the United States and the Soviet Unicn. which
covntiries hoped 1o table a text a8 goon &5 vossivle. The United
States would anprecismie the wviews of its Alliss on these
alternatives.

3. Raiging & velated questicn. the United States
Representative recelied that at the noeting of the Council on
20th April both Mr, Doster and Lord Chalfont nod stated the
willingaess of thelr Covernmerts to allow ILAEA safeguards to be

gppiied %o peacefsl nuclear zciivities in the Unitad 3tates and
the Urited Kingdom, This offer had not yei been officially
presented to the Soviet Unicn, slthough it had alrezdy been
accurately describad in the Press. As it becane known to the
non-aligned couvntries and to other countiries at Geneva, there
would be some pressure on the Soviet Union tc make = siwilar
oflfer. He therefore suggested thet the Council might consider
whelher ingistence cn the pretection of Luratom’s position, as
ir tae present United States version of Article ITT, weould in
fact be sensible in the event of it being possible Tor the Soviet
Unior to accept inaspecilon cn its owe territory.
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4, fnother guestion on which the United States sought to
obitain the visws of its Allies was bthe amendments clause in
paragrach 2 of Article IV, in which the United States nzd
included the same Torimla sos had been used in the Outer Space
Treaty, The United States would »e willing to considsr altering
this to meke acceptence by a two-thirds majority necessary hefore
amenaments entered into force, Lhus nakxing it more difficult to
amend the treaty. As stated in his letter of 3rd May, the United
States would also pe willing Fo consider some version of the
compromise formuls suvgzested by the United Kingdom Reopresentative
at the meeting of the Council on 1Zth Anril. Another alternative
would he to leave bhlank the amendments clause in Article IV
pending discussions with the Soviet Union and other countries at
Geneva, The United States sought the views of its Allies on
these varicus slternstives which they considered to merit full
consultation in the Council.

5. The UNITCD KINGDCM RBPRESENIATIVE confirmed that the
wording suggested in the United States Aenresentative’s letter
represented the thoughts of the United Yingdom in proposing a
compromise formwia for paragraph 2 c¢i Artiele IV. He would
comment on the United ingdom propossl in greater detail after
heoring the initial reactions of other Representsitives.

G. The GERNAT REPRESENTATIVE sald that he had forwarded
the detailed information received Irom the United States
Renresentative to his Authorities who had greatly appreciated it.
Hig instructions were only of a very sreliminary nature in view
of the short tine zvailable for digcuscsions in the German Cabinet
and the need t¢ exaziine certain ocuesticins within Buratom. Hie
Muthorities believed that the manner in which Mr. Foster had
conducted the talks ot Geneva was closely in line with previous
discussions in the Couneil, especially with rezerd to Article ITI.
They zagreed in particular with ¥r., Foster that if safeguards were
censidered necessary, = btext wnich nrovided solely for IAEA safe-
muards would not he acceptanle to the Furatcom countries znd that
if the Soviet Unlorn insisied oa its present draft, there would be
no trcaty. His Authorities agreed that ihe concept of
verification was vasic to the present United States nogition and
that the latest United States text of Arvicle TTI nrobably
provided the most that could be achlieved. , 1f the United Stabes
continued to press such language with the Soviet Union, it would
have the full support of the German Authorities who doubted,
hoviever, the wisdom of ieaving Articie ITI blank. The problems
raiged by this Article had te e resclved among the Allies first
of all, in order tc ensure the nrotection of their interests.
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7. As regards Article IV, the Germar Authoritics
sunported the Unitea Séates intention to oress its amendients
clouse but desired that it saould he clarified beforehand; they
would not object to leaving this clousce blark for the time being,
They were, however, not in favour of the compromise fermula
suggested by the United Kingdom to provide a veto wo nations
represeated on the Board of Governors of the IAEA,

8. The explanaticns given oy the United States
Representztive in hig letter with ragerd to treaty violations and
their consequences roaiged coritain guestions which Germany felt
had already been clarified, but since this did not appear tc bhe
the case; Germany rescrved the right to make further comments at
a later date This reservation qpmllca equally to the questicn
oi treaty relations petween contracting parties following revision
of the treaty.

9. Finally, he emphasised that the Germen Government still
had scrious doubts regarding the future politicel implications of
the treaty. varticularly if it was ©o be of unlimited cduration.
Their present comments on the details of the text which were
orovided againet thc background of the Germen Poreism Minister’'s
speech to the Bundestaz on 27th April were not intended %o
prejudice their sttitude to these Tundamental political questions

10, With vegard to the pointe reised by the United States
Renresentative, he §id not feel able to make an adequatc reply at
the zresent time %o the gquestior regarding the extent to which
protection of Buratem's position should be insisted upon in the
event of Joviet readiress to accept ingpoction on its own
territery, a possilility which Germany s+$ill considered unlikely.
Equally, he was not in & position to axpress an opinion on the
proposal to change "o mejority” to “a two-thirds majority”™ in
parggrach 2 of Article IV,

11l. The ITALIAN JEPRESEHTATIVE geid that he had not
received any now 1nstruct10ns from his Authorities. Spesking on
e personal basis, he said 1t was clesy that the Soviet counter-
proposal Tor Article III would make lhe negotiatiocns more
aifficult. He &i1d not feel that hig Authorities would he able to
approve the United States suggestion To table a draft with a blank
Artiele IITI. He also dounted whether it would be possible to
presant an incomplete text for consideration by the Italian
Parliament. As regards the United Kingdom proposal for Article TV,
paragraph 2 that tihe veto should be retained by countries which
were revresented on the Board of the IATA, oreliminary indications
received from his Autlorities were unfavourcble and he doubted
whether taey would e ready to consider it. He thought that
since the Soviet Uniocn had presented a separate text for this
paragraph of aArticle IV, in spite of its cbvious vnacceptability
to 2ll non-zlipgned countries; the Soviet Union would clearly
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insist on it. He would report to his Authorities the United
States sufgestion to alter the text of paragraph 2 4o rezd “a
two-thirds majority’, Moreover;, he doubbed whether the United
States and United Finwdcm offer regarding the application of

IATS safeguards so thelr neaceful DuClUCL activities wovlid bc
matched by the Soviet Union which wng ingsisting on preserving

1ts right of veto in paragraph 2, Mnaily, he sharcd the concern
of the German Representative with regard to the unlimited duration
o the treaty.

12, The BELGIAN REPRESTIPATIVE seid that he had received
only the genersl reactions of his Authorities to the Unitoed
Stetes Representative’s letter. They epnrecisted the detailed,
congultation thet took place on a motter of such fundamental
importance as & non-proliferation tresty and he personaliy felt
that they would base their position on an assessment orf the
positive and negative elements in the current negoiiations. Ais
regards the former, he had gained the inpression at the meeting
of the Council onn 20th April that Plr. Foster wes somewhatb
pessimistic in view of the difficulties cavisaged in naproaching
the Soviet Unicn with regard to the text discussed in NATO., At
the present time,; however, he Telt thet the initial contacts
with the Sovict Union had been encouraging since the difficulties
wnich had ariscn concerned detalls rather than genceral principles
and it was gignificant that there had neen no fundamental
rojection of the United States text by the Soviet Union. He
thought that a oeychological approach was of the greatest interest
ir the continuing negotiaticms., As to the negative elements, he
congidered that the least acceptable sclution would he to table a
text containing bhlank zrticles sinec this weuld be tantamount to
ahandoning the NATO 3031010n and inviting other couwnbries to fill
in the blank articles. He suggested thaﬁ it would be preferable,
at the start of the ne gotiations, to follow the recognised
procedure of placing Lternatlve texts in brackets.,

13. The question of evalusting the imwlications of the
United States and United Wingdom offcr with regerd to the
application of safamuards constituted a now element to which
consideration had to be given. JAgreement by the Soviet Union to
match this offer, even if 1imitcd, would be of sueh impertance as
to necessitate conzultetions in the Counedil, He felt that it
would be of the greatest interest Yo obtelin the opinion of the
United Kingdom on this guestion in view of its position as g
potential member cf Buratom. Finally, he had not yet received
the reactions of nig Authoritics to the compromise Tormale
suggested by the Unlted Kingdom for peragraph 2 of Artiele IV but
he nersonally shared thne views of the German Representative on
thiz question.
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14, The HITHIZLANDS REPRESEITADIVE said that recent
developments at Geneva had shown thet in his preliminary
conversations with Mr. Roshchin? Hr, Foster had strongly defended
the position of the Allies Soviet reoctions had been as expected
on the ceritical igsues andg “0°t negotive on those questions for
which the Allies were obviously still sceking satisfoetory
golutions. Referring to the United States suzgestion that
Article III should o left blank, he receiled that in a previous
phage of the necgotiations the Seoviel Union had objected to such
L*oeedure and he was therefore somewhst survrised that the Unilted
States had proposed this as 2 possible 2lternative. He felt that
progress towsrds agreement on a treaty would not be Tacilitated
by & blank article since other countries would be tempted to fill
in their own versions and this would we likely to increase the
difficulties of the Allies. With rezard to Article IV. he
gunported the views of the German and italien Repreﬂeptqtlvc
At first sight; his Authorities were atiracted to the United
Kingdom propesal Yot considered that itc precise implicetions
snould be further clarified, particularly with regard to the
composition and nowers of tﬂo Board of the TARA.

15. The Hetherlands Authorities continued to attackh the

greztest possiblc importance to a “treaty which embodied cffective
contro¢ by the IATA., together with due safeguards for the
position of Ruratom, They thought that the Allies should reserve
their right to reconsider the position in the Council in the
event of Soviet rejection of their version of Article III. They
felt; however, that the position of the Allies; particularly with
regard to 1lnspectlon; might well he sunported by some non-aligned
countries, such as Indis and Mexico, even if objections were
voiced by the Soviet Union. In conclusion, therefore, his
Authorities were not in favour of a blant Article IIT and had a
certain preference for adopting scme version of the United
Kingdom compromise formuls for Article IV.

1€, The UNITED KINGDOH REPRESENTANIVE, referring to the
comments of the Belgian Representative PLPﬁleng the United
Kinzdom acceptance of the application c¢f safeguards to civil
Auclear activitieg in the Uniftced Kingdom, sald that in his state-
ment vo the Councii on 20th April Terd Chalfont had specifically
referred to IATLA safeguards. The position of the Udited Kingdom
was that if and when a nen-proliferation treaty was gigned; the
United Kingdom would be »eady o acccent the aanlcqtlon to its
civil nuclear activities of the same uachuaras as weaere approved
for the non-nuclear nemwbers of Furatom. ¢ United Kingdom,
therefore, did not wish to pnrejudice the ayutcm finally accepted
in Article TII,

=7- NATO SECRET

- 186 -



DECLASSIFIED/DECLASSIFIEE - PUBLIC DISCLOSED/MISE EN LECTURE PUBLIQUE

-8- NADC SLCRET

e

17. 4s regards Article IV, the text proposed by the United
States Representative in his letter reflseted the thinking behind
the United Yingdom suggestion which was on.y designed to
facilitate matters and which the United ¥ingdom did net wish to
press. His Authorities could =zgreec that a text be tavled with a
blank amendments clausc provided this were generaliy acceptable
to the Allies and t¢ the Soviet Union. The United ¥ingdom
suggestion regarding paragraph 7 of Article IY would make the
text more negotiable with the Soviet Union and would meet the
view of some developed ¢ivil nuclear states that they should enjoy
some preferentisl pogition over noen-nuclepr states in respect of
amendinents. The membership of the 2oard of the IATA was intended
to revresent staics having an intercst in eivil nueclear develop-
ment and the United Xingdom fext mignt prove useful to states
falling into this category. If amendments had tc e anproved by
511 members of the Board, this weuld provide greater control over
the contents of the treaty. While crnsuring that azmendments would
be unlikely to be adopted unless annroved by all genuinely
interested states, 1t did not abandon the prineciple that no state
should be foreced to z2ccept amendments against its wiii. He
ermhasised, however, that the United Xingdom wouwld not insist on
this suggestion erd was ready to sccept the idea of a blank clause
if this were generally agrecable to the Couneil,

18, The TURKISH REPRZESENTATIVE said that although without
ingtructions, he folt sure thet his Authoritiss would nct be in
favour of having hlank articles. The ideal solution would bhe %o
agree on & single fext khoth in the Council and with the Soviet
Union; there was still time to seek sgreement with the Soviet
Union, even if its final achievement wag unlikely. Alfternatively,
he personally suggested thot cither both texts could be placed in
brackets, cr the srticles could be left blank znd bhoth the United
3tates and the Soviet Union could publicise their preferred
versiong,

19, The UKITED STATES REPRESEMTATIVE thought that tac
elternative procedures, in the ovent of neo agrecement on frtiecle III
heing reached between the United States and the Soviet Unlon by the
time that the draft treaity was tabled at CGeneva, hod been well
stated by the Turkish Reyresentative. He pointed out, however,
that the tanling of = blank Artiecle III would be accompanied by an
assurance from the Co-Chairmen that discusesions on this Article
vere still continuing, in order to deter the non-aligned countries
Tfrom proposing alternative texits. He considered the suggestion of
the Turkish Represeontative Tor a biank article, together with a
competitive publication by both zides, to be an ingenious one but
he doubted whether braclkets would provide a bhetter solution than
blanks, gince the former would be tantairount to asking cther
members of the INDC, as well =2g other countries, o choose bhetween
the HWATO and Soviet formulas. Since the Soviet formula was closer
to the probable policy views of other countries, there would be s
greve risk of 1t heing generally accepted. He would, neverthe-
lesg, report to his Authorities the Council's initial ¢bjections
to a Plank Article IITI and would inform them of the twe
alternatives suggested by the Turkish Representative,

-G NATO SECRE

- 187 -



DECLASSIFIED/DECLASSIFIEE - PUBLIC DISCLOSED/MISE EN LECTURE PUBLIQUE

-G NATO SHCIET

CRIETZS

20, With regard to Article IV, ke fzi1t that the United
Kingdom suggestion for naragraph Z rewresanted a true compromise
betweern the idea of a veto and that of no veto =zt all. The Socard
of the IAEA had a constructive arrangemsnt for weighted voting - a
permenent seat was reserved for countries with a substantially
developed civil nuclear industry - and the United Kingdom

sugzestion was to limit the right of veto to 211 countrics having
mejor muclear industries, &s well =g to cther rotating members,
This suggestion should be given careful congideraticn.

21. He very nuch sypreciated the expressions of gratitude
to Mr. Foster for having vigorously supported the ngreed nosition
of KATO in his conversations with Ir. Teshehin and he undertook
to transmit these to Mr. Foster. ITinally, he osked whether it
vie.s intended t9 hold a further mecting of Eurctom on the question
of Article IIT: +the United Stotes hod sgsumed that the concerns
of Burctom would be taken into account during the consultations
in the Council.

