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I JAN1 B 1968 / 

Draft 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 widerdissemination 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 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 this Treaty are entitled to participate in the fullest possible 
exchange of scientific information for, and to contribute alone or 
in cooperation with other States to, the further development of 
the applications of ·atomic energy for peaceful purposes, 



- 2 -

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 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, 

Have agreed as follows: 

ARTICLE I 

Each nuclear-weapon State Party to this 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 II 

Each non-nuclear-weapon State Party to this Treaty under­
takes not to receive the transfer from any transferor whatso­
ever 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 wi~h 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 fulfillment of its 
obligations assumed under this Treaty with a view to preventing 
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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. 

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 techno­
logical development of the Parties or international cooperation 
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 peace­
ful purposes in accordance with the provisions of this Article 
and the principle of safeguarding set forth in the Preamble. 

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 
instrlllllents of ratification after the 180-day period, negotia­
tion 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 



-4-

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 have the right to 
participate in the fullest possible exchange of scientific 
and_ technological information for the peaceful uses of nuclear 
energy. Parties to the Treaty in a position to do so shall also 
cooperate in contributing alone ot together with other States 
or 
the 
esp
to 

international 
applications 

ecially in the 
the Treaty. 

organizations to 1the 
of nuclear energy for 

territories of non-n

further 
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uclear-weapon 
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States 

of 

Party 

ARTICLEiv 
Each Party to this Treaty undertakes to cooperate to 

insure that potential benefits fro,m any peaceful applications 
of nuclear explosions will be made available through appropri­
ate international procedures to non-nuclear-weapon States 

f

Party to this 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. It is understood th2t non-nuclear-weapon States 
Party to this Treaty so desiring may, pursuant to a special 
agreement or agreements, obtain any such benefits on a bilateral 
basis or through an appropriate international body with adequate 
representation of non-nuclear-weapon States. 

ARTICLE VI 

Each of the Parties to this Treaty undertakes to pursue 
negotiations in good faith on effective measuresregarding 
cessation of the nuclear arms race and 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. 
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ARTICLE VIII 

1. Any Party to this 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, in­
cluding 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 each Party that deposits its instrument of 
ratification of the amendment upon the deposit of instruments 
qf ratification 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 International Atomic Energy Agency. There­
after, 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 and provisions of the 
Treaty are being realized. 

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. Instrtnnen~ of ratification and instruments of accession 

shall be deposited with the Governments of___________ , 
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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 40 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. 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. 
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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 authorized, 
have signed this Treaty. 

Done in at this 

of --------------
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Jamwry Z4, 1968 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD~ HOUSE ~/ • I-1315 

- tiot!3. I d0 not ~-:-: Jv,•.1:, in con::c:lcncc, we mech:rnimis (:; :i, cntcl hoo..xro/~c !ol- rlty dec~ion durl:1:;lt:-i~s decade r.as b-::cn 
co:1l:l r.~!l to g1.,nt this rcqu<•::t., which is lot1.·ing reasons: • · • • · mac!e. . . 
:l,, ~!vdest ,-i.; it is urg.-!nt. Fil"st, it provides no inspection p_roce-

I reel cci-t:iin tl~c 90th C,"111~:rc,,.c; dur~s whatever. It onl::, c."'.llsupon stgna-sh:\11 
fully sup;,ort th<: Pn:::.ldc:~t•s ti"t"('Jest nnd 
continue to support his eaort., lo con~rol... thc spr~nd of nucle::-r '-·ea;,.,na amon:: 
the ct,l"!'lmur.lt~-of nations. 

PP.ES!DE~hr JOHNSON. '1'111•: AnMs 
CONTROL AGENCY, AND 'l'IIF. NON-
PROLII-':SR.A.TION T!(E.-\'l'~ 
<Mr. Bil'-GHA\f (at the rcq111:stoCMr. 

. • Atttn> v.·.,s GTnntcd pcrml~::,lon to CK-
tend h!s rcnin.rk~ :i.t this pnlnt tn Lhc 
R.:coR.:i :?.nd to 11:cludc extmnc:ous mat-
terJ 

Mr. BIXGH.-\:\t. ,_.. r. Spe:11:rr, Prr.:,1-
dent Jc,!m.n:1·s reque;;t to Coni;res., to 
ex~nd the lifo c-t the Arms c:.,11t.rol nnd 
Dis;mna:ncnt Ar.~ncy for 3 y,:nrs etc-
se:~1e3 our overwhelming a1111ron\l-Cor 
the Agency hns been In the lorcCront In 
America·~ stru:-:~le for v.·orl<I i,1:ace. 

Since the world looked dr,w11 the nu-
clear gm·, barrel at the Culmn ml:.:;lle 

, crisis, a nc,: sphit e! coo1wrnt.1on hns 
j•. .. arlscn-nurLurcd tiy the Prc::hlcnt, r,,:c-
• •• • o.,nlzed by the Amerlc:m pco1•le. 

. The T.:~t Ban Treaty, ln:;l.1!11tlon of 
,;~· •.. ··the .. hc,thnc-;· r..new Ontcr Spacr! Trcnty, 

• :--:' • .. and a con!>1.:farlli,"rtc-m;nt br.twccn Ru:;-
•·.. .: • 5ia and th~ United Sl:.hes a1c tc:..tnmr.nt 
~; . • to th!s r1c·,v t:-u:;t. The Arms Control nnd 
1.~ • • Dls.1:r.-.:..~.,nt .n~tncy, a.'5 spol:t·::mnn for 
~ ·; the Prcs!:.i,:nt, h:i..s been a lt1·y Caci.or ln 
f.• ·;: these Lccord3. . .r· ~-, 'l':-r0u~h the pet~e\•erancc- nC t.he Pre:--' 
r • • .. lc!c-r.t.~:,cl the! ~ilis:encl' or th1: Anns Con-
['-"";: trc-; an,1 Di.s:mnitment-Ageru:y, the t\\·o 
- SU!,.:r1·.:-,•vc:3have reachr.d nr.:recmcnt 
.t.·· '", u_pc-. a ?{u:-!c:ir Nor.proli!eratlc111 Treaty. 

FM Prcs:dent John:,on, t-hl:: ilocument 
m; .. r:~:.. mil::.tone in his Ion~: :i<:arch for 
a non~roliferatlon trer.ty. For the Aims 

, Con~:·ot nnd Disarmament J\r;c.:ncy, lt 
• • • rnair:;:s a sli;nal victory or r1•:1oon over : crs hl the v.•orld would pro\·e n1ore dan-
:· - • ln·,,tion?.lity. A.'ld for the vmrlcl, It olrcrs • gerous to th~.u.s.n:i.tlonal security than>· the hope of 3 :sa!_er and ~nnrr 1.t1murrnw. denying the United Statcs5Ubstantlal de-. 
, , • This treaty b;m,;s the brl~:l11.cst lli:ht fen::e options, which 1s exactly 11,h;:,,tthe 

bto the world s,nce th.: nucl1·:ir a'.":e ca,!;t_ • treaty docs. It also proceeded on the Rs-
a dark shadow o\·er the cloh1:. It 11.-0- sumptlon that t.he ?-."'PTactually would 
hi bits th.? tr.?.nsrcr-or accc:1,t.ance-of 
nuclear !JC'aPo,lS to npm~~cli!ar nations, 
pro\ides !or careful veruicntlun prucc-
dur:s, and permits a~ nation:i to sl1are 

• in tne peace!Ul uses o. the atoin.f~>··:'~· ·Tr.!3 tre::.ty doc,; n;,~with the stroke· 
1 of t..~e pcn-u~her_ in a peaccrul mUJcn-
··· nluz:i. But it iS dram:-.tlc evl,lr.nce that 
~. the world is prc:,ared to taken large step 
:. • to prevent its own self-d<!stnu:Uon. 

. ; · r 
·'. • • KONPROLYP-.iRATION 1"hr-:.\TY 
·, - HOAX 
~ 

Mr. HOS:\!ER. l\ir. Speakrr, today we 

tories to "undertake to acupt sa!csu:irds 
a.; set forth in :i.n acrum~nt to bP. ne-
gotl::'.tcd nnd concluded -.nth the Inter-
·national Atomic Ener;y Aiiency" e.nd 
that such D()~otiaUons commence within 
160 d::i.vs a!tc-r the tre.ity eoes into efiect. 
This Is no more th::tn an ••agreement to 
make an agreement.ft No legal s~·stem 
recognizes a.s vnlid or enforceable an;; 
such nmbi'.;Uous pres~nt promise to comr. 
to a future unspecified agreement. J.rtt-
clcs Ill Is just as bfank as if it remained 
v,ithout v.·ord... The .-ords It contatn 
mean nothini;. The treaty remains v.·lth-
out any p1'0v~ioos ror enforcement what-
ever. Any contention otherv:ise ·is deIIb-
erately mlslcadlni;: and unconscionable. 

Second, in any event. to apcak of 
IAEA saleguards as aornethi~ which 

·exist n.nd can be relied upon to enforce 
this treaty is ridiculous to the point of 

'absurdity. Anyone famlli.'\r with the 
primitive capabllitles, ~th technologlc-
nlly and financially, of IAEA in t.he 
.safe~unrds area k11ows this. To a.,sr.rt or 
ln1pty thnt IAEA sa!cgw:.rds are some-
thing which cnn be relied upan ·for U1e 
heavy purpose of polichl% this treaty i.1 
&lso misleading and unconslonable. It 
would t:,.ke years for IAEA to achieve 
an adequate capability for the purpose.
Thus, !or this further reason, the treaty 
document a., nea-otlated 1., a tra.p for 
the unw:i.ry insofar. u the presence of 
neces.c;ary sel!-enforclnJ mechanisms are. 
concerned. .• , • aa,ry to a.:;.sure It, dcspae tre:aty ot.ll~,a-

DANc:u.s TO NATioN.u. attuun • •. tlons. This independent nucl'!ar ~;!;):,•· 

The purpose of an arms control treaty bllity wo~ld n~cc~5a1ily inclucle nc-;. o.~ly 
Js to enhance nat.lonal aec:urlty- that ts.· .a deft-nsl\·e·capab!'.ity, but a.I.so a t.·o•:.u:~-
the Nation should be SIiler ~!ter the some offensive capability. Thi!. is ,.~,1c!iy 
treaty than before. Negot.ln.tion or_.the •a aupe1ior alt'!mative to th::.t of ~el~c­
NPT has proceeded on the ~sumpUe>n . tlve and defense U.S. prolifera~:on. 
that one 01· mo1·e addlt1onal nuclear pow- •• . Yet these di.s::t<:v.:mtai,:esare p:Ht o! 

be ccrecth·e In preventing prollferat.lon. 
Nowhere 1n the testimony of adminis-

tratlon officials to House and Senate com-· 
mittees, lncludl~ the Joint Com~ttee 

re-~~!\·ed a message from the t>-residc:nt nuclear armaments to hard-pressed U.S. 
. tc!Jm!l U5 v.·I:at a :i-ea.t thing thr. rcec11LJr allies, even tho~h chc;ed and future 
nczotlated Nonprnli!erntlon •rrcaty ls circumstances could mak.ethis move •;ital 

•su;>poscl to a:nount to. Parl lr.ular c111- to U.S. -nattonal security. No"·here in a.d-
.P!:~ls was ialci on finllllr nr.,w1 l:it1111: nn ministration te.stim-:my, speeches or writ-
art1c~e 114 o! che treaty su;:,por.l"d~ brcnk- ten materials on the NPT Is there to b~ 
in1 tne 1,::i,>as.;~on treaty 1>rnv1:.lons Cor • found any sensible evaluation-or any 

• l:is:;i~ctio::-:.sto verl..!)' compUnnc:,: •.vlth the 
• trt:aty's baru. •~a.in.st nuc,car Proli!cr11-

tion. . . 
Any !\lle~atlo~ that ar".Jclr. III as re-

cen~ly n, • ..,uat~ pro\1~e., such cnlorclnc 

. .½.~-·- : -l 

At no Point do these records meet and 
o,·ercome the issue I have raised relative 
to the ineffectiveness of IAEA policin~ 
cap:i.b1llt1cs. • 

The treaty ab50lutel:, excludes and 
denies the option of t.he United States to 
·selectively proliferate purely defensive 

evalua.tion at all-of the n~dom of sur-

That ls, by the co":p_u~.er__~ic,e~ f~r-
mu:as of "sy:;tem~ :1-:.1.bs1s w,!_t,:;h ... ec1e­
tary McNnmara. contends _prov:dc.:;us_ the 
most "cost errectl\·.?·· defen;;e c.,tabhsh­
ment ever :itna\\"~ ~>m·,:1: Til'.? try_ !ca­
ture o! Uu:i dcc1s10•,m.,kmg tccl 1s 3 n 
examination or e·:l':-Y conceiva!-i!e altcr-
native to dcterm:n~ th tit nio;;t cfrect1·:e m 
relation to cost, wl:ik r.t the s::me tim() 
retainln~ the maxim•;m po~s!lle C>:1:::1 op­
Uons for switches r.s tl:e prob!em chnn:;es 
or becomes better defi:"led. 

Under a varic~:, of roresccnb:e co1:tln-
• eencies It cou!d bcco:m ver-1 i:n(Y.)rt.ant 

to exercise our prcse:it opLion I:> p:o­
llferat.ion sclecth·c!IY and def..-;1.,ln::y-
which m:iy be done bccau~e U.5. n-..:citar 
weapons can be ri;;i:ed mechanically ~ r,c! 
electronically to fire only under t!1e r:·e-
determined conditions of a defensive • 
environment. •• 

Absent this o;:>tlu:-i the United Srnt~s 
may be compelled lt,-elf to pb.:r a nuclear 
Sir Galahad role.ind n1sil to ti~e dcf~nse 
of such :imes, invo!v!n:r itscli c!m::ctly in 
any m1mber of e:,,crticnc!cs. p,1!ice ac­
tlons or wars. Ti1is por.slbl~i;:y h:u-Jly 
enhances U.S. n::ttional sect.,itf. 
•. Absent this option natior,~ such as 
.Indln and Japan, !or e:,n.;nple. !acerl ,,,·ith. 
the Red Chinn thre=,t, and :,v:cd with 
possible doubts that the United st~tes 
actually would play the Sir Gn,fl!°;:1.droic 

.-when the chips are down, may !1.ave to go 
nuclear on their own <!'!spite !.\ny trrat;r. 

. And, when faced v.-j.th the 1.!:sue or .s:1r­
vlval, nations tend to cl->what Is ::t:-7'!s­

on Atomic Energy, can factual substan- • dangers to our· own natio.n!!I .serurity 
·tb,Uon of these a.ssump'Jons l:e found. • must be tnhererit in the s!tuat.ion. >.l- ·' .. •On the contrary, much o.;ininir I.ara on • ready y;e are overextended in ouc com-
the record, but no hard facts. .• :-_mitment.s to others 1., the conv~;-.tio:.1al 

the prlce for obt:i.l:unir the illus: :.n 
known- a.~ the l',"?T. A further pd-:;: ls 
the ln1pl1ed pro::ni"Ses made time nnd 
again b)· Prc~idcr.t Johnso!\, S•~crct:>ry 
F.usk, Secretary Mcl'famara :ind ot 1:1•;r 
administration stah..-art.s that 1,:-,~ t.'nilcd· 
States wlll mon: In to hdp sny non-• 
nuclear nstlon slgni!li the treaiy :.houlcl 
1t be threatened v.ith nuclear bi.[l.ckm2ll, 
without; any condit.ion v.-hate\·er that 

"renderintr this vital defense opUon. Thf.s' matter or i{vinc 11wav nuclear warhe~ds. 
• Jll true despite the fact that tou~ aw:iy bu~ its deficit internal security raises 

·this option violates the basic crfteri11 by fear that its atomic know-ho\\' ma:r dif­
T;hich almost eve17 vital na.tlonal aecu- • fuse ln the anme way· 1n which U.o . 

-- •.::·.<.. --~Res·cRVATIONCOPY 

context. Now this overcommitment :md 
all the dan:;ers Inherent ln it .?.re bcini; 
extended to thtl nuclear arer.a. How in 
the world can thl.i state of afralrs con-
tribute to U.S. nntl:>nal security? !s not 

•1t a terrible price to pay for a pack o! 
words v.·hich could be quite meaningless 

· Sn tel'm.s or rev.a.rd? 
I aay mesningles3 bec:111,5eonl:r thr'!e 

or the. 1\\•e nuclc:1r po,ve:-s v.·m slgn the 
treaty tn any event. The thr-~e who will 

-sign are the United Stnte3, Unit.?:.i Kin~­
dom, and the U.S.S.R. The two '\\"ho will 
·not alim are Fr:i.ni::e and Red China . 
France Is not bel!e\·ed to vi.?w li;..htl}· t11e •. 

https://rev.a.rd
https://co":p_u~.er
https://�~a.in.st
https://unw:i.ry
https://a.,sr.rt
https://agreement.ft
https://tre::.ty
https://rcnin.rk
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secr<:ts esc:•po::d to Ru~:;l:\.1n the fate lm:?.zc, we should be devoting our time lng 46~-mile Bh,l! Rldze Pn.,·;.;,·.-ay. The 
l~~o·s. Red China's ab,:\Slve aUltudc to- and brains to assessing- pr?.ctlcally the prc;;.:nt p:irkw:iy is thtJ mo.;~ u:-.:-d o! all 
"·arci the W()rld at Iarsc h. .... dly lns:>!t'<?.S nr,turc ot a.world with o.n lnevit..1.ble de- the N~~tlonnl P:-.r~: s-~r✓!cr.'s 213 ins~ lfa­
co:1f:de:1ee thnt· the Cl1lnc~ Communfats irL-tl or nucll!ar .spread atid detennJni.n~ tlo,"IS. I do not ha\'e the l!l67 f! ·•trcs yet, 
'l\"111 refr.\!n from s:,rea,Ung m:cl.:ar rtJaUstic mc~ns to prcve.1t Wldue pertl but In 1CG6 o\"cr a mJllion pco;ile u:i~d 
,,·tnp0n~ in tinderbox nrcas such ns the ~rom resulth:i;. , _ the :Clue Rid:;e P:l-:,:v:a.y. T;1, pro;,osed 
Ml!:dle Enst. Tile tre:itr 'l\"111 btJ u~eh.>ss Innsmuch :ts this partlcultlr product o! adcUU011~.-mc:1.rry the pre~c..:it r,a-:,;wa7 
as to these t\,O nuclc~r powers. the Arms Control and Disannament !rom Eccch G:1.::>,?-~.C., to the ·,lclni~y or 

It also ml\y be thnt the treaty will be Ai;cncy niay tum quite .sour, I sec no Atl:rntn. Ga., n.nd will therc~y open 1t up 
q~lte u.~clc,:s ns to the hundro:d or nvJre reason whatever for :m1 hasty move to to adriitional huml.rcds or thot!sands o: 
nuclcx- "h.'\\"C not" nations, the vnst ma- extend the Agencr'a llfe. .. useri; each yc::.r.
Jority oC which lnck the tcchnolo~ical _______ An import:int renturc o! th'! hill ~~ its 
and lndustrfal bnses to go nuclcnr In provi:;lon that t.1":c&cretm-✓ or the In-
any event. TI1eir promises not to build DONA~ION OP r.,u..-n FOH. AND EX- tertor m.1.7 nc~pt d<,nP.tlom or ti, .. , rl;ht-
bomlJ<Sw1ll be exercises ln give-up- TEN-.,ION. 0!" THE BLUE RIDGE _oT-v.·ay for the e:<tc~-1on. T.hl,; r1:,:h.-o!-
nothini;man~-hJ~ and thCl'C b zero ex- PARlt'YVA"i,1'0RTHC.\RO~INAAND wo.y will l\\'Cf3110 J:.?;i llCrC'S per rr•l!o ii\ 
pcct:incy that promk.es •·not. to rccei\"e" GEORGIA • , , fee and 25 :i.crcs per mile 1.'1 sc1.:1u~ c:1:,,a-
v;ar;1ends b1 l!k~l;' cnncUdntes for Mr. TAYLOR. Mr. S;>ca.l<:cr, I move , ment~. The Interior and Insul:-.r Afl'au-s-
Chlnese giveaway b,,n,b~ v.·ill be wortb that the House resolve it.:;etr lnto the ConuniLteo W&.3 o.dv-'.sed th:1t the s:.ates 
the :r,.-per tl!~Y are wri~tcn on. Possibly comm1ttee of the Whole House on the o! No:th carollna. and Gcon:1:-. :>.rtJ r,..:'.1:r 
t,·.-o score nuclc:ir "hal"e nots" could go sta.te ot the Union for the con&tderallon to be!l'in acquirtr.g all the lnnd th::.t is 
nucle:tr on their own, It they are willing of the bill cH.R. 1340) to autho:izc the necessary for th1'! purpose and that ls 
to make the nec~ss..1.r; s..'\crifices. Most of Secrct:iry of the Inter1or to acupt dona- not alreo.t!y In t.'10 ownership of the 
these have no reason for doing so any- tion.~ of land for, and to construct, ad- United St.ates and that they wm deed it 
,,..ay. The rcm:ilnfni: rev. that do c::.nnot minister, and mafntaln an extension of to the Govenunent. T.his wlll arr,our,t to 
be ~xp(:ctcd to refrain on the basis or the Blue Rid:~ P:t.rL-way 1n the.States of 15_,oooa.cre.s more or less, or 23 ½ ~quare 
useless ;>rom..ises from others. North Carolina and Georgl& and for • nulcs of land. 

Perhaps on~ observ,w o\·er:.-t.ntcd the other purposes. , ~ • .. 1,, E.-cccpt for thJs I wou.!d hesl~te to 
CMe by dcclnrlng "all this uonp;:ollCera- . The SPEAKER pro tempore. The ques- bring a bill of U1ls sort to tho floor at this 
tion tt':U' Jci"l:.ln~ and h .. 1.nd \\Tinging is tion 11;on the motion otrered by the ren- time, 11lnce the const.ructlon cost.s are cs-
an outrn~eously contrived hoax oYer_a Jot tlerwm from Nor'"..h Carolina. .• .... timat'!d :1.t $67½ million at current price. 

.. ot u.;ale~s nothing." But another, Dr. The motion was arreed to. •• • • levels. But the sooner the two Stn.t~s cRn 
J:imes Sc!tlesslnier o! R:l.nd Corp., hit IN THr: co:,mnTD 0 ~ Tiu: wuoL?: ;'. be assured thl\t the United Str,tes is going 

)·" closa to t.he mark ln a scholar!;' essay . ··to iio !onva.rd with the project, the sooner 
".',1 . • .•. co:1cludin,; that If prollfe:-ntlon comes .Accoidlnily th e House resolved itself the surveyors can get to work sta~nc out
,: 1 • .• we can llv<? with it •·:..nd presumably tho • into Uic Committee. of th e Whole llvuse . a det,nJte loc:ition tor the ro:.d, :J-nd tho 
·I • politicians '-111 find something else to on th e st :1.te of th ~ 'Onion for th e con- a.ooner the States ciin begin acqulrlng

View with ahrm." aldcrntlon of Ule bill H.R. 1340, wi~ Mr. : the nccess.'\ry 12.nd. This v.111save co.>t.S 
Schl~.;$ln:ter'.s ri;s:-.y Pointed out that RA..>mALL • ·, : ,' all a.round, tor we are all f:,m.111:>.rln, th e chair. with 

r~aional wars fo~nt with primitive Th~ Cler..: rend the tiUe o! t!le blll. • the escalating co.sto! land acquisitl:m. ~ 
atomic wea.p.:m.s would not necc:-,s:irl.17 By u~nnimous consent, th e 1lrst read- Mr. Chnirma.h, I respeet!w:y ul·ge the • .. drl\w the nuclear superpowers into con- _lng of t,1e bill was dlspen.c;edwi th • appro\'al of this lei;;islation by my col-... 

~.... ·..; ruct '-1th each other with any more cer- The CHAm~L<\N. Under th e rule. th e · lea&"Ues,I think it Is in kccvlnc wit.1 our 
ta!..11tyor any u1ore quickly than the same g~ntleman from North Carolina [Mr.. cre:.1.t n.1.tlonal park effort. 
wnrs fought with conventional weapons. 'J.AYLoaJ

nd 
will be~ for 30 min- ., Now I yield to my good friend and 

Those who ,rorry about the posslbl~ cata- utes a tbe a:entleman from Pcnnsyl- eometlme critic from the cr~t State of 
lytic etrect o! regional w:1.rs should ponder vanla [Mr. SAYLO!l ,r;lll be :re<:9inlzed Iowa. • 
conditio"!lSol lnstnbmt:, v:hich lncrense for 30 minutes. Mr. GROSS. Mr. Ch"lirmnn, I than!: 
t.'le!r frequency, rather than the wcnpons The Chair recognizes the iientl~man , my friend for yielclini, • 

,. -«ilh wruch they mny be fought. from Nor th Carolina.. ~: The gentleman s:i.ys tha.t this money, • 
; I· Tb(?re are other !nll:ieles an_d pitfall~ in .. Mr. TAYLOR. Mr. ~hatrman, l :rteld • ·the $87.5 mJllion, a.sI ur,<iersto.)~ him, is. 

the NPT which I shall dlsc\1.SSat 2. 11\ter auch ti.me a.s he ma.y consume to the to come from the highway f\lnds. 
time. I speak simply- to v,arn the Mem- chairman or the Committee on Interior.:: Mr. ASPINALL. As tr..r as the con­
b'!rs of the U.S. Con~rt?ss that the NPT an4 Insular A[lnirs Cl\-lr. AsrmAL_LJ. • struetion program ls concerned it ls to 
p1c,r,osltlon presented to.lay in the Pres!- (Mr. ASPINALL asked and waa aiven be related to th~ construction prog-r11tns 
dent's messa;e callini: for extension of • permission to revise and extend h1.s re- of the Federal Bureau or Roads. 
t.'1e ll!e o! the Arms Control and Dis- marks.> • Mr. GROSS. How much of thl..s $87.5 
:>.rmament Agency for anoth'!r 3 years l.s Mr. ASPINALL. Mr. Chairman, H.R. mUUon 1sfor c6nstructlon and how much 
by no mc:ins uncontroversial. Too few 1n 1340 which 1s now be!ore the committee Ja something cfae? 
the Congrcsi; h!l.ve studied the Nonpro-· ls a bill to authorize the Secretary of • Mr. TAYLOR. Mr. Chairmnn, will the

1\~••:I literation Treaty and all its d3?lrero-us the Interior to accept donations of land 1ent1eman yield?
"·•·: 1mpllcat.lons. Tqo many are accevtlng the for, and to construct, adntinlster, and.· Mr. ASPINALL. I will be ,Ind to yield 

words of the President and his aides mnintaln an ext.ension ot tte Blue Ridse to the gentleman. 
without crl,ic,il scrutiny ~ to the ultl- Pn.rkwny i.11 the States o! North Carolina Mr. TAYLOR. I \\"ill be gl:1.d to answer 
mate :>.drnnta.ge or dls:i.dY:tnta.i:e of the and Geori;la, and for other purposes. the gentleman's quC$tlcn. I checked thi~ 

,Proposltlon in terms or the basic survival H.R. 13·10 11 by our colleague, the · mntt.:lr ro.thcr thoroughly. Th'! general 
of oui." coW1try. . .. cluurmnn of our Subcommittee on Na.- nationwide authorization 1s oontaine<t in 
. From bvth practical and technical tlonitl Parks and Recreation, the a:en- • the Federal Aid Highway Act. Ho"·e\·er, 
standpob1t, the nuclear renle la out of tleman !rom North C&rolln:i., Represent- the a;>proprlation comes &s a part of the 
the bottle. Etiort.s IJ!i.'.ethe NPT to ram atlve Roy TnL01t.. Identical bllla "'·ere Interior Dcparlment'a bud.:et request 
it bacl,; In sc?em tncrc:i.sln~ly qub:ottc, also introduced by the eentlemen from from reneral funds. Not from the hli:-h-
tutile, nnd c·.-en set.:-d~!.;;itln§;ly h.:izn-:-d- Geor:;is, Reprcsentstlvea L\l'fDKIDI and way fund$. . 
o:...;, SlnetJ :ill !ndf-::it!o.:1, ar'! that there DAVIS. We would have been glad to report Mr. GROSS. :tam stm In the dark. This 
wi:. be nuclen~ spre..~ whet:icr or not all or these b111s but, since· there la room money comes from v.·hat sou:~? Prom 
the NPT comes lnto effect, it la realis• . for only one on the calendar or. the the highway funds or from the _park 
tirally po.;.:;i!Jle that we are adclressin:r Ho::se, we chose the one by our North· . fu.-ids controlled b,- th'l Department of 
oursel,es entirely to the wroni: _problem. Carolinian and t.hua avoided havtns to : the Interior? •. _· • •. • • . 
Instc:!-1 of romantlc.1!ly ensailnir ln . _choose between two estimable Oeorci&.na.''.,• .-.-. Mr. TAYLOR."It comes from the lattt-r 
hli;h-t\.>v.1.1 tr ..'8.~Y discl•sslons to polish • H.R. 1340 proVidu for the conatruc- • • 10urce: tha.t ls, from _pink funds con­
the adul!nl&tratlon'& • tarnished peAce Uon of a 180-mlle extens1o·n of the e:ldat• • U-Olled by the Intcrlor Dllpiu-tment, but 

• • •• ..':,.~ .;.· • .. .::',::\,·'-'·~;i. :-:-~•.:-., ·~.:--.~: ;, • .. •;_.:·. ••. • . 
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FOR WMEDIATE RELEASE JANUARY 18, 1968 

Office of the White House Press Secretary 

THE WHITE HOUSE 

STATEMENT BY THE PRESIDENT ON THE 
PRESENTATION TO THE 18-NATION DISARMAMENT 

COMMITTEE OF THE NON-PROLIFERATION TREATY 

The White Hou•e was informed at 4: ZS a. m. this morning that the USSR 
would join the United States as Co-Chairmen of the Eighteen-Nation. 
Disarmament Committee to suhmit to the Committee today a complete draft 
treaty to atop the spread of nuclear weapons. The President issued the 
following statement: 

I am most heartened to learn that the Soviet Union will join the United 
States as Co-Chairmen of the Eighteen-Nation Disarmament Committee, 
to submit a complete text of a treaty to stop the spread of nuclear weapons 
and that this draft treaty will be submitted today to the Committee in 
Geneva. Thia revised text includes an agreed safeguards article and 
other revisions that will make the treaty widely acceptable. 

We have worked long and hard in an effort to draft a text that reflects 
the views of other nations. I believe the draft presented today represents 
a major accomplishment in meeting these legitimate interests. 

The text submitted today must now be considered further by all 
governments. Following its review by the Conference in Geneva, it 
will be considered by the General Assembly in the spring. It is my 
fervent hope that I will be able to submit it to the Senate of the United 
States for its advice and consent this year. 

The draft treaty text submitted today clearly demonstrates ar. important 
fact. In the face of the differences that exist in the world, the two nations 
which carry the heaviest responsibility for averting the catastrophy of 
nuclear war can, with sufficient patience and determination, move forward. 
They can move forward toward the goal which all men of good will seek --
a reversal of the arms race and a more secure peace based on our many 
common interests on this one small planet. 

I believe history will look on this treaty as a landmark in the effort of 
mankind to avoid nuclear disaster while ensuring that all will benefit 
from the peaceful uses of nuclear energy. 

This treaty will be a testament of man's faith in the future. In that 
spirit I commend it to all. 
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43 
ACTION EUR 20 

iNFO IO 15,SSO 00,NSCE 00,NS~E 00,c~o 00,USIE 00,ACDA 17,~EC 11, 

NASA 041Stt 0~,P 04,tNR 07,CIA 0~,Sp 02,ss 20,GPM 03,sC 01; 

NSC 1~,Rsc 01,L 03,H 02,osT 0i,R~R-01,ooo 01,NEA 15,j1-, ~ 

OP 0812202 NOV 67 ZFF-~ 
FM AMEMBASSY BONN .... .TO SECSTATE WASHCC iMMEDlATE 5878 
AMEMBASSYPAR.IS 2330 ·.... 
AMEMQASSyLC~DON 1536 
iMEM8ASSY_BRUSSELS 999 
AMEMBASSy"THE HAGUE 577 
AMEMBASSYVIENNA 202 
INFO USMISSION GENEVAPRIORITY 554 
USMISSION ~ATO 86 .• 

• USUN NEW YORK 115 -
'& C i1 £ a.:ij.::BONN 4957 

8USEC/DIS!OIJAEA 

SUBJI NPT 

REF1 BONN'S 49e0, PARIS' 6210 

i• IN OUR 6rsrusstoN· YESTERDAY WIT~ AMB SCHNIPPENKOETiER ~FONOFF 
oiSARMAMENf REP!, REPORTED IN REFTEL, WE MADE AN EFFORT t6 GET TO 
AOTTOM OF iHE GERMAN CONCERN OVER·A~Ti~LE I Ii OF N?T. "WE· ~EARO ~~NY 

r,.:.GE 2 RUF'HOL4957 &.d! I F ! llL 
~AMIL!. 4.R ARGUMENTS \-JHlCH, IN THE r!NAL. ANALYSIS I· BELIEVE, AMOUNTED 

DECLASSIFJED 
E.O. 13292, Sec. 3.4

£t5§5b ByGoJi/~ , NARA, te J·/9~ 
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ONLY TO WORDS•• PART[CULARLY THOSE INVqLVING 'THE WORD "OI~C~IM!NATI~N 
"• • . 
stHNIPPENKQETTER•S ARGUMENTRAN--E0RiioM IS BASED ON N6N-6ISt~IM:NATI 
ONo . 
ANY DISCRIMINATION INTRODUCED~HROUGH ARTICLE ItI IN ~AVOR EITHER OF 
► RAN CE OR RU S S I A HOU L D CHA NG E •TH.Z S R ;~ S I S • !N A N S ~; E R TO HY QUE R I ~ S 
~[EKING yO ~ETERMINE WHAT DISCRIMIN~TION WGGLC INVOLVE IN P~ACTICAL 
TERMS•• THE ARGUMENT WAS USED THAT SUJJC:Ci; ~IG cu;;,:70M ~;Uc,_::~.~~ 
iNOUSTRY To "DOUBLE CONTROLS", WOULD FOR~E IT TO GO ~HE~E ·r~IE~E 
I~ LESS CO~TROL, l•E,, FRANCE WHERE THERE WI~L BE ON~~ ~U~ATOM·• 
OR POSSIBLY SOME DAY NO .CONTROL• IT WOULD INCREASE THE DANGER OF 
INDUSTRIAL ESPIONAGE AND THE COST OF iNSPECTION• 

2• AFTER ~OME DISCUSSION SCHNIPPENKoETTER FINALLY .ADMiTTE61 ~O~EVER, 
T~AT THESE ARGUMENTSWERE NOT VALID ~N6 TH~T "THE REAL nERMAN CONCERN 
wis POLITltAL, I•E• WOULDA EURATOM-l~EA AG~EEMENT PROVIDi A_ 
JUSTIFICATION FOR FRANCE TO w:THDRAW FROM "THE EURATOM'TRE~TY? 
SCHNIPPENKOETTER SEEMED TO 8E DEEPLY ·TROUBLED BY A FEAR OF •HE , 
POL~TICAL toNSEQUENCES OF A FRENCH wri~DRAWAL FROM EURATOM•:As AN 
TNTERGRATED EUROPEAN ENDEAVOR· PERHAPS 'UNSAID HAS ALSO iHF FEA~ "THAT 
FRANCE WOULD TAKE ADVANTAGE OF THIS SITUATION AND 00 THINGS WHICH 
GERMANY, H~VJNG s0sJECTED HERSELF. TO I~EA .AS WELL AS ~URATOM-CONTROLS 

PAGE 3·RuFHOL 4957 ~ ~ c es I 
cOULD NOT DO• EURATtM COULD PUT UP wr"TH A DISCRIMINATION iK~oSEo BY 
T~E FRENCH THEMSELVES, BUT IT COULD NOf PUT UP WITH A~Y N~W 
oiSCRIMINATION IMPOSED BY NPT, t.E, PRtSUMA~LY GIVING FRANCE 
FREEDOM FROM IAEA CONT~OLS WHILE SU9JECTING THE OTHER 71Vf TO THEM• 

3• ONE OF SC~!NIPPENKOETTER1 S GREATEST "FEARS WAS THE·?RESENT AMBIGUITY 
IN THE PoSiTION OF FRANCE• HE DID-NOT -~oNSIOER FRENC~ ·s~LENCE 
IN LUXEMBOURGON OCT, 24 OR IN BRUSSELS AT "THE NAC MEETiN~ ON OCT 31 
AS ASSURANCE JF FRENCH ~?~~GiA~ OF iN ~RTlCLE III BASED 0~ THE 5 
PRINCIPLES, iHlS APPEARS TO BE CONF1RMEOav PA~IS•S REFTEL OF NOVe7 
t~~ ~lHICH CQUVE IS REPORTED BY AMB BOHLr::N AS r:::.:FUSiNG TO M~i<£ 
ANY CGMMJTMENT REGARDING FRANCE•S DE~l~ION, ON THE EU~ATOM• 
IAEA ~ELATiONSHIP PRIOR TO "THEIR HAVING AN AGREED TEXToACCO 
ROING 

-r 
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TO SCHNIPPENKOETTER, THIS MEANS THAT ·r~E F'IVE WILL HAVE NO 
ASSURACE BEFORE COMMITTING THEMSELVES TO NPT, THAT FRANCE 'WlLL 
NOT DECLARE IT IN VIOLATtON OF THE 'EURATOM TREATY .AND USE I~ AS 
AN EXCUSE TO BREAK UP EURATOM. 

4o ONE EXPLANATION F'OR THE GERMAN SENSITIVITY ON 'THIS ·pO:Ni MAY BE 
T~-: .INCREASING ·CONCERN OVER THEIR REL~!IONSHiP WITH fRANC~, 
RECENTLY DESCRIBED IN 80NN1 S 4851 AND 'COMPANION AIRGRAM O~ NJV,3, 
AlTERNATIVELYi OR AS A COROLLARY, IT MAYBE THE F'EAR·rHAi ·r.RANCE, 

0 .. &3 4 RUF'HOL! I I L FT 
HAVING ACHIEVED ITS OWN MILITARY NUCLEAR C~PABIL[TY WHICH GERMANY 
CANNOT HOPE FOR WILL, tN ADDITION, BE ·n~EED FROM ·CONTROL jn··rHF.. 
~EACEF'UL N~CLEAR FIELD· THIS THE GE~MA~S MiG~t REASONwou~~GIVE 
F'RANCE ANOTHER ADVANTAGE VIS"A•VIS GERMANYAND THE OTHER NON~ 
NUCLEA~ EUROPEAN COUNTRIES, 60TH IN FUTURE COMMERCIAL :EXPlOITATJON 
OF ATOMIC ENERGY AND AS A BASIS OF PRE~TIGE AND INDEPENDENCE OF 
~OLITICAL. ACTION IN THE INTERNATIONAL SETTI~G, .. ., . 
cOMMENT1 
WE WOULD BE INTERESTED IN EMBASSY PARI~•S COMMENTSON OUR ANALYSIS 
OF THE GERMAN CONCERN ABOUT THE FRENCH POSITION ON NPT, DnES EMBASSY 
PARIS CONSJOER THIS CONCERN.JUSTIFIED AS TO THE POSSisILITY THAT 
FRANCEMIG~T UTILIZE AN NPT AGREEMENTTO WITHDRAWFROM EURATOM? 
~RE THERE ~TEPS WHICH tHE US MIG~T TAif TO DISSUADE ·r~E FRE~CH ·rROM 

• SO DOING,E,G• A CLEAR STATEMENT. TO COUVE THAT THE SUPP.LY oF ,LJS 'FUEL 
wiLL REMAIN 'DEPENDENT ON ACCEPTANCE OF .EITHER EURATOM·SAF'EG~ARDS 
OR OTHER S~FEGUARDS ACCEPTABLE TO I~Ei? IS THERE ANY WAY iN .EARLY 
C~AR~FICATiON OF THE FRENCH POSITION CAN BE lNDUCED••WHit~,IF' 
F'~VORABLE, WOULD SREATLY ASSIST IN OBTAINING. GERMAN A~PRQijAL TO NPT? 
MCGHEE 

cs727 P 
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MEMORANDUM FOB. ML FB.ANCJS BATOR 

Fraacia•• 

Tiu• clr&ft of tha NPT llu a Mrioua fl.Mr from a .. ycaolopcal 
mwpolDt. It create• new ca&.prt.ea of atuea •- nuclear-weapon 
atatea and aoo-wlaar-weapoa atatea. AWloap tla1acannot be 
•mir•ly curM by J.anpage. I aaas•at tiaat it could be at leut 
aomewb.at bel:ped U Article• I aDClD were reriaed to read aa 

~llow•: ~ 
Article 1 

Each ol the •tale• party to th1a tffaty undertake• not to aram. 
or ill &ay other way to Uaiat ally atata .,.-poaae ■ ama DUCM&r weapooa 
to adaieve. phyaical ace••• to nuclear weapoaa. • 

EacJl ol the •tate• party to 1Jda treaty Dot now po•M•alna nuclear 
--- weapo• undertake• not to manufacture. or otherwlae to acla.ieYe 

L Jlt.yaical ace••• to. aaclear weapou. 

Aldloap there •tareatly la aome political hocua•poC1U i11Y01ved iD 
tlae term "pby■ ical acce•• to". Spirpon and I felt tJaat U we were 
IIIS&otiadq for real that a better term might be "cvak)dy or control. " 

Charle■ E. JohnaOA 

DE A ~IFIEOI 

E.O. ,::> 3.4acttsrorw· r 
By~. NARA, D te J. / 'I-O'i 

https://ca&.prt.ea




iHE SECRETARY OF STAT£ 

WASHINGTON 

;Lt.JV I · I 

MEMORANDUMTO MEMBERS OF THE COMMITrEE OF PRINCIPALS 

SUBJECT: Non-Pi·oliferation Treaty 

Attached is a revised draft of a non-proliferation. 
treaty which is· ~nder_consideration. I would very 
much appreciate·your transmitting comments as soon 
as possible. ' 

I 

u{<.. I· 
I 
rDean Rusk 

Attachment: • .... · 

Non-Proliferation Draft Treaty. 

GROUP 3 
Downgraded at 12 year 
intervals; not automatically 
declassified. 

DE~LA 1, ,~ D I 

E.O. 1 ~ i:: ~ 
I• 

By~ M_ , Dattj-1~9 
t 

•·•• -C8P4IIBEPJ+IAJ rt 
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Proposed Revised Articles of U.S. NP Treaty 

Article I 

Each of the nuclear-weapon states party to this • 
treaty undertakes not to grant, or in any other way to 
assist any non-nuclear-weapon states to achieve, physical 
acces·s to nuclear weapons. · . 

Article II 

Each of the non-nuclear-weapon states party to 
this treaty undertakes not to manufacture, or otherwise 
to achieve physical access to, nuclear weapons. 

Article III 

Each of the States party to·this treaty agrees not 
to take any of ·the actions prohibited in the preceding 
articles directly, or indirectly through third states or 
groups of states. 

Article IV 

Any party to the treaty shall have the right to 
•withdraw from the treaty, upon six months notice, if it 
decides that extraordinary events related to the subject 
matter of the treaty have jeopardized the supreme interests 
of its country. :::_Five years after the entry into force 
of this treaty,~ conference of parties shall be held in 

·Geneva,• Switz_erland in order to review the operation of 
the treaty •. 

"111rIII1t22MZ 



SUGGESTED CHANGES 

RUSK DRAFT 

Article I 

Each of the •tat•• party to tlala treaty Wldertakea aot to arant. or 
la Uy otber W&J to Ualat -y atate DOt 8N88ina IUlClear weapona to 
achieve, yalcal ace••• ~ nu.c ar weapou. 

Article D 

Each of &be •tat•• party to till• trea&y not now po•••••ia& nuclear 
weapo wu1-rtakea aot to manufacture, or erwl•• to &ddew yalcal 
ace••• to, clear weapou. 

F HERORAFT 

Article I 

l:&dl of tbe State• party to tbla treaty now po•••••laa nuclear weapo • 
undertake• aot to a-aufer miclear w•apo to aay otller tat. or to aay 
aroup of Stata• net •••••laanuclear weapon•• or te take aay actloD. 
by 1raodn1 yalcal ace••• or erwlM, tJaa&wlll contrlbu&e to tbe 
capability of •l&ChState or aroup ol tat.a to aalp. nlop or .fabricate 
nuclear eaec-... 

MltlcleD 

Eada of tit.• State• party to tlala trea&y DO&now po••••• nuclear 
weapi;,aa rlakea DOt to D'laanfac~r• or otb.erwlae acquire c ar 

eapou, either IIMlel•■•Dlly or toa•tber wltla other tatea. 

Article ID. lV uu1 V 

No chuapa. 

1 wollld lete dae defbaltio of tlae " clear•w ... ..,11 atat. 11 alMl ' • 
lear••• atate" aacl retalA aly tlae atatement tllat ••ror dae purpo•• 

of du.a Treaty a clear w apo11lAclu • aay vice capable ol pr clq 
a nuclear exploaloa. " 



1 _... 

MOTE FOB. ML BUNDY 

Mac --

F. 1'. J. 

B.118kllaa recelft41 1M aU•clle4 Jetter from 
S.uter Clark aad Jau IIOt ,., replied taereta. 
Meaawllile. tlle Jolld Committee llu qre.l 
to caaal or ....... lb uart.aa• •clMmled 
for ta.a l2ta to a:amlM State aad Delena• 
wltae••ea oa nat a1reemeat• tile v .. s .. 
rea1:ll ■ d willa FllG eoiaeerlllas -clear 
Maria&• Ball .. r•••••• HoUfleW Illa& 
eacJa a lle&ftlll wouW llo& • pnllactln. 
la place of .. lleariaa Ball wW lafonn&lly 
au la .. priaclpal member• oa wllat .. 
•itaalioa IIOW la. 



COPY 

United States Senate 
Committee on Foreign Relations 

December 16, 1965 

The honorable Dean Rusk 
Secretary 
Department of State 
Washington, D. C. 20520 

Dear Mr. Secretary: 

It was reported in a dispatch by Anatole Shub in this morning's 
Washington Post under the headline "Accord Seen on 5-Nation Atom 
Force for NATO" that much of the detailed planning for a joint NATO 
nuclear force, of the MLF or ANF variety, has already been agreed 
to by Britain and West Germany, and that the creation of such a force 
with United States adherence is rated by United States diplomats as a 
three-to-one probability. 

The article suggests that mixed manning of nuclear armed 
Polaris submarines would be an ultimate, although not an initial char­
acteristic of the force. It also states that "another potential obstacle -­
the conflicting claims of a treaty with Russia on nuclear nonproliferation 
no longer seems to impress American leaders, 11 and goes on to assert 
that "the United States now has no intention of revising its basic draft 
for the nonproliferation accord -- which leaves the possibility of such 
an allied nuclear force open. 11 

As you will probably recall, the problem of nuclear proliferation 
and its relationship to proposals to create a joint NATO nuclear force 
was given particular consideration by the citizen panel on Arms Control 
and Disarmament of the recent White House Conference on International 
Cooperation. In its report that committee, headed by Dr. Jerome B. 
Wiesner and made up of such highly regarded experts as Roswell Gilpatric 
and Dr. Carl Kaysen, stated that "the United States should lead its allies 
in the search for means to reduce, rather than increase, the buildup of 
nuclear weapons in and near Central Europe. In this connection, solutions 
to the nuclear problem of the Alliance should be sought in arrangements 
that do not result in the creation of new nuclear forces. " 

C O P Y 



The Honorable Dean Rusk 
Page 2 
December 16, 1965 

You have yourself pointed out on several occasions that the 
threat of further nuclear proliferation is one of the gravest our nation 
faces. No one can say for certain whether the Soviets would be pre­
pared to agree to a treaty to halt the spread of nuclear weapons if we 
were to agree to forego the creation of a joint NATO nuclear force 
with West German participation, as they have said. But it is at least 
possible that by rushing into an agreement to create such a force we 
might well forfeit our last chance to obtain a nonproliferation pact. 

In view of the responsibility of the Congress to assure the American 
people that a step of such magnitude -- which could have the most serious 
consequences for our own security from nuclear attack and the peace and 
tranquility of all nations - - will not be taken rashly, precipitously ani 
without due deliberation, I would urge the Administration to take no 
further steps toward the creation of such a force until Congress 
reconvenes in January. The Committees concerned would then have 
an opportunity to explore in appropriate depth the questions raised by 
the creation of a joint nuclear force with West German participation and, 
in particular, its implications for the successful negotiation of a treaty 
to halt the further proliferation of nuclear weapons. 

Sincerely, 

Joseph S. Clark 

JSC:hse 



COPY 
Congress of the United States 

Joint Committee on Atomic Energy 

December 18, 1965 

Dear Mr. Secretary: 

I note that articles in the December 18 issue of the New York 
Times by Thomas J. Hamilton and in the Washington Post of the same 
date by Anatole Shub report in considerable detail on the plans for 
forthcoming NATO discussions between President Johnson and 
Chancellor Erhard pertaining to nuclear weapons and nuclear sub­
marine matters. These articles both refer to official sources in 
Bonn for the information presented. 

Please supply the Committee with information on the conditions 
concerning the release of any such information and the accuracy of the 
information presented in these articles, copies of which I am sending 
you attached. This is a subject in which the Joint Committee is most 
interested and in which I wish to be kept fully and currently informed. 

Sincerely yours, 

Chet Holifield 
Chairman 

The Honorable Dean Rusk 
Secretary of State 
Washington, D. C. 

Attachments: (2) 
New York Times article by Hamilton 
Washington Post article by Shub 

cc: Secretary McNamara 
Department of Defense 

C O P Y 
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December 18, 1965 

. ([~ 12.-"J.,,. - <;S'),.) - ......... ACTION2 lj' ,._,:~~J is assigned to 

Dear Mr. Secretary: 

I note that articles in the December 18 issue of the New 
York Times by Thomas J. Hamilton and in the Washington Post 
of the same date by Anatole Shub report in considerable detail 
on the plans for forthcoming NA TO discussions between President 
Johnson 
nuclear 
sources 

and Chancellor Erhard pertaining to nuclear 
submarine matters. These articles both refer 
in Bonn for the information presented. 

weapons 
to official 

and 

Please supply the Committee with information on the 
conditions concerning the release of any such information and 
the accuracy of the information presented in these articles, 
copies of which I am sending you attached. This is a subject 
in which the Joint Committee is most interested and in which 
I wi,sh to be kept fully and currently informed. 