22, The GIRIEAN REPRESENTATIVZ said his Auvthorities
considered that some Buratom consultaticn would he necessary but
this did not imply that there should he 2 meeting of the Turatom
Commission; comsultation could take place among the individual
members of Puratom. As regards the »ropossd veto of the civil
niclear members o the 3ocard of the T2FA, Germany continued to
he scepticel cné requested further clnrifications. Ile peinted
cut that, at the present time, Cermeny was only n membher of the
Board periocdicelly. On the uge of Lracliets, he supported tne view
of the Unitesd States Representstive and doubtoed whether his
Authorities would consider this a bettcr sclution than a blank
article togetner with comnetitive publicoation.

23. The CHAIRIIAN, summing up the discuseion, taoushi that
there had heen o useful exchange of views, despite the fact that
several delegations had not intervencd., I% hnd clarified several
important points regording Articles IIT ond IV znd the alternztive
solutions of tabling a text with blonk srticles; or including both
United Stotes and Soviet versions in hracketzs. All countries were
opposed to the Soviet formula for Artiecle IIT ond variocus opinions
nad bheen expresgsscd with regard to Aviicle IV. Severzl couniries
nad doubts regarding the tabling of 2 btext with blank articles and
gome regarding the United Kingdom suggestion for peragraph 2 of
Article IV, although there scemed %o be reneral disasgreement with
the Soviet version of this paragraph. The Council hsd also noted
tne concerns of bthe German DRepresentative, supported by vhe
Iteliean Representative., regerding the unlimited duration of the
treaty. The discussion constituited o further phase of the
vreliminary consultations in the Couricil which he suggested
should be continued ot its next mecting on 1Oth May,
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24. The UNITED STATES REPRESENTATIVE suggested that
Representatives might request their fothorities to review the
guestion of 1nclud1ng biank articles TFrom the point of view as
to whather they would be preferable %o brackets or to the
alternative solution suggested by the Turkish Representative,

25, The COUHCIL:

zereed to resume discussion of this Item at its
next weeting.

HATO UNCLASSIFIED

TI. DATE OF NEXT MEETING

26. Wednesdoy, 10th May, 1967, at 10.15 a.m.

OTAN/NATO,
Paris, {(16e).

NATO SECZET
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NORTH ATLANTES TREATY CGREGANMISATION
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. OFFICE OF THE MILITARY
S Coriiaf Me D({L'}{ Jl AW TTIRE. REPRESFNTATIVE

BUREAL DU REF RESENIAN |

DU, SOMTEE 4 LI TF
“on

LOM_103/67 A 5 May 1967
M___

]‘v'ﬂ}iORMkTIP-’I FOR 1 Dimector, internctioral Military 3tGaf?
SUBJECT : Non-Proliferaticn Treaty (NET)
Reference: LOCOM 7906, 5 May 1957
1. The United Stabtes PermRep has distributed a letter dated 7 May 1967
with attached:

US Interpretation of NP¥,
U3 and USSR Drafi Texts, and

Statement by Ambzseador CLEVELAND on RN
Wen-Proliferation, 3 ey 1967. o
Ty

I forward at encloswre & copy for your information.

2. The docunents mentloned above were fensiderad irn a special meeting of
the Norta Atlantic Counell, 5 May 1967, which is reported in referencs.

FOR THFE MIIITARY COMMITTIEE REFRESEMTATIVE

/

C,/r-‘?e'-ﬂ‘y S }/ /,Q(,- T A
HTNRY €. WEWCOMER
Brigadicyr Zenerzl

H = .
Enci :  MCHAIP Misge.ks . .
closurei WCREF Mise.Rol2 REGRADED NATO UNGL ASSHEIED
{hppronied e o il sEciesure?

Capies to: SHAPE Selgium

S CTAND Fer Authority iMSin-1aR2-0% .
CTHOHAN By HEOSKRUAS fe tamadf. 4 2005
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UNITED STATES PERMANENT REPRESENTATIVE
ON THE
NORTH ATLANTIC COUNCH.
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"\ May 3, 1967
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As we agreed this morning, I am circulating
with this letter the report on recent discussions
between Ambassador Foster and Ambassador Reshchin
in Geneva about the draft of a Non-Proliferation
Treaty., I am also including copies of the United
States and Soviet drait NPT texts which were
exchanged April 25th, a2as well as coples of our
NPT ianterpretations, in the form of guestlons and
answvers, whichh we gave to the Soviets April 23¢h,

I understand that we will be meetiang on this
subject on Friday, May 5th, To ifacilitate the
discugsion at that time, I am raising in thils
letter some imporiant imsues on which we would like
to be able teo consult with our allies as soon as
possible,

As we anticipated, the two major diificulties
we are having with the Soviets concern the safeguards
article and the amendments procedure.

On Article IIT, tlic Sovieis remain adamant
that IAEA safeguards must be mandatory. They have _
for the pregent rejected the priunciple of verificatilon,
and in connection with sub-paragraph 4, they raised
the questiion of the lmplicaiions fox saieguards,
and indeed, for the Treaty itgelf, if uno IAEA-
EURATOM agreement were to be reachéed at the end
of the three years, Although we intemd to
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continue to press cur language with the Soviets, in
view of their position, it may be necessary to table
the Treaty text, when ENDC resumes, with a blank
Article III, and with an indication by the co-chairmen
that negotintions will continue with a view to sube-
sequent tabling of a text foxr this important provi-
sion,.

On the amendments clause, the Soviets are
insisting strongly that tlie nuclear powers must re-
tain a veio and consider the Cuier Space Treaty clause
as an entirely lnappropriate precedent for this Treatiy,
Basically, they fear the Cuter Space Treaiy clause
nay lead to a confusing and unsatisfactory situatien
in which different groups of parties claim to have
differing sets of obligations,

We shall continue to press cocur amendments clause,
but we believe we are faced with two alternatives ii
the Soviets remain adamant, Bither we could have a
blank amendments clause, oxr we could atiempt to per-
suade the Soviets to accept a compromise, such as
was suggested by the United Kingdom in ithe April 12
NAC meeting., As I recall, the essence of the British
proposal was to provide a veto to nations represented
on the Board of Governors of JTAEA at the time an
amendment is considered, with every other party having
the right to reject amendments it does not wish to
aeccept,

A substitute clause along thig line night read:

"An ameundment to this Treaty shall
enter inte force ior each party to the
Treaty accepting the amendment upon its
acceptance by a majority oi the states
party to the Treaty, including the
acceptance of all those states party
to the Treaty who, at the time that the
proposed amendment is circulatied undex
the provisions of Article IV, are mem-
bers of the Board of Governors of the
IABA, and fthereafter for any other party
to the Treaty on the date of its accep-
tance of the amendment.”
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Although we recognize that several NATO natious
do not desire the British formula, we believe that
1t should be suggested to the Soviets as a possible
compromise if they continue to reject our present
language, From the standpoint of the non-nuclear
states, thils type of formula would, in our view,
represent a substantlal imprevement over our original
provigion. It would eliminate the possibility that
an amendment could be forced on a non-nuclear party
without 1ts consent and it would ¢reate greater
equality -- in that the advanced non~nuclear powers
would share the veto with nuclear powers.

Alternatively, we {eel we should be prepared
to table a jeointly recommended draft with a blank
armendments clause if the Soviets wlll agree to this,
It should be noted that we can anticipate strong
pressure Iln the ENDC in favor of a non-discriminatory
amendments clause,

The extension of the ENDC recess uantil May 18,
agreed by the co-chailrmen on May 2, provides some
additional time for discussion of these points.

We shall continue our consultations 1o NAC, and in

particular, we look forward to hearing the views of

our allies on these issues at Friday's meeting.
Warmest regards,

Sincerely,

Harlan Cleveland
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faaesiions U8 pllics heve been asiiing togeiher with ansvers US has
given:

e 0, Fhst mav gnd vhat mey not ko fresansferred under the dreft
troaty?

£, The treaty Jesls only vith vhat 1s prouibited, not with
vugi is peraitted.

1t proaibits trensiecr to suy recipicnt vhstgoever oJ
"nuslesr vescpons” or control over thewm, reaning hombs and
varherds, 1t plso preoailits the irausfer of otzer naclear
guplosive Jderices Lelaase o nuciear suplesive dgvice iuntended
for perceful purposes can be used £8 2 wespoh or ¢an be eagily
sdspied for sch usa.

It does not deal wit:, end therefore does notl préaibit,
trrnsfer of nuclear delivery vehirles or delivery sysiens,
or control over them, to any recipient, so long es sual
trensfer does not involve bombs or verheeds,

T. ¢, dogs the draft tresty prohibit comsultstions ind plenaning
gn n.agteay Jefense pnong NATO rembers?

Ao It does not deal vith allies cons:ltations and planning
on nuclear defense so lony 28 #to trrusfer of nuclear veapons
or contirol over iaen resulis,

T, Joes the draft trenty proaikit arrengewments for the
depioyment of nnclear vweapons ovned z2nd controlles by tae
United States vithin the territory of non-nticlezr HATO
renbers?

A, It coes not depl with srrangeucnis ior deployment of
naclear wvespons within allied territory es chiese 4o not invelve
rny trenefer of nuclerr vespons oy control over them unless

snd until 2z decision vere arde to zo to war, £t wvhich iine

the ireciy woild no longer be controllin:,

4, ¥, VYould the drafi proaibit the anificriion of EBurope ifF
2 nuclear-vespon state was one of the constituent stetes?

J, 1t does not deprl with the problen of Juropean uaity, snd
vould not ter sugcession by 2 new federzied European siate
to the nuclesr sigius of one of its former zomponents, A
nev foderated EBacopean sicte woild heve to control sll of
its exiernal secarity fanctions including defense zod 2ll
foreiun polisy metiers relating fo external gecrrity, but
voild not aave to be go centraliced as to assume £l
gvovernmenial functions, “hile not deelips vith succession
br suga » federaied sipie, the tresty would bar itransier of
naclear we p0n= {inzluding ovnersuip) or control over then
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STATEMENT BY AMBASSADOR CLEVELARD O HON-PROLIFERATION

Way 3, 1287

Mr. Chairman, zs part of the outcome of the consultation on

the draft Non-Proliferation Treaty in this Council April 20,

ny Government underiook te keep its Allieg informed of the
talits it proposed to hold with the Soviet Upiom on the NPT,

In thisg spirit, I would like today to give the Council 2z status
report on the discussion which took place in the course of
three meetings between Mr, Fogter and Amdassador Roshchin in
Geneva lasi weel,

For your convenisnce, Hr, Chairman, and that of our
colleagues, w2 are circulating the United States apd BSoviet
draft WPT texts czchanged between ocur governments on April 28.
The United States ftext is also being distributed directly te
the nmember governmments in capitals.

In the US draft, you can see that sub-paragraph 4 of
Article III is the one propoged by Ambamsador Grews and
accepted by the US at our April 20 meeting, The text given
tha Soviets does not, of course, contain those changes in
Article IV which we have previouesly accepted but which we
‘pelieve have = greater chance of goining more general support
if put forward after the NPT is tebled in Geneva. Otherwise
it is the same mg the US text circulated the week before last.

The JSoviet draft ¥PT is gquite similar to the draft
which the United States circulated in NATO on Mareh 3. The
principal difference is that the Sovieis have included an
Article 1YI which e2lls for the mandatory application of IAER
safeguards. In addition, the Soviet text countains a somowhat
different ordering of the preambular clausss and a definition
of nuclear-woapon-state is a throw-back to an sarlier US
draft.

The first sessicn between Foster and Roshehin, on April 23,
was devoted to Foster's explanstions of the changes made in
tha U8 dra2ft in the course of congultations with our Allies.
In this initinl exchange with the Soviets, we first addressed
the issue of protecting the pesceful uses cof nuclear eaergy,
ineluding the preblem of safeguards. We pointed to the new
preambulnor clause on instrumented safeguards as a congequence
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of the fact that several non-nuclear weapon countries felt that

the more automatic IAEA safeguards became, the mors acceptable
they would be, Ve explained to the Soviets that there was 1iftle
doubt that a proeambular clause guch as that contained in

paragraph 5 of the US text, would be extremely useful in winning
acceptance of ILE4 safeguards by a number of non=nuclear couniries,

We also told the Soviets that the addition to the preambular
paragraph on peaceful explosions {shown by underlining in
today's text) had been developed to meet concern over the fact
that the NPT would give the nueslear weapon states a moncpoly
over peaceful nuclear explogives. UWe pointed cut that a number
of non-nuclear weapon countries fear that as a result of that
monopoly they would have to pay an exorbitant price for the
employment of such devices,

Ye therefore told the Soviets that an offer o provide
nuclear explesive services at the lowest possible cost along
the lines of preambular clause 32 would be extremely helpful
in convincing several countricc ~- accept the prehibition on
peaceful explosions in fArticles . and II,

Since we all expectzad the major focus of our discussion
with the Scviets would be on the revised Article III, we made
clear at the outset that the most important problem for our
Allies who are members of EURATOM has been the Safeguards
Article, We told the Soviets that language which provides
for only I4EA safsguards is simply not acceptable to many
EURATOM countries, On the other hand, we explained that some
BURATOM members have suggested verification of {he effectiveness
of BURATOM safeguards by the IAEA,

We explained to the Soviets that this verification would
have to be sufficient to satisfy ILEA that nuclear materials
were being effectiveoly safeguarded to prevent their diversion
to nuelear weapons or other nuclzar explosive devices., We
alse expressed our visw that the degree of verification to be
agreed upcn betiween the two organizations could range
theoretically bztween the following extremes:

~- TAEA review of cdocuments supplied by EURATOM and
nothing mere; or
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—~= IARA dingpection of all psaceful nucliear activities
in the territory of RURATOM mombers pariy io the Treaty with
28 many inspections and inspeciors as there would have been
if therc had been no EURATCH safeguards in effect.