Chairman 

The Honorable Dean Rusk 
Secretary of State 
Washington, D. C. 276241j)/JI~ 1/?,.$' 
Attachments: (2) 

New York Times article by Hamilton 
Washington Post article by Shub 

cc: Secretary McNamara 
Department of Defense 
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I 

The Honorable Dean Rusk 
Secretary 
Department of State 
Washington, D. c. 20520 

Dear Mr. Secretary: 

It was reported in a dispatch by Anatole Shub in this morning's 
Washington Post under the headline "Accord Seen on 5-Nation Atom Force 
for NATO"that much of the detailed planning for a joint NATOnuclear 
force, of the MIi' or AJJFvariety, has already been agreed to by Britain 
and West Germany, and that the creation of such a force with United States 
adherence is rated by United States dipJ.anats as a three-to-one probabW.ty. 

The article suggests that mixed manning of nuclear armed Polaris . Isubmarines would be an ultimate, &l.though not an initi&l. characteristic 
of the force. It &l.so states that "another potenti&l. obstacle -- the 
conflicting claims of a treaty with Russia on nuclear nonproliteration -­
no longer seems to impress Amenan leaders," and goes on to assert that 
"the United States now has no intention of revising its basic draft for 
the nonproliferation accord -- which leaves the possibility of such an 
allied nuclear force open. " • 

As you will probab~ rec&l.l, the problem of nuclear proliferation 
and its re1ationship to propos&l.s to create a joint NATOnuclear force 
was given particular consideration by the citizen panel on Arms Control 
and Disarmament of the recent White House Conterence on International r 
Cooperation. In its report that committee, headed by Dr. Jerome B. Wiesner 
and made up of such highly regarded experts as Roswell Gilpatric; . • and 
Dr. Carl Kqsen, stated that "the United States should lead its &l.lies in 
the search tor means to reduce, rather than increase, the buildup ot I

I 

nuclear weapons in and near Centr&l. Europe. In this connection, solutions 
to the nuclear problem ot the Alliance should be sought in arrangements 
that do not result 1n the creation ot newnucl.ear forces." 

,,,. 

.. 
__..____--·---- -------· - -----------· -:;:"¥"··-
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The Honorable Dean Rusk 
page 2 
December 16, 1965 

You have yourself pointed out on several occasions that the 
threat ot :f'urther nuclear proliferation is one ot the gravest our 
nation taces. No one can say for certain whether the Soviets would 
be prepared to agree to a treaty to halt the spread of nuclear weapons 
if we were to agree to forego the creation of a joint NATOnuclear 
:force with West German participation., as they have said. But it is at 
least possible that by rushing into an agreement to create such a force 
we might well :forfeit our last chance to obtain a nonproliferation pa.ct. 

In view of the responsibility of the Congress to assure the 
American people that a step of such magnitude -- which could have the 
most serious consequences for our ownsecurity from nuclear attack and 
the peace and tranquility of all nations -- will not be taken rashly, 
precipitously and without due deliberation, I would urge the Administra­
tion to take no :f'urther steps toward the creation of such a force until 
Congress reconvenes in January. The committees concerned would then 
have an opportunity to explore in appropriate depth the questions raised 
by the creation of a joint nuclear force with West German participatio~ 
and, in particul.ar, its implications for the successf'Ul negotiation of 
a treaty to halt the f'urther proliferation of nuclear weapons. 

. I 
I 
! 
I 

JSC:hse 
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~ NEW YORK TIMES, SATURDAY, DECEMBER 18, 1965. 

!ERHARDTQ "Qsby the conclusion of an agree- of the Common Market to fos-

1,.U ~e:\::t~~er1iJ-!r~te:r:::~ teWe;iu~=~~on.relatdons 

Fo T ,IOR LE ing the spread of nuclear weap- with Eastem Europe will also
•ts • ons. be discussed in Washington, a.c-

• ______ The Chancellor, it was i"e- cording to the Germany lnfol'm• 
th iterated, does not consider West ants. Despite recent Soviet at-

· A k J h t A Gem1a11y's membership in the taclts on West Germany, Ru- ,To s o nson o ssure newly formed working gi-oup on mania· ia read;rto establish dip•
Bonn of Place in Force nuclear pla.nning--the group lomatic irelatlons ·With Bonn. 

proposed originally by sec- However, West Germany does 
1-etary of Defense Robert s. not intend to do so. 

:>re- B T IO'II s J IT ... :\IILTON McNamara-a substitute for a West Germany, it was added,
l!ed Y • ' • ~ new "weapons combination" does not plan to establish dip-
'Om s~,01 to The New You Time, . giving European powers the loma.tlc relations with Poland 

BO~, Dec. 17-Chancellor right of consultation regarding because of the dispute overt.he 
es- Ludwig Erhard plans to ask the use of nuclear weapons. Oder-Nei554!' froiitler, • or with 
:he President Johnson for an assur- On the other hand, Dr. Er- any Eastern E-qropean co~try. 
nd ance that West Germany will be hard Will not .ask for the right 
ch included in a joint nuclear fo1·ce to veto the use of United 
ce under the Atlantic Alliance sta tes weapons based on West 
ro German territo1-y. 
v whenever it is established. According to authori-ta.tive 
2, However, the Chancellor does sources, Dr. Erhard plans to 
.:s not intend to ask Mr. Johnson <lisouss with Mr. Johnson his 
1e1for ti:e cstablish.1nent of either conce~tion of a "formed" or 

!the 1mxed-manned nuclear force "advancing society" alongside 
K origin.'l.lly proposed by the Mr. Johnson's goal' of a Great 
~ United States in 1960 or the Society. ' 
r variant subsequently proposed• Cyby Brit:.:n, tile Atlantic nuclear ;om~ion Market a 'J:.opic 

force. According• to persons in touch 
. The h:~lwst _p_oj!Ucal som·ce with his thinking, an other 

• t here gave U1is forecasf today of question the Chrutee'llor intends 
" what Dr. Erhard would say to to take up with the P1-esidentsthe President during their talks is the Common Market. 
• in Washington Monday and Dr. Erhard believes t.'le 

Tuesday. Dr. Erllard Will leave chances for Britain's admission 
. Sunday. to the Common Market have 
• ~ improved. One of the reasons,• Seel,s N ar Assurance he believes, -is that if there is to 

According this source, Dr. be a European nuclear force1 , Erhard woul also like an as- there must ff:rst be a European 
. sura.ncefrom . Johnson that political federatton. 
, the establishm~nt of such a West Germany, over French 
1 force \\'Ould not . be ruled out opposition, has backed the use 

. . ... --·· ...-
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. By Anatole Shub 
Waablrurton Poat Forelsn Stntct 

BONN, Dec. 17--Chancellor manned. It would, however, 
Erhard will present President be so orgahized as to permit 
Johnson next Monday with a the member nations to add 
five-point program of West "newgeneration" weapons sys­
Gennan nuclear demands bi• tems in the future. 
cluqing co-ownership of ' Po- 2. Exclusive veto over the 
laris submarines. use of the force's atomic mis• 
: Highest official sources here siles would rest with the 
today confirmed the , rhard President of the United States. 
program, arrived at after long, Presumably, however; ~he 
secret discussions with Ameri• treaty or agreement settmg 
can and British diplomats as up the force would include a 
well as with Erhard's leading "Europe clause" -· pe itting 
~olltical opponents in West the transfer of the force, and 
Germany. • perhaps a partial veto over the 
• Erhard will urge Mr. John• use of the force, to the govern• 
son to ag . ee, and to persuade ment of a United States of 
Am ic-i' other Western al· Europe should .such unity -.be 

, lies, 01 the ~following basic achieved. • •• •. 
' prin iples: • 3. Enlarged powers for, and 
• l. The creation of an allied an enlarged German role irt, 
; nuclear force, built around six the NATO "special committee"­
; American and four British organized under Secretary of 
• nuclear-powered Polaris • sub- J?efense Robert S. McNamara•~ 
marines, to be jointly owned aegis last month. West Ger-. 

. by the United States Britain many wishes to participate not1 

West Germany, the' Nether: merely in atomic targeting and 
• lands and Italy. The force formation of nuclear strategy, 
' would be under the command but in "crisis management." 

o! tne Supreme Allied Com- bile welcoming a seat on the 
rr.uae.· in Europe (SACEUR). _cNamara ''working group" 

1.1.:would not initially be mixed• :.SeeERHARD,AlO, CfoL 2 . • 
1- • • . 

{ltd-4.l:7&-. 

I ~//I/✓.!>-· 

f la.nnini(13onn would aiso former Chancellor Ko nrad 
or P tak , art in the groups Adenauer. No reaction bas,

like to e P . ! b orted fron,
intelligence and communi• however, een rep • 

on -"'-i h late to "crisis lAdenau~r himself. •· • • ,. -
cations, w· .. c re 
manaaement." Cost 1s Fac~!...l'll.P.~lny 

4. Formal U.S. rejection o! There are three reasons w :: 
any Soviet or neutral-nailo Erhard is prepared to delay ar. 
draft for a treaty onl arthew~~np: tual creation of the force. Fir~ 

ollferation of nuc e m ,
~~s that did not permit estab- • West Germany in 1966 w n: 
lishment of either the allied. be prepared to make the si 
or eventual "European"_ nu• able financial contribution ne, 
clear !orce. The West ~ould essary to bull 11ss!lar.e of ow, 
argue that sue~ for~es did not ·ership. Second,- a nu~bcr o 
constitute proliferation _so long : German 1,aders consider u, 
as a veto remained with one threat of creating such a fore 
of the present nuclear powe-rs., more useful as a bargainin 
. 5. Speedy iml)lementation counter with the Russians the 
of the German demands on the actual force would be. Tl· 
nonproliferation and nuclear . .. ause " therefore, could 
planning, but a leis'llrelyatt:n !itilized for intensive Germ::. 
proach to the actual ere \ Soviet negotiaUons.
of the allied nuclear force. Finelly, some Bonn official 
Serles of Compromises las well as the gov:n~:. 

The five points represept a of Italy and the Ne re tl 
· · of compromises not would prefer to resov sen es • · ~-

only between West Germany ·- - ......-
and Britain, but also. between 
German Foreign MimsteT Ger, 
hard Schroeder and his arch\ 

I "}A.Utica 1 foe, Franz-Josef 
Stra\SS. 
. Thu-:r..tb~ kind of force Er- . 
hard w'mpropo!fe;f..a slightly 
. modifed, scaled-down vel'li~ . 
of the "Atlantic nuclear force • 
urged by .Britain a year ago-­
except that Britain ls now ap­
parently agreeable to com• 
mand by SACEUR rather than 
a separate command struc-lture. fThe ''1: _.0 pean" features o 
the Erhard proposals repre­
sent a long-term commitment 
to the "grand design" recen~ly 
outlined by Strauss-in which 
a separate "European deter· 
rent" might eventually be 
created by merging British 
and French atomic weaponry. 

Informed German press re­
ports uncontradlcted in offi• 
cial ~ircles today, declare that 
the terms of the proposal$ 
have been approved by all 
me-mbers of the Cabinet as 
well as '1:rlghest leaders· of Er• 
hard'• Christian Democratic 
Union. These include not only 
Strauss ·but Heinrich Krone, 
Special Minister for National 
Se~urity an4...,£!ose_friend of 

... - . ... .::.- . 
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for planning, Bonn would also former Chancellor Konrad crisis in the Common Market that he preferred a broad free- group to believe that, if Er- in their flna-nclal difficulties suits' ol the Fre~ch preslden-
like to take part in the groups Adenauer. No reaction has, before provoking French Pres- trade area, including Britain, hard insists strongly on the -will have to go along if Mr tlal l 'ti h 
on Intelligence and communf- however, been reported from ident de Gaulle in the nuclear to the present organization of current program in his talks Johnson makes that design hb e ec on, t e ower of 
cations, which relate to "crisis Adenauer himself. field. Therefore, a number of the Commo~ Market Six. with Mr. Johnson, the· Prest- own. . Gaulllsm is ended. 
managemenl" C t Is F t In D allied . officials hope that- Bonn officials appear confi- dent will assent to it and give However senior British dip- Lower Percentage 

4. Formal U.S. rejection of os ac or e1a7 even if Mr. Johnson and Er- dent that they can win ap, it th e full weight of Amerl- lomats ha;e made plain here Erhard ersonall has b 
any Soviet or neutral-nation There are three reasons why hard reach agreement next proval of their program by can backing in further deal• that, in all their dealings with 1 t P Y th een 
r-aft for a treaty on the non- Erhard is prepared to delay ac- week-the program will not the United States and Britain, Ing with Britain, France and the Germans on the force they e a ed by 1he fact at de 

proliferation _of nuclear weap- tual creation of the force. First, be publiclY unfurled , for at and thereby will be in a other allies. were developing the details of Gaulle on the first round 
ons that did not per it estab- West Germany In will n t least several months. strong position to "outbluff" However, persistent reports onlY one policy option under polled a lower percentage of

1966 0lishment of either the allied b . ' Both Erhard and Schroeder or defeat Gen. de Gaulle in from Washington in the Ger· consideTatlon by Wilson. No the vote than he polled in th 
or eventual "European" nu- e pr_cpaied to make the siz• however, appear perfectly pre: the contest for the leadership man press this week assert British diplomat has professed recent German election. 
clear force. The West would able fmancial contribution nee- pared for a complete break of Europe. However,_ ~oth dip- th-at while President Johnson to speak the Prime Minister's It is ar~ued that, faced with 
argue that such forces did not essary to buy its share of own- with France should they lomatic and unofficial Ger- is willing to consider German final judgment on the matter, the combmed resolve of Amer• 
constitute proliferation so long ership. Second, a number of chieve U.S. endorsement of man observers fail to share ideas, h<?sees no great w·gency and several have indicated lea, Germany and Britain, the 
as a veto remained with one German lenders consider the their nuclear program. Ac- Bonn's confidence in any of in the issue-especially so long that he may be more inter• aging Frenc~ President will 
of the present nuclear powers. threat of creating such a force cording to highest official these respects. as Pi"ime Minister Wilson's ested in a non-proliferation have. no choice but to yield 

5. Speedy implementation more useful as A bargaining circles, for example West With regard to the United attitudf! is unclear ard French agreement, a personal journey gracefully. , 
of the Ger11;an demands on counter with th Jssians than Germany is prepar;d _ if States, Bonn has been strong- policy remains so decidedlY to Moscow,_ or ev~n an East- th Outside official quartera, on0 th 
nonpr_oliferat10n and nuclear the act~al force would be. The France does not accept cur- ly encouraged by an import• hostile. It is thought that Mr. Wes~ summit meetmg. f e J!1erthha:nd, ere are 
planning, but a leisurely ap- "pause, therefore, could be rent Common Market compro- ant faction of the State De- Johnson 'Will prefer to await With a precarious majority ears at e Erhard-Sehroed· 
proach to the actual creation utlliz d for Intensive German- ise terms-to move ahe d partment- namelY the so- a meeting with de Gaulle In Parliament (including a er nuclear ~ve could undo 115 
of the llied nuclear force. Soviet negotiations. with the "Kennedy Roun " called Theologians 'who devls- Possibly next spring befor~ st r o Ill g l Y an~-German left years of alhed policy In West•.nd th 
Sc,r es of Comproml~ inally, some Bonn officials, tariff negotiations and other ed the aba doncd scheme for reaching such weighty and wing), fey, ~ritish obsei:vers ern Euro~e a 1 e l.'ench• 

; Tl fl . as vell as the governments projects on the basis of the a mixed-manned surface fleet, controversial agr ements with consider _it lik~ly that Wilson German hfe wor.c o er 
ie ve omts re~rescnt a of Italy and the Netherlands, ., ajority rule" provisions of and w 10 are largely iucntical the Germans. would bmd himself_ now ~o Chancello_r Ad~n~u r. 'Or de 

series of compromises not would prefer to resolve the the Rome Treaty. with the group that considers much more than contmued dis- G~ulle might, it 1s argued, be 
on Y b«:tvi.:een West Germany the is f •ue Uon of' Britain cussion of the German ideas. dnven not onJy to \ Teck West• 1 1, and Brita!"• ~rnt al~o. ct-.veen -----'-------- t Ind othe~ ~ordS, EFrhard France fh!tl~!pr:me ~f~lli~~ As for Brltllin, Bonn officials As for French reaction, opin• ern and inter-allied coopera•
Cc1man •or('1,rn l\Irnt:,t . Ger- s an s rea Y o see ranee . . ions differ only as to bow vio- lion in the politi,cal economtc 
hard S~hroed~r an<I his arch leave the Common Mar ct _al-American policy m Western believe that because they have lent and effective de Gaulle·s and· m.illtar'y fields 'but reco •IPo Ii t 1 ca 1 foe, ranz-Josef t?ge~er, and to l?roceed with, Europe. ~sseuti~lly accepted the Brit• reaction will be. Optimistic nize East Germany and co!~ 
Strauss. five mstead of six members. West German leaders have 19h design for an allied nuclear Bonn officials believe that as elude a pact with the Soviet
I Thus,. the ind of force Er- Erhard has always made plain apparently been led by this force, the British- especially a. result of the first rounl re• Union. 
Ihard w11lpropose is a slightly 
modifed, scaled-down version 
of the "Atlantic nuclear force" 
urged by Britain a year ago­

1 • 

i

except that rit in is now ap-
parcntly a eeahJe to com- 1 

mnnd by SACEUR rather than l 
a separate command struc- f 
ture. t 

The "European·;, features of I 
I the Erhard proposals repre­
se11t a Ion - er commitment I 
to the "grand cleiign" recently ' 
outijped.by Slrauss.!..-in which • 
a separate "European deter- l 
rent" might eventuaUy - be 
rr,•1te1, by merging n1·itis 11and 'r, nc 1 atomic wenponry. • 

I 

I Tr,r,,rnkcl Gerylan press r 
por ls, 11ncontradicted in offi­
cL,l cirdt:9 t0rl.1y, declare that 
th~ terms Pr lhe propo~11s 
hcl\e, f.-cen :,11)[11:•'' by all 
JOt?rn 'l; o{ '1 • r· '):.:0t ASlwell , ; lii•:hc· :_ I n n( ;-:r-iIi.rd":; ' ·1 l • .. ,y -. , :c 
I ,-,L ' , 111,f • . ,:· ' ,, 'I 
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i$ oss:gncd to
THE VICE PRESIDENT 

WASHINGTON 

.... December 13, 1965 
(,:, I • 2. '"- ,_ - )
~.: ~ I 2.. ""- "':, • 

; 

Dear Mr. sec.retary: 

,. SQme time ago I was privileged t9 receive a 
•• I 

copy of.a letter that was addressed to the President 
, •• J · ·py ·congressman Chet 1iol.ifiel~, Chairman of the Joint 

Committe~ on Atomic Energy . 

.Congressman .Holifield had mentioned to me that 
V. ' .

he· had.written to the President on the matter of 
nuciea~ proliferation. I understand that he gave a 
very thoughtful and provocative address before a recent 

~ meeting of the Nuclear Industrial Conference here in . -., 

• tvashing~n. • I asked the Congressmun if he'd be willing 
., . to share with· me some of· the thoughts that he had 
-. , express~ to the Presi_dent. He then d1:opped me ,1 not..., 

and .. attached a copy of the letter that he had addressed 
to the President on October 26. 

,. 
ill . 

.. --~. .-.. It i~ worthy of the most thoughtful consideration 
ot ·the ··highest authorities of our government. Possibly 

•. the Pr~sident brought it to your attention but, if he . 
didn~t; permit me to share it with you. It should be 

I carefU..lly considered, and I lcnow that the Congressman·1 

w111· ,-li~ve something more to say on this matter in the;~.---.:~.-'i , I 
months: ahead. \I:i-.~ 

_:!•'.:-j·.!~l 
. • . · • .·. I pass it along for your . information.· 

,' /:(~1·.~ 
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. Deo.r ll.r. 1-Secr-~ta,:-y:
' . 
\' . .,, I l • • 

It was. reported in a dispat.ch by Ana.tole Shub in thi·s morni:.~• & 

Wa::;hin5ton _Po1t .unde_~ t.he hea.dld,ne ''Accord Seen on 5-lia.ti.on Ator.-. F'orce 
for ?¼TO"'tb.at IOl~.hpf t1le dcta.Ued pla.r.nine; for a. ja.int NA'l0 nuclear 
torce-.t o.t '.the MU' ,or AD vorie~y., has o.lrcc'.l.!ly h--ecn aereed t.o by ~ri tain 
ar.d West ~, 411d tho,t the creation of :.uch a forc,e with United Ctates 
wlherence t.J !'at-ed b)t lJnit.ed Sta.tea diploma:1..&as a. three-to-one probability. 

~ 
,:.i: : • 

ThQu,t.cle ~csts tna.t mixed manning of nualeo.r or:-.c,_Pol.trio 
s.ub~in-ea ,i{QiJld be an ultimate, al.though not o.n initial charc.ctcristic 
o:.' the rorce,. I'b al.so •tat:es that "another potential. ob::;taclc -,- the 
contlictioa·.c:laims ot a treaty ,dth Ru:;·sia on nuclear nonproliferation --

11·r.o lenser :s~ to i:m,press Amenan le·aders, anc1 gol!ls on to G.ssert that 
"the Unltt.d: St•te•nowhas no intenti'.on of revising it::; basic draft for 
the ttonp;rp~lf.e~a~ion ~c:ord -- which 1ea:ves the po.:...c'ibility o.f such an. 
o:J.lied ~u • .l-'e•r :f-o~~e: o,pen. 0 ~ 

' 
As'.70._~ will· probnbl.y rcca.1.1, t.hc problem of nuclc1.1.r p~c,:d t\::rt\t..lon 

a.rid it;a,\~e.i.t.forn1.bip to p:ropos·:.,J.~to c1,c:1.'tc .u. ;joi.nt ;:~\TO nuclear force 
w.as B~Yeri ,p&rt~ar conaidera.tion by the citizen panel on Arms Co:1trol 
&nd.llisa.rmament ·ot the :recent Waite House Con:rerence on International 
coope~o.t:ion:~/In its report that committee,,. he,-ded by Dr.Jcr0ll'l8 B. Wiesner 
and .made·up• or sli'ch. bi6hl.Y l'eguded experts a.s Ro-swell Gilpatric o.nd 
Dr. Carl._-~l!J$l 1 • lt:at·•o. r-:t.bat"the Un.ited -States ::ih0uld le.ad its allie,a in 
t.be ~e~ch· f,'rtt_•~-•·_to: reduc~ ta.-tme.rthan increase,. t.he buildup .of 
nu.-ch~··iiaapona ·tia:-and ne-.,rCentl'a.l Europe. In thi., connect-ion, solutions 
tQ t~• -~~-H~PF,O'b;l;Q fit the Alliance ,shouJ.d be sought in ,arrangements 
t1?At d,~;not; i"e,-1,\! itl ~ -t1te • creat-i6n ot new nuclear torcea,. '" 

l, ' .. •·•.f• ' 1 -
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l 
Y°'4.hnve yoursel.i" pointed out 0,.1 J~v,,.:.l" .'. occadono tk~:~ 'he 

i;hreo:t .. of" . .t.urthcr nuclenr pro~ifcrat'i o: i!; o; ,c oi' the ez-nv..:·;;1, ot;.r 
no.tion to.cea •. ·No one can r.cy for ccr"1 fr. ~;J:,1"1,herthe Sovlel:: ·;10",;1~/1 

be prcpar,ed to· agree to a. tretriiy" to h.'l.H, th<.' r.1;read ~r r.uclc:i.i:- wr.::::1;ons 
if we .;.,~~~·'·t~:n·grP,Cto :rorcr.o the cr.;;a: 'iof1 of a joint ?!'J\.TOr,uclcnr' 
f'orcc t1i t.h 'West Ccrm..~ • pnrt:i c:!.1x.ition, l c. '!. .cry ha:va catd. J'>ui..it ~;; :it 
lc:ant _;pooclblo tha.'t, by ru:::h:ingl in'to l!'l 1riei-i:•t::ir.cnt to crcr.1~e nu.ch a rorcc 
we mieht well,, ·torfcit our la.at' cha.np, olio~;,:;•dn o. nonprolii'erntio,· ;act. 

. : .' I II 
•' I I

Irt viev_·of the re~potmibi+H;y ol' i·"· '.-:o.i;';l"crfr; 1.-ommurc-: ~he 
Ju:crica~ people that a :ILt,a·ni -- which couJ.<.t hnvc ;.,h,1otcr1 b:ryuc:h :-:,-..;:,, 
;;',OO.t sc.r;OU:G con~e,q~n~::; ror 011tr °''.·\ ~;c::, ufj :,:r. r1·om nuclctu· :.1 tt..'l.<::, ,,nd 
the P;.C-~~ea:na. ~rem.ci.uility or (lll 1.10.t,fo.u1>1 ~ w:a11 not, be. ·t.::,k.l.·nroe,, •.:,; ..1procipitousl.y $.nd'wi1.ho\1t due dclioo :,..-l,1l·,1,~ \lould urc,re the Admi • ..~:;-Lra-
·tion to. take no • t-urther s~p~. tOw;;i.rd t!;oltr :ri-~ion or such -n force, ..A.r.til. 
C~neress reepnvenes in January. The dot.J:.:.tt,t:ec concerned wct,ld ti~ _n 
t.iave 0.."1 oppo~ t;y. to· explore in 11-p!)r.:>r,~r.'l.c depth tile (iuei:;~.ior,s raised' 

by the 
. and, in 
a, treatt 

'' 

JSC:bse 

1
-cre.a.t1on or a jo3.r1t r,ucl.car .fo1icc , .• j_Ll, We:Gt Gcrn-.t1n :r::.:-'Tiicipution . 
~icuia:r,, :1ts ;1.mplicationt:: J.'or the succensful nceo·~io;tion ot 
to·:baJ.t• th~ 1\lrthcr pz:olifex-ation of nuclco.r weapons. . .. ,. .. . . . . 

••., I• .., 
. ,· 

.. • t 

. . . 
.'........' ,:.' .• .,. 
'· . , ..

-:) '\,:;;·\;: '..·,. ..:· 
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-. ·- , ... : . . r. •·· . 1:..:.;:.. ~~·::::::·~:·~-~::~:~~.--.:.,. 
~.:. .-:t·:.:· ..·~...~~::J~'.:.~~~-.' \•,J.~:.,1,C,:: ... UI ~',l.r., U1Ac..,o 
.;..J,..,, ·:. c,;.,w;.•1. ,.;.a, .. .:...:o·,\f~.~~c~· CA,<;. T. C~l~I••• IOL~<:" 

. ,··· .... 

'-· 
,. 

-··.'-,.•.· ...... 

• i 

,, 

!'.note th.at articles iJ\ 11\e DecembeT 18 ilS\le o{ the New 
York Time5· 'by Thom.as r. 'Ham-i1ton ana in tlle 'Wasl\-ingi:l>n Post -
of the .same date 'oy Ana.tela Shun -repot-t: i" conside,:-z."ble detail 
oh the plans for forthcoming NA TO discussions 'betweeJ'l President 
Johnson and Chancellor Erhard pertaining~ nuclear weape>ns and 
nuc:lear submarine matteTs. These articles bo-61. refer to official. . 
sources ,in.'Bol\ll .fo~'tne infyrm~tiol\ pTesented. 

;.. 
. • ~• .: .•. .' .: • l 

· _·_;-: P.le~se··suppiy the C~mmittee with in.!oTmation··o1\ th~ 
C:01\~tions -~onctt~in& the T:elciase of any such information a~d 
the_ •c~uracy !=>f.the Worm,ti.on presented in these articles,: 
copias:of' which I am sendi~ you a-ttc1Ck.ed. This is • 9ul,je.ct 
m· which the Joint Committee is ma.st 1nt.tr•sted and in which 
I ~~;-:to·'.t,~: ½,er:,t and informe.d_f~lly 4~~rently 

::-;· ... .: . ! •.. 
I •t, 'o, ::•r• • \ •.' 

.J. ' ,';· \ ·:'': ., 

I; 

Chet Holifield 
C'h.tirman 
I 

.J 

i I 
I 

1-i' 
. : . . I : 
I I • , ' 
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i .CTtC)l~ 
i~. oss.'jned to

THE VIC£ PRESIO~NT 

WASHINGTON i I • :' f 
I/'(:,\ 

SQZDetille 8CJOI waa privileged to receive~ 
COP,Yof a letter thai~a• addressed to the Presic~nt 

• by Congr .. aman Chet 1iolifiel~, Chairman of the Joint 
Committ~ on Atcmic Bnergy. 

. . 
. .Congru8118D Holifield had mentioned to me that 

ha'bad -written to the President on the matter of 
nudlear·proliferation. I undorstand that he gave a 
very thoughtful and provocative address before a recent

• I .
maeting_'of the Nuclear Industrial Conference here in 

• Wa&hiDIJ~n. I asked the Congressman if he'd be \'.'illing 
.,. to •.hare with me some of· the thoughts that he had 

expre••e4 to the President. H~ then d:..'"Opped me a note 
and attached a copy of the letter that he had adclressed 
~ the Pr.i4ent on October 26. 

m 
·~ .• It 1a .worthy of the most thoughtful considoration 

oi': the ..hig~t- authorities of our government. Possibly
the ·Pteaident brought it to your ~ttention but, if he 
dicin 1t;:pexm1t me to share it with you. It should be 
care~lly. comi~dered, and x·know that the Congressman 
will.have 80ID8thing more to say on this matter in the 

•.I .

montha ahead. 
•' ... 

.. ,I pu■ 1~ along for your information. 

Sincerely, f}rn')t>/:>ef,f';: 
\~~ . 

. ,. 
'l'he Honorable Doan Rusk 
secretary of Sta~• 
Washington, D. c. 

. . . ~ 2/418 
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FRAM• CIAIH,NN, llAN., 

.IONft '• *ILi.i•• ■• DCL1 
•A•a.c.MUNDT, ■ .•a•·· ,.,_. , 
'CLIPr-■ P, CAM, N,I, 

LUtH,NI ,I, Mt.1.ANUIY, MINN, 

t AIU MAIW-Y f.UU 

n,NNII.L A1',CLAIN 

~ OP' ,,,,.pr, , 
•. t;I INII,,. 

~r.c Honorable·nean Rusk 
Secretary . 
Department of.State 
Washington~ -D_. C. 20520 

"• 
. . 

It was reported in a 
WnchinBton Post _under the 
for ?lAT0". ~b~t mue~ of th~ dct~ilcd l~i.r... pr; for a joint NA'.1.'0nuc:, ::ar 
force, of' the . MLF or ANF vo.riet.y, ho. u. c~dy been aereed to by :; • • t:iin 
and West Germany, and tho.t the ercat!i.on •rt·:.uch o. force with Unit., :;;;ate~

I I . 
a.dherenc~'•t~. rated by United St~tcs ~ipl· ts as ,L three-to-one r,1 ;oabilit;r. 

• . • I I 1j
The article suggests tha.t mixed: mµr.:·i .;~ 'of m .. cleo.r ari:ir.:c.Poli.r-i:. 

submarines would be an ultimate, a.lt:1l"IU~~-1ot b.."l initiaJ. cr,ar:.ctcr:i..r.tic 
of the_ fore~-• . It al.so states tr.at "o.not 

1 
r :;?Oteni;ia.l obsto.cl•.! -- -~he 

conflic-ting claims of a. treaty with Ru:;:.in on nuclear nonnroliferation -­

:l!Cn::ctA£!~. !c!Z-3>cnc.£c 
COMMITT&C. ON •·0H1:1GN RCLATION8 

UCccmi)cr li,, :i.9u'.i 

I 

dicpn.tch by ~\n11tole Shub in this mo!"ni:-;;-'c 
heao.lina "tccord 8cc.n on 5-lfa.tion .n;,;oir.:· ,rce

i·· 

r.o longer ·.s~_cms.to impress 
. "the United..·Sta.tes now has 
the nonprolifel'.a;~ion accord 
allied nuclear fors:e open." 

Amer.ban leaders," and goes on to t-ssert tha.t 
no intention of revising its basic draf1; for 

which leaves the possibility of such o.n 

As· you-will probably. rcco.11, 1.hc problem of nuclcu:r prol.it'cration 
a.nu its rclo.tionship to proposals to create a joint .riA'.l'O nuclc.~r force 
was given particular conGideration by the citizen panel on Arms Control 
and Disa.rnu;iment or the·Tecent Waite House Conference on International • 

Cooperation. In its report that committee, headed by Dr. Jerome B. Wiesner 
and mo.de up of such highly regarded experts as Roswell Gilpatric and 
Dr. Carl ~sen, stated that "the United Sta.tes :.hould le&d its aJ.lies 'in 
the s~arch.tpr ~eans to reduce, rather than increase, the buildup of 
nuclear weapons in and.near Central. Europe. In 
to the nuclear problem of the .Alliance should be 
that d(?·not -result in the·creation of new nuclear 

.. . 
·.. '. 

this connection, solutions 
sought in arrange.-ncnts 
forces." 
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You ha.ve yourself' pointed out on :.cvcrr:l occasion:; th~'t the , 

threo.'t of rurther nuclenr proliferation is or1c of the ~avc.:;t our 
nnt.ion fa.cc~. ?1oone can say for certain whether the Sov.ietc vould 
be prepared. to·a8l"ee to a trenty,to halt the r.prend of r.uclcnr weapons 
if we were _to··-n(Srec t·o forcco the creation o:r a joir.t !!ATO r,uclcar 
force. l~i~h)Ji~ot _acrm.."'.n pnrt:icip.."1.tion, o.c thc:y h.."l.vocni.d. nut it is a:t 
lca.:;t poEfclbJ.e tha.t by ·ruchine into un oeret::Jr.cnt to create such a. force 
we mie}1t well forfeit our laot chance to 0:.,1;:iin n nonproliferation pa.ct. 

In vd.ewof the reGponvibility oi' thr:, ~o:-,f';["cnr; to P.sr.crn the 
A:::cric:J.n people that a ::;tcp of ::;ur.h tr.ri~rd tl..i.<l•.!-- which cm;J.<.ihnve the 
;; . ..1st scriouG- conncqucncc~ for our own cccuri i;y r1•0:,1 nuclca:...·at to.ck and 
t.he peace _and trnnquilit.y of all nntions -- wjll not. be i.::tken ro.cr.l.y, 
:r,rccipit~sly and w11.hout due deliberation, I would urce the Admini:.;tra­
tion to take_ no :rurt~r steps toward the crcn.tion of such n force u:.til 
COnc;r-ess.reconvenes in January. The co:rnmittues concerned would then 
:nave~n' opportunity to explore in npproprintc depth the question& raised 
by the crention of a joipt nucle~r force llith West Gcm.o.n :participa.tion 

.and, ·~n·pnr~i~, its implicationG for the succe~sful. neeotia.tion of­
a t.rcaty_to halt the rurthcr proliferation of nuclear weapons . 

• '• .• J -

~-~~:.~ _.:_. 

Sincerely,•. ,;::_ 
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. W.aw:natoa :>t>;•L i'or.:lr.u llltnlco . 

; ;~:;,xx, D.~c. l'l-Ch:mccilo.·1mamic'- U woul<t. j1owcvcr, r. 
,~;·!·.,•.r.:i \\;:, p1·oscn~ ljrc~iclcm:llbc so 'Or'!alli:tcd :is 1.opcrmi;
I • ~ 

1:c,!i1!.:,):1 ncxc Mor1'1~ ,•,itil r. the member n&Uons to i:dd 
1:·:\·r.•.>o:.1_t. Wc:;t!"ucw :;cncr~Uoa" wcnr..o:uIS)'S•1>ro,:!·:.r.1ot 
G,'r;,na 1melt>:i:.-,:l•mi.ni!s, 1r,,j l<:1:1s in th<-tuL\!,:c. • 
<'h:.~:,1;: Cli•t,wr.c,·11h:j) c,!: 1,0•1 2. Excli.i$!.rc__wLo over the 

Jl:11·,t _suhr,1:-:•i:-,cs. • , use o! I.he to,:ce'sti. ,m!e mis-. 
:ti;thN ..l offki::I r.-.. 1rt-l\.: :·.,,;·,· sil(•K • w,,i.:l,i 1'C$,l wit:1 the 

today co:1Cfrmc;l l:,., ~-..-:,·::·ci, P1·c11_i,i<'1ltor.t.1cUnited ~L,~. 
pro1tr::m, :.::h•,•-1 :;. :,:kl' .u::•:, I'r<'si.:mably, buwcvcr; 1.hc 
se<·1"\.'Ldis,·1,~-~io:1.;·,i1l!1 A,::..:l'i• l.rc:i\y •• or . nurccmcnt. ;;utUmt 
r:,n :.n.i l"i;•iti:..a ,:h'l,:;,1.1ls ;.s 

1 
ll!> the to1x·c _.would j1:d11:l().n 

\ 11,:II :h, w:.:: !-~rhnr:l's lc;•;linr. .. Zur.oP.C cfaus_c" -'J>Ci'!,litUni: 
1::.uUlic:~I u1,~,onc:•.t:s i.1 Wc1>1.~Ile t.1·a~1~f',rc.r C1c fo;.•c.:c,and 
Gl•;•1;1:.:1y. pcrha:,11c )>t11•U:1J over Uicveto 

El'hnn! ,·.-mur••c l\l1· John• use or Uu!·.t'.o:ce, to the ::;ovcrn•
~' ·r u1•c- ·c110n ,c- ::•.:::~-, and Lo pe1·su~cie1mcnt. o a n i.CCi ..,L;:t.?s o 

. /.:;•,::·i. .. .;,J1cr w.:1,te,,! :tl•l.l:!u.-ope should buch ~nit.y. be 
Uc~:. .•. .!;~·. io!1o,,lr,;;.i>=,~~e,achicv:-d. •·' 

.'11pri.: · .. : i.: • •· . I 3. El?!m·;.:l•cl po\\'l'l'S • .rc-z:, andI 1. '1' .. ; .;;:·MU011 Jr ::r, :in:·,~d-a:1 cnl.rirgcd German l'O~c 1~. 
• .• mwla,;: fo,·c~. bl.m ;.rQt:n,: :;ixIi.he NA'fO "si,ce.ial commiti.ee" 
,!An:cJ":i: ... -. ::11d :.1;:,· :G1·1t:11lilor:Inni:&cdunc:C11·Sc.::·~t.--.ryor 
inuclc:,,•.,vwcrcd .-,.~~ris s,,l). :Qci"cnt!'o Uobcrt S. 1\-!.cNr.mr.ra•~ 
:lmn..·:,:~s.t...,be j.:>i::·.ly .ow::i:d1aegls last monlh. ·West. Ge~ 
.'jbr ,:,c Ur:.tcd s .. ,L~, Bdt::in, mar.y wlah.is to_pa:·Uclpatc·not: 
,,W{'.$t ,~ ,_. :111ny, t.;:..- :Vcd:cr• merely in atom,c--iargeUng aud 
,ilr.n::s , ... ,. Italy. ':.'he torcc formation or nuclear slratea, 
• w,a:'<i b.: ..:ndc:.- t;•ie com,,i:ind but in "crisis n1:magcmcnt." 

~: ·,.:. ~:-.:m?mc AHil!d Com-i:Whilo welcomlnr: n scat.Oll the 
.~,: :., .••• • .;: Europe ~SACEUit>.p'4cNamara-_~orki.ng . sroup" 
. ~ ·.\ ,a:~ .. f,ot ini1.!r.lly be mix~d· 1 • • See llRJl4.lD, Al0, C!oL-I 

• C ·-I 
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~ •. :_pl,;ln!n2. Bonn ,rc;cJJ also fc,r.ncr C!-:mcellor Konrad erlsbl In the Common ltarket that be· pret~rred a~~ ll"OUPto believe that, If Er- In their tlnanc!:.t ,'liilcu!llcs au!• . • ~h, ::.·.-: ,,.; l,t, 
• ,• to take gart In tile t,:roups Adenanar. No reacUon b::~ before provokln:: French Pra- trade area. lncJudln: Britain, bud wists stron:ly on the ~ill havo .1.o go : • !1!f U :Ur. Uni c!.!Ct!...1, ::.e , ,· 

-lntelll;~nce ,md co.-:nr.imf• bowev~r. bcl'n reported. irom fdent de Gaulle In the nuclear to the p~sent orgaub:atlon of ~rrent progr~ In b~ bib Johnson tna.:os L'lat ,?c .. 1:n his Gaul!h;,1 i, •. :dcd. . 
• , h • t to • 1 • \d bl lf. field. Therefore, a nambel' of the CommoJ\ Market Six. ,. lib Kr. John.on. tho Pral- own. 

- -~~~;;:.:_-_:;.:!. c er :aS • cft4ue,· mse ~~d. o!nclab hopo that- Bonn orOclab appear conn- dent wlll asse.,t to It Old ctn nowe,·cr, ·scnlor Brltbb dip- Low~r l'Prr.-,1ta:e~-:1 

:n:~~:.-,:~ 1'1:tcctlon ot Cost rs ~:w~• In Deley e\·..:n ff irr. Joluucr.1 gnd Er- d.?,1t th&t they can win ap. lt the ~all welg~t o_fAmerl• lc,nats hn,·o macro plt,l,1 hen Et·h::.,:l r, .. :.-nnally bl.I~ 
~ ~~l 0';:~u~l-n:itlon There eri three re:!.:ons\";by hard reach a,ceement nm pro·~~ of their progre:n: bylc~n !Tu;~lt: .. :t.f~~e d:: that, In all ~heir t-:?:oll:::.;s wllh ckkd li>' l;, 0 fact tJt.3t ~ 
aft 'c-- a t "l":lfy on tho non- Erhard la p1-eparecl to delr,y ac- r.cek-the prosram wi11 not the United States and Br.lain, lngth Ill .. ,. the Germana on I.befcrce, they Gaulle on the fir• L rou11 

• ~·., • l - r . ,;at- . of h .• .. • ......:.. be publicly unfarlecl , for at and thereby wlll be In a o er a es. were deveJopln:r tho delalll of 
1ollteu;. o., _c; • nuc ~r •~~ 

~ 
tur.~ erc •• 
Wes~_Germ_~ In ~Gc;J,~-111 

uoa -~ e ,c:,-r. ••·.a.-an~ ~ast aovoral months. • atroq po3ltlon to •outhhdf" Ho-.\"tV.!i, persistent reports only one pollcy oa>Uon under 
No 

pollc~
the ,r.t., 

~ !.ln~r
11·_-•~he 

pe~ntap 
po,lod In Ui 

1 

,• U!at did not.,pci .. ,lt st •~ not _ . . I•·defeat Gcpn. de Gaulle In _Crom 'Washl!l:to~ In the Ger- consfderaUon by \rflson. . 
•lll.me-nt.of-~ -~e~Uod be ~panel to make the llz.' · Doth:~ nd _a.nd_~broed,r, U.. contest ror the lt'#derahlpim:tn prc:.;t this week assert •Britishdlpl9m,t hu 1>rorened recent C:--~• • -4 f'k-cUOL . 

. ' .. . ~ c:\"cn.u1l - ~ui:opea~ .mi• •bbftJ • •• ··1a1 • trlbuU • - I.however, appear perfectly pn-_llof Europe.~ both dip~·that \\~bne P.re.slclnnt Johnson to speak the Prime lllnlster's IL Is ar .. u .. •d lb:at, r~ '·1' 
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I .• BACKGROUND 

nie problem of the proliferation of nuclear weapons.has 
been clearly recognized as ·a threat to the security·of the 
U.S. and .as a-serious danger to world peace and security . 

. However, the question of nations acquiring the means of 
delivering nuclear weapons is also serious, and, of the 
various means of ··delivery, ballistic missiles are of prime 
importance. • 

. Once a natfon has developed nuclear weapons and even if 
aircraft are available, the military and political signifi­
cance of its nuclear capability will be considerably increased 
if associate·d· with a missile delivery system. Conversely, if 
a nation can acquire·a missile delivery system, the probability 
that itwouJ.d· decide to pursue an indigenous· nuclear weapons 
program•-or even attempt to purchase· nuclear weapons--may 
·well increase. If the further spread of nuclear weapons could 
be·· c9.F,,·trolled, it could be argue.d that missile proliferation 
·wouJ;'tf'be relatively unimportant; however, since this result is 
not. certain, retarding the spread ·of nuclear forces by con­
sidering ballistic missiles is a vital part of the overall • 
non~proliferation effort. 

The bulk o·f the effort expended by the U.S. Government in 
·the arms control and security area has .been vis-a-via the Soviet 

• _., •• Union; lately. the· Nth co\D'ltry proliferation .problem--nuclear 
. weapons and delivery systems--has received increased attention . 

. ;· ·-1n. particular, the- ·acquisition. of ballistic missiles by· Nth 
couritries; when 'I'.elated to the spread of nuclear weapons, has 
many· dangerous ra.mifications. for world stability, such as 

·• increasing _the -chance of a nuclear war. occurriJtg (thro~gh 
I 

I . •., ·• • .. ac¢ident or ..miscalculation) and making it _less likely that 
:i. · a~ control' agr·~emerits can be reacl;led. •. In addition, the ques• 

. tion of missile proliferation interacts with future 11. S. • • 
;- • • ·-(and Sov_iet).:decisions· on· ABM· deployment. 

·ae&BiT/NOFORN 
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Although ballistic missile proliferation has undesirable 
aspects, the development of rockets for peaceful space purposes 
constitutes a growing and legitimate worldwide activity, and 
roore and more nations are finding space a significant field 
for national and cooperative efforts. Basic space rockets and 
technology, however, can provide potential missile capabilities 
to nations. this problem of accepting, and even furthering, 
the spread of peaceful technology which also leads to increased 
military capabilities has been faced with regard to nuclear 
energy but has not been explored to nearly the same degree 
from the viewpoint of missiles and rockets. the question of 
safeguarding transfers of rockets and related technology has, 
for instance, not been systematically examined. 

To help cope with the problems raised by missile prolifera­
tion, arms control measures and modifications in unilateral 
policies which affect Nth country ballistic missiles and space 
rockets will probably be required. Furtherroore, presently 
developed measures affecting nuclear delivery vehicles, such 
as the SDV "freeze", will necessitate continuous re-evaluation 
with respect to including additional countries on the basis 
of their missile and rocket capabilities. 

SECkiWiNOFORN 
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II. PURPOSE AND SCOPE 

problem 
initial 

The purpose 
of ballistic 
analysis 

of 

of 

this study is to ide
missile proliferation, 

the problem from an 

ntify 

arms 

and define the 
and provide an 

control view­
point. 

In order to limit the scope of the initial effort, this 
study focuses on surface-to-surface ballistic missiles which 
are capable of delivering nuclear weapons over distances that 
are strategically significant for Nth countries. The pro­
liferation of large space rocket systems which increase a 
nation's ability to produce nuclear-capable ballistic missiles 
is also of interest. All countries other than the Soviet 
Union and the U.S. are defined as Nth countries; the U.S. 
and the Soviet Union are considered from the viewpoint of 
their technical, military, and political influences. 

Specifically, the central concern of this study is with 
the kinds of surface-to-surface ballistic missile systems 
(vehicle and ground-support equipment) which are capable of 
carrying payloads of 1,000 lbs. or more distances of at least 
200 miles. Distances down to 20Omiles encompass most"strate­
gic" Nth country situations, and the constraint on payload 
weight represents a reasonable lower limit for early generation 
Nth country nuclear weapons. 

Although beyond the scope of. this study, it is neverthe­
less recognized that the problems associated with the spread 
of advanced aircraft capable of carrying nuclear bombs, the. 
possible use of cruise (i.e., non-ballistic) missiles by Nth 
countries, and the role of ~mall ballistic missiles with non­
nuclear payloads in Nth country situations are all issues 
which deserve serious attention. 

-SECRti.'/NOFORN 
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III. SUMMARYAND CONCLUSIONS 

The following is a ·summary of the most pertinent aspects 
and principal conclusions of the study; the first four para­
graphs relate to the Nth country missile problem, while the 
last three deal with U.S. policies and the role of arms control: 

1. Nth countries desire ballistic missiles for military 
and political reasons, and tend to be particularly concerned 
with developing "credible" nuclear strategic missile forces 
to further national goals. lbe desire for nuclear missiles 
is particularly heightened by the growing tendency to classify 
nuclear powers into first-class and second-class powers de­
pending upon whether or not they have missile-delivery systems. 
Many nations are presently producing small rockets, but very 
few are developing satellite-launch vehicles or nuclear­
capable missiles. The proliferation of nuclear-capable 
ballistic missiles, in the context of possible nuclear weapons 
proliferation, has dangerous implications for U.S. and world 
security. 

2. Although basic rocket technology has already spread, 
even relatively advanced.nations encounter difficult, costly, 
and time-consuming problems when attempting to develop, test, 
produce, and deploy ballistic missile systems in significant 
quantities. Moreover, nations will have difficulty developing 
nuclear payloads for ballistic missiles, even if they have a 
basic nuclear weapons capability. A typical "partially in­
dustrialized" nation could produce a modest quality IRBM in 
8 to 10 years and develop compatible nuclear paylceds in a 
comparable period of time. Thus, because missile production 
is difficult and requires extensive effort, proliferation 
through this mode is not necessarily inevitable, and the pre­
vention or control of missile proliferation appears feasible. 

3. If a nation pursues an advanced space rocket program, 
it will be in a better position to develop nuclear-capable 
ballistic missiles and could retain this option. In general, 
conversion of large space rockets could provide a nation with 
a missile system more easily than direct production, but a 
fairly advanced scientific and industrial base is needed to 

~P.!tlffli /NOFORN 
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perform the conversion; conversion of small rockets to nuclear­
c:1pnhlc missiles involv<.~s virtua1 ly complete production. Con­
version programs can proceed quite f.tr within the scope of 
peaceful space activities, either legitimately or by design, 
but, at some point, military characteristics such as flight 
testing, construction of many launch facilities, or some other 
indicator or combination of indicators would probably reveal 
a missile program. 