The first axtrene, we acihnowledged, would not provide
assuranceg to all part 1=h thaet nuciger ﬁaterlals wera not being
giverted. The second would be Lﬂ“DCJEEarily wasteful of the
time and cifort of itraluaad ILEA cxperts wiko ave in short supply,

Iz expresged cury cerininty thati 2 coﬂﬂ"owase can ba worked out
o“twmen these tvo extromes which yould be acceptable to both

IAZL znd ”U?ATCQ msmbors Smpacsador Foster emphasized, however,
that the werification chQQyL iz pesic to thae present US pogition
on safeguerds,

Wa ales raviewsd other important peoints made in our revised
Ariicie ITY idneluding tho threas-voar period for the applicatien
cf gafeguards, the rofinenmeate in sub-paragraph 1, which as you
Enow, stom from alliad saggeﬂtﬁons and the protection of peaceiul
usoer of nuclear energy which have been built inte fArticie IIT
by virtue of the now sub-paragrapit &.

that tha cobiact of these changes is to secure

e
LR atoopianes ﬁufeguards article by =il non-nucleaxy
countrics »ith dv:nﬂu peraceful nuclear activitics, Ve
strepsad that 2 safeguards article is a necessary part of the
"pa-Proiiforation Tre:ty.

raply to thecse points, Ambagszdor Rosnchin referred

to the fact that taes foviet Government ai a very high level
TCromyro~to-Thompson) had ftold the U5 that I4ES should carry
out the conirel funciicns of the Tweaty aund that the USSR
could not accopt a provislcn authorizing BURATOH safeguprds
ag a way of vorifving tad #PT, oven if LAEL sxereises control
over EﬂRﬂT“” Thig negetave ine wns eleborated with the
usuzl Soviet arg: wed,s about coli-~inspeciion, bloc control and
gigerinination ia faver of ihe WIHLTCH counivies, He made the
point that tho ?D” mizht be the lzut coportunity to achisve &
really intf“rﬂtionai cafraveds ayaten, snd he was concerned
that <the U3 ﬁ*opﬁs" would po€ stale exn;;ciuly that IARA

sefeguards mus be z2un 11 d 2% the cad of the thres-year period
shoula EURATCH and [4EA £211 %o resch agreemeont. Ambassa ador
Roshchin wanted to know whet would happen in this event,
Ambassador Foster expreszed our view and expectation that
sgracmont can be reached heXors the end of the three-yoar
period,

YATO 830
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Wz pointed gut that the Soviets wahted the EUBLTON
countries to sign the NPT, yet proposed z Qraft Article Il
that was unacceptable to them, Ve made clear that the US
revised {frticle III was the best that could be done ahd’
that the Sovist draft would moan no Treatv.

fmbassador Roshehin, however, stuck to his negative
position szying that the U5 drafi created a loophole in the
Fon-Proliferation Treaty, He, too, expressed the fear that
there would bo ao treatly, and he gzid he was unable to see any
way to compromise the two positions,

Nevertheless, the next day Roshchin reguested a meeting
with the U5 delegation to ask guesticns about the US revised
Ariicle XII¥ in ovder, he said, to male 2 morc accurate report
to Mozcow. There were two principel Soviet concerns,

Roshchin wented to know why the new US firticle I¥Y would
enply To peaceful nuclear materials of & non-nuclaar stats
"within its Territory or undor its Jjurisdiction" and not
oimply to M"its activities™ as in earlier drafts? We replied
that we <did not want to exclude nuclezr matarizis belonging
©G a private company within a state, Nonetheless, the Sovists
caid that the new language would leave a loophole, They
czid Zor exzamplo if g nen-nuglenr weapons state had a reactor,
wrich was maiktiang plutonium for bombs and located in a state

that bad net adhered to the Treoaty, that reactor would not he
saicguarded, We replied that Article IT would prohibit this
conduct in any event., Horeover, as a practical matter, we
Zif not seo how the Soviet exammle could be offectively covered
a3 long as safegusrds did not apply to nuslear weapon states
or non-particd to the Treaty,

The secound majer Sovizst concern vas that if no agreement
were reached in thraz yesys between ILER and RURATOM, there
would bz g clear viclation of tho UJ hrtielo 11X, sub-paragraph
4, The Soviets belisved that undey the language of sub-
paragraph 2, which calls woon ILEL mombors to facilitate
egroement, they couvld b sald to bave participated in a Treaty
riolation bzepuse of the fzijure fo reach agresment, They
were concernaed that in such a cage, any other party could
withdraw from the Treoaty on the grouvnds that there was violation ~
putting the blame on the Soviet Union, We made claawy that
sup-parzgraph 2 said only thrat parties were to facilitate
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agreenent, aznd we mads the observation that it would be hard

0 prove thut any particular country had violatad this provision,
W2 agreed that theoere would be o viclation of sub-paragraph 4

if there wers ne agresment at tae end of threc veaavrs, since this
is the whole pu-rose ¢f <is provimic-o, On the other hand, we
took the position theot suta a violation would not justify with-
drawel Irom the Tweatly sirse 1€ @id rot scom Yo us to b2 an
Yextrasrdinary ovont” Jeopazrdising the partics Ysuprome
interests",

Zince answering fmbacgador Bochchinle questions we have
not heard fuvthor from ths Joviets concocrning Article IZX,

The fovieiz were, of course, iemterestod in other jArticles
in ouy drafft YT - particularivy in the amendmonts provision,
During the first day's talks, we pointed out that a great
many non~nuclear weapons statcs obicoted to giving a vete bo
the nuclezar weapon states party to the Treaty.  Since the
US, {he USSR and many other countriss have recently agreed
to a different form of amendment provision in the Outer
Space Treaty, wo told the Sovicts ihat we could hardly insist
unon our carlicr drafi formulation,

imizassador Roshchin seid this new drafll anendment provision
prescnted quite az impossible situation since ultinately the
KPT could develop ip such a way zs to become a differont
treaty for different partiss., Ve explained thaf partics not
azcopting an amendment would not be bound by it nor would
the obligations of parties accaepting it be chengad with
rogard to partics not accepting the omendment,

Concentrating on this peint, tho Soviets asked what would
happen if = couniry pevsusded a mplorily of the parties to
accept an amendment permizting an MLF or the acquisitior of
peaceful nuclear devices by non~nuclear stztes, We said the
country in question would sbill have the sane obligations to
the Soviet Union as beforc under the original treaty if the
Sovizts would not secept the amondment in question,

Boshehin concluded by szying Chat thz Space Treaty vas
guite a gifferent matier ahd that the climination of the
puclesr power veto influsnced the whole stabllity of tae NPT
by making posgible diffsrent treaty obligations to gifferent
parties,
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We alsoe explalned our revisicn of the definition of a2 nuclear
weapon st{ate but have recesived noe comment Irom the Soviets.

This thekr is vwheve we stand with the Ssviets,

On Article IIY; The Scviects remain adanant that IAREA safe-
guards must be mandatoxy. They rejocted the principle of verifi-
cation and yegarding paragraph 2, they questioned the implications
for safeguards, =pd indecd, for the Troaty itself, if no IAEA-
BURATOM agrecnent vore to bz reached 2t ths 2ng of the three yoars.

On the azrendmeats clauss, the Soviets are insisting strongly
that the nuclear powers must retainm a vete and counsider the Quter
Space Treaty clpuse a8 entirely inappropriaste precedent for this
treaty which has sigpificant political implications. Bacleally
they fear the Jduier Space Treaty clause may lead to 2 confusing and
unsatisfactory situstion in which differcent groups of partios claim
to have differing scts oi obligations.

Apart from the two major problem areas, Lrticle III and the
fAmendments clause, we assume on the basis of a lack of negative
comuent to date that the Soviets will accept the substance 1if not
the precise wording of other changes,

On 4-71i 28 we provided the Boviets our NPT interpretations
in the form of answers to guestions posed by our allies, These
have been circulaied with the draft toxts, 3nd aere the samg inter-
pretations which we provided the Allies f r the April 20 NAC

neeting, Roshchin wade ne commant.

The extension of the FHDC recess until Hay 18, agreed by
the co~chairmen on May 2, provides some additionzl time for dis-
cussicn of these peints., Meanwhilco, we shall continue our copn-
sultations in NAC in the light of developmenis at Geneva,
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%.MCREP 1

TO  RUEPDA/NAMILCOM/WASH ?ﬂL”bB
2EN/NAMILCOM/PARLS

INFO RYFPSH/SHAPE BELGIVM o

RXCAB/ SAC LANT

RYBBC/C INCHAN REGRADED NATO UNGLASSIFIED
ZEN/NADEFCOL {Appraved tor Puptic Bisclosurs)
ACEX Per Autharity {MSM -04562;02

RT o H et el Ie/ 6 “u
WATOSECRE i‘!!!ﬂﬂiﬂ!!ihr By. UL :
SUBJECTS' NON-PROLIFERATION TREATY (NPT} = NAC

SPECIAL MEETING, 5 MAY 1967
REFERENCE: LOM L83/67, 5 MAY 1967
i. . THE ¢HAIRVA THE LETTER BY THE US PERMREP DATED 3
MAY 1967,  IN " WHICH HE SA1D THERE WAS AMPLE EXPLANATION OF: THE '
DISgUSSIONS BETWEEN AMBASSADORS FCSTER AND ROSHCHIK . IN SENEVA, AND
HE'ASKED IF THE 1S PERMREP HAD ANYTHING TO aDD OR PROPOSE.
(MGREP (OMMENT: THE WS PERMREP®S LETTER, DATED 3 MAY 1567, HAS
BEEN FORWARDED.BY REFERENGE. ATTACHED TO- THE LETTER ARE A) COPIES
OF THE US AND USSR DRAFT NPT TEXTS EXCHANGED ON 25 APRIL, B) ¢OPY
OF Y5 INTERPRETATION OF NPT AND ¢) A REPORT ON RECENT DIScUSSIONS
BETWEEN AMBASSADORS FOSTER AND ROSHCHIN.  THE DISCISSIONS CENTRED
ON THE PROBLEMS OF SAFEGNARDS AND THE SOVIETS WERE TOLD' THAT
LANGUAGE WHICH PROVIDES FOR ONLY IAFA SAFEGTARDS WAS SIMPLY NOT
ACCEPTABLE TO MANY ENRATOM CONTRIES. HOWEVER, MR. ROSHCHIN -
RECALLED THAT WSSR ¢OUWLD NOT ACCEPT A-PROVISION ANTHORIING FURATOM
SAFEGUARDS AS A WAY OF VERIFYING THE NPT, EVEN IF IAE4 EXERCISED

WLt

CONTROL - OVER EVRATOM. ANOTHER AREA OF SIGNIFICANT DISAGREEMENT WaAS
THE AMENDMENT ¢LAUSE.
APART FROM THE TWO MAJOR PROBLEM AREAS IT IS ASSHMED THAT THE
SOVIETS WILL ACCEPT THE SUBSTANCE IF NOT THE PRECISE wownluc 0F
O THER CHANGES),®
2. THE 1S PERMREP STRESSED THAT, WITH RESPEST TO ARTICLE 1711 ON
SAFEGUARDS,; THERE WERE TWO MAIN ALTERNATIVES: FIRST, TO- TRY VERY
KARD TO- INSIST ON THE LANGUAGE AGREED 'PON IN NACS SECOND, TO GO
TC GENEVA WITH A BLANK ARTICLE. THE LATTER ALTERNATIVE MIGHT QIVE
RISE' TO'PROPCSALS BY THE NON-PROLIFFRATION COUNTRIES, AND HE 13GED
A JUDGEMENT BY THE ALLIES.
REFERRING TO THE ™K AND- 85 AGREEMENT TO SUBMIT THEIR CIVIL NMCLEAR QA
ACTIVITY TO THE SAME CONTROLS AS THOSE TO BE IMPOSED ON NON=-NUGLEAR m
STATES, HE SAID THAT WHEN THIS WAS KNOWN BY NON~ALIGNED cOUNTRIES IT
WOULD PHMT A CERTAIN PRESSURE ON THE SOVIETS AND THE QVESTION WOMLD BE 53
ASKED: WOVLD THE SOVIETS DO THE S&HE? HE ASKED FOR THE QPINION OF ~
THE ALLIES ON THIS POINT.
FITH RESPECT TO PARA. 2 OF ARTICLE IV ON AENDMENT OF THE TREATY,
HE SALD THAT THE WS WERE PREPARED TO CONSIDER A TWG-THISDS MAJORITY
INSTEAD Dr A SIMPLE MAJORITY, AND ALSQO TQ CONSIDER THE PROPOSAL BY

DA“IN (oS OF ENCLOSVRE. I
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AN AMENDMENT BY ALL THOSE.STATES WHO, AT THE TIME, ARE MEMBERS OF THE
BOARD OF GOVENORS OF THE INTERNATIONAL ATOMIC ENERCY AGENCY (IAEAY;)
HE REQUESTED A" JUDGEMENT BY THE COUNCIL AS TO WHETHER THE ¥S SHOULD
PRESS FOR A SIMPLE-OR TWO<THIRDS MAJORITY, OR SHIFT TO THE 1K
sgﬁgzsgzon, OR LEAVE ARTICLE IV BLANK PENDING FURTHER DISCUSSION IN
GENEYA

HE- CONCLUDED BY SAYING THAT, IF THE DEFINITION OF TRNE

CONSULTATION IS THAT THE CONSMLTER DOES NOT KNOW WHAT TO DO NEXT AND
SEEXS ADVICE; THLS WAS A CASE OF TRUE CONSMLTATION.

3.  THE GERMAN. PERMREP SAID HE ¢OULD GIVE ONLY VERY PRELIMINARY
JIEWS OF HIS GOVERNMENT WHICH WOULD HAVE TO STUDY THE NEXT TEXTS IN
DETAIT AND TO CONSIDFR SOME OF THEM WITHIN EURATOM, HIS AUTHORITIES-
APPRECIATED  THAT MR. FOSTER, IN GENEVA, HAD CONDICTED THE DISCMSSIONS
IN ACCORDANCE WITH WHAT HAD BEEN AGREED INPART IN NAC. A’ TEXT
PROVIDING ONLY IAEA SAFEGVARDS WAS CONSIDERED BY THE GERMAN AUTHORIw
TIES TO MEAN THAT NO TREATY COULD BE CONGLMDED. IF THE S DELEGATION
IN GENEVA WOULD GONTINUE TO' PRESS THEIR VERSION OF ARTIALE I1i AND
PARAGRAPHS 1 AND 2 OF ARTICLE IV, IT WOULD BE' FULLY SWPPORTES BY THE
GERMAN AUTHORITIES} THEY WERE, HOWEVER, NOT IN FAVOWR OF THE 'K
COMPROM1SE PROPOSAL; AND- RESERVED THEIR POSITION WITH RESPEQT TO
PARAGRAPH 3 OF ARTICLE IV (UNLIMITED DURATION AND VIOLATION GLAMSE),
FINALLY, HE ASKED FOR CLARIFICATION ON THE DIFFFRENCE IN THE

TWO TEXTS OF PARAGRAPH 1 IF ARTICLE Ve

4,  THE ITALIAN PERMREP SPOKE ON A PERSONAL BASIS, HE SALD THE
RUSS AN COUNTER~PROPOSAY WAS 1NACCEPTABLE AND TMAT HIS ANTHORITIES
WOULD PROBABLY NOT BE ABLE' TO-SUPPORT THE 1K (OMPROMISE PROPOSAL.

HE WAS'NOT IN A POSITION TO ANSWER THE SPECLFi¢ QUESTIONS PHT BY THE
US PERMREP, HE ASSOCIATED HIMSELF WITH THE CONCERN EXPRESSED BY THE.
GERMAN PERMREP WITH RESPECT TO THE UNLIMITED DWRATION OF THE TREATY.
5.  THE BELGIAN PERMREP ALSO SPOKE ON A PERSONAL BASIS} HE- WAS
GRATEFUL FOR THE TRUE CONSULTATION WHICH WAS  TAXING PLACE AND WAS
STRUCK BY THE NUMBER OF PROMISING FEATHRES'IN THE DISCV¥SSION BETWEEN
MR. FOSTER AND MR. ROSHCHIN IN GINEVA. HE MENTIONED A REPORT BY. A
BELG IAN- AMBASSADOR IN EASTERN EUROPE, ACCORDING TO WHIGH THE SOVIETS
THEMSELVES OPPOSED CHANGES IN THEIR DRAFT TEXT WITH THE MOTIVE THAT
QAOTE THE 1S WERE NOT IN FAVOMR OF CHANGES YNOTOTE.

AS FAR AS ARTICLE 111 WAS CONGERNED, HE THOWGHT IT WAS A BAD
PROCEDURE TO TABLE IT BLANK AND RECOMMENDED A QUQOTE BRACKETED
UNQUOTE TEXT, THE MORE SO AS THE UK/US AGREEMENT WAS A NEW FLEMENT,
THE EFFECT OF WHICH ON THE ATTITUDE OF THE SOVIETS WAS UNKNOWN BUT
YERY IMPORTANT. IN TH1S RESPECT HE WAS VERY INTERESTED TO KNOW HOUW
THE BRITISH; AS POTENTIAL MEMBERS OF FURATOM CAND HE HOPED THAT THEY
WOULD SOON BEGOME MEMBERS), ENVISACED THEIR ACGREEMENT 70 IALA GONTROL
TO BE COMPATIBLE WITH THEIR POSITION IN EVRATOM.

§. THE NETHERLANDS PERMREP ALSO SPOKE ON 4 PERSONAL BASIS. HE SAID
THAT WHAT HAD HAPPENED IN GENEVA SHOWED THAT MR. FOSTER HAD STRONGLY
DEFENDED THE INTERESTS OF THE ALLIES. HE WAS NOT SMRPRISED BY THE
REACTION OF THE SOVIETS WHO WERE MOST NEGATIVE ON THE VERY POINTS
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ROOM FOR MANOEWVRES FOR THE HS DELEGATION IN GENEVA. HE ASKED THE UK
PERNREP TG ELUCIDATE THE BRITISH CONPROMISE PROPOSAL AND CONS(DERED
THAT KIS AUTHORITIES WOULD NOT FAVOUR TABLING BLANK ARTICLES, AND -
FINALLY RESERVED HIS RIGHT TO COMMENT IN NAC WHEN THE NEW TEXTS HAD
BEEN STWDIED THOROTGHLY BY HIS GOVERNMENT,

7. 'THE UK PERMREP, IN RESPONSE TQ THE BELGIAN PERMREP, SAID THAT
THE WK OFFER TO SUBMI TOQ CONTROL DID- BOT SPECIFY THAT YK ACCEPTED
TAEA SAFECUARDS} IF A TREATY WERE CONCLWDED, VK WOHLD ACCEPT THE SAME
SAFEGUARDS-AS THE EURATOM PARINERS,-

WITH RESPECT 10 THE WK SUGGESTION ON THE AMENDMENT CLAUWSE, HE
BALD LT WAS DESIGNED TR BE-HELPFHL§ YK WOULD NOT INSIST BWT 40WLD GO
AIONG WITH A BLANK AMENDMENT CLAWSE TIF THIS WAS THE GENERAL YIEW,
TOWEVER, THE UK AVWTHORITIES CONSIDERED THEIR SUGGESTED WORDING MIGHT.
BE MORE EASILY NEGOTIABLE AND MIGHT MEET THE VIEW OF SOME cIVIL NMoL-
EAR STATES WHICH WERE MORE AFFECTED BY THE PRESENT TEXT THAN THE GOM~
PTETELY NON-NHgLEAR STATES,

THE WK AUTHORITIES CONSIDERED THAT REFERENCE TG A LIST OF THE -

IAEA BOARD OF GOVENORS PROVIDED A READY INDICATION OF WHAT CHARGES IN
IWEA RULES COVWLD BE AGREED. HOWEVER, THEY REALISED THE DIFFICMLTY

Wi1eH rxys7ed UM THE BIENNIAL GHANGE IN THE MENBERSKIP OF THAT BOARD®

8, THE THRKISH PERMREP HAD NO INSTRWCTIONS BUT OFFERED THE
SUGGESTION THAT, FURTHER TO THE ALTERNATIVES TO TABLE BLANK ARTICLES
OR ARTICLES WITH BRACKETS,ONE MIGHT TABLE BLANK ARTICLES AND AT THE
SWME TIME HAVE THE TWO PARTIES BISTRIBUTE THEIR nOMPETITIVE PROPOSALS.
9, THE NS-PERMREP,  IN -RESPONSE 10 THE GERMAN PERMREP, CLARIFIED
THAT THERE WAS 4 PRINTING ERROR IN THE QUOTATION OF THE RMSSIAN TEXT
OF"PARA. 1 OF ARTICLE 1¥4 IT SHOULL BE IDENTICAL WITH THE "5 TEXT.
{MCREF - COMMENTt THE ERROR- HAS BEEN £ORRECTER IN THE ENCLOSURE TO
REFERENCE BEFORE FORWARDING).

HE CONSIDERED THE TABLING OF A BLANK ARTIGLE WOWLD INDICATE

THAT THE US ARD THE SOVIETS WERE WORKING ON TRE PROBLEM WHICHE MIGHT

HAVE A DETERRENT EFFECT ON DELEGATIONS WHO MIGHT WISH TO TABLE

PROPOSALS. HE WAS: INTRIGUED BY THE TURKISH PERMREP'S PROPOSAL ABGUT

BLANK ARTIGLES AND COMPETITIVE TEXTS. WITH RESPECT TQO BRACKETED TEXTS,

TE THOUGHT THE MAJORITY OF COUNTRIES WONLD CHOOSE THE WSSR TEXT.

HE HOPED IT WOWLD NOT BE NECESSARY FOR THE US TO ADDRESS

THEMSELVES TO EMRATOM AND THAT THE FURATOM ELEMENT ﬁOﬂLD BE BROMGHT

IN DURING DISCHSSION IN NAG,.

i8. THE CHAIRMAN SAID TE DiSCUSSION HAD BEEN NSEFIL EVEN IF ONLY

ONE PERMREFP HAD BEEN ABLE TO PRISIENT THE PRELIMINARY VIEWS OF KIS

AUTHORITIES AND ONLY A FEW HAD PRESENTED PERSONAL THOQUGHTS. THE

DISCUSSION HAD SPOTTED POINTS OF INTEREST, VIZ. ARTICLES III AND 1Vj
ERYBUDY WAS AGAINST THE USSR TEXT OF ARTICLE 111 AND CONSIDERABLE
OWBT HAD BEEN EXPRESSED ABOWT THE WI5DOWM OF TABLING BLANK ARTICLES.

HONEVER, TODAY THERE HAD BFEN ONLY PRELIMINARY DIScUSSION ON THE

NEW PROPOSALSy AND HE SUGGESTED TRE SWBJECT SHOULD BE PMT ON THE

AGENDA FOR THE {4 MAY 1567 NORMAL NAC MEETING.

ii, COUNCIL TOOK NOTE OF THE STATEMENTS MADE DWRING DISCUSSION AND

LASSIFIED
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I, STAPEMENTS ON POLITTCAL SUBRJECTS

{(Discussed in privote session.)

HATO SECEET

TI. DRAFT NON-PROLIFERATION TREATY

1. The CHAIRMAN invited the United Stotes Representative
to make a further report on recent contacts between the United
States and the Soviet Union at Geneva.

2. The UNITED STAPHS REFREBSENTATIVE said that he would
summarise the results of the negotiations which had taken place
since the last meeting of the Council and would reserve for a
later stage in the meeting consideration of their implications
on the %abling of a draft treaty. He recalled that the previous
week he had circulated a comparative paper setting out the
United States and Soviet texts snd had identified the problems
likely to emerge in further discussions with the Soviet Union.
He hoped that at the present meeting other countries would
express their opinions and that the Council would deternmine the
action to be taken before 18th May, at which date, the United
States felt, as much of the draft text as had been agreed with
the Soviet Union should be tahled at Geneva.

3. Since the last meeting of the Council considerable
discussions had taken place at Geneva and although Mr. Roshchin
had still not received final instructions with regard to the
United States proposals, certain indications of the Soviet
attitude could bYe obtained on the basis of his present guidance:

(i) the Soviets believed that it might be possible
to table a text with a dlank Article III and
with an indication by the Co-Chairmen that the
Article was the object of continuing discussion
ketween the United States and the Soviet Union,
which countries hoped to table a texi as soon
as possible;

(1ii) +they personally seemed to like the new United
States version of paragraph % of Article III
which explicitly protected peaceful nuclear
activities,

(1iii) they had no further information to add to earlier
indications of their possible views regarding
peaceful uses, nuclear disarmement and security
assurarces,

-3~ HATO SECRET
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(iv) +they had not raised any objections to the United
States Interpretations of Articles I and II,

(v) they had clearly emphasised that they would
insist on having a vebto in some form or another
on amendments to the treaty.

Vith regard o paragraph 2 of Article IV, Mr. Poster had pressed
the formuls used for the Cuter Space Treaty and had pointed

out that Japan, which would probacvly ve supporited by other
countries, considered that to allow only nuclear weapon states
the right of vete would be discriminatory, but Mr. Roshchin had
stated that there was no likelihood of the Soviet Union agreeing
to discard its right of veto. Mr. Poster had, on a personal
basis, suggested that acceptance by a two-thirds majority should
Ye necessary vefore amendments could enter inte force, and he
had argued against the subjecting of smendments to a veto.

Mr. Roshechin, hnowever, had rerlied that the suggested two-thirds
majority would not make amendments acceptable to the Soviet Union.
He personally proposed allowing the right of vetc to some
additional countries, peossibly those having a civil nuclear
programme, but he had not mentioned those countries by nane.

The United States felt that in making this proposel the Soviet
Union might be moving some way towards the United Kingdom
suggestion.

4. Ir the view of the United States, failure to table
some Articles of a draft treaty on 18th May on account of an
inability of the United States and the Soviet Union to reach
agreement, particularly regerding Article III, would becoue
increasingly diffiecult to justify. After considerable efforits
to find solutions and after some success in harmonising the
views of the Allies, the United States thought that it would
not be in the interests of the KATO countries %o be in the
position of appearing to block progress on a treaty, and any
further delay would merely postpone the opportunities for other
menbers of the ENDC, as well as for other countries, to examine
a finsl draft text on a matter of such overriding importance.

5. The ITALI&AN REPRESENTATIVE recalled thet at a
previous meeting he had presented his personal comments, on the
basis of indications received from his Authorities, with regard
to the latest information provided by the United States
Representative on recent contacts with the Soviet Union. He had
since been instructed to confirm these comments and to make
some additional observations. The only possible conclusion of
leaving Article III blank would be a compromise beitween an
unacceptable Soviet text and a United States text which Italy
had been unable to accept. He suggested thal it might be
preferable to eliminate the safeguards clause altogether in
conformity with the draft text presentea by the Soviet Union
in September 1965 and never withdérawn; this would greatly
facilitate the negotiations with the Soviet Union. Experience
to date had shown that safeguards to which the Soviet Union 4id
not wish to subject itself became a dangerocus instrument for
interference.
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STATEMENT TO NAC
MAY 24, 1967

6y Ambassador Harlan (leveland

¥r. Chairmun-

Since our discussion of nen-proliferation last week,
the Eighiesan Naticon Disarmament Conference has reconvaned
in Geneva and we have met with the Soviets to see if we
cannsi work oui the remaining differences and proceed with
the tabling of & text. This 18 the process in which the {o-
Chalrmen avs npow engaged, &5 I shali now report in some
detsil, -

I think 1t may be fair to szy, Mr. Chairman, that
reconvening of the ENDBC ushers in 2 new phase in the Counecil's
consideration of this matter. For our part, we intend to
continue to keep the Council informed of events in Geneva
and in particular te report oo the course of the discussions
taking place between the iwo Co-Chalrmen,

We would nmope, ¥r, Chajirman, that the representatives
from the other Wegtern Four countries and those with ohservers
in Gensva might alss vepgort and give their analysis of the
unfolding negotiations 2t the ENDC.

As you kKnow®, Mr. Chairmidn, the ENDC reconvened May 18,
The Soviet Union 8till had no instrucied reaction to the
proposals we had mids to ithem comcerning the text of the
treaty and the procedure for tablinge-with blanks if necessary.
However, Ambassazdor Roshehin's opening remarks were very
noderate in tone and sustained cur impression that the Sovlet
Unicr £8 still seriously interestsd in the Neo-Froliferation
Treafy project.

Reoshehin made only passing reference to Vietnam and
made no wgention of the Federal Republic. He siressed the
importance of adequate international safeguards in the NPT
and, logs construetivaly, held cpen the possibility that the
Kosygin Proposal might be inserted into the KPT to help solve
the problem cf smecurity assurances. As gne-non-aligned
ohservar put 1t, Hoshchin's speech sounded like one he would
have made if he were sbout to table a draft treaty text.

This was irn marked comirast to prilor speculation that,
because of develiopmenis in Southeast Asia, the Soviets were
ne Jonger interested in joining with US on the NPT, Soviet
delay in ratifying the Outer Space Treaty was often cited in

T NATE TNCLASSIFIER"
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Supreme Soviet ratified the OST on May 18, and it is our over-
all impression that the Soviets want to drive a hard but none-
thelese serious bargain on the NPT.