4. Nth countries could acquire missiles (or easily 
convertible space rockets) through direct purchase, assuming 
there is a willing seller. Only a few nations are presently 
in a position to transfer nuclear-capable ballistic missiles 
or satellite-launch vehicles. These transfers are generally 
made on the basis of complex military, political, and economic 
factors in the same way as sales of other advanced weapons. 
Due to limited supplier capabilities and some recognition of 
proliferation problems, the present missile-transfer situation 
is not critical. Furthermore, nations do not acquire signifi­
cant incremental capabilities for indigenous missile production 
through the ownership and operation of missile or space rocket 
systems. However, it is possible that regional or perhaps 
worldwide "missile-seller" races could occur as more nations 
develop missile production industries and as the demand for 
missiles and rockets increase. 

5. The cormnercial export of missiles and rocket-related 
items from the U.S. requires government licensing, and U.S. 
export laws and procedures are in general adequate. Neverthe­
less, the U.S. is the world's largest supplier of these items 
through the cumulative effect of commercial exports of large 
quantities of dual-purpose or individually innocuous missile­
related hardware and data, and through connections between U.S. 
and foreign firms. DOD military sales do not provide other 
nations with missile production capabilities, and although 
no explicit controls over the use of end-items exists, un­
authorized use does not seem to be a present danger. Future 
cooperative ballistic missile production arrangements, if 
established, could present problems by proliferating indigenous. 
production capabilities. NASA's international cooperative 
rocket programs do not i.ncorporate the transfer of rocket pro­
duction technology, and, because of this and other factors, 

EEOM!T/NOFORN 
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no missile proliferation problems are involved. However, 
controlling missile proliferation through "safeguarded" 
multilateral rocket cooperation might offer possible benefits. 

6. NSAM 294 provides an excellent basis for U.S. missile 
proliferation policies, but it would be useful to redraft the 
NSAM to express formally its present application to all nations 
(not only France). The efficacy of U.S. missile non­
proliferation policies depends primarily upon the priority 
assigned to the policies themselves. However, among the tech­
nical problems which should be investigated in order to help 
formulate and adequately implement these policies are: the 
systematic identification of "critical aspects" of Nth country 

·missile programs; the question of "reverse engineering" for 
rockets (i.e., learning to produce purchased items by ana­
lyzing them); and the feasibility of a "two-key" system for 
ballistic missiles. 'lbere is, moreover, room for improvement 
on such legal matters as controlling work on foreign weapons 
programs by personnel under U.S. jurisdiction. U.S. uni­
lateral information reg,arding Nth country missile and rocket 
programs is vitally important in support of unilateral poli­
cies and possible arms control measures. 

7. Obtaining formal and informal multilateral arms 
control arrangements affecting missiles and rockets could 
help ensure the success of U.S. missile non-proliferatiDn 
efforts. Examples of arms control measures which might be 
explored are: regional missile supplier/receiver arrange­
ments; a missile non-dissemination agreement; and attempts to 
increase the priority and effectiveness of the missile export 
policies of other nations. In addition, the feasibility of 
"safeguarding" the transfers of rockets and technology in 
support of unilateral policies and with possible application 
to regional or international "space agencies" should be 
studied. The concept of an international satellite launch 
facility should also be examined as a means of complementing 
and reinforcing non-proliferation efforts. 
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IV. DISCUSSION 

A. FACTORS AFFECTING MISSILE PROLIFERATION 

This 
scientific 

section 
factors 

highlights 
related 

the political, military, 
to missile proliferation, 

and 
and 

examines the reasons why missiles proliferate. Section B 
describes the various modes of missile proliferation--that 
is, how missiles proliferate--and amplifies the more technical 
aspects of this section. 'nte present Nth country missile 
situation is summarized in the Annex; readers desiring such 
background information might refer to the Annex at this point. 

1. Importance of Ballistic Missiles 

The importance of nuclear-armed ballistic missiles in a 
great power context has been underscored by the U.S. and the 
Soviet Union through the development and justification of their 
Strategic missile forces. However, this view has been transferred 
to Nth countries as well. The U.S. has _indicated, for instance, 
that the Communist Chinese nuclear threat will not become 1 

"significant" until_ China acquires ·a ballistic missile delivery . ! 
capability. And, by denigrating the Force de Frappe, the U.S. 
and the Soviet Union have assigned additional prestige to 
French missile efforts. 

On strategic grounds, nations recognize the value of 
nuclear-capable ballistic missiles. While many Nth countries 
alr~ady own, or can obtain, aircraft capable of delivering 
nuclear weapons, there are relatively good means of defense 
against aircraft available, while effective ballistic missile 
defense in an Nth country context is virtually impossible for 

·most nations to achieve without major external assistance. 
Even a few nuclear-armed missiles in the hands of an Nth country 
increase the political and military significance of its nuclear 
capabilities regionally and, to a lesser extent, vis-a-vis the 
major powers. 

No Objection To Declassification 2009/08/24 : NLJ-030-036-1-1-0 
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Thus, the extent to which nuclear weapons have been 
viewed as "the great equalizer" among large and small powers 
appears to be changing. There is a growing realization that 
it is the nuclear-armed missile which is the "ultimate weapon," 
and that there are two classes of existing, or potential, 
nuclear powers--those with ballistic mis-siles and those 
without them. 'lbis makes it more likely that ballistic missiles 
will proliferate in conjunction with nuclear weapons, and 
suggest ■ that there are important interactions between the 
two problems. 

Ballistic missiles with non-nuclear warheads have some 
political and psychological value but limited military utility 
in most Nth country contexts. Nevertheless, as sugges_ted by 
the UAR situation, nations having no nuclear capability might 
desire missiles for these reasons or on the assumption that 
nuclear warheads might eventually be "acquired." Also, efforts 
by a country to obtain nuclear delivery vehicles, particularly 
ballistic missiles, could cause increased suspicions of its 
intent to acquire nuclear weapons, which could in turn stimulate 
nuclear and missile activities. Additionally, through sheer 
momencum, arms races in the area of advanced conventional 
weapons (e.g., aircraft or non-nuclear missiles) might tend to 
carry over into the nuclear delivery vehicle (and nuclear weapon) 
field, and could reinforce missile proliferation pressures. 

Due to economic reasons or because of military or political 
factors (such as alliance membership or possible nuclear 
guarantees from the major powers), c·ertain Nth countries might 
decide not to undertake strategic nuclear programs in the future. 
However, some nations might still wish eventually to develop 
ballistic missiles for political and prestige reasons, although 
some goals could be pursued through peaceful space rocket 
programs. On the other hand, even Nth countries with nuclear 
capabilities might find it more in their interest to rely on 
aircraft delivery only or to develop "bypass" weapons (e.g., 
nuclear-armed cruise missiles or delivery by ships) rather than 
to undertake ballistic missile programs. 
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Finally, possible ABM deployment against Nth country 
threats by the U.S. and/or the U.S.S.R. interacts with the 
problem of missile proliferation. ABM deployment could 
dissuade nations from acquiring ballistic missiles by' 
decreasing the utility of missiles vis-a-vis the U.S. and the 
U.S.S.R. and increasing the credibility of assurances by the 
major powers. On the other hand, ABM deployment could 
stimulate the desire for missiles among Nth countries by 
starting a new round in the strategic arms race, and ABM 
systems themselves might begin proliferating. 

2. Relation to Nuclear Wiapons 

Fram a technological viewpoint, a combined nuclear 
warhead/missile delivery capability requires considerable 
missile technology (i.e., reasonably accurate and relatively 
powerful missiles) plus an advanced nuclear weapons capability 
(i.e., small and light nuclear weapons), each of which is 
difficult and time-consuming to achieve. A nation might not 
consider starting a large missile development program unless it 
undertook a parallel nuclear weapons program which could 
"converge" at the appropriate point in time with the missile 
program. 

If a nation is far from a nuclear weapons capability it 
might choose not to undertake a missile program since ballistic 
missiles with conventional warheads are of marginal utility 
and producing a ballistic missile force is a time-consuming, 
costly, and uncertain undertaking. Additionally, since the 
nuclear weapons initially developed by Nth countries would be 
large and heavy, aircraft delivery might be the only feasible 
mode until and unless a small, lightweight nuclear payload is 
acquired. It should be noted that constraints in nuclear 
weapons testing, such as the partial test ban, would increase 
the difficulty and time involved in the development of nuclear 
weapons more conducive for use with missiles. 
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To the extent that a nation would find it difficult to 
acquire a missile capability, it might well be dissuaded from 
undertaking a nuclear program which would result in a "second­
best" (i.e., aircraft only) deterrent force. On the other hand, 
since acquiring nuclear-capable ballistic missiles increases 
the significance of nuclear weapons, a potential (or existing) 
missile capability might stimulate a nation's desire for 
obtaining nuclear weapons. 

With in;reasing space rocket developments, certain nations 
may be in a position to acquire a missile capability (through· 
conversion) more easily and rapidly than they could develop 
nuclear warheads. The Japanese are approaching this situation, 
for example. On the other hand, many nations·which could 
produce nuclear weapons relatively easily might not have the 
industrial and scientific capabilities needed .to develop a 
large space rocket or ballistic missile system in a reasonable 
period of time--or at all. India, for instance, is, and will 
probably remain, closer to a nuclear weapons than to a missile 
capability. 

3. Nth Country Missile Requirements 

Powerful nations, such as France (which is well along 
in an IRBM program) and China (which is developing and testing 
ballistic missiles), tend to acquire fairly sophisticated 
missiles in order to gain maximum military,credibility, political 
leverage, and world prestige. 'Ibis tendency would probably be 
reflected in most Nth country situations. Additionally, from 
a strictly military point of view, it would be in the interest 
of an Nth country to deploy a reasonably invulnerable missile 
force (through concealment, hardening, or even sea basing) in 
order to decrease the chance that it might be pre-emptively 
attacked by an Nth country adversary--which might be able to 
do this without using missiles--or by a major power. 
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Thus, even if a nation could produce or acquire a 
"primitive" missile (i.e., low reliability, accuracy, etc.), 
it might not deploy such a system. Rather, a nation might 
continue missile development efforts and/or pursue a large­
scale s.pace rocket program in order to achieve a "standby" 
capability for sophisticated missile production. 

Since unguided missiles at ranges of 200 miles or more 
are inaccurate (i.e., CEPs of 10-20 miles), Nth countries 
will have to incorporate some type of guidance in their mis­
siles. Simple guidance systems, such as autopilots, can 
improve accuracy somewhat, but more sophisticated radio and/or 
inertial guidance systems would most likely be utilized. 

It should be recognized, however, that many Nth countries 
do not require htgh quality missile performance. Reliabilities 
of even 50% and accuracies of a few miles'would suffice for 
countercity deterrent roles. Applying U.S. and/or Soviet 
weapons standards or strategic criteria to other nations could 
result in misinterpretations of Nth country missile threats, 
particularly in regional contexts. 

4. Scientific and Technological Aspects 

Following the lead of the great powers, and based upon 
genuine scientific and prestige considerations, almost every 
nation of the world is involved in some sort of space research. 
Although basic space rocket and missile technology are similar, 
only nations with advanced space rocket capabilities are able 
easily to develop ballistic missiles by utilizing their space 
capabilities and "converting" space rocket systems to 
ballistic missile systems. 

While many nations are presently producing sounding rockets, 
small battlefield rockets, SAMs, etc., few are undertaking large 
space rocket programs. Most nations are engaged only in 
support and experimental space activities, not in rocket 
production. However, during the next five to ten years, more 
nations will undertake advanced, more extensive space programs 
for a variety of reasons. 
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Nations could and might pursue space rocket programs on 
purely peaceful grounds, while at the same time retain the 
option to utilize their technological base and rockets for 
military purposes should the need ever arise. Japan is 
virtually in this position now. While this situation would 
appear to be optimal from the point of view of the Nth country, 
it leads to problems with respect to the larger powers, who 
recognize and wish to assist other nations in achieving a 
peaceful space capability but also realize that this may result 
in an increased military rocket capability. 

Nations might undertake more extensive space rocket 
programs to obtain industrial and scientific side-benefits 
from such activities. Furthermore, economic factors may 
contribute to greater rocket production by industrialized 
Nth countries, as worldwide coomercial markets open up and 
exports increase. 

B. MODESOF MISSILE PROLIFERATION 

There are three principal ways by which nations acquire 
ballistic missiles--production, conversion, and purchase. 
Although these proliferation "modes" are not completely 
unrelated, each has its own characteristics and is discussed 
separately. 

1. Indigenous Missile Production 

a. Production Difficulties 

Basic rocket technology has already proliferated, 
and in this sense one could argue that the "missile Genie" is 
out of the bottle, and nothing can be done. Missile and rocket 
principles are well known; design and engineering information 
is available in open sources; and materials, components, Rnd 
production equipment are relatively widely available. 111 
addition, many nations already have some sort of indigenous rocket 
production capability, generally involving small research rockets 
or battlefield missiles, and a few nations are already developing 
powerful space rockets or ballistic missiles. Theoretically, 
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then, given enough time, resources, and money, almost any 
nation could develop a short-to-medium range ballistic missile 
system (capable of carrying a nuclear warhead)or powerful space 
boosters which can be easily converted. Dr. A. J. Hibbs has 
pointed out in his paper, "'nle Proliferation of Rocket Tech­
nology," that any partially industrialized nation could, in 
about eight to ten years, develop a modest quality missile 
capable of carrying a 1,000 lb. (i.e., nuclear) warhead a 
distance of 1,500 miles. 

However, the fact that technology has proliferated 
does not mean that it is an easy or certain undertaking for a 
nationto develop a ballistic missile or large space rocket 
system, any more than the widespread knowledge of basic 
nuclear weapons technology and the existence of many nuclear 
reactors implies that producing nuclear weapons is easy. The 
costs and resources involved in developing, testing, and deploying 
even a small, modest quality ballistic missile force are great, 
and a major national commitment is required. The view that an 
indigenous ballistic missile program is in fact a difficult 
undertaking is supported by the history of the early U.S. missile 
and space efforts, the present technical problems being en­
countered by the ELDO and French national programs, the economic 
and other factors besetting UAR missile production, and the 
U.K. 's abortive attempt at deploying an IRBM force. Additional 
aspects which compound the situation are the uncertainties as 
to the estimated time and cost of a proposed system, and the 
possibility that the system will not be as good as anticipated er, 
even if it is, that it will be militarily obsolete or politically 
impotent. 

The relative difficulty of producing ballistic missiles 
clearly depends upon the particular country involved--its 
scientific, military, and industrial base, and the numbers 
·and kinds of missiles desired. Nations·'already producing 
small sounding rockets, battlefield or defensive missiles, or 
advanced aircraft would be better able to undertake a ballistic 
missile prgram than nations which do not have these kinds of 
capabilities. However, as will be discussed subsequently, only 
an advanced space rocket production capability will significantly 
reduce the time and effort associated with an indigenous ballistic 
missile program. External help from major powers in providing 
needed components and equipment and in establishing and operating 

S!Ciw:E/NOFORN 

No Objection To Declassification 2009/08/24: NLJ-030-036-1-1-0 

·I 

' ! 
·I 

!, 
I 



No Objection To Declassification 2009/08/24: NLJ-030-036-1-1-0 

.....i-ieffl"/NOFORN 

- 16 -

production and test facilities could, on the other hand, sub­
stantially reduce an Nth country's burden, and acquiring the 
services of rocket production experts can be extremely helpful. 

b. Elements of Missile Production 

In order to indicate more specifically the difficulties 
associated with missile production and the nature and scope of 
the effort required, the following discussion highlights the 
more important aspects of a ballistic missile production effort 
which might be undertaken by a typical "relatively industrialized" 
Nth country having no ongoing large-scale space rocket development 
program. 

For both solid and liquid-fueled rockets a broad 
industrial base for design, development, production, testing, 
4nd deployment is required--even broader than that needed for 
producing nuclear weapons. This base includes advanced metal­
working facilities, chemical industries, propulsion capabilities, 
and sophisticated electronics and test equipment. Initially 
hundreds and eventually possiblJ thousands of skilled 
scientific, engineering, management, and operating personnel 
are needed, and large-scale training programs might be required. 

The bulk of the time and effort (but not necessarily 
cost) associated with a ballistic missile program is spent on I 
development, more specifically on the research, development, I 

I 
testing, and evaluation sequence. Once a missile system has 
been developed and a number of prototypes have been produced r 

' I. and successfully tested, so-called "series production" can! begin. Developing a guidance and control system would present f 
I 
I 

the single most difficult problem to almost any nation indige­
nously producing its own advancaispace or ballistic missile 
system, even though accuracy requirements may not be as strin;~~nt 
as those of the 1J. S. ~\- In the initial phases of series product ion, 

*France and Japan, two nations with advanced rocket capabilities, 
appear to be finding guidance the "pacing item" in their programs, 
despite the '.~act that many modest quality inertial and radio • ! 
guidance cou:ponents are available on the world market. ' I 
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some design changes or modifications may be incorporated, but 
I 

~ventually a relatively steady production rate can be achieved I 
(e.g., two, three, or perhaps ten missiles per month). Deploy­

'. 

ment of these missiles depends, of course, upon the availability 
of launch sites. 

In addition to the need for testing and quality 
assurance associated with missile development and production, 
flight testing must be undertaken to verify system performance, 
detect design errors, gather empirical data on such critical 
factors as accuracy and reliability, and for purposes of crew 
training. For missiles of ranges greater than that of about 
1,000 miles, flight testing is particularly critical in terms 
of understanding and solving re-entry problems. Flight test 
ranges would have to be established, and this might require 
Rmall nations to look elsewhere for ranges of adequate size. 
Range instrumentation and support facilities would be required, 
but the exact equipment used would vary depending upon flight 
test objectives and number of flight tests required.* 

. The time needed to develop, test, produce, and 
deploy a ballistic missile or space rocket system depends upon 
many factors including the existing industrial and rocket base 
of the particular nation involved, the amount of effort and 
resources applied, and the type and number of missiles pro­
grammed.** In general, even with a crash program, a country 
inexperienced in rocket technology could not deploy 20 or 30 

'R'I'he number of flight tests needed essentially depends upon the 
degree of reliability and quality control desired. On the average, 
for short-to-medium range ballistic missiles, between 15 and 25 
flight tests would be necessary. Initial tests could be carried 
out at reduced range, but later tests would most likely be at 
full range. 

*-k'fhe time referred to covers the entire development-production­
deployment sequence; once series production begins the time per 
missile is relatively short (on the order of a few months), and, 
if hardened sites are involved, the launcher associated with ~ncl, 
~issile is the longest lead-time item. 
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m0dest Quality missiles capable of carrying nuclear-weight 
payloads over 200-1,000 mile distances in less than four to 
five years. The eight-year period represented by the German V-2 
schedule is probably more realistic, while a ten-year allowance 
would be conservative. The Japanese space rocket program, for 
example, is in its tenth year and Japan has not yet launched 
its first satellite, 

The cost associated with a space rocket or ballis­
tic missile. system can be considered to consist of the develop­
ment cost plus the additional cost (per item) for each missile 
produced during series production. Development costs encompass 
production facilities and related equipment, missile hardware, 
flight test facilities, and ground support equipment ( which 
generally accounts for more than half the total cost). Although 
quite substantial, the absolute cost or percent of the GNP of 
a missile or space rocket system, however, is not necessarily 
an accurate measure of its impact on the economy of an.Nth 
country. Since these programs utilize industrial capabilities and 
scientific talent which might be applied elsewhere, there could 
be a greater adverse economic impact than might. be·expected. 
On the other'hand, because of the breadth and depth of engineering 
and scientific capabilities associated with the development of 
large rocket systems, nations can enhance their technological 
base and gain industrial side-benefits. 

Instead of presenting general cost estimates, the 
following examples indicate the range of figures involved for 
a variety of Nth country situations: 

(1) The cost of developing, producing, and 
operating the French land-based IRBMprogram over the ten year 
period from 1960 to 1970 is estimated to total between $1.25 
and $1.75 billion, The bulk of this cost will be for series 
production of between 50 and 200 missiles with associated 
hardened launch sites. This cost represents an average of 
about 1% of the French GNP. 

(2) The Japanese solid-rocket space program is an 
example of a 10 year development effort to achieve a sattelite 
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launch rocket. The total 10 year cost to date is estimated 
at $50 million; a possible $120 million additional is 
estimated for the next five years (for production and support 
of satellite rockets.) If the Japanese were to use their space 
rocket capabilities and develop ballistic missiles, the develop­
ment effort associated with "conversion" would cost about $500 
million ($200 to $300 million could be part of the advanced 
space program.) It is estimated that a force of 200 IRBMs and 
100 soft sites could be produced and deployed by Japan at a cost 
of anywhere between $1 and $2 billion (by 1969); this would be 
below 1% GNP. 

(3) As an example of a nation with a modest 
industrial base and no ongoing rocket program of any significance, 
consider India. It is estimated that the development of a 
satellite launch rocket (minus the satellite) would cost India 
about $55 million over a period of eight years. 

(4) • Although figures are not available, the UAR, 
in attempting to develop a 200 mile range nuclear-capable 
ballistic missile of an accuracy (CEP) of 5-10 miles, has 
experienced serious technical and financial difficulties and has 
felt adverse economic effects. 

c. Interaction with Nuclear Weapons 

Since the principal significance of ballistic 
missiles from the viewpoint of this study is related to their 
use with nuclear payloads, it is important to consider the ti.me 
Nth countries would require to develop missile-compatible 
nuclear warheads. Although again generalizations are difficult, 
and each nation is different, "partially industrialized" nations 
which could, as discussed, develop a nuclear-capable missile 
in about eight years would need about this same time period to 
develop a nuclear weapon weighing about 1,000 lbs. which could 
be carried by the missile. This assumes that -a primitive 
nuclear "device" could be developed in about four years. Clearly, 
for nations with advanced nuclear capabilities this time would 
be reduced. 
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Mllrc specific.11.ly, has(•<I on L:ht.' ll.S. nuc·tcar pro-
~ram and tlw French and Chines~ experiences., it is fair to. 
state that the first device which a nation tests weighs about 
5,000 to 10,000 lbs. (including the case or re-entry body) and 
that about four more years are needed to reduce this-weight 
by a factor of 10 to 1,000 lbs., assuming fission bombs are 
involved. Further improvements in yield-to-weight ratios are 
difficult to achieve, and have been achieved by the U.S. ~nd 
the Soviet Union but with great effort and sophistication. 
Development of thermonuclear weapons can, of course, significantly 
reduce yield-to-weight ratios, but a 1,000 lb. fission device 
would most likely precede a fusion device of comparable weight 
(but far greater yield). 

2. Conversion of Space Rockets 

a. Basis for Conversion 

The scope of space research and exploration pro­
grams has been expanding in depth and in the number of nations 
involved. Hundreds of sounding rockets for meteorological 
research are launched each year, and many bilateral and multi­
lateral cooperative programs are underway around the world in 
the space field. The United States, through NASA and its 
cooperative programs, is working with nations in many peaceful 
space activities. The U.N. and organizations such as COSPAR 
are also active in the space area. These programs involve 
data exchange, prbject coordination, or scientific experimen­
tation; they do not provide Nth countries with rocket production 
capabilities. 

Many nations already have limited space rocket 
programs, and a few have relatively advanced space programs 
(e.g., Japan). European nations in particular, through national 
efforts and cooperative programs such as ELDO and ESRO, have 
a growing interest-in space. 

The basic industrial capabilities and skills for 
the production of space rockets are generally applicable to 
the production of missiles. As a nation develops more sophisticated 
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and larger sounding rockets, perhaps attaining a satellite 
launch capability, it builds up a broader indigenous base of 
facilities and expertise from which to undertake a ballistic 
missile program. Nations can build larger and larges- rocket 
capabilities by progressing in steps from small and modest 
space rockets to larger and larger rockets as manifested by 
the Japanese solid-rocket program. 

Ib. Conversion Effort 
I 

~ 
I 

Most space rockets--particularly the widespread 
I. 
I
I,

class of small sounding rockets and small military rockets, t 
SAMs, etc.--would not satisfy the range/payload requirements ~ 
for the ballistic missiles considered "strategic" and of interest 
in this study. If an Nth country has the capabilities to 
produce small rockets, obtaining ballistic missiles or power-
ful space rockets (which are relatively easily converted to 
ballistic missiles) would require a substantial effort. 
Extensive developmental work, testing, and virtually new production 
facilities would be required. More powerful rockets could be 
developed through a number of techniques, including staging 

• 
• Iand/or clustering smaller boosters, increasing the energies 

of rocket fuels associated with smaller rockets, or, of course, 
directly developing larger and more powerful boosters. Appro­
priate guidance systems would, in general, also have to be 
d~veloped (or acquired} and tested. 

The conversion effort needed to develop ballistic ·1 
Imissiles or powerful space rockets etarting from small rockets Iand associated capabilities essentially amounts to production, I 

Jand would involve approxtmately the same time, cost, and 
J 

J 
1resource factors discussed above. Moreover, if a nation with I no indigenous rocket capability and an unsophisticated indus­ I 
I 

trial base acquires small space rockets, conversion would he I· 
extremely difficult, if not impossible, to achieve. I 

I 
I 

Conversion of certain powerful space rockets to I 

ballistic missiles, can, on the other hand, be more easily 
accomplished. All satellite launch rockets and some high­
energy sounding rockets have innate capabilities in terms of 
thrust and, for some rockets, guidance that allow them to be 
utilized, with minor modifications, as short-to-medium range 
(e.g., 200-1,000 miles) missiles with nuclear payload capa­
bilities. These modifications may include structural changes, 
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engine recalibration, guidance and control adjustments, and 
elimination of excess telemetry components.* In addition, 

.missile launch facilities would have to be established, and 
series production undertaken on an increased scale to mount 
the desired force. 