By May 20, the Soviets had at least part of their
instructions. In a rather lengthy co-chairman's meeting that
day, the Soviets accepted ocur proposals for a preambular
paragraph on pesceful explosiors and for the definition of
a nuclear woapon state, They refused, however, to accept our
proposals for the safeguards article, the amendments clause
and the preambular parsgraph on research toward instrumented
safeguards.,

For their part, the Soviets, in a new text{ given us by
Anbassador Roshehln, proposed two additional articles: & new
one on the Xosygin proposzl regirding assurances, and one on
peaceful uses of atomlic enargy which is basically the US
Article ILT, para 5 with some modifications, They zlsc
proposed some new “ban-the~bombh” type languszge tor insertion
in the preambular paragraph on nuclear disarmament,

Mr, Chaiyman, for the convenience of the Coumeil, I will
be happy te circulate a rather detailed description of the
way the new Soviet text differs from the present IS text,

The Scviets described the changes in their text as
"modificstion and additisns to take acscunt of the wishes
of Soviet Alljes.” Rostichin justified the Soviet position
on these poinis along frailiar and predictable lines.

fe asserted that the new language in the preambular
paragraph regarding nucl.eayr disaemament measures represents
only a drafting change and does not change the content of the
US drafi. Roshchin said this language is designed to widen
this provision somewhat and make it more acceptable to none
aligned countries,

In réjecting a preambulsr paragraph regarding
instrumented safeguards, Roshehin said the Soviets see no
need to have sSuch technical matters provided for in a treaty
of a political nature, In the Soviet view, control over such
mersurss shouid be considered in the framework of IAEA,

Roghehin reiterated the well-known Soviet view concerniag
safeguards., He spid that the Soviet Artiele III provides for
2 single system~-~IARBA=which shouid bscome effective on entry
of the treaty into force. He repeated that the Soviets cannot
agree to EURATOM and the Fedsral Republic having a special
position., In Soviet eyes this is tantamount to discrimination
against other pariies to the treaty and to self-inspection.
Reshehin charged that the US proposal would leave loopholes
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which could be used fto ¢irewmvent the WPT. He pointed out

that the U8 draft provides the possibiliiy of allowing another
syston=EURATOM-«t0 provide safeguards not only during a three.
year transitlon psriod but throughout the duration of the
tresty., 3In the Soviet wiew, this approach does not provide
sufficient guarantess for ohssrvance of the treaty.

The Sovieis alse objected te the provision in US
Article III which wouid apply safeguards only to source and
figsionabie materiais for peaceful purposes. Roshehin said
this lesads to narrowing of controls since it does aot provide
for extending safsguards to principal nuclear facilities.
Roshehin alse said he could net agree to modification made in
the U3 draft which would have safeguards apply within the
territory or undsr jurisdiction of nom-~nuclear states, He
said this lesvas open a guestion concerning possible activitiles
conducted by a party to the treaty on the territory of another
state not party tc the treaty., Roshchin pointed out that the
Soviet draft places zafeguards on the entire range of peaceful
activities both state a2nd private regardless where they may be
located-~sven in foreign tervitory.

The Soviets noted the insertion of thes Xosygin proposal
as an coperative articie by merely saying that this provision
meets the wishes of many non~-nucliagy states.

Roshehin coacludesd by saylaog that the Soviet Union does
not agree with anendnents procedure proposed by US, He
expressed concern that a potential violator might exploit such
2 provision to svade 3 major tyeaty obligation. In Roshchin's
view, the US amendment proposal might create a situstion whers
several treaties would exist at once, thus undermining the
stability of the NPT and increasing the possibility of its
violation., He =aid thsi the amendments clause should corres-
pord to the limited tezt ban treaty. He rejectsd drawlng upon
Quter space trsaiy as a model becausie, he said, the OST deals
only with peaceful zctivities and not with disarmampent, He
gtrongiy emphasized that ths Soviats were concerned that the
U8 proposal to eliminate the nuclear powers vetio would be likely
to frustrate agreswent on the NPT,

Ambassader Foster did not make any extended comment fo
this Soviet presentation. Hs said the Soviets could predict
our reaction to many of the points they had raised and hae
sinply wished to say that Roshchin’'s rewmarks weare a step
backwards and wight mean a long summer of pegotiations.
Ambassador Foster #lso took exception to the Soviet rafsrence
in their prsamble {o & prohibhition on the use of nuclear
weapons, He said it wes a retvogression fo "ban-the-bomb"
concepts which the Soviets khow the US cannot accept,
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We 2isc made clesr that reintroducing the Kosygin
propossl was unrealisiic and would creates w major stumbling
block to the trsaty., We xiso expresczsd the hope that tha
Sovists would not =sericusly object to the preambular provi-
sion or instrumented safeguards since its lunclusion in the
NPT would influzrce widér accepiance of the trezty.

We pointed out thai the Soviet proposal on safeguards
was & backward sfep on their part because it pc longer
inciuded a transition period., We ssid that the US proposal
wag a compromigs and & long step toward the Soviet point of
view, Roshchin repiied that the Soviets alsc had come a long
way by fkking a3 chance on IAEA., He claimed it is & Western-
oriented organization created under US auspices on which the
Soviets, have only three places on the Board of Governors
while the ¥West has tweive. Hs concluded by saying that {he
Sovists had accepted the idesa of basing safeguards on IAEA
only with ths greatest difficulfy and that the socialist
countries would be raluctant to accapt a position distipet
from the Western Europsan countries oxn this guestion.

A%t a subsequent meeting cvzlled by the United States
May 20, Ambassadcr Foster suggassted tabling the agreed
portions of the NPT drait with a statemant that the co-
chairmen were stilil negotiating and would make recommendations
later. Roshehin made 17 very clesr thai the Soviets are
quite unwiliing Co %able a draft NPT withoui US/Soviet agree-
nent on the amsndmenis provision. However, he indicated they
would consider jeintly tabling a draft NPT with a blank
Articlie I,

We regard these twe exchanges zs the first official
Soviet resposse fo our rnew NPT formuiations., While clearly
based on ipstructions, it remains to bs Seen whether Roshchin's
statemepts reflect a hardened Soviet position or an attempt
to galin some bargsining lesverage., It would appear that the
Sovists have sume tauctical flaxibility which we shall want to
probe further,

Though disappoeinting, the Soviet response holds no
surprises. Soviet opposition to our proposals on safeguards
(Articls IILI} and amendments (paragraph 2, Article IV) was
predictable as wis thair acceptancs of cur clause for a
peaceful nuclear explosive service. Reinsertion of the
Kosygir propesal is a retirsat from earlier Soviet willingness
to consider assursnces outside ¢{resaty context, but thers are
indieations that the Soviets may intead toe use this for
bargaining und may not insist on including it in any draft to
be tabled.~though they would probably reserve the right to
raise it later if asked to do so by others, It should be
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recogrized that the Soviets have been put in the position of
conslidering various clauses responsive to wishes of ocur Allies,
They probably now fael it necessary to suggest to the US
clauses rsflecting tha views of their Allies (e.g., Rumania)
and designed to cater to the non-aiigned {i.e., Kosygin
Prospoatl, new preambulap para re declaration intentions and
new ariicle on peaceful uses).

Sovist silence on our interpretations, confirmation of
their agreement to other hey treaiy provisions, and the
congtructive and moderats opening ENDC statement by Roshchin
suggest thay continue to wish {0 see this projeci success-
fully concluded.

i{ 2180 seems clear that the main Sovist preoccupation
at this stage is with the amendments clause on which they
want both sides to agree before any NPT text is tabled,
¥We intend to coniinue to discuss the advisability of using
the ouizr-space treaty amendments formulaz, if possible with
two-thirds substituted for & sinple majority, but we may
have to reassess this guesiion i1f they should refuse to
table with a blank for this clause or if they make some
countar-suzgestions,

We also intend to reiterate our strong opposition to
including the Kosygin Proposal in the ¢reaty, We intend to
suggesi that their new panultimate preambular paragraph on
nucisar disarmament meagures bes withhald from any text that
is tabled pending an effort by the co-chairman to work out
agresd language,

Ye see no prospect of early agreemant with the Soviets
on safeguards, however, and we contlnue fo belleve the best
course is to tzble an NPT draft with z bienk Artiecle III,
¥e cortinus to feel that the substance of their new Article
V on the right of non-nuclesar weapon states to develop
peaceful us=s would be best incorporsted in the safsguards
articie, 3¢ in our draft, in order to serve as an inducement
for tha zceeptancs of safepuards. BRBut this is an aspect we
can censider later when we know how Article III will be
hapndied,

We helieve we should reserve further judgment on the
negotiating situstion until we have an opportunity to probe
for elements of fiaxibility in the Soviet positlon, We
feel we can continue, as of now, to stand on the course of
action which was outlined to NAC May 17. We shail continue
to keap the Council closeliy informed.
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DYFFERENCES IN SOVIET TEXT FROM CURRENT U.S. DRAFT

1, ©,8. preambulazr parageagh numbered {5) on research toward
instrumsnted safepguards does not appear,

2, Preambular paragraphs on peaceful uses follow preambular
paragraph on IAEA safepuards rather than appearing at end of
preambular paragraphs. In addition, earliier prsambular
paragraph on paagefu. uzes from U.S. text of March 3, 1967,
baginning "Convinced that in furtherance of this principle....'
remains in text rathsr than being deleted as in current U5,
druft.

3., Preambuiar paragrapn on (CD {(¥o. 8 in current U,S, draft)
has besn expanded (o include "agreements oz the cessation of the
produstion ¢f nuclear weapons, on the prokibition of the use

of nuclear wesposns, on the deziruciicn of sl their existing
stockpiles,™

4, Suviel Article JXI given to US earlier remains in text.

5. Scovied Article IV, tbe "Kosygin Proposai,” has been
added.

8, Soviet Avticie V¥, guite similar to paragraph 5 of U,S,
Article 13X, ha® besn zdaded. Lsff out,however,are the points
mida in the first ssntence of U.S, paragraph 5, and in sub-
paragraph {II) of paragraph 5, &5 well as the reference to
cooperation with international orgznizations in subparagraph
{I131) of paragrarch 5.

T. Parsgrapk ¢ of the original amecdments article (derived
from test ban tresty) rather than the recsnt U.S. proposal
(derived from Spsca trsaty) appears in text,

Soviat fext accepts the following recent U,8, propesals:
1. Preambular language that charge for explosive devices
ghould be 235 low as possible (additiorn to preambular paragraph

11y,

2. Changes in definition of nuclear-weapon state (U.S, Article
¥, paragraph 3).
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8/30/67 Memorandum of Conversation
approved in ACDA/D DATE: August 23, 1967
SUBJECT: Non-Proliferation Treaty (U)

4
PARTICIPANTS: Mr. Edward E, Tomkins, Minister British Embassy
Mr., Ian M. Smart, First Secretary
Mr. Adrian S. Fisher, Acting Director, ACDA

Mr. Gottfried W. Moser, ACDA/D
’ 4 SEP 9Bl
COPIES TO: ACDA (17) @ CIA - Mr. Drell
EUR/BNA s/S— 5L Amembassy LONDON
G/PM White House - Mr. Keeny USMission GENEVA
RPM DOD/ISA - Dr. Halperin DISDEL (3)
INR (10) AEC - Mr, Labowitz USUN NEW YORK
r Mr. Tomkins came to pay an introductory call on Mr., Fisher. 1

After the opening pleasantries, Mr. Fisher said we have reached =
agreement with the Soviets to table the non-proliferation treaty
tomorrow atr 3:00 p.m. Geneva time, The timing will facilitate (
simeltaneous announcement in both capitals. Mr. Fisher said !
this will not be a joint tabling,to which the Soviets objected;
however, the texts will be identical. Mr. Fisher said the treaty

—_
as tabled might cause the FRG some pain. They object to the amend- Ty
ments clause which they say may bind them to amendments with !
which they do not agree. Mr., Fisher said we pointed out to them &~

that with the veto being available to 24 (excluding France) members
of the Board of Directors of the IAFA, which at all times will
include one non-nuclear EURATOM member, it is difficult to

conceive of an amendment passing which the Germans would oppose.

Mr, Fisher said we anticipate much hard negotiation,especially
ont Article III. He said, however, that Article III,when singled
out as a subject, because of general agreement on the rest of the
treaty, will not be as difficult to negotiate as previously when
%, 1t could be used as an argument against taking up the treaty’at
l% all, Mr. Tomkins asked why, in Mr. Fisher's opinion, the Soviets
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delayed until now to table - was it really because the Soviet
leaders were on holiday? Mr. Fisher said this well may be
the answer for there is no clear indication as to why they
chose August 24. '

Mr. Tomkins asked what will happen next? How long do we
expect the next phase to last? Mrx., Fisher said most probably
the ENDC will continue through September - perhaps into
Qctober., He said we may have to return to NATO to discuss
possible changes in our Article III if we are unable to persuade
the Soviets with whom we are committed to make a hard sell
on our current Article IXII, He said he felt the merits of
our position were good for the EURATOM safeguard system does
exist and EURATOM as an entity owns certain nuclear facilities
and is responsible for materials accountability within the
EURATOM area. He said it is not unreasonable to argue that
the TAEA should utilize this organization which is in being.
Mr. Fisher said he is aware of the UK's difficulties arising
from its application for entry into EURATOM,

Mr. Tomkins asked if we expected that other nations will
now come out with all thelr reservations and are we now in for
a free-for-all. Mr. Fisher said we will probably have one
round of this but noted that we have had it already with the
Germans and the Italians. He said having a draft agreed to
by the US and USSR puts a different tone on the negotiations.
While the motivation may be greater for those who oppose the
treaty to find objections to it as we come closer to a final
agreement, at the same time the dangers of objecting to it are
also greater.

Mr, Tomkins asked if we will take up the gquestion of what
steps in disarmament will follow the NPT and alsc the question
of prohibiting non-nuclear-weapon. states from developing
peaceful explosive devices or can we leave these problems to
one side. Mr, Fisher said actually the treaty does not leave these two
issues aside, but addresses them in the preamble,

SECRET
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In response to Mr, Tomkins' question concerning Kiesinger's
expressed desire for a treaty of limited duration, Mr, Fisher
said the Secretary raised this point with Gromyko and received
a rather dour "mo". He said, however, this may be something we
- will have to compromise on, If so he looked upon it as a
possible "closer" and therefore did not think it should be
discussed in the near future, Mr., Tomkins asked if the UK
proposal for a withdrawal clause was a non-starter, Mr. Fisher
sald no, he would not be that categorical.

Mr, Tomkins said that while sexving in Germany he was
somewhat on the fringes of this issue, sometimes wishing that it
would go away. However, he was happy that we had been able to
carry it this far, Mr, Fisher said that in his discussions with
German Parlismentarians who were here last March, he asked them
a number of times if they thought West Germany's present
non=-nuclear policy would be sustainable with ten nuclear powers
in the world. They thought it would not. He then pointed cut
to them the unsettling effect any change in this policy would
have on the European scene, He said they made no response to
this but it was cbvicus the point hit home,

Mr. Tomkins asked if we had had any word from the Soviets
on our approaches to them on the handling ¢f the strategic arms
race. Mr. Fisher said we had not.