As an example, the Japanese space program provides 
a base for the development of a missile effort. Assuming 
that a MU-type vehicle for satellite launching is successfully 
developed in 1965 and allowing an additional two to three 
years for a missile flight test program and the incorporation 
of changes in the guidance and ground support system, it is 
estimated that a nuclear-capable (2,000 lb. payload) IRBM 
based on this vehicle could reach initial operating status in 
1968 or early '69. Cost estimates for this conversion were 
given in the previous discussion of missile production. 

It should be recognized, however, that a conver­
sion effort is relatively easy for nations which have actually 
produced the space vehicle or have equivalent advanced indus­
trial capabilities. If a nation with a primitive rocket program 
and unsophisticated industries acquires a powerful space rocket, 
conversion would not be easy or certain, and maintaining a 
missile force would present problems. (These and other facets 
of rocket purchases are discussed below.) 

c. Space Rocket Versus Missile Characteristics 

Although powerful space rockets can, in general, 
be relatively easily converted to ballistic missiles, this does 
not mean that space rocket and ballistic missile systems are 
identical. On the contrary, there are a number of important 
differences in terms of both basic characteristics and performance 
requirements which complicate and provide indications of a con­
version effort: 

*As in the case of indigenous production, development of an m.lequatl' 
guidance and control system, if not available or able to be purchased, 
would probably be the most critical factor in conversion. 
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(1) Military systems utilize many launching sites; 
this differs from space systems where even the major powers 
have relatively few launch facilities. Additionally, many 
nations.would not be satisfied with constructing soft pads, 

_but would desire to attain some degree of missile survivability 
through hardening or mobility (aside from reliance on numbers). 

(2) The shape and nature of military re-entry vehicles 
are different from space payloads and,in general, there are 
no space applications for missile R/V's and no ballistic 
missile applications for space payload packages. Most scientific 
space payloads do not return to earth and none generally 
returns at steep re-entry angles (i.e., high speeds). Ballistic 
missiles of ranges greater than about 1,000 miles require that 
the R/V's have proper heat shielding because of high speed re-entry; 
missiles of ranges below 1,000 miles do not encounter significant 
re-entry heating problems. 

(3) Most satellite launch vehicles utilize radio 
guidance because of its flexibility; however, inertial guidance 
may be preferable in some situations. Although both radio and 
inertial guidance systems are used in ballistic missiles, iner­
tial systems are more desirable in a ballistic missile program. 
Unguided space rockets have almost no military utility in Nth 
country situations. 

(4) Although in the.initial phases of both space 
and military programs the flight test conducted follow similar 
patterns, military systems require additional and somewhat dif­
ferent flight testing for re-entry body development, accuracy 
and reliability refinements, and crew training. 

(5) Both liquid and solid~fueled rockets can be 
used in advanced space or ballistic missile systems, but 
liquids tend to be preferred in space work since they are pres­
ently capable of achieving higher specific impulse and provide 
greater flexibility. In a military role, where quick-reaction 
and survivability are more important, solids or storable liquids 
rather 
utilized. 

than non-storable (cryogenic) rockets would probably be 
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The characteristic differences between space and 
military systems discussed above should be considered in any 
evaluation of the feasibility of conversion and the military 
capabilities of space rockets. These differences become even 
more important when considering the problem of a nation attempting 
to develop a missile system under the guise of a space program 
since, at some point, certain military indicators such as re-
entry testing, construction of large numbers of launch sites, 
and an increased production rate could arise. On the other 
hand, by the time certain indicators are observed, the effort 
could be fairly well advanced and appropriate responses might be 
less possible. 

3. P-urchasing•Missiles 

a. Missile Suppliers 

Although many kinds of missile-related components 
and equipment and small sounding rockets are commercially 
available from the U.S., France, Japan, and other countries, 
larger rocket& and ballistic missiles of interest in this study 
are not widely available.* This is due, in part, to the fact 
that most nations have not yet developed their own indigenous 
capability, but appears also to reflect some recognition by 
the suppliers of the potential dangers associated with indiscriminate 
missile transfers. At the present time, the possibility of 
misuse is low since supplier nations generally are aware of the 
location and use to which the missiles are put. 

Indications are that from the viewpoint of Nth 
cpuntries, France and Japan appear to be emerging as potential 
missile and rocket suppliers. Israel has arranged to purchase 
short-range nuclear-capable ballistic missiles being produced 
by a French firm. Whatever one might think about French policy, 
this sale might not necessarily indicate that the French intend 

*Missiles such as SAMs are fairly widespread, but are usually 
part of military sales or assistance arrangements and involve 
missiles which do not have offensive nuclear capabilities. 
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tl1 ·sell missiles in large quantities to many nations; our 
Ambassador in Paris attributes the Israeli. arrangement to the 
11 special relationship" between the nations involved. Japan 
has sold ten small Kappa sounding rockets to Indonesia, but 
present indications are that exports of more p~erful rockets 
such as Lambdas or Mus are not planned, and that Japan appears 
to recognize the problem of missile proliferation. 

The U.S. and the Soviet Union are by far more 
advanced in the missile and space rocket fields than other 
nations, and are considered in this study from the viewpoint 
,,f their present and potential influence on missile proliferation.* 
In terms of supplying missiles, the Soviets have not, in general, 
been following a policy of exporting significant offensive 
missile or rocket-related technology or .components outside 
their borders, nor have they significantly helped other countries 
(including the satellites) to develop large rockets or missiles 
by exporting related technology. While the Soviets tend to seek 
markets for their obsolescent armaments, they have not assisted 
nations in ballistic missile or space rocket R&D or production. 

To be sure, Soviet assistance to China in the 
1950's is an important exception, but this was terminated in 
mid-1960, and does not invalidate the general pattern. Cuba 
appears to be a dramatic exception but in that case the missiles 
were under Soviet control. Rumors of the introduction of Soviet 
IRBMs into Indonesia have not been substantiated. The Soviets 
have supplied FROG and SCUD missiles to Hungary, East Germany, 
and Poland. 0£ these two rockets, the SCUD (SS•l) missile 
is the most powerful with a range of about 150 miles; the 
nuclear warhead is under Soviet control. The Soviets have 
provided devensive surface-to-air missiles to a number of 
countries in Eastern Europe and elsewhere. Soviet arms ship­
ments to the Middle East, although extensive, have not been 
related to the UAR ballistic missile program in any direct way. 

*A discussion of U.S. policies and programs related to missile 
prl~liferation including such matters as training and assistance 
provided under cooperative space or military assistance programs, 
the implications of U.S. commercial exports, and the ability to 
detect Nth country missile programs is presented in Section C. 
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b. Dissemination Pressures 

Nth country purchases of ballistic missile 
·systems could become the principal mode of missile proliferation, 
and could cause serious problems. The French-Israeli missile 
~rrangement is an example of this, primarily because of Israel's 
potential nuclear capability and the entire Middle East situation. 
U.S. sales of Pershing missiles to Italy and the FRG do not con­
stitute nearly as serious a problem, although it also represents 
"missile proliferation." The associated nuclear warheads are 
under U.S. control and, due to many political and military fac­
tors, these nations are far from acquiring independent nuclear 
weapons. 

The problem of indiscriminate missile transfers 
is not yet critical. However, there appear to be commercial, 
military, and scientific pressures building up towards missile 
proliferation. Unless major supplier nations are willing and 
able to establish and enforce appropriate policies, exports 
of rockets and rocket-related components may increase dramatic~lly 
in the next five years. As an additional aspect of the prob1:em, 
it should be noted that, even though missiles will become more 
easily obtainable, many nations might nevertheless prefer to 
develop an indigenous missile production capability in spite of 
its cost and difficulty in order to remain as independent as 
possib~e in the face of changing political and military factors. 

A brief analysis* of the export laws of other 
nations indicates that virtually all nations with advanced tech­
nology have some procedures to control missile and rocket-related 
hardware. However, only a few control shipments of technical data, 
and only one has control over shipments by subsidiary firms located 
abroad and over transshipments to non-Communist nations. To the 
extent that nations desiring to prevent the export of missiles, 
rockets, and related items and data have inadequate control 
mechanisms, control of missile proliferation will be made more 
difficult. Moreover, there does not seem to be an opprobrium on 
transferring missiles or missile technology comparable to that on 
nuclear weapons. In part, this could be due to the peaceful and 
scientific aspects of space research, and in part due to the fact 
that missiles without nuclear warheads tend to be viewed as 
"conventional" weapon, such as aircraft. 

*Perfonned by ACDA's General Counsels Office 

81!i8RE,YNOFORN 

No Objection To Declassification 2009/08/24 : NLJ-030-036-1-1-0 

I 
" 

I'.I 
l 



No Objection To Declassification 2009/08/24 : N LJ-030-036-1-1-0 ~~., .....,..-- ......, 

- 27 -

c. Utility of Purchased Missiles 

A nation purchasing or otherwise obtaining bal­
listic missiles or space rockets, does not acquire the ability 
to produce missiles. Some useful design and engineering know­
ledge can be obtained by disassembling rockets and analyzing 
propellant and material composition.* However, much of this 
sort of information is available in open sources. It should 
alsc, be recognized that the principal problem faced by nations 
with fairly advanced rocket capabilities in undertaking a missile 
program is establishing the specific production facilities and 
investing their resources in a large-scale program. Knowledge 
of basic design and engineering data would not therefore appear 
significantly to increase the ability of such nations to 
produce ballistic missile systems. Alternatively, nations with 
primitivP. rocket capabilities, limited resources, and an 
unsophisticated industrial base are so far away from being able 
to produce· a nuclear-capable ballistic missile, that the 
knowledge acquired would not appreciably affect this situation. 
Moreover, such nations would have difficulty analyzing the 
items. 

Joint production and testing programs involving 
conventional missiles (e.g., NATO Hawk) and ~eneral R&Dcoopera­
tion with nations in the missile field transmit some information 
and operational skills to Nth countries. Nations purchasing and 
utilizing space rockets acquire operating capabilities, including 
trackin~, data processing, launching, and maintenance capabilities. 
Missile transfer arrangements, under NATO for example, usually 
involve operational training and maintenance assistance, and 
limited facilities for overhaul, support, and maintenance have 
been established under U.S. military sales and grant arrangements. 
However, in view of the kinds of missiles and rockets involved 
and the fact that production capabilities are not transmitted, 
no significant missile proliferation problems seem to be raised 
by the above kinds of activities as they are presently structured. 

*DOD/ODDR& E,in analyzin~ the Pershing missile, has concluded 
that no significant incremental ability actually to produce the' 
items could be acquired by the FRG; however, the general qut•stion 
of 11reverse-engineering 11 for rockets--i.e., producing a rocket hy 
working from the end item only without having blueprints, produc­
tion specifications or equipment, etc.--has not been studied. 
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In considering the implications of missile and 
•rocket sales, the question of how receiver nations might utilize 

the end-items arises. Missiles supplied by the U.S. or the fSoviet Union do not represent significant problems, because of 
the nature and context of the transfers involved. With respect 
to the future French sale of missiles to Israel, nothing can be I
said at the present time. However as suggested earlier, poten­ I 
tial "missile" suppliers show indications of concern with the : 

I 

problem of the use of supplied items. In the space field, the , 

U.S.* and some other suppliers account for the appropriate 
expenditure of the rockets provided. In the U.S. case, U.,S. 
personnel either perform or assist in the launchings, or are 
present at the launch site in most instances. 

Thus, it appears that if the present patterns con­
tinue, Nth countries might not be able easily to "stockpile" or 
even misuse supplied rockets or missiles. However, if some 
space rocket stockpiling does occur, conversion to ballistic 
missiles would-not easily or automatically follow (as discussed 
above). If large ballistic missile systems are purchased 
directly, such systems are difficult to maintain and operate, 
particularly with respect to the ground support equipment. 
Therefore, Nth countries might not be able to utilize acquired 
missiles, and might find it necessary to ask for assistance. 

C. RELEVANT U. S. PROORAMS 

This section discusses U.S. programs and activities in the 
commercial, military, space, and intelligence areas, with 
emphasis on rockets and mi.ssiles. 

1. Commercial Exports 

Rocket-related components, equipment, and technical data 
are exported from the U.S. through commercial channels. Most 

*Section C discusses relevant aspects of U.S. space rocket and 
missile transfers. 
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such items are subject to export control in which each ship­
ment must be licensed by the government. Missiles, components, 
and technical data, if not subject to security restrictions, 
come within this control.* All space research rockets and 
many related items.are subject to export control and are 
generally transferred as part of agreed NASA programs. Power­
ful space rockets are subject to export control and are not 
generally commercially available from the U.S., except in 
limited numbers or as part of cooperative space programs.** 
Ballistic missiles (e.g., Pershing&) are not exported privately 
but by DOD under military sales arrangements with other governments. 

' i 

IThe U.S., because of its advanced capabilities, 
-I 

I 

' Iexports more rocket-related items than any other nations. Even I 

though obvious commercially available rocket itensare subject to •.t 
control and are generally exported only selectively, there is a 
cumulative proliferation effect due to the outflow of large 
quantities of missile-related items which are either dual­
purpose or which appear unrelated to missile production or 
testing when viewed individually. 

Detailed export figures are difficult to obtain. 
About half of the $3 billion in military-related sales orders 
in the period 1962 through 1964 were directly related to aero­
space industries, but the bulk of these exports were in the 
aircraft area. The volume of private (i.e., "comnercial ") sales 
of all military-related equipment compared with DOD sales is 
generally small, and this is probably true of missile-related 
items as well. 

_*This does not apply if the government is the source of the ship­
ment and/or handles transportation, as would· be the case for 
items subject to security restrictions. 

**A well-known example of a conmercially available rocket is the 
Cubic Corporation's Forrester satellite launch vehicle; none has 
yet been exported. 
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However, assessing the significance of U.S. com­
raercial rocket exports on the basis of gross military sales 
quantitfes and dollar values may be misleading. Rather, the 
kinds of items exported are significant, since missile and 
rocket production is based on sophisticated technology and tends 
to be critically dependent on particular components or test 
equipment--not necessarily on the quantities of items obtained. 

The magnitude and impact abroad of U.S. missile­
related exports and assistance through company channels may be 
inferred by considering the dependency o: t:e missile prngrarns
of other nations on U.S. exports. I _ _ 2~1 

Western European nations, particularly t e rench over the 
past years, depend heavily on the support they receive from the 
U.S. through purchases of U.S. equipment and technology and 
interactions with U.S. firms. 

25xl 

2. Military Sales 

The present planned military sales and assistance 
programs do not appear to be a major problem with respect to 

25xl 
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proliferation of nuclear-capable ballistic missiles. The 
emphasis is on aircraft, tanks, and associated logistics, and 
providing SAMs and other battlefield missiles to complete NATO 
force requirements. 11tere are no joint R&Dprograms affecting 
nuclear-capable ballistic missiles. All U.S. military sales 
programs are coordinated within the government and are subject 
to high-level policy decisions. Exports associated with these 
programs may flow either through approved commercial or military 
channels.* 

With respect to missile exports, the only U.S. missiles 
which have nuclear delivei;y capabilities of concern in this 
study are the Pershings which have been sold to Italy and the 
FRG to satisfy NATO Force goals, and the POIARIS, which are to 
be supplied to the U.K. under the Bermuda agreement. The 
nuclear warheads for the Pershing missiles are under U.S. 
control, and the U.S. is aware of the deployment of these 
missiles. This situation could be considered "controlled" 
proliferation, since there is little danger of the missiles 
being used in a nuclear role without U.S. consent, and no 
conventional role seems feasible. Furthermore, no production 
capabilities have been transferred; U.S. training programs 
provide our allies with the capability to operate and maintain, 
but not to produce, these missiles. 

During the last five years, U.S. military transfer 
efforts have shifted from reliance on grant aid to emphasis on 
bilateral sales arrangements. 'nle major exception to this 
policy is the cooperative NATO production of ASMs, AAMs, and 
SAMs, which was established about four years ago. The NATO 
Hawk production consortium did, in its early days, considerably 
help to provide Western European nations, particularly France, 
with the basis for advanced missile production, but the level 
of technology in Europe has now exceeded this. Of late, how­
ever, the U.S. has been considering moving in the direction of 
increased emphasis on joint weapons production. European 
nations in particular and other fairly industrialized nations 

* Concerning classified data, the U.S. Military Information 
Control Committee (U.S. MICC) establishes classification 
guidelines and declassification criteria. 
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of the world are now interested in developing indigenous weapons 
production capabilities and do not wish to continue to rely 
on external suppliers. Secretary McNamara, consistent with 
this movement, has recently suggested that NATO undertake a 
weapons production-sharing program. 

If, in the future, the concept of joint arms production 
is implemented on a large scale and joint production of ballistic 
missiles is undertaken, it could have an adverse effect on missile 
proliferation unless appropriately controlled. It might be 
more desirable for the U.S. to .!.tll complete missile systems rather 
than to enuer into production arrangements whereby other nations 
could acquire from the U.S. specific skills and special-purpose 
equipment and thus develop an indigenous missile production 
capability (as in the case of the Hawk program in France). 
Limited numbers of certain kinds of missiles could, when 
necessary for political and/or military reasons, be provided 
t0 other nations and placed under some sort of "two-key" 
arrangement or subjected to deployment restrictions as a 
method of "safeguarding" their use.* rhis approach could help 
dissuade a nation from investing its own resources in production 
and would help limit the number of missile suppliers in the world. 

3. NASAInternational Programs 

NASA's cooperative international space rocket programs 
involve sounding rocket probes and satellite experiments using 
U.S. launch vehicles. Projects with other nations do not 
involve collaboration in booster technology, and rocket produc­
tion information is not transmitted. The programs are hilateral, 
with both U.S. and the cooperating nation providing its share 
towards a mutually beneficial space research experiment through 
supplying hardware and equipment; no transfer of funds occurs, 
and no U.S. aid or assistance (as in military assistance) is 
given. 

Most of NASA's rocket experiments utilize small research 
rockets which do not have the "strategic nuclear" payload capa­
bilities of interest in this study, and most of these rockets 
have virtually no military capability in any sense. NASA 
verifies the expenditure of each sounding rocket, often by having 

*The Thor missiles once deployed in Europe were controlled by 
a 'two-key" system. 
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observers present at the launch site, and there is no "stock­
piling" of these rockets by recipient nations. With regard to 
satellite launch vehicles, the general pattern has been for 
nations to provide satellites for lam1ching by U.S. owned 
and operated rockets. Tile recent San Marco Project with Italy, 
on the other hand, involved the orbiting of a satellite by an 
Italian crew (trained by U.S. personnel) using a U.S.-supplfed 
rocket (a Scout) and a "floating" launch platform developed by 
Italy. U.S. observers were at the launch site, and expenditure 
was verified. 

Due to the nature and scope of present NASA programs, 
there appear to be no dangers from the viewpoint of missile 
proliferation. Nations do not acquire the ability to produce 
rockets, stockpiling does not occur, and knowledge gained by 
learning how to launch research rockets does not contribute 
significantly to the technology and skills needed to develop 
missiles or convert rockets. In the NASA context as well as the 
military sales context, it is acquisition of rocket production 
capabilities which constitutes the most significant prolifera­
tion problem. In its advisory role with respect to export cases, 
NASA h~s recognized this and suggested numerous "conditions" 
which should or could be applied to export approvals. 

On the other hand, from the viewpoint of utilizing 
peaceful space rocket cooperation as a means of "controlling" 
or "sublimating" potential missile proliferation, current U.S. 
programs and policies might be improved. The bilateral approach 
now emphasized tends more to encourage national space programs 
with greater potentials for diversion to military uses than do 
multilateral arrangements. Moreover, through DJ.lltilateral 
space rocket cooperation, nations can profit from the pooling 
of resources leading to more extensive programs which can 
result in greater benefits to each participant than if each 
undertook its own small-scale project . 

. Cooperative space programs could be expanded to include 
transfers of rocket technology under "safeguarded" arrangements 
to guard against diversion of the equipment and facilities to 
military purposes (i.e., the development of missiles.) This kind 
of cooperation, in contrast to the present experimental orientation, 
can open up opportunities for arrangements with advanced nations 
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or groups of nations (e.g., EI.DO) where the problems of both 
nuclear and missile proliferation are more critical, and where 
nations could profit greatly from the prestige of a successful 
large-scale space program. 'nle U.S. could take the lead in 
establishing precedents and procedures for safeguarded rocket 
cooperation. Finally, to reinforce the foregoing, it would 
appear useful to consider providing credit arrangements or 
grants to nations in order to help them further their space 
endeavors, while offering increased opportunities to help direct 
Nth country rocket efforts along peaceful lines through U.S. 
involvement in their programs. 

4. Unilateral Intelligence 

Knowledge of the status -and potentialities of Nth 
country rocket and missile programs is an important aspect of 
the missile proliferation question, since such information can 
assist U.S. policymakers in deciding on courses of action which 
might be taken to retard the spread of missiles. Intelligence 
analysis can support U.S. unilateral policies by pointing out, 
where possible, the technical or economic problems in Nth country 
missile or rocket programs, and by assessing, however grossly, 
the magnitude and impact of U.S. exports and assistance. And, 
technical analyses of the possible significance of particular 
items--in'light of specific Nth country rocket programs-­
contribute to the evaluation of individual export license cases. 
Intelligence can also assist in gaining an understanding of the 
policies and practices of Nth countries regarding their export 
and assistance programs. Additionally, unilateral intelligence 
will contribute to U.S. requirements for and ability to verify 
arms control measures affecting Nth country missiles. 

U.S. capabilities for detecting and monitoring Nth 
country rocket programs are generally good, but uneven on a 
worldwide basis. It would, however, be extremely difficult for 
an Nth country to hide a missile program. In addition to the 
broad base of intelligence which can be drawn upon and has 
been used to detect rocket and missile programs, one of the more 
useful set of indicators arise from the necessary flight testing 
of missiles* during the development-prod~ction phases. 

* Detection of missile flights can be difficult, depending upon 
the range of the missile tested and the location of the range, 
although it might be possible, with enough effort, to detect 
flight tests at any given place . 
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The intelligence community also receives information from sources 
within U.S. industry which helps monitor the connnercial relation­
ships between foreign and U.S. companies and anticipate. possible 
transactions. 

In view of the foregoing discussion, it would be in the 
interest of the U.S. Government to improve as much as possible 
our Nth country missile and rocket intelligence capabilities 
and ·to give higher priority to these concerns within the 
intelligence ·community. The Non-Soviet Working Group of GMAIC* 
should continue to assign 
proliferation problem. 

increasing priority to the missile 

D. POLICY IMPLICATIONS 

This section discusses 
relating to missile prolifer
and nature of arms control 

present U.S. unilateral 
ation, and highlights 

in this context. 

po
the 

licies 
purpose 

1. Missile Proliferation Policies 

The single, most relevant unilateral policy affecting 
missile proliferation is contained in NSNf 294 which states 
that U.S. policy is not to provide significant direct assistance 
to national strategic nuclear forces, specifying France in par­
ticular. This policy is now being interpreted as applying to 
all nations,** although the NSAM has not yet been redrafted 
formally to express this expanded interpretation. NSAM 294 policy 
affects nuclear weapons and delivery vehicles (including ballistic 
missiles, rocket components, and related data). Within its 
scope are relevant U.S. commercial exports, cooperative space 
programs-, and military assistance and sales arrangements. 

*Guided Missile and Astronautics Intelligence Coomittee of USIB. 
**In practice, this policy is not applied to the U.K. 
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There exists a number of more or less ad hoc U.S. 
policies related to missile proliferation. Present U.S. 
policy toward the Middle East is to refrain from becoming a 
major supplier of arms to the area, to oppose proliferation 
of nuclear weapons and missiles, and to make occasional excep­
tional sales to meet defense needs and preserve stability 
(e.g., sales of Hawk air-defense missiles to Israel). U.S. 
policy toward Latin America is to attempt to avoid introducing 
into the region s·ophisticated offensive weapons, particularly 
advance aircraft (but, by inference, also ballistic missiles). 
The Indian and Japanese Working Groups of the '!1lompson Com­
mittee on Non-proliferation also deal with matters bearing 
on missile proliferation policies. 

It would appear that the concerted effort of the U.S. 
Government growing out of NSAM 294 could become the central 
unilateral mechanism for implementing missile proliferation 
policies and coordinating the various commercial, political, 
military, and space aspects. Furthermore, for purposes of 
policy clarification and to enhance its impact, it would be 
useful to redraft the NSAM to express formally its appli­
cability to all countries. 

advanced 
of the 

It would also be desirable 
weapons transfer policies t

world, such as Latin American 

for 
oward 

and 

U.S. 
par

the 

missile 
ticular 
Middle 

and 
regions 

East, to 
be brought within colIIDOn policy guidelines, with due recogni• 
tion of regional and country di-fferences. This would necessi­
tate appropriate definitions of "strategic" in small-power 
situations where nations are in close proximity. If "strategic" 
is only taken to be ''nuclear", however, there could be prob-
lems in terms of narrowly interpreting this U.S. policy by not 
applying it to missiles and rockets which, though not nuclear­
capable, can contribute to a nuclear missile capability. It 
would, therefore, seem advisable to cause a systematic review 
to be undertaken of this entire area, dealing with conven-
tional missiles and research rockets. 

In defining and enforcing unilateral policies affecting 
missile transfers, numerous factors are taken into account by 
U.S. policymakers. These factors include the technical capa­
bilities of the foreign nation involved; the alternative 
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availability of components and assistance; U.S. hardware and 
data currently in the hands of the foreign countries; ongoing 
data exchange and military agreements; the situation of foreign 
subsidiaries and licensees of the U.S. companies; and the 
effect on the U.S. economy in terms of competitive position 
and balance of payments. The interpretation and implementation 
of these policies vary from country to country, and decisions 
tend to be made on a case-by-case basis. 

The NSAM 294 Working Group has analyzed U.S. export 
laws and mechanisms, relevant programs, and the various factors 
affecting enforcement. The Working Group has highlighted many 
problems relating to enforcing U.S. unilateral policy under 
NSAM 294. For instance, agencies involved had differing 
interpretations and used different criteria, and interagency 
coordination was not adequate. Nevertheless, a number of matters 
relating to enforcement of missile proliferation policies have 
not been adequately dealt with and are discussed below. 
However, it should be recognized that the success of U.S. 
missile non-proliferation efforts depends less on enforcement 
mechanisms than on the policies guiding the application of these 
mechanisms. In particular, the priority given to the actual 
"non-proliferation" thrust of our policies needs to be increased 
in comparison with other high-level 
vailing) policy considerations such 
situation. 

(but sometimes counter­
as our balance-of-payments 

2. Policy Effectiveness 

The NSAM 294 Working 
laws governing the control of 
items and information from the 

Group 
export 

U.S. 

concluded that U.S. export 
of missiles and related 

are generally adequate, and 
no additional regulations are needed. Certain legal "holes" 
in U.S. export mechanisms have been identified and actions are 
being taken. For instance, the problem of proliferation 
of missile technology through connections between U.S. firms, 
subsidiaries abroad, and foreign companies is being studied 
as dictated by NSAM 326. However,the legal aspects of re-
export controls and transhipment have been only briefly examined 
under NSAM 294, and more study is needed. Also, the export 
laws of other nations were not analyzed, and, in the case of 
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both the U.S. and other advanced nations of the West, it 
appears necessary to explore possible loopholes in transhipment 
and re-export laws to non-bloc areas, where many of. these 
regulations have not heretofore been successfully applied.* 

There are proliferation problems caused by the 
availability of unclassified rocket information and rocket 
experts visiting and working in other nations. Although com­
panies and individuals are required to report all contacts 
concerning potential military sales to foreign nations to the 
Office of Munitions Control, there appears to be some room for 
improvement in the controls over foreign weapons work by 
personnel under U.S. jurisdiction.** Also, there could be a 
danger that the U.S. is declassifying missile-related information 
on the basis of Soviet capabilities and consistent with U.S. 
policy towards the Soviet Union, and that not enough attention 
is being given to the Nth country missile situation.'k'IWr 

In order to increase the efficiency of U.S. export 
control mechanisms, it might be advisable to review periodically 
the various export lists to incorporate technological changes, 
and to prepare "handbooks" which could serve as policy guide­
lines. Furthermore, recognition should continue to be given 
to controlling equipment and information relevant to ground 
support, testing, and production associated with rockets, in 
addition to rockets and components per~- It would also seem 
advisable to consider establishing a centralized filing system 
for rocket-related export data to improve inter-agency coordination, 
facilitate statistical analyses, and help estimate the cumulative 
impact of U.S. rocket exports.'k'tt* 

*There are existing multilateral export arrangements directed 
towards the Middle East (which are not too successful) but there 
are no multilateral restrictions directed toward non-bloc coun­
tries such as those directed toward the Soviet bloc countries. 
**ACDA's General Counsel's Office is studying this problem in 

addition to the question of export laws of other nations. 
***The recent export license case concerning the Douglas Corporation 
assisting the Japanese company of Mitsubishi in liquid-rocket 
technology indicated, for example, that virtually all of THOR missih• 
technology has been declassified; U.S. MICC would appear to ht• the 
mechanism best suited to examing the broad issue involved. 
***~he erstwhil~ ~ta~e-Def:n~e Coo~~ina~ing Coi:mni~tee on Military 
sales was No Objection To Declassification 2009/08/24: NLJ-030-036-1-1-0 
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Technical studies are needed to support U.S. enforcement 
of roc~<et exports and as part of the overall missile non­
proliferation effort. A broad study of the question of "reverse­
engineering" for rockets (i.e., the extent to which analyses 
of end-items provides knowledge relating to the production of 
the item) can assist in our understanding of the spread of 
rocket production capabilities through rocket sales. The 
feasibility of applying "two-key" systems to ballistic missiles 
transferred to other nations should also be explored along with 
the possibility of developing ways of helping to verify that 
rocket components sold commercially or transferred under 
military arrangements are used for agreed purposes.* In addition, 
based on ACDA's work in describing "critical items" in the 
context of the freeze and other arms control agreements, a 
comprehensive study of the applicRbility of this concept to 
export control should be undertaken.** 

A final factor relating to the effectiveness of U.S. 
unilateral policies deals with the question of the ~ependency 
of other nations on U.S. exports and assistance·. ln certain 
instances the U.S. may dectde that it is in its net interest 
selectively to "proliferate" particular missile items or 
technology to specific nations because alternate suppliers are 
avail~ble or the nation involved is self-sufficient. Export 
decisions also tend to be made by balancing whether U.S. 
export denials would "significantly" affect another nation's 
missile or space capabilities against the possibility of such 
prohibitions having a marginal technical effect with counter­
productive political or economic results. 

It could well be, however, that the relative inability 
of the U.S. to prevent missile proliferation is given unwarranted 

-lcACDA's W~apons Evaluation and Control Bureau is pP.rforming 
an initial study of controls over the use of armaments provided 
through U.S. military assistance. 
**In support of recent NSAM 294 activities, D0D/ODDR&Ehas 
already suggested six "critical areas" of technology which 
can be well-defined and which would appear to be significant 
if allowed to flow to France. 
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weight in policy decisions. It was concluded earlier that it 
is difficult for Nth countries to produce ballistic missiles 
for their own use and to sell to other nations. This point 
has been further underscored by the degree of dependence on the 
U.S. by advanced nations of Western Europe in the missile and 
rocket field. Additionally, as suggested in the previous 
discussion of Soviet policy, the argument that the Soviet Union 
will be an alternate supplier for a wide variety of weapons 
if the U.S. fails to provide support does not necessarily apply 
in the area of offensive ballistic missiles. Thus, in more 
instances than presently assumed, it is probable that U.S. 
prohibitions can adversely affect Nth country missile programs 
and, alternatively, selected and "safeguarded" U.S. involvement 
in peaceful rather than military programs can help en-sure the 
success of the former. 

3. Arms Control Policies 

Unilateral U.S. policies alone cannot be expected to 
achieve desired missile non-proliferation goals. Bilateral 
and multilateral efforts must be pursued as a complementary 
part of unilateral policies. U.S. policies cannot always 
prevent certain nations from obtaining missile systems, related 
components, or production capabilities from other suppliers; 
therefore, it would be in our interest to attempt to enter 
into formal or informal arms control arrangements. Efforts to 
retard or control missile proliferation appear feasible on the 
basis of this study, which concludes that it is difficult to 
produce ·ballistic missiles, and, because of this and other 
factors, missile proliferation may not be inevitable. The 
desirability of undertaking such efforts has also been indicated. 

In attempting to pursue multilateral solutions to the 
missile proliferation problem, the question of allowing for and 
defining "good" missiles (i.e., space rockets and def e_nsi Vt! 

and small tactical missiles) versus "bad" missiles must he• 
considered. Focusingon strategic nuclear bal list le missiles 
seems reasonable, even though the interpretation of "strategic" 
varies. In addition, the kinds of proliferation which are of 
concern should be articulated; controlled or "safeguarded" 
missile transfers might not present the dangers associated 
with uncontrolled, indiscriminate proliferation. Furthermore, 
it should be recognized that efforts by the U •. S. in concert 

~/NOFORN 
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with ottwr major powers to restrict the• freedom of action 
of smaller countries in the field of ~nissiles and rockets--in 
addition to nuclear weapons--runs thr risk of being counter­
productive and exacerbating feelings on the part of non­
nuclear nations that they are being discriminated against. 

S0°~,e examples of arms control measures which might 
be explored are as f6tlows: 

--Supplier/receiver arrangements which would freezP 
the offensive missile situation in critical regions such as 
the Middle East. 

--Missile-free zones in Latin America and Africa, 
perhaps associated with nuclear-free zones. 

--A non-dissemination agreement affe.,cting strategic 
missiles only (this could be within the broader context of an 
SDV non-dissemination measure), or a non-dissemination agreem~nt 
affecting all nuclear-capable surface-to-surface ballistic·, • • 
nissiles: these could be separate measures or coupled with 
a nuclear-non-proliferation agreement. 

--A U.S.-Soviet "bonfire" of obsolete missiles and 
rockets to be included as part of the "bomber bonfire" proposal. 

--A U.N. resolution calling for international cooperation 
to prevent the indiscriminate spread of nuclear-capable missiles 
(and aircraft) to reinforce nuclear non-proliferation efforts; 
associated with this could_ be informal attempts by the U.S. 
to convince other suppliers to increase the policy priority 
and effectiveness of their export controls over missile (and 
aircraft) components. 

It is also imnortant to c>xamirw the• quc:stion nl 
"'safe~uarding'' tlu· transfers of rockc.•ts and t<•chnology as 
another aspect of rnissi l<.• non-prol if 0ration. Nat i.ons h:111(• 

legitimate desires :i.n- the space~ field, and rn:rny n,1tions wil 1 
eventually ohtain rocket capabilities. Safeguarded rockc•t 
as~istance and cooperation can offer peacef,11 nlternatives 
to military missile programs, while at the same time, through 
appropriate technical, economic and political involvements, 
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can 111akl.' i.t d.i.ffi<.·L1lt, costly, or unattractiv'-' fot· natio11s 
to div~rt their space programs. Even though safeguarded 
arrangements might not be able to prevent a determined nation 
from pursuing military designs, at worst it can provide 
"early warning" and offer some deterrence to nations. More-
over, safeguarded rocket programs can strengthen non-proliferation 
efforts by establishing the principle that arms control can 
be constructive and positive, not only prohibitive, and thus 
help alleviate the discrimination problem. 

With respect to the technical feasibility of rocket 
safeguards, ACDAand NASA have begun to study the question 
of t~chnical controls over rocket proliferation.* Such 
controls could be used to support unilateral export enforcement 
and bilateral cooperative efforts as well as multilateral 
space rocket arrangements. Systematic studies of the military, 
poH.tical and legal ramifications of safeguarded rocket transfers, 
however, are needed. 

To the extent that the United States and other supplier 
nations pursue vigorously peaceful multilateral and inter­
national space rocket programs under safeguarded arrangements 
they can offer peaceful alternatives to potential military 
programs.** As one suggestion, the concept of an International 
Space Agency which could provide sounding rockets and satellite 
launch vehicles under safeguarded arrangements and/or regional 
agencies along the same lines should be investigated. Also, 
the U.S. should study the question of establishing international 
satellite launching facilities,tt* and might also investigate the 

I
I 
t 
. 

·':Th'-' \rrns Control Group at Jet Prop11lsion T.ahoratori<.•s is 
11ndertakin~ a study of this prohlcm. 
-:.'d,Precedents for international space coop<!rat ion :1lrcady <·Y. i st; 
in addition to the many nctivities of the IJ. N. Committc.-<.· on tlw 
Peaceful Uses of Outer Space, UNESCO has discussed th~ idea of 
selling ~ounding rockets to nations for research purposes, and 
world-wide coordinated sounding rocket programs have been insti­
tuted through COSPAR. 
·-h~-,~he Thumba international sounding rocket launch site in India, 
sponsored by the U.N., is already functioning; however, it is 
not well-located for satellite launchings. 
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desirability and feasibility of developing a worldwide network 
of tracking stations under U.N. auspices for purposes of data 
exchange and to help verify peaceful uses arrangements. In 
addition, the U.S. should place renewed emphasis on full, 
worldwide utilization of the U.N. resolution calling for dec­
larations and registrations of space launchings, and might 
consider extending it to include invitational launch site 
visits. 

~/NOFORf! 

ACDA/ST: JHKahan 

No Objection To Declassification 2009/08/24: NLJ-030-036-1-1-0 



No Objection To Declassification 2009/08/24 : NLJ-030-036-1-1-0 

~·/NOFORN 

ANNEX: SURVEY OF Nth COUNTRY MISS I LE CAPABILITIES 

To provide bac~ground for the main paper on missile 
proliferation, this Annex briefly describes the missile and 
space rocket capabilities _of selected Nth countries. Present 
(and, where applicable, future) capabilities are discussed, 
and related matters of particular importance are highlighted. 
Nations not discussed do not have a missile or rocket capa­
bility which could lead to the development of nuclear-capable 
surface-to-surface ballistic missiles within the next decade. 

France 

lbe Fi::ench Mirage aircraft will be supplemented by a 
hardened land-based IRBM which is under development and will 
probably be deployed beginning in late 1967. By 1975, this 
missile force will probably grow into a mixture of land-based 
IRBMs and sub-launched ballistic missiles. The land-based 
IRBM will probably be a two-stage solid rocket.missile, and 
it is believed that by the end of 1967 the Fh:, ..-.;b will have 
nuclear warheads· capable of being carried by ..:41ese missiles. 
'These missiles, although not as accurate or reliable as U.S. 
missiles, are felt by the French to be sufficient for a second­
strike countervalue deterrent. The French are developing a 
satellite launch vehicle, the Diamant, and are developing the 
second stage booster for the ELDO satellite launch vehicle. It 
is expected that the French will attempt to place satellites 
into orbit sometime during 1965 or early '66. Although the 
French missile programs are now formally separated, they still 
remain intertwined through an industrial network and as a 
result of dual-purpose technical developments (e.g., hoosters). 

The French have rec~ived past support--hoth directly and 
lindirectly--from the United States in the development of their 

rocket and missile capability, but the impact of the NSAM 294 I 
l 

policy has reduced this support to a minimum. French policy I
is to attempt to develop an ·indigenous capability and to 
purchase equipment from the U.S. only where absolutely neces­ i 
sary, but the French pursue the acquisition of information from •► 

I 
IU.S. firms and subsidiaries. The French facility now producin¥, 1 
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solid propellants was involved in the NATO Hawk missile 
production program and assistance.was given by U.S. engineers; 
the French gained considerably in the solid propellant field 
from this program. In March of 1964, the French purchased in 
the U.S. a large, modern, glass filament case winding machine 
capable of winding cases for large solid rocket motors. 
Although present French missile capability is high, French 
firms connected with the IRBM program are encountering major 
technical problems but will not overtly admit being in trouble. 
These problems seem to be in the general areas of guidance, 
re-entry, tracking, and hardened silo construction. 

Under NSAM 294 policy,. the U.S. has be·en attempting 
to stop contributing to the French nuclear force. At this 
stage, however, there is probably little that the U.S. can do 
to affect significantly the eventual attainment by France of 
a ballistic missile capability. The U.S. can retard and make 
more costly the French program, and perhaps have an effect on 
reducing the quality of the resultant missiles. The U.S. 
continues to have joint scientific space experiments with the 
French, (e.g., orbiting a French satellite using a U.S. booster), 
and continues to selectively release data and equipment, 
particularly in the area of non-storable liquid rocket technology 
(since this is clearly for the French space program). 

The French, having a missile production capability, 
are potential suppliers of missiles and rockets to other nations. 
The Israeli government has arranged to purchase surface-to­
surface missiles capable of carrying a nuclear warhead (1,300 
lb. payload) over 250 miles now being developed by a French 
firm. Israel appears to be assisting this development program 
by supplying certain components. 

China 

It is estimated that the Chinese are developing an 
MR.BMsimilar to the Soviet SS-4, and that a few such missiles 
could be ready for deployment, with associated fission war­
heads, by 1967 or 68. Although the Chinese may have a sub­
marine which appears to be able to launch (from the surface) 
350 n.m. ballistic missiles, it is not known what miss·iles they 
expect to use. It is also estimated that the Chinese could 
not deploy an operational ICBM system before 1970 nor could 
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they develop a signific:rnt missile-capable submarine threat to 
the U.S. until well into the 1970's. 

Japan 

Since 1955 the Japanese have been developing solid­
fueled sounding rockets, from the small KAPPASto the larger 
LAMBDAs. They have continued booster development and, having 
progressed through four generations of rockets, now have a 
still more powerful solid booster (the MU), which will give the 
Japanese a guided rocket capable of placing satellites in orbit; 
a satellite launch attempt is planned in late 1965. Japan has 
spent a total of $50 million thus far in its space program, 
and might spend an additional $120 million by 1970 as satellite 
rocket systems are produced and utilized. 

The diameter and thrust of the MU booster would place 
the vehicle in the IRBM/ICBM category. Although it does not 
appear that any official Japanese ''requirements" for a long 
range missile exist, a plan for conversion of space rockets to 
MR/IRBMs is being considered by a group of Japanese scientists 
who are influential in strategic policy planning. Conversion 
of the new booster and rocket into a military missile is par­
ticularly dependent upon developing guidance and control.systems, 
modifying ground support equipment, and undertaking a two to 
three year period of extensive flighe testing. It is estimated 
that a military version of the MUrocket could not reach opera­
tional status before 1969. The development cost of conversion 
would ~e about $500 million ($200 to $300 million of development 
and tf:!st co\tld be done as part of the space effort), and a 
force of 200 IRBMs with 100 soft sites could be produced and 
deployed for $1-2 billion. (Of course, since much missiles 
would probably not be useful for Japan in a conventional ru h·, 
developing or obtaining a nuclear warhead would be an obvious 
problem.) 

The Japanese have proceeded through many generations 
of rockets and are anxious to obtain an independent space capa­
bility. Although some military stirrings exist in Japan, Prime 
Minister Sato and Professor Itokawa both have agreed that an 
acceleration of the Japanese satellite project would be a non­
military method of demonstrating Japanese scientific superiori~y 
in Asia. Itokawa himself has said that this development would 
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be a "safe, sane, peaceful., dramatic, non-controversial, 
manageable, and rational method." 

The proposed arrangement between Douglas Aircraft 
Company and the Mitsubishi Corporation, involving TIIOR 
(non-storable, liquid~fueled} missile technology, has been 
approved by the U.S. Government. 'nlis is the first instance 
of Japan asking for s.ubstantial U.S. support, and reflects 
the relatively primitive state of Japanese liquid-rocket 
capabilities. 

Since Japan has a fairly advanced indigenous capa­
bility, she has already begun looking for markets for her 
smaller sounding rockets. In general, the Japanese seem to be 
responsibly considering the potential military impact of their 
smaller rocket sales and appear to realize the potential prob­
lems associated with sales of large rockets. Indonesia has 
purchased 10 KAPPA sounding rockets from Japan, and at least 
two have been fired. In agreeing to.this sale, Japan has asked 
Indonesia to join COSPAR and declare that the rockets will be 
used only for peaceful, scientific purposes; also, there are 
indications that the Japanese have considered sending "observers" 
to the KAPPA launches. The Indonesians also requested LAMBDA 
rockets; no sales of IAMBDA's have been made, and present Japa­
nese policy appears to be opposed to· such sales in general. 
Yugoslavia has received KAPPA rockets and other countries have 
negotiated with the Japanese but no other transactions have 
occurred. Solid propellants for small research rockets are 
being manufactured in Argentina under special permit from the 
Japanese. 

West Germany 

In the larger rocket area, German industrial and 
Governmental interest is currently focused on the development 
of a third stage liquid-booster for the EI.DO space vehicle. In 
addition to having the industrial facilities for production of 
the stage for the booster and the propellants, West Germany has 
relatively advanced guidance and control capabilities, and a 
small testing range. Germany is also equipped with a number 
of American military missile systems under NATO arrangements 
and for fulfilling NATO force goals. Some missiles are co­
produced, and there are repair and maintenance facilities for 
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I 
I certain missiles. However, these latter missiles are 

AAMs and SAMs, such as Sidewinder and Hawk; production 
facilities for nuclear-capable surface-to-surface missiles, 
such as Pershings, do not exist in Germany. 

The Germans have recently expressed interest in a 
cooperative program with the U.S. to develop advanced inertial 
guidance systems. These guidance systems would be of ICBM 
quality, although not packaged for use in missiles. The 
Department of State and DOD, after considering the implications 
of such a cooperative program when broadly interpreting NSAM 294, 
nevertheless decided that the U.S. should cooperate with the 
FRG. In addition, the West German Defense Ministry has con­
tracted with a French firm for the development of two medium 
range air-to-surface guided missiles for the F-104 aircraft. 
This missile is not a significant ballistic missile threat 

' of course, but represents the potential movement of the 
I Germans away from the U.S. if we do not supply appropriate ' t. weapons for them. 

I It is estimated that the FRG could develop a liquid­
fueled ICBM in from three to four years. However, production 
of "guided missiles and components" (surface-to-surface type) 

I 
I are renounced by the FRG in the Brussels Treaty (WEU restric­

tions) in addition to prohibitions on the manufacture of_ CB 
and•nuclear weapons. There has, however, been concern expressed 
over the last two years in the U.S. Government and by NATO 
nations, and of course, the Soviet Union that the FRG has al­
ready violated--or at least severly "eroded"--the WEU 
restrictions on the basis of its missile programs. 

It is clear that the West Germans have the capability 
to produce larger military missile systems if they so desired. 
However, in a fairly detailed evaluation of the situation, our 
Ambassador in Germany has stated that there is no evidence of 
any serious thought or developments in West Germany leading 
to a program for the research, development, and production of 
long-range guided military missiles. The nuclear weapon 
restrictions of the WEU, it could be argued, make it unlikely 
that the FRG would consider developing nuclear-capable missiles. 
And, blatant violation of missile production restrictions would 
probably have serious repercussions (unless the WEU members might 
want the FRG to produce missiles in support of some European 
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nuclear force). Moreover, it appears that as long as the 
German leaders are convinced that U.S. missiles will be 
deployed to protect German territory and/or that U.S. missiles 
can be purchased by the FRG, the question of German production 
of such delivery systems may not be serious·at the present 
time. 

The United Kingdom 

The U.K.'s major national program is organized around 
cooperative arrangements with NASAinvolving instrumented 
sounding rocket launchings and launchings of British satellites. 
Except for the Blue Streak project, which is no longer part of 
a military program but involved in ELDO, there are no indications 
that the U.K. will expand its existing large rocket programs. 
Due to company connections and Bri.tish involvement in ELDO, 
virtually all of the technology and experience associated with 
the Blue Streak which was obtained from the U.S. is probably 
known to most European countries. 

The U.K.'s adverse experience in attempting to develop 
the Blue Streak into an MRBMindicates that even such a techni­
cally advanced nation finds it extremely difficult, and in 
this instance, undesirable and unfeasible, to produce its own 
nuclear-capable ballistic missile system. Britain will 
apparently satisfy her nuclear force·goals by continued reliance 
on bomber aircraft, purchasing POLARIS missiles from the U.S., 
and attempting to establish the ANF. 

India 

her 
India's rocket 

nuclear capabilitiAs. 
capabilities 

India has 
are 
no 

decidedly 
rocket 

inferior 
production 

to 
capa­

bility to speak of, and does not have the broad, sophisticated 
(e.g., electronics) industrial base of a country like Japan 
needed for development of a rocket system of appreciahlc size. 

With possibly increased emphasis since the Chin<!Sl' 
nuclear test, India has begun to be more concerned with the 
rocket question. The French are to build a production facility 
for solid-fueled meterologic rockets (the Centaure) in India, 
and Professor Itokawa, a major Japanese rocket expert, has 
recently become a "consultant." About six months ago while 
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visiting the United States, Homi Bhabha, head of the Italian 
AEC and space effort, inquired as to the cost of an Indian 
space program. NASA.estimated that an Indian aatellite launch 
capability (rocket plus satellite) would take about eight 
years to develop ·and would cost about $70 million, while the 
satellite alone could be developed in a few years at a cost of 
$15 million. 

The U~S. has a bilateral agreement with India involving 
launchings of meteorological rockets. Establishing more 
extensive cooperative space programs which might provide 

.India with a peaceful show of strength (e.g., satellite 
launch) have been considered within the U.S. Government. 
India has already achieved ~nte~tional prestige benefits 
from having the UN-sponsored Thwnba sounding rocket launch 
facility on her soil. NASA has considered working out an 
arrangement to launch an Indian satellite with a U.S. vehicle. 

Israel 

The Israelis have ·contracted with the French to pur- i. 

chase a two-stage solid-propellant missile employing inertial 
guidance and having a range of about 270 nautical miles. The 
vehicle can c·arry a 1,300 lb. conventional warhead and is 
large enoughi.:to accormnodate a French nuclear warhead. About 
25 missiles have b~en ordered. 'lbe earliest date of deployment 
on Israeli soil w~uld be sometime in 1966~ 'nle means of deploy­
ment is not clear, although indications are that some type of 
mobile deployment will be used. I~•is also not clear whether 
the Israelis intended to purchase the missiles completely or 
to purchase the major .component• for final assembly in Israel. 
The Israelis have the capability to assembly.missiles from 
purchased components and even to manufacture some components 
themselves. During the past few years they have purchased 
items ·abroad which ·are obviou.sly mi.sa.ile-related. such as plugs, 
tungste-n nozzles, ~md guidance components; Indications are 
that the Israelis may be developing a native missile system as 
a "back-up" in the event that the French arrangements fail to • 
materialize. 