Mr, Smart asked what if any reply we had made to the
Italians on the Fanfani proposal. Mr. Fisher said we had
given them no formal answer, but had outlined a series of problems
which the proposal raises. Mr, Fisher said the problem is that
the Fanfani proposal takes on protean forms and we cannot make
formal objections to something so nebulous, He said we have
pointed out to the Italians that this would be a potential
competitor to the non-proliferation treaty which is something
we would like to avoid, Mr. Smart asked if we automatically
excluded the proposal then. Mr. Fisher said we could not
say that. Mr. Fisher said the Italians may simply wish to raise
the proposal to have it be seen and be looking for a place or
for a way in which to drop it, If this is the case, perhaps
this could be handled in the Geneva context. :
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DRAFT TREATY ON THE 1

NON-PROLIFERATION OF NUCLEAR WEAPONS

The States concluding this Treaty, hereinafter referred to
as the "Parties to the Treaty,"”

Considering the devastation that would be visited upon
all mankind by a nuclear war and the consequent need to make
every effort to avert the danger of such a war and to take
measures to safeguard the security of peoples,

Believing that the proliferation of nuclear weapons
would seriocusly enhance the danger of nuclear war,

In conformity with resolutions of the United Nations
General Assembly calling for the conclusion of an agreement
on the prevention of wider dissemination of nuclear weapons,

Undertaking to cooperate in facilitating the application
of International Atomic Energy Agency safeguards on peaceful
nuclear activities,

Expressing their support for research, development and
other efforts to further the application, within the frame-
work of the International Atomic Energy Agency safeguards
system, of the principle of safeguarding effectively the
flow of source and special fissiomable materials by use of
instruments and other techniques at certain strategic points,

Affirming the principle that the benefits of peaceful
applications of nuclear technology, including any techno-
logical by-products which may be derived by nuclear-weapon
States from the development of nuclear explosive devices,
should be available for peaceful purposes to all Parties to
the Treaty, whether nuclear-weapon or non-nuclear-weapon
States,

Convinced that in furtherance of this principle, all
Parties to this Treaty are entitled to participate in the
fullest possible exchange of scientific information for, and

‘GR35
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. s . . 12
to contribute . alone or in cooperation with other States to,

the further development of the applications of atomic energy
for peaceful purposes,

Declaring their intention that potential bemefits from
any peaceful applications of nuclear explosions should be
availlable through appropriate international procedures to
non-nuclear-weapon States Party to this Treaty on a non-
discriminatory basis and that the charge to such Parties for
the explosive devices used should be as low as possible and
exclude any charge for research and development,

Declaring their intention to achieve at the earliest
possible date the cessation of the nuclear arms race,

Urging the cooperation of all States in the attainment
of this objective,

Desiring to further the easing of international temsiomn
and the strengthening of trust between States : in order to
facilitate the cessation of the manufacture of nuclear weapons,
the liquidation of gll their existing stockpiles, and the
elimination from natiomal arsenals of nuclear weapons and the
means of their delivery pursuant to a treaty on generzl and
complete disarmament under strict and effective international
control,

Noting that nothing in this Treaty affects the right of
any group of States to conclude regional treaties in order to
assure the total absence of nuclear weapons in their respective
territories,

Have agreed as follows:
ARTICLE I

Each nuclear-weapon State Party to this Treaty under-
takes 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
oxr other nuclear explosive devices, or control over such weapons
or explosive devices,

SEGRET
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ARTICLE TI

Each non-nuclear-weapon State Party to this Treaty
undertakes not to receive the transfer from any transferor
whatsoever of nuclear weapons or other nuclear explesive
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,

ARTICLE TIII

(International Control)

ARTICLE IV

Nothing in this Treaty shall be interpreted as affecting
the inalienable right of all the Parties to the Treaty to
develop research, production and use of nuclear energy for
peaceful purposes without discrimination and in conformity with
Articles I and II of this Treaty, as well as the right of the
Parties to participate in the fullest possible exchange of
information for, and to contribute alone or in cooperation with
other States to, the further development of the applications of
miclear energy for peaceful purposes.

ARTICLE V

1. Any Party to this Treaty wmay propose amendments to
this Treaty. The text of any proposed amendment shall be
submitted to the Depositary Governments which shall circulate
it to 211 Parties to the Treaty. Thereupon, if requested to do
$0 by one«third or more of the Parties to the Treaty, the
Depositary Governments shall convene a conference, to which
they shall invite all the Parties to the Treaty, to consider
such an amendment.

SECRET
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2. Any amendment to this Treaty must be approved by
a majority of the votes of all the Parties to the Treaty,
including the votes of all nuclear-weapon States Party
to this Treaty and all other Parties which, on the date the
amendment is circulated, are members of the Board of Governors
of the International Atomic Energy Agency. The amendment
shall enter into force for &ll Partiles upon the deposit of
instruments of ratificaticen by a majority of all the Parties,
including the instruments of ratification of all nuclear-weapon
States Party to this Treaty and all other Parties which, on the
date the amendment is circulated, are members of the Board of
Governors of the Intermational Atomic Energy Agency.

3. Five years after the entry into force of this Treaty,
a conference of Parties to the Treaty shall be held in Geneva,
Switzerland, in order to review the operaticn of this Treaty
with a view to assuring that the purposes and provisions ¢f
the Treaty are being realized.

ARTICLE V1

L. This Treaty shall be open to all States for signa-
ture. Any State which doces not sign the Treaty before its
entry into force in accordance with paragraph 3 of this
Article may accede to it at any time.

2. This Treaty shall be subject to ratification by
signatory States. Instruments of ratification and instru-
ments of accession shall be deposited with the Governments
of , which are hereby designated the Depositary
Governments,

3. This Treaty shall enter into force after its
ratification by all nuclear-weapon States signatory to this
Treaty, and other States signatory to this Treaty,
and the deposit of their instruments of ratification. For
the purposes of this Treaty, a nuclear-weapon State is one
which has manufactured and exploded a nuclear weapon or
other nuclear explosive device prior to January 1, 1967.,

4. TFor States whose instruments of ratification or
accession are deposited subsequent to the entry into force

SECRET
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of this Treaty, it shall enter into force on the date of the 15

deposit of their instruments of ratification or accession,

5. The Depositary Governments shzall promptly inform
all signatory and acceding States of the date of each
signature, the date of deposit of each instrument of ratifi-
cation or of accession, the date of the entry into force of
this Treaty, and the date of receipt of any requests for
convening a conference or other notices.

6. This Treaty shall be registered by the Depositary
Governments pursuant to Article 102 of the Charter of the
United Nations.

ARTICLE VII
This Treaty shall be of unlimited duration.

Each Party shall in exercising its national sovereignty
have the right to withdraw from the Treaty if it decides that
extraordinary events, related to the subject matter of this
Tresaty, have jeopardized the supreme interests cof its country,
It shall give notice of such withdrawal to all other Parties
to the Treaty and to the United Nations Security Council
three months in advance, Such notice shall include a state-
ment of the extraordinary events it regards as having jeop-
| ardized its supreme Interests.

ARTICLE VIII

This Treaty, the English, Russian, French, Spanish and
Chinese texts of which are equally authentic, shall be
deposited in the archives of the Depositary Governments, Duly
certified copies of this Treaty shall be transmitted by the
Depositary Governments to the Governments of the signatory
and acceding States,

In witness whereof the undersigned, duly authorized, have
gsigned this Treaty.

Done in at this day

of
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12/24/68

THE NON-PROLIFERATION TREATY

In the early fall of 1966, President Johnson was faced with
the critical decision in the negotiation of the Non-Proliferation Treaty
{NPT) -- whether to seek a compromise agreement with the Soviet
Union on the basic obligation of the NPT that would not permit the
Multilateral Force/Atlantic Nuclear Force (MLF/ANF) concepts,
The US and Soviet Union had reached an impasse on the formulation
of the basic obligations of the treaty as a consequence of the special
problems created by the MLF/ANF proposals, At the same time, it
seemed clear that the Soviets wanted the treaty and would probably
retreat from their own formal position that also brought into question
existing US-NATO nuclear arrangements in order to obtain agreement.
The issue evolved slowly during the summer and fall of 1966 in complex
negotiations over treaty language so that one cannot point to a single
crisis or to a specific Presidential decision that resolved the problem.
Nevertheless, President Johnson's firm continuing desire to move ahead
with the treaty provided the impetus that led to achieving compromise
language without which further progress on the treaty would have been
impossible.

Ever since the Baruch Plan in 1946, it had been US policy to
oppose the spread of nuclear weapons. Various proposals to this end
were advanced during the Eisenhower and Kennedy Administrations.

The 1961 UN General Assembly unanimously adopted the Irish Resolu-
tion calling on all states to conclude a non-proliferation agreement. The
proposal was not seriously pursued, however, until President Johnson
in his message of January 21, 1964, to the Eighteen-Nation Disarmament
Committee (ENDC) called for a non-proliferation agreement based

on the Irish Resolution. This set in motion one of the most complex
negotiations in the history of diplomacy extending over a period of

4-1/2 years and involving most of the major countries in the world.

A detailed chronological description of these negotiations is contained

in Appendix A,

The first Chinese nuclear test in October 1964 focussed new
attention on the urgency of preventing the further spread of nuclear
weapons, To this end, President Johnson appointed a special committee
of distinguished citizens, under the chairmanship of Roswell Gilpatric,
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to study the problem presented by nuclear proliferation. In its report
to the President, Appendix B, the Committee called for an intensifica -
tion of efforts to achieve a non=-proliferation agreement despite prob-
lems this might create with various allies and neutrals,

The negotiation of the NPT proved exceedingly difficult. From
the outset, the US faced a fundamental dilemyma: how to meet the con-
flicting demands of, on the one hand, our policy to stop the spread of
nuclear weapons and, on the other hand, the requirements of our existing
nuclear arrangements with our NATO allies and future plans for nuclear
sharing with our NATO allies. This dilemma focussed on the long-
standing US proposal to develop the MLF/ANF which would have in-
volved some form of joint ownership, manning, and command of a
NATO strategic nuclear force. Although the rationale for the MLF/ANF
centered on strengthening the NATO alliance and encouraging European
unity, it was also argued that it would in fact serve as a non-proliferation
measure itself by removing the incentive for the Germans and other
Europeans to develop independent nuclear forces,

The Soviets made it clear from the beginning of the negotiations
on the NPT that they were not interested in an undertaking that would
permit the MLF., In fact, their actions indicated that their principal
initial interest in the treaty was to deny such a capability to the Germans.
The NPT negotiations, therefore, started under particularly difficult
circumstances since the US effort to achieve an MLF agrecement was
concurrently building to a climax. The confrontation on this issue
initially obscured the more general question as to whether or not the
Soviets would accept an agreement that was consistent with existing
US nuclear arrangements with its allies and future plans for broader
consultation within the alliance.

The United States submitted a draft Non-Proliferation Treaty
to the ENDC on August 17, 1965, This draft clearly left open the
possibility of MLF/ANF arrangements since these did not constitute
proliferation as defined in the draft treaty. The Soviet Union countered
by submitting its own draft treaty to the UNGA on September 24, 1965,
The Soviet draft treaty clearly prohibited MLF/ANF arrangements
since non-nuclear weapons states were not given ''the right to partici-
pate in the ownership, control, or use of nuclear weapons.'" More-
over, the Soviet draft raised questions as to the acceptability of existing
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US-NATO nuclear arrangements as well as the possibility of joint
US-NATO nuclear planning. Although the operative article in neither
draft was acceptable to the other party, the drafts did begin to focus
attention on the precise arcas of difference and indicated the other
considerations that would have to be covered in such a treaty, On
March 21, 1966, the US submitted an amended formulation of the
operative articles; however, these did not really narrow the funda-
mental difference with the Soviets over the issue of the MLF/ANF.

In Appendix C, the original Soviet draft treaty and the US draft treaty,
as amended March 21, 1966, are compared.

After Prime Minister Wilson's visit in December 1964 and the
issuance of NSAM 322, pressure within the US Government for the
MLF /ANF proposal gradually declined during 1965. Although the plan
was essentially moribund by the beginning of 1966, there continued to
be strong reluctance to take any action that would formally foreclose
the possibility of future development of this type of arrangement.

Concurtrently, by the summer of 1966 there were increasing
signs that the Soviets really wanted an NPT and might be willing to
make some concessions in their previously adamant position. There
was, however, still a widely held view in the US Government that the
Soviets were really only interested in the NPT as a weapon to attack
the NATO alliance in general and the FRG in particular, In this view,
any concessions on our part with regard to the MLF/ANF would not
be met by any Soviet concessions but would simply start us off on a
slippery slope with increased Soviet attacks on existing US nuclear
arrangements with NATO.

Despite reservations about the NPT within the US Government,
there was strong and growing public interest and support for the con-
cept of the NPT, This was best exemplified by the unanimous approval
in the Senate on May 17, 1966, of the Pastore Resolution endorsing
the Administration's efforts to obtain the NPT.

In this atmosphere of mixed anticipation and apprehension in
the summer of 1966, Ambassador Fisher began exploratory discussions
with his opposite number, Ambassador Roshchin, to determine whether
modifications in language or alternative formulations of the basic treaty
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obligations were possible. As the talks progressed, it became increas-
ingly clear that the Soviets wanted agreement on the NPT but would not
accept a formulation that would legalize the MLF. The details of these
and other critical negotiations during the summer and fall of 1966,

when the future of the NPT was decided, are covered in Page 73 -124 of
Appendix A, and the documentation covering this period of the negotia-
tions is contained in the Annex to Appendix A,

During this period, consideration was given within the US
Government to various reformulations of the basic obligations under
the treaty in an effort to avoid the issue of the MLF /ANF that divided
the negotiators. For example, reacting to a Soviet criticism of the
US position, Secretary Rusk suggested an alternative approach to the
treaty based on the concept of barring ''physical access' to nuclear
weapons, rather than the concepts of '"transfer' or '"control." How-
ever, given the existing nuclear arrangements with our NATO allies,
this proved to present more problems than it resolved, and it was not
pursued, Efforts were made to reassure the Soviets in terms of the
existing provisions of our Atomic Energy Act; however, this did not
resolve the question of treaty language.

By the end of the summer, it appeared that we could obtain a
treaty based on a simple '"no transfer" formula that would rule out an
MLF /ANF type arrangement but would protect our existing NATO
nuclear arrangements and future NATO nuclear consultations, and would
not bar the succession of a future European state to the nuclear status
of one of its former components, There was a clear division of opinion
within the US Government as to whether or not we should accept this
formulation as the basis for a treaty. Although the focus of attention
at this point of decision was almost exclusively on the NPT, there
were other approaches to the non-proliferation problem that found
support within the Government and were advanced as possible alterna-
tives. A summary of the status of alternative approaches to the non-
proliferation problem at this point is set forth in a memorandum,
dated August 30, 1966, in Appendix D.

On September 22 and again on September 24, Secretary Rusk
and Foreign Minister Gromyko had a frank discussion of the status
‘ of the NPT negotiations. The desire of both parties to achieve agree-
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ment and the small margin of difference were clear. On instruction
after each meeting, Ambassadors Foster and Roshchin attempted
without success to find satisfactory compromise language,

In the meantime, on September 26 and 27, 1966, Chancellor
Erhard and Foreign Minister Schroeder met with the President and
Secretaries of State and Defense to discuss nuclear sharing and non-
proliferation. During the talks, the Germans indicated that they would
not press at this time for a hardware solution and agreed in the public
communique on the need to check the proliferation of nuclear weapons
into the national control of non-nuclear weapons states,

On October 1, 1966, the President met at Camp David with

Secretaries Rusk and McNamara and other principal foreign policy
advisors and discussed the status of the NPT negotiations. The
conclusion of the meeting as reported by Secretary Rusk (Annex,
Page 107, Item 8l) was subject to varying interpretations and did not
give any direct guidance as to whether we were prepared to accept

. compromise language., At the same time, the President's statements
made clear his strong belief in the policy of non-proliferation and his
desire to obtain a treaty if possible.

On October 10, 1966, Foreign Minister Gromyko and Secretary
Rusk discussed the problem further without resolving the question of
language. Gromyko also met with President Johnson after which both
made optimistic public statements concerning the prospects for agree-
ment,

In early November, 1966, the Foster -Roshchin working level -
negotiations resumed, After extended discussions of various formula -
tions, the Soviets on December 5, 1966, formally proposed adoption
of the specific language that was finally to appear in the treaty
(Appendix E). Ambassador Foster recommended that the US accept
this language. However, no formal decision was taken at that time.
Instead, Secretary Rusk gave the proposed compromise language to
the Foreign Ministers of the UK, Canada, France, FRG, and Italy at
the NATO Ministerial Meeting, December 12-14, 1966, for their
consideration, Thus, although the US was not yet formally committed
to the language, it had in effect been agreed upon, subject to con-
sultation with our allies,
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Another 1-1/2 years of complex negotiations were to take
place with the Soviets, our allies, and the non-aligned in the develop-
ment of the complete text of the Non-Proliferation Treaty. Many
extremely difficult issues would have to be faced, such as the safe-
guards provisions, peaceful uses of nuclear explosives, the handling of
nuclear guarantees, the duration of the treaty, etc, Nevertheless,
once an informal meeting of minds with the Soviets was achieved on
the formulation of the basic treaty obligation, the way was finally
cleared to move forward on the drafting and negotiation of the com-
plete treaty,

Spurgeon Ke s AT,
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% Zl/ 22 April 1970
%
International Atomic Energy Agency GENERAL Distr.

INFORMATION CIRCULAR ENGLISH

TREATY ON THE NON-PROLIFERATION OF NUCLEAR WEAPONS

Notification of the entry into force

1. By letters addressed to the Director General on 5, 6 and 20 March 1970 respectively, the
Governments of the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland, the United States of
America and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, which are designated as the Depositary
Governments in Article IX. 2 of the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons,
informed the Agency that the Treaty had entered into force on 5 March 1970.

2. The text of the Treaty, taken from a certified true copy provided by one of the Depositary
Governments, is reproduced below for the convenience of all Members.

TREATY
ON THE NON-PROLIFERATION OF NUCLEAR WEAPONS
The States concluding this Treaty, hereinafter referred to as the “Parties to the Treaty”,

Considering the devastation that would be visited upon all mankind by a nuclear war and the
consequent need to make every effort to avert the danger of such a war and to take measures to
safeguard the security of peoples,

Believing that the proliferation of nuclear weapons would seriously enhance the danger of
nuclear war,

In conformity with resolutions of the United Nations General Assembly calling for the
conclusion of an agreement on the prevention of wider dis semination of nuclear weapons,

Undertaking to co-operate in facilitating the application of International Atomic Energy
Agency safeguards on peaceful nuclear activities,

Expressing their support for research, development and other efforts to further the
application, within the framework of the International Atomic Energy Agency safeguards
system, of the principle of safeguarding effectively the flow of source and special fissionable
materials by use of instruments and other techniques at certain strategic points,

Affirming the principle that the benefits of peaceful applications of nuclear technology,
including any technological by-products which may be derived by nuclear-weapon States from
the development of nuclear explosive devices, should be available for peaceful purposes to all
Parties to the Treaty, whether nuclear-weapon or non-nuclear-weapon States,

Convinced that, in furtherance of this principle, all Parties to the Treaty are entitled to
participate in the fullest possible exchange of scientific information for, and to contribute alone
or in co-operation with other States to, the further development of the applications of atomic
energy for peaceful purposes,

Declaring their intention to achieve at the earliest possible date the cessation of the nuclear
arms race and to undertake effective measures in the direction of nuclear disarmament,

Urging the co-operation of all States in the attainment of this objective,
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Recalling the determination expressed by the Parties to the 1963 Treaty banning nuclear
weapon tests in the atmosphere, in outer space and under water in its Preamble to seek to
achieve the discontinuance of all test explosions of nuclear weapons for all time and to continue
negotiations to this end,

Desiring to further the easing of international tension and the strengthening of trust between
States in order to facilitate the cessation of the manufacture of nuclear weapons, the liquidation
of all their existing stockpiles, and the elimination from national arsenals of nuclear weapons
and the means of their delivery pursuant to a Treaty on general and complete disarmament
under strict and effective international control,

Recalling that, in accordance with the Charter of the United Nations, States must refrain in
their international relations from the threat or use of force against the territorial integrity or
political independence of any State, or in any other manner inconsistent with the Purposes of the
United Nations, and that the establishment and maintenance of international peace and security
are to be promoted with the least diversion for armaments of the world's human and economic
resources,

Have agreed as follows:

ARTICLEI

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 11

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.

ARTICLE III

1. Each Non-nuclear-weapon State Party to the Treaty undertakes to accept safeguards, as
set forth in an agreement to be negotiated and concluded with the International Atomic Energy
Agency in accordance with the Statute of the International Atomic Energy Agency and the
Agency's safeguards system, for the exclusive purpose of verification of the fulfilment of its
obligations assumed under this Treaty with a view to preventing diversion of nuclear energy
from peaceful uses to nuclear weapons or other nuclear explosive devices. Procedures for the
safeguards required by this Article shall be followed with respect to source or special
fissionable material whether it is being produced, processed or used in any principal nuclear
facility or is outside any such facility. The safeguards required by this Article shall be applied
on all source or special fissionable material in all peaceful nuclear activities within the territory
of such State, under its jurisdiction, or carried out under its control anywhere.
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2. Each State Party to the Treaty undertakes not to provide: (a) source or special fissionable
material, or (b) equipment or material especially designed or prepared for the processing, use or
production of special fissionable material, to any non-nuclear-weapon State for peaceful
purposes, unless the source or special fissionable material shall be subject to the safeguards
required by this Article.

3. The safeguards required by this Article shall be implemented in a manner designed to
comply with Article IV of this Treaty, and to avoid hampering the economic or technological
development of the Parties or international co-operation in the field of peaceful nuclear
activities, including the international exchange of nuclear material and equipment for the
processing, use or production of nuclear material for peaceful purposes in accordance with the
provisions of this Article and the principle of safeguarding set forth in the Preamble of the
Treaty.

4. Non-nuclear-weapon States Party to the Treaty shall conclude agreements with the
International Atomic Energy Agency to meet the requirements of this Article either individually
or together with other States in accordance with the Statute of the International Atomic Energy
Agency. Negotiation of such agreements shall commence within 180 days from the original
entry into force of this Treaty. For States depositing their instruments of ratification or
accession after the 180-day period, negotiation of such agreements shall commence not later
than the date of such deposit. Such agreements shall enter into force not later than eighteen
months after the date of initiation of negotiations.

ARTICLE IV

1. Nothing in this Treaty shall be interpreted as affecting the inalienable right of all the
Parties to the Treaty to develop research, production and use of nuclear energy for peaceful
purposes without discrimination and in conformity with Articles I and II of this Treaty.

2. All the Parties to the Treaty undertake to facilitate, and have the right to participate in. the
fullest possible exchange of equipment, materials and scientific and technological information
for the peaceful uses of nuclear energy. Parties to the Treaty in a position to do so shall also co-
operate in contributing alone or together with other States or international organizations to the
further development of the applications of nuclear energy for peaceful purposes, especially in
the territories of non-nuclear-weapon States Party to the Treaty, with due consideration for the
needs of the developing areas of the world.

ARTICLE V

Each Party to the Treaty undertakes to take appropriate measures to ensure that, in
accordance with this Treaty, under appropriate international observation and through
appropriate international procedures, potential benefits from any peaceful applications of
nuclear explosions will be made available to non-nuclear-weapon States Party to the Treaty on a
non-discriminatory basis and that the charge to such Parties for the explosive devices used will
be as low as possible and exclude any charge for research and development. Non-nuclear-
weapon States Party to the Treaty shall be able to obtain such benefits, pursuant to a special
international agreement or agreements, through an appropriate international body with adequate
representation of non-nuclear-weapon States. Negotiations on this subject shall commence as
soon as possible after the Treaty enters into force. Non-nuclear-weapon States Party to the
Treaty so desiring may also obtain such benefits pursuant to bilateral agreements.
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ARTICLE VI

Each of the Parties to the Treaty undertakes to pursue negotiations in good faith on effective
measures relating to cessation of the nuclear arms race at an early date and to nuclear
disarmament, and on a treaty on general and complete disarmament under strict and effective
international control.

ARTICLE VII

Nothing in this Treaty affects the right of any group of States to conclude regional treaties in
order to assure the total absence of nuclear weapons in their respective territories.

ARTICLE VIII

1. Any Party to the Treaty may propose amendments to this Treaty. The text of any
proposed amendment shall be submitted to the Depositary Governments which shall circulate it
to all Parties to the Treaty. Thereupon, if requested to do so by one-third or more of the Parties
to the Treaty, the Depositary Governments shall convene a conference, to which they shall
invite all the Parties to the Treaty, to consider such an amendment.

2. Any amendment to this Treaty must be approved by a majority of the votes of all the
Parties to the Treaty, including the votes of all nuclear-weapon States Party to the Treaty and all
other Parties which, on the date the amendment is circulated, are members of the Board of
Governors of the International Atomic Energy Agency. The amendment shall enter into force
for each Party that deposits its instrument of ratification of the amendment upon the deposit of
such instruments of ratification by a majority of all the Parties, including the instruments of
ratification of all nuclear-weapon States Party to the Treaty and all other Parties which, on the
date the amendment is circulated, are members of the Board of Governors of the International
Atomic Energy Agency. Thereafter, it shall enter into force for any other Party upon the deposit
of its instrument of ratification of the amendment.

3. Five years after the entry into force of this Treaty, a conference of Parties to the Treaty
shall be held in Geneva, Switzerland, in order to review the operation of this Treaty with a view
to assuring that the purposes of the Preamble and the provisions of the Treaty are being realised.
At intervals of five years thereafter. a majority of the Parties to the Treaty may obtain, by
submitting a proposal to this effect to the Depositary Governments, the convening of further
conferences with the same objective of reviewing the operation of the Treaty.

ARTICLE IX

1. This Treaty shall be open to all States for signature. Any State which does not sign the
Treaty before its entry into force in accordance with paragraph 3 of this Article may accede to it
at any time.

2. This Treaty shall be subject to ratification by signatory States. Instruments of ratification
and instruments of accession shall be deposited with the Governments of the United Kingdom
of Great Britain and Northern Ireland, the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics and the United
States of America, which are hereby designated the Depositary Governments.

3. This Treaty shall enter into force after its ratification by the States, the Governments of
which are designated Depositaries of the Treaty, and forty other States signatory to this Treaty
and the deposit of their instruments of ratification. For the purposes of this Treaty, a nuclear-
weapon State is one which has manufactured and exploded a nuclear weapon or other nuclear
explosive device prior to 1 January, 1967.
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4. For States whose instruments of ratification or accession are deposited subsequent to the
entry into force of this Treaty, it shall enter into force on the date of the deposit of their
instruments of ratification or accession.

5. The Depositary Governments shall promptly inform all signatory and acceding States of
the date of each signature, the date of deposit of each instrument of ratification or of accession,
the date of the entry into force of this Treaty, and the date of receipt of any requests for
convening a conference or other notices.

6. This Treaty shall be registered by the Depositary Governments pursuant to Article 102 of
the Charter of the United Nations.

ARTICLE X

1. Each Party shall in exercising its national sovereignty have the right to withdraw from the
Treaty if it decides that extraordinary events, related to the subject matter of this Treaty, have
jeopardized the supreme interests of its country. It shall give notice of such withdrawal to all
other Parties to the Treaty and to the United Nations Security Council three months in advance.
Such notice shall include a statement of the extraordinary events it regards as having
jeopardized its supreme interests.

2. Twenty-five years after the entry into force of the Treaty, a conference shall be convened
to decide whether the Treaty shall continue in force indefinitely, or shall be extended for an
additional fixed period or periods. This decision shall be taken by a majority of the Parties to the
Treaty.

ARTICLE XI

This Treaty, the English, Russian, French, Spanish and Chinese texts of which are equally
authentic, shall be deposited in the archives of the Depositary Governments. Duly certified
copies of this Treaty shall be transmitted by the Depositary Governments to the Governments of
the signatory and acceding States.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF the undersigned, duly authorised, have signed this Treaty.

DONE in triplicate, at the cities of London, Moscow and Washington, the first day of July,
one thousand nine hundred and sixty-eight.
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indefinitely, or shall be extended for an additional fixed period or periods.
This decision shall be taken by a majority of the Parties to the Treaty.

Article X]

This Treary, the English, Russian, French, Spanish and Chinese texts
of which are equally authentic, shall be deposited in the archives of the Depo-
sitary Governments. Duly certified copies of this Treaty shall be transmitred
by the Depositary Governments to the Governments of the signatory and
acceding Stares.

HEADS OF STATES
WELCOME NPT

In Moscow, London and Washington the Heads of
State of USSR, UK and USA each made statements
welcoming the Treaty on Non-Proliferation of
Nuclear Weapons when the first signing ceremonies
ook place on 1 July.

Mr. KOSYGIN'S SPEECH

In Moscow, Mr. A. Kosygin, Chairman of the Coundil of Ministers of
the USSR, said:

At the request of the Soviet Government I would like to express deep
satisfaction with the fact that today the signing of the Treaty on the Non-Proli-
feration of Nuclear Weapons is beginning, This is an important international
document; and it has been commended by the vast majority of Member States
of the United Nations. The conclusion of the Non-Proliferation Treaty is a major
contribution to peace. Ever since nuclear weapons appearcd the Soviet Union
has firmly and consistently made efforts to remove the nuclear threat from
mankind, The Treaty is an impoistant step towards this objective since it consti-
tutes a barrier to the further proliferation of nuclear weapons and in doing so
decreases the danger of nuclear war breaking out.

The participation by a large number of States today in signing the Treaty
is convincing proof that mutually acceptable ways and means can be found by

States for solving difficult international problems of vital importance for mankind
as a whole, The drawing up of the Treaty has demanded great efforts and
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The scene in Moscow when A.N. Kosygin, Chairman of the USSR Coundil of Ministers, made
his speech aftert the signing there of the nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty. The signatories
were A.A. Gromyko, USSR Minister for Foreign Affairs, Sir Geoffrey Harrison, UK Ambas-
sador to USSR, and L.E. Thompson, USA Ambassador to USSR.

Photo: Fotochronika Tass

prolonged discussions in which States with differing sodal systems, nuclear
and non-nuclear Powers, countries large and small, advanced and developing,
have all taken part. The Treaty reflects the numerous suggestions and proposals
put forward by different States and takes into account the differing points of
view on solving the problem of non-proliferation, yet all the States which voted
for it have agreed on the main point, namely the necessity of preventing proli-
feration of nuclear weapons.

The resolution recently adopted by the Security Coundil on security gua-
rantees for non-nuclear States Parties to the Treaty constitutes an important
supplement to the Treaty itself. The Soviet Government, as was stated in the
Security Council, intends to adhere to this decision with the utmost strictness.

Five years ago here in Moscow we signed a treaty banning nuclear weapon
tests in the atmosphere, in outer space and under water. Subsequently, the
treaty forbidding the use of outer space for military purposes was concluded.
Together with the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons these
constitute practical steps towards limiting the arms race and create more favour-
able conditions for progress in disarmament.

The Soviet Government, attaching great importance to those provisions
of the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons which impose on
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parties to the Treaty the obligation to pursue negotiations in good faith on
effective measures for cessation of the nucdear arms race and nuclear disarma-
ment, has decided to send a memorandum to all governments on certain urgent
measures relating to cessation of the arms race and disarmament, for example
a ban on the employment of nuclear weapons, a cessation of the manufacture
of nuclear weapons, the reduction and liquidation of nuclear stock-piles and the
limitation and subsequent reduction of means of delivery of strategic weapons.
The Soviet Government attaches exceptional importance to this memorandum
it has sent, since it is directed at strengthening peace. Simultaneous or gradual
implementation of the disarmament measures proposed by the Soviet Govern-
ment would be a serious contribution to the struggle to end the arms race and
to reach a general solution to the whole problem of disarmament.

I would like to express the hope that the memorandum will be examined
by the governments of the world with all necessary attention, that it will be the
object of thorough and constructive discussion in the Eighteen-Nation Committee
on Disarmament, which in the near future is to renew its work, and that as a
result of this, it will prove possible to achieve concrete results in the sphere of
disarmament, in accordance with the aspiratious of all peoples throughout the
world,

STATEMENTS IN LONDON

Mr, Harold Wilson, Prime Minister of the U.K,, and Mr, Michael Stewart,
Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs, both spoke at the London ceremony.

Mr. Wilson: This is an historic occasion. I have no hesitatdon in describ-
ing this Treaty, which is being signed today in Moscow and Washington as
well as here in London, as the most important measure of arms control and
disarmament on which agreement has yet been reached. If steps had not been
taken to prevent nuclear weapons spreading first to one country, then to another,
within a few yeats the whole world would have been darkened by a black cloud
of fear. The purpose of this Treaty is to dispel thar gathering cloud, and to
ensure that the vast forces locked in the atom are devoted to the welfare of
mankind, rather than to its destruction.

It is nearly seven years since the idea of a non-proliferation wreaty was
first conceived. During the long negotiations since then, cynics have said that
the idea would never become a reality; that time was working against us.
Certainly, if we had not now approved this Treaty, we might never have been
given another chance to halt the spread of nuclear weapons; and the cynics
would have been proved right. But, as it is, we have chosen the road of wis-
dom. It will lead, we confidentlv expect, to continuing advance towards further
measures of arms control and disdrmament.

For this success we are greatly indebted to that patient and expert body,
the Eighteen-Nation Disarmament Committee, The Treaty is also proof that in
a matter of highest importance East and West can work together towards the
common goal of world security. We all know how much the Treaty owes to
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Michael Stewart, UK Foreign Secretary, signs the Non-Proliferation Treaty in London watched
by David Bruce, US Ambassador, (extreme right) and Mikhail N. Smirnovsky, USSR Ambas-
sador, (second from left). On the extreme left is Harold Wilson, UK Prime Minister, who
opened the ceremony. Photo: Associated Press

the United States and the Soviet Union, whose distinguished representatives
are here to sign this Treaty. And I pay tribute in particular to the tireless
work and skilled diplomacy of Mr. Foster and Mr. Roschin, the Co-Chairmen
of the E.N.D.C., who can be rightly proud of the success with which their
labours have at last been crowned.

But I would not like this occasion to pass without mentioning also the
persistence and the skill of our own negotiating team led so ably over the past
few years, by my right honourable friends Mr. Mulley and Lord Chalfont whose
presence at this ceremony we all welcome.

When the Government was formed nearly four years ago Lord Chalfont
was appointed Britain's first ever Minister of Disarmament with full time res-
ponsibility for working with other Governments, first towards the achievement
we are celebrating today and then further measures of arms control leading to
the final goal of general and complete disarmament.

I believe that Britain was able to play a significant part in helping towards
today’s achievement as a result of the efforts, under the direction of the Foreign

Secretary, of these two Ministers who have striven so tirelessly for the historic
moment we are celebrating today.
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Your Excellencies, this is not a Treaty for which just two or three coun-
tries are responsible. It exists because it reflects and enshrines mankind's
universal and fundamental desire for peace and security. Every Government
whose representatives supported the Treaty in the United Nations General
Assembly and who voted for the resolution can feel that it has contributed 10
the Treaty we are signing today; and the many representatives present at this
ceremony have the special distinction of demonstrating their and their countries’
support for the Treaty by signing it on the day that it is opened for signature,

I am sure that I voice a sentiment that all of you will echo when I say
that Her Majesty’'s Government will continue, with renewed confidence and
renewed hope, to work for further advances in disarmament — confident and
hopeful that we shall in the future be able to look back on this occasion as a
major step towards a better and safer world,

Mr. Stewart: For more than twenty years, the threat of nuclear destruc-
tion has hovered over the fortunes of mankind. During that period the moments
of fear and anxiety have been 100 many and the moments of rejoicing too
few, but today we have an occasion of rejoicing because by this Treaty we not
only avert the spread of nuclear weapons, over the world, but we increase trust
between nations, and so make easier the task of taking those further steps and
they are still many which can deliver the peoples of the world from the burden
of the cost of armaments and offer to the new generation a world more sure
and more full of hope. So it is a matter of great joy to me that I have been
able to sign this Treaty today and it is now with equal delight that I ask the
distinguished representatives of other States here to come and sign the Treaty.

PRESIDENT JOHNSON’S ADDRESS

At the ceremony in Washington President Lyndon B. Johnson gave the
following address:

This is a reassuring and hopeful moment in the relations among nations.

We have come today to sign a treaty which limits the spread of nuclear
weapons,

More than fifty nations are here in Washington to commit their govern-
ments to this Treaty. Their representatives are also signing today in Moscow
and in London, We hope and expect that virtually all the nations will move in
the weeks and months ahead to accept this Treaty which was commended to the
world by the overwhelming majority of the members of the United Nations
General Assembly.

The Treaty’s purpose are simple:

— To commit the nations of the world which do not have nuclear weapons,
not to produce or receive them in the future;

21
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Dean Rusk, US Foreign Secretary, signing the Non-Proliferation Treaty in Washington. On
his left is President Johnson and to his right are William Foster, US Representative to the
Eighteen-Nation Committee on Disarmament, Sir Patrick Dean, UK Ambassador, and Anatoliy
Dobrynin, USSR Ambassador, each of whom also signed the Treaty. Photo: Votavafoto, Wien

— To assure equally that such nations have the full peaceful benefits of the
atom;

— and to ommit the nuclear powers to move forward towards eflective meas-
ures of arms control and disarmament.

Just a year ago, Chairman Kosygin and I agreed at Glassboro that we
could work intensively in the time ahead to achieve this result.

After nearly a quarter century of danger and fear — reason and sanity
have prevailed to reduce the danger and to lessen the fear. All mankind is
reassured.

As the moment is reassuring, so it is, even more, hopeful and heart-
ning. For this Treaty is evidence that amid the tensions, the strifc, the struggle
and sorrow of these years, men of many nations have not lost the way — or the
will — toward peace. The conclusion of this Treaty encourages the hope that
other steps may be taken toward a peaceful world.

It is for these reasons — and in this perspective — that I have described
this Treaty as the most important international agreement since the beginning
of the nuclear age.

22
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[t enhances the security of all nations by significantly reducing the danger
of nuclear war among nations.

It encourages the peaceful use of nuclear energy by assuring effective
safeguards against its destructive use,

But, perhaps most significantly, the signing of this Treaty keeps alive
and active the impulse toward a safer world.

We are inclined to neglect and overlook what that impulse has brought
about in recent years. There have been fruidul times for the quiet works of
diplomacy. After long seaons of patient and painstaking negotiation, we have
concluded, just within the past five years:

— The Limited Test Ban Treaty
— The Quter Space Treaty
— and the Treaty creating a nuclear-free zone in Latin America.

The march of mankind is toward the summit — not the chasm. We must
not, we shall not allow that march to be interrupted.

This Treaty, like the Treaties it follows, is not the work of any one
nation. It is the accomplishment of nations which seek to exercise their res-
ponsibilides for maintaining peace and a stable world order. [t is my hope
~— and the common will of mankind — that all natons will agree that this Treaty
affords them added protection. We hope they will accept the Treaty and thereby
contribute further to international peace and security.

As one of the nations having nuclear weapons, the United States — all
through these years — has borne an awesome responsibility. This Treaty in-
creases that responsibility — for we have pledged that we shall use our weapons
only in conformity with the Charter of the United Nations,

Furthermore, we have made clear to the United Nations Security Council
what | would repeat today: If a state which has accepted this Treaty does not
have nuclear weapons and is a victim of aggression, or is subject to a threat
of aggression, involving nuclear weapons, the United States shall be prepared

to ask immediate Security Council action to provide assistance in accordance
with the Charter.

In welcoming the Treaty that prevents the spread of nuclear weapons,
I repeat the United States commitment to honor all our obligations under
existing treaties of mutual security. Such agreements have added greatly to the
security of our nation and the nations with which such agreements exist. They
have created a degree of stability in an often unstable wozld.

This Treaty is an important security measure. But it also lays an in-
dispensible foundation:
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— For expanded cooperation in the peaceful application of nuclear energy;
— and for additional measures to halt the nuclear arms race.

We will cooperate fully to bring the Treaty safeguards into being. We
shall thus help provide the basis of confidence necessary for increased coopera-
ton in the peacehil nuclear field. After the Treaty has come into force we will
permit the International Atomic Energy Agency to apply its safeguards to all
nuclear activities in the United States — excluding only those with direct natonal
security significance. Thus, the United States is not asking any country to accept
any safeguards we are not willing to accept ourselves.

As the Treaty requires, we shall also engage in the fullest possible ex-
change of equipment, materials and scentific and technological information
for the peaceful uses of nuclear energy., The needs of the developing nations
will be given particular attendon.

We shall make readily available to the non-nuclear Treaty partners the
benefits of nuclear explosions for peaceful purposes, And we shall do so with-
out delay and under the Treary’s provisions.

At this moment of achievement and hope, 1 am gratified to be able to
report and announce to the world a significant agreement — an agreement I
have actively sought and worked for since January 1964 :

Agreement has been reached between the Governments of the Union of
Soviet Socialist Republics and the United States to enter in the nearest future
into discussions on the limitation and reduction of both offensive strategic
nuclear weapons delivery systems and systems of defense apainst ballistic
missiles.

Discussion of this most complex subject will not be easy. We have no
illusions that it will be. I know the stubborn, patient persistence it has required
to get this far. 1 know the difficulties that lie ahead. I know the fears, sus-
picions , and anxieties we shall have to overcome. But I believe that the same
spirit of accommodation shown in the negotiation of the present treaty can
bring us to a good result.

Man can still shape his destiny in the nuclear age — and learn to live
as brathers.

Toward that goal — the day when the world moves out of the night of
war into the light of sanity and security — I solemnly pledge the resources,
the resolve, and the unrelenting efforts of the people of the United States and
their Government,
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| want to thank all the people who helped me create both the ifri paper and these
two volumes. The process of exploring a relatively simple question - are NATO’s
nuclear sharing arrangements a violation of the NPT Articles | and II? - led me to
read and discover things | would have never found otherwise. So, my first thanks
are to the Russian Federation for accusing NATO and the US of violating the NPT. |
now know for certain that NATO and the US are not violating the NPT, and rather,
that the US and USSR joint endeavor to negotiate Articles | and Il to accommodate
NATO and balance both sides interests is an extraordinary achievement of Cold
War diplomacy.

My next thanks goes to Ambassador Alexander Vershbow, for challenging me first
to answer the question, and then to tell the story to the world. | will always
be grateful to Charlaine Hester, Archivist at the National Archives LBJ Library,
who spent the time to help me when no one else would. | must thank Catherine
Gerth, keeper of the NATO Archives, for her, and her team’s indefatigable support
throughout this process and beyond. Her help in finding, scanning, declassifying,
and now publishing these materials is something | can never pay back. | want
to thank all of my colleagues who buoyed me through the process, reading,
editing, researching, and challenging the paper until it was ready to show - leva
Karpaviciuté, April Curtis, and Matt Korda - thank you, guys! And finally, thank you
to Corentin Brustlein, for finding value in my draft paper, helping me to revise it,
and publishing through ifri for the world to see.
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