The Israelis have been interested in a surface-to­
surface missile as early as 1961. They developed a Shavit 
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sounding rocket, and it is believed that this rocket would 
be used·as a basis for developing a short-range ballistic 
missile.- However, this program has been cancelled (or 
delayed) due to quite a few launch failures and other problems. 
Israel has displayed considerable interest in securing missile 
technology, equipment, manpower, and related information from 
the U.S. In fact, in D·ecember 1962, Israel openly attempted 
to recruit U.S. -missile scientists and engineers, and tech­
nicians to work on a crash Israeli ballistic missile program. 
'lhe .U.S., of course, hai provided Israel with Haw-k air-defense 
missiles. 

The-history of the Israeli missile program underscores 
the difficulties-an Nth country can encounter in attempting to 
develop and-produce a complete ballistic missile system of 
modest capabilities. The Israelis, although well developed 
technically and able to draw on a variety of external assistance, 
essentially discontinued their indigenous program and chose 
to arrange to purchase missiles from the French. This is not 
to say that the Israelis could not have eventually developed 
their own missile,. but merely to indicate that although 
rocket technology has spread the actual development of a 
missile system would be a difficult and costly undertaking. 

The military and political ramifications of the 
armaments situation in the Middle East needs no elaboration. 
Although the U.S. Government is concerned about this sig­
nificant problem, no solutions have yet seemed feasible. 
Prime Minister Eshkol .of Israel recently said that he would 
welcome an agreement whereby both the Westem and Eastern 
nations might agree not to supply nuclear or conventional 

• weapons to the Middle East. It should be noted that the Federal 
Republic has stated.its intention-not to negotiate further 
deliveries of armament·s to areas of ·tension, particularly the 
UAR and Israel. 

The UAR 

The UAR, with the assistance of German missile 
experts, has been developing three:types of liquid-fueled 
ballistic missiles, one of which (the Conqueror) could be capable 
of carrying a riuclear-weight,payload (e.g., about 2,000 lbs.) 
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a distance of 200 miles with a CEP of 5-10 miles. From open 
sources it appears that the deployment of the UAR·,missile 
force is imminent; however, recent indications are that 
the program is running into significant costing and technical 
difficulties. For example, the missile fuel tanks leak, (fuel 
cannot remain longer than 30 minutes), there are difficulties 
in obt11ining adequate guidance components, and test firings 
have been unsuccessful. The UAR is attempting to purchase 
bits and pieces of missile-related components and other 
needed materials from all around the world, but acquisition is 
becoming increasingly difficult. In addition, the FRG has 
become concerned about its rocket experts, and many are returning .: 
to Germany. In past years, German firms have sold key equipment· ., 
to the UAR in support of the missile programs, and British, 
American and Swiss firms have also assisted the missile 
program. Such support is diminishing, however. 

It is difficult to assess the exact status of the 
program at this point, although it is fairly clear that tech­
nical and economic factors are causing program slippage 
and could have adverse affects on the quality and quantity 
of missiles produced. Indications are, for example, that 
missile flight testing has been suspended as of April, 1965, 
and that there have been critical financial problems associated 
with the missile program. It is believed that the UAR does 
not have a nuclear-capable missile system at this time, and is 
not likely to deploy such a system (or any offensive missile 
system) within the next few years. The UAR experience indicates 
that even with the help of experts and a national decision, 
it is not easy for an Nth country to develop, produce, and 
deploy even a modest su::-fc..ce-to-surfncc missile system. 

Tae UAR does ,1ot have: a f~asiole nuc:]ear weapons 
car,ability, but the potential deployment of conventionall·,1-
a1"1T.ed~~,alli::.tic missiles against Israel would be extremely 
destabilizing. Israel recognizes that it presents a small, 
dense target, although the actual military threat of such 
missiles is small, and views these missiles as weapons against 
which it will be anable to provide a defense. Israel fears I 
that possession of such weapons may encourage the UAR leaders 
to take greater risks. Prime Minister Eshkol has stated, for .t 
example, that the UAR missile program presents a danger since 
it is leading to the development of a "delivery vehicle for I 

I 
!. 
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nuclear weapons if the UAR ever makes or obtains the 
warheads. 11 President Nasser ,views the missile program 
as a source of world prestige in addition to its value 
vis-a-vis Israel. With the f:orthcoming Israeli purchase 
of French missiles, a Middle -:East missile race is de­
veloping. 

Other Nations 

Except for the San.Marco project in which an 
Italian satellite was launched by Italians from a floating 
platform utilizing a Scout missile provided by the U.S., 
there do not appear to be any Italian space or rocket 
programs involving launch vehicle development. there are 
indications, however, that Italy is considering requesting 
U.S. assistance in producing a short-range solid-fueled 
tactical missile. 

Neither Belgium nor the Netherlands has a national 
space program involving large sounding rockets or satellite 
launch vehicles, and neither produces ballistic missiles. 
Sweden has a fairly advanced short-range, conventional war­
head missile production capability (SAMs, AAMs,ship-to-ship 
rockets, etc.) and has been•given some U.S. assistance in 
developing these items. Sweden has also been conducting a 
small sounding rocket program in cooperation with NASA. 

South Africa, Switzerland, Poland, and Australia 
have rocket capabilities but in the areas of short-range 
sounding rockets and air-to-surface and surface-to-air 
type small military rockets. Argentina has a small native 
solid-fueled rocket program, capable of launching sounding 
rockets up to 40 miles with payloads of five or ten pounds. 
Indonesia, Yugoslavia, and Mexico have extremely limited 
sounding rocket programs and capabilities. 

ACDA/ST: JHI<ahan 
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December 16, 1%'.J 
·-------

Tnc Honorable· Dean Rusk , 
S•?cretary . 
Department of State 
Washinston, D. C. 20520 

..._ 

• \' 
It was reported in~ dispatch by Anatole Shub in this morning's 

Wnzhine;ton Post under the hetl.dlzine "Accorc;i _Seen on 5-Ifation Atom Force 
for Nii'l'O" that much of the detailed plannipg for a joint NATO nuclear 
force, of the MLF or AIW variety, has ~eMy been agreed to by uritain 
ar.d West Germany, .and that the creation of such a force with United States 
adherence is rated by United States diplomats as a three-to-one probability. 

•, 

The article suggests that mixed manning of ·nuclear nrmed Polaris 
submarines would be an ultimate, although not an·initial characteristic 
o~ the force. It also states tha£ "another potentie.l. obstacle -- the 
connicting.claims of a treaty with Russia.on nuclear nonproliferation -­
r.o longer seems to impress Amerl:an leaders~" and goes on to assert that 
11the United States now has no intention of revising its basic draft for 
the ncnproliferation accord which leaves the possibility of such an 
allied nuclear force open. " ;, 

Ar. you will probably recall, the probiCJll of nuclear proliferation 
a.ncl its relationship to proposals to create a joint i'J.l\'l'Onuclear force 
was given particular conaideration by the citizen panel on Arms Control 
and Disarmament of the recent Wi1ite House Conference on International 
Cooperation. In its repor·t that committee, headed by Dr. Jerome B. Wiesner 
and mooc up of such hi~hly regarded experts as Roswell Gilpatric and 
Dr. Carl Kaysen, stated that "the United States :.hould lead its allies in 
the search for means to reduce, rather than increase, the buildup of 
nuclear weapons in and near Central Dirope .. In this connection, solu~ions 
to the nuclear problem of the Alliance should be sought in arrangements 
that do not result in the creation ot new nuclear forces." 

.... 
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You have yourself pointed out on several oc«asions that the 
threo.t of further r.uclcu: proli:feration. i's one of the o-avest our 
nation facec. ~o one can say for certain whether the Soviets would 
be prcp.:ir~-d to ac;rce to a trcaty 1 to halt the spread of nuclear weapons 
if we were to narec to forcc;o the creation of a joint NJ\TOnuclear 
force u:i.th ~-/est Cerm..~n pn.rticip.'.ltion, as they ha vc said. .But it is at 
least po$r;lblc th,'l.t by ruching into an ngr1:?crncnt to create such a force 
we mi611t well forfci t our lact chance to obtn.in a nonproliferation pact . 

.' .· 
In view of the responsibility or the Congress to assure the 

A.-:-:erican people that a ctep of such mgnitudc _;. which could hnvc the 
:r.,;st scriouc con0c·qucncc:.; for our ovn security from nuclear attack and 
th.? peace and tranquility of all nntions -- will not. be 1...-.i.kenra:::hly, 
:precipitously and -,rithout due deliberation,· I would urce the Administra­
tion to tt=",ke no i'urther steps toward the cre:ition of such a force until 
Congress reconve.1ec in J~nuary. The commi tteez concerned would then 
have an O:i)portunity to e;cplore in approprio.te depth the c;,uestions raised 
by the creation of a joint nuclear force vith West Gcru.o.n participation 
c:1d, in particular, it:; implications for the succe~sful negotiation of 
a t.rcaty to hD.lt the i'urther prolifera~~on of nuclear weapons. 

JSC:hse . ,· 
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·-T-~·-PT'IIl(IS~..rE--R·7r·~l)D,. ··;y U1o·co1&0Jw;lonot an a;,rrce- c,f the Com1non :Mtu·kct. to (os-:r
. :-. · l r1 }tJ,\ V l l, \ mcnt l>et.WC\."ll tho UniUcl f;l.1.lc!; to1• pollUcnl intc1:TRllon. I 
y .... ~. -.. IJ nnd lho Sc,vlct Uhlon pl'ohlblt• WCl't C:01,n:my's roln,t.loMI.,1 It.: 

__;_•\ ' Fon ROLU of nu.clear wcn.pe wlt.h F.urorc will Alr.(I'~1iTorr10 lnjf U\o 1p1"0Bd f!1U1tc1-n·t .. ·. . I\ 'a }.14 :UOllll, ' t ' ~Q '11110wqo4ln \VMhlng;ton, ILt:• 
~r;· ... '.·' ,, ------ • I • The Chl\noollttl', St '·Wllll ,ntt,. cor<llng to)ho Germany lnfom,~ 

t., .. 1~J • ; .'' . . . , ,. 
• 

ttor-c1.t<:d,doc:« Jlot coh11ldur \Vl•11t nnt~. Dc11p1t.o~ont. l:lovlct :it-
. ~•-,, • · • k. J • ·A · Gorm:ui)"II n1em~1-ihi-p In tho tnclca 011 \\'011t.- OermlLny, nu-
\;~ . • ~ As ~hnson ~o Huro newly .Connad "'orldng gi-oup on m2ui111;la. ready to eietnbUah dl1>• 
•~: •. Bonn of Place in Force nuclear pl:tnnln!.,C-tltc ,aronr lt>mnt1c orcl:LUoM ·with Bonn.
•.;;t-f. /- .1··. prop<1s.."Cl or!ginl\Jly b)' ·sc,·•Hnwcver, We!>t Gc1,nllny docs 

• ».;\ : • ·i-----~ 1,:lary of D\?Ccn.~c Robci•t s. 1101.inlcncl to do i;o, . • 
·~ ·'B•-'rl?Oll \S:, n '-'UILTON l!cNan1nrn,-:1. • irubid,ltut(? tor a West-Germany, It wn11 .tLdd~, ' 
Ue<l .' ~ -' . · • '.: . •,· ' ~-. i..,w • "W<?:tpons comblna.Uon" docs not plan to ei;IAbll,;h <hp•:
'Olri:·• li:>t.:Jallt> •At x, 'YW', '11111H • l'Mng . Eul"Opc.11.n;;<)W('q".S the lom~tlc r~l1ttioM with Polnnd 
: ,:.·. BO~N, ].)cc. 17--Chanccllor right of coMnlt.'\.Uon regnrding lx.'<'.auscot tllc dlllJ)Ute over tho,: 

'. H• Ludwig . Erl1:1rd pinna to ~k tlle use of n\lclear weapons. • Odcr-Nclsso frontier, or With) 
:he Preclal'nt John,!,('m for m1 as,;ur- . On Ute 0U1er hand,. Dr. Er- any Eastern E~pean cou~try. jJ 

•. nd a.nee th.'\.t West Germany \\111 be hard Will not _ask for th.:: 1i~bt 
ell tnclud,-<! tn :i; joint nuclear force to veto_ :the use of Un!tcd 

· .CC!under U10 At.lantlc Alll.'Ulce St;n.tes \\"l?fl.l>On.'I be.Hodon_,W.:::-;_t
; •,o . . •. Germ:in tcrrlto17.· • 
,, . .,_ whcnevc1• it is e11t.-\blishl'd. Acco~lng to I\Utho1it.:i.tivc . 

, 2. Howev~r, :tho Crumc-=llor ctocii llot1rc0lll, ·Dr. Et·hard plans to 
:-a liot,.tntcnd to Ritk Mr. John!!On 1-:!.c;o:1.AA111,ithMr . . Jc,tmson ht11 

ae!for•tl:11r.i.t:i.'blli<h•nc:nt of elth<-r concc~tlnn nf ·a- "tonnccl" or • 
• llhn n~IXM•l'l\annc-clnuclcnl" fo'rcol"l1.dvti,1clng 1oclety,•• Alcingi;idC'l
•: .t orlg1n:.th• J,ro1,01l~d by thu Mr. John1on'11 1:0R1·.of·a, Great 

~-Unltocl ktal4'11 tr. 1960 or tho,Soclety. .•. • •. • ' . .: • 
r ,·annnt II\IUlCCqucntly p1·op6,IC(!l r, !\ J •
• by D\it.:\:11, t.he AUnnUc nucloar, . '-'<nn~1f>n• lor cet a T,,plo .! force. • • .. . Acco1·cting-t,, pcrsorui -ln-·tfJuch 
=~• • The bi,r-;h•?/lt pnltll~nl -~O\!~'CC with hhl dllnldn:t, an other 
t hen,g:wu thl:4 for<'<'Rllt today of 11ucstlo1i tho Ch:utccllor Intends 
• what Dr. E1·hnr<1 would say to to \:lite lit> ,,1th the President
. i the Pi-ei.ldcut dul"ini: U1elr t.'lll{s ls tho Common Market. • • 
• In WMhln;,.1,on Monday and Dr. Et"lmnl ~llcvci; L'lo 
• TuOlld:iy, 01•. Z.Mtard wHllcav1t chances tor Britain's ndmlst1lo11 
• SUruby. • ._ to tho Common Jrr111·kotbo.vc 

. • . • • . • • '· • ln1provcd. One of tlic r.maon.-;,11 . Se<It& ~ucl,.ur Aslltll'uce he bollcm.-s, -Iii that If there is to 
!, • A.cev,·din1-:ti~thla ROurce, Dr. be a. Euro1>enn nuclear_ fo1·co 

~ Erhard woulcf nll;o llko an AS• t·hcre must !Jnt be a. European 
.• suranc,? irmn1.,.,rr. Johnson that poHtical !cdcratton. . I 
•1 the . est:ibli~hn1ont ot such a West Gemuu1y, ovor French 
1 force would not be ruled out oppol>itlon, hns backed tlu: use 
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RISKS OF NUCLEAR PROLIFERATION 

ATOMS FOR PEACE, OR WAR" 

By Joh,n A. Hall 

FOR a decade, American foreign policy in the field of atomic 
energy has energetically supported the transfer of uranium, 
information, equipment and complete • reactors to many 

countries abroad. Has this Atoms for Peace Program unwittingly 
contributed to the development of an atomic-weapon capability 
throughout the world and thereby encouraged nuclear prolifera­
tion? This basic question has been brought into focus by the Red 
Chinese nuclear explosions and by the realization that several 
countries now have the necessary knowledge, materials and tech­
nicians to make nuclear weapons if they want to. 

Since 1946, American policy has been based on a recognition 
of the fact that atomic energy is capable of both peaceful and 
military uses and that certain of the processes used in its develop­
ment are essentially the same regardless of the final application. 
Early in the postwar period, then, it became our avowed pur­
pose to establish some international control of. the development 
of atomic energy to assure its peaceful use and, in particular, to 
limit and perhaps ultimately eliminate any military use. 

In its continuing effort to make the atom benign through inter­
national action, American policy has gone through two distinct 
phases in the past 20 years. The first phase was established and 
governed by the Atomic Energy Act of 1946, which placed an 
embargo on the export of nuclear information and materials. In 
the same year the United States brought before the United 
Nations the proposals formulated by Bernard Baruch for inter­
national control of atomic energy. The principal thesis behind 
these early U. S. proposals was that atomic energy was so danger­
ous in terms of its potential military applications that interna­
tional "ownership" and "supervision" were required. For example, 
the Acheson-Lilienthal report, which served as an important 
basis for the Baruch proposals, included the following state­
ment: "We have concluded unanimously that there is no prospect 
of security against atomic warfare in a system of hternational 
agreements to outlaw such weapons controlled only by a system 
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ATOMS FOR PEACE, OR WAR 6o3 

which relies on inspection and similar police-like methods." The 
proposed solution to the political problem of control was supra­
national ownership and operation of atomic energy activities, and 
this was explicit in the United Nations majority plan. 

Read in 1965, this conclusion is a bit startling. Disarmament 
plans and systems to assure the peaceful use of atomic energy 
both rest today in large part on the assumption that scientific 
inspection and verification will provide the necessary assurances 
of compliance. Why was the concept of international control thus 
limited or narrowed? 

The Baruch Plan was, of .course, rejected, and by 1953 the 
United States no longer had a monopoly of atomic technology. 
Despite the embargo imposed by the Atqmic Energy Act of 1946, 
several countries, including the Soviet Union, were developing 
substantial atomic energy programs for both war and peace. The 
United Nations Atomic Energy Commission had been abandoned 
and essentially merged into the Commission for Disarmalllent. 
No progre~s was being made in disarmament, the Soviet Union 
had entered a thermonuclear arms race with the United States, 
and discussions to bring about a reduction of tensions had reJched 
a complete impasse. At the same time, the progress made by 
scientists exploring the peaceful uses of atomic energy had stimu­
lated a growing interest in the benign uses of the atom both in 

uthe United States and overseas. 
It appeared to the Administration in 1953 that the American 

people should be informed in frank and realistic terms of the 
ominous consequences of the imp_asse on disarmament. But at 
the same time it was thought desirable to place some new and 
constructive proposals before the world, preferably in the atomic 
field, with the aim of converting the then dismal climate to one of 
optimism. It was hoped that in the process a new channel of com­
munication could be developed between the United States and 
the Soviet Union. This was the background of President Eisen­
hower's speech before the U.N. General Assembly in 1953. 

The President there recognized the important and growing 
promise of atomic energy in contributing to human welfare and 
the eagerness of many nations to avail themselves of these 
benefits. His Administration had come to feel that these aspira­
tions and developments could -best be contained in peaceful 
channels by a program of positive international cooperation under 
safeguards rather tpan continued adherence to a policy of em-
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• a growing interest in the peaceful side of nuclear technology and 
.,. ·,. that greater progress, particularly in the field of power, might be 

achieved if U.S. industry were permitted to contribute. 

II 

Thus, the United States established a new atomic policy. It 
included a sharing of peaceful nuclear technology and a proposal 
to establish an International Atomic Energy Agency (I.A.E.A.), 
related to the United Nations. Domestically, it involved permit­
ting the growth of a peaceful nuclear industry by authorizing 
such steps as the construction and operation, under license, of 
private reactors. In effect, a new Atomic Energy Act was created 
to give substance to what became known as the Atoms for Peace 

\'
• I 

Program. The Senate report on the d·raft 1954 atomic energy·I 
' 

' 
I legislation stated t~e rationale for the new approach: 
' I Today we are not alone in the drive to achieve peacetime atomic power.... ' I'~ 1 Eight years ago, besides the United States, only the United Kingdom, 

Canada, and-as we have recently come to find-the Soviet Union hadii major atomic energy projects in being. The possibility of cooperation with 
other nations to gain mutual advantage in the areas of peacetime power;! appeared far in the future. As against this, however, more than 20 countries 

,, now have vigorous atomic energy programs, and several of them are pressingi) toward the construction of atomic power plants to turn out useful amounts 
.. .! of electricity . 

l 
'I 

i In 1946, our Nation earnestly hoped that worldwide agreement on inter­
' national control of atomic energy might soon be secured. It was reasonable,

• I . ) i 
therefore, that the original Act should prohibit an exchange of informationl. on commercial uses of atomic energy with other nations until such time as 

·-;'. the Congress declared that effective and enforceable international safeguards 
j: against the use of atomic energy for destructive purposes had been estab­

'; lished. 
But our hopes of 1946 have been thwarted by unremitting Soviet opposi­

tion to the United Nations' plan for the control of atomic energy. Although 
we would be morally dereli~t if we abandoned our hopes for the eventual 
effective international regulation of all armaments, legislative policy cannot·. ' .. 
now be founded on the expectation that the prospect of such control is either 
likely or imminent. 

• t The.1954 policy was one of international cooperation based on' ' 
'I a system of verification to assure that the uses in view were'' 

peaceful. While the Atomic Energy Act of that year does not 
specify that inspection and verification must be established as a 
condition for international cooperation, the Act does require that 
"an agreement of cooperation must includ~ terms, conditions, 
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duration, nature, and scope of the cooperation by the cooperating 
nation; that the security safeguards and standards as set forth 
in the agreement will be maintained; that any material trans­
ferred under the agreement will not be used for atomic weapoqs, 
research and development, or any other military purpose .... " 

The elements of an effective system of safeguards and verifica­
tion designed to assure peaceful use were subseq1,1ently developed 
by the Atomic Energy Commission and the Department of State. 
Safeguard rights, including rights of inspection, have been in­
corporated in our bilateral agreements and, after considerable 
negotiation, many of these conditions were included in the 
Statute of the International Atomic Energy Agency in 1956. The 
I.A.E.A. has the right and obligation to apply these safeguards 
when granting assistance to its members. It also is empowered 
to apply them to arrangements and facilities voluntarily placed 
under its control. In general, these procedures for bilateral and 
international inspection and verification are similar to those which 
the Acheson-Lilienthal report and the first report to the Security 
Council considered insufficient alone to provide fully adequate in­
ternational control and security. 

Before examining the safeguards we need to look first at tµe 
programs themselves. There have been four major progr~s 
under the new atomic policy: the exchange of technical inforrp.a­
tion, the transfer of materials ( uranium, plutonium, etc.), the 
transfer of equipment (including complete reactors), and finally, 
institutional cooperation through and with the I.A.E.A., Eura­
tom, the European Nuclear Energy Agency and the Inter-Ameri-
can Nuclear Energy Commission. • 

The Atomic Energy Act of 1954, plus a more liberal policy on 
the part of the A.E.C., permitted a substantial declassification of 
information useful for the development of peaceful applications 
of atomic energy. The. way was thus prepared for making the 
first United Nations International Conference on the Peaceful 
Uses of Atomic Energy at Geneva in 1955 an enormous success. 
Aided, too, by the warm glow which followed the Summit Meet­
ing in May of that year, the conference saw more relevant infor­ I ,
mation more broadly exchanged than ever before. Because of 
unified policies stemming from their wartime collaboration, the 
United States, Britain and Canada had declassified substantially 
the same type of information on their respective programs. And 
it became apparent at Geneva that the Soviet Union had declassi• 

', 
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fled a vast amount of information which for the first time dis­
closed that East and West were operating on basically the same 

I 
principles of declassification. 

•' The convening of the Geneva Conference of 1955 prompted 
' ' ' the establishment in many countries of new and separate govern­
! ' mental organs to promote and administer peaceful atomic de­
J velopment, and many of the delegates were the new chairmen 

· l I, or administrators of these bodies. The statistics on the con£ erence 
are impressive. There were 1,428 delegates present, of whom 485 
were Americans. The Soviet delegation consisted of 67 members, 
the largest number of Soviet scientists ever to attend an inter­

l 
national conference up to that time. The exchange of information 

. { that occurred through the presentation of papers and subsequent
I discussions in the various sessions of the conference was important 
( and substantial. The majority of the scientists and administrators 

present were convinced that within a few years there would be a 
significant reduction in the cost of atomic power which would 
permit the construction of many nuclear generators throughout 
the wont\ This early optimism was not justified. 

A sec~ijd and even larger Geneva Conference was held in 1958. 
The corliinercial and governmental exhibits were huge and gave 
the im~~sion of a three-ring circus. But reactor technology had ,.

,I not dev,eloped at the pace expected in 1955, and despite the 
many p~pers given at the con£ erence and the further declassifi­

I ' 
'I cation of information by many countries, there was very little 

of significance to add to what had been known and revealed in 
1955. Except in the area of plasma physics, which held long-range 
promise of great developments, a spirit of pessimism character-
ized the 1958 conference. However, by the time of the third 
Geneva Conference in September 1964, important progress had 
been made in the field of atomic power. This conference demon- "' 
strated that nuclear technology had come of age and that nuclear 
activity was becoming more conventio'nal and could be discussed 0 

in more conventional terms. Clearly, we were on the threshold 
of competitive atomic power. 

It can be argued that the massive release of information which 
took place at the three Geneva Conferences and through U. S. 

I cooperative activities with other countries has contributed inI I 

I some degree to a better understanding of certain military applica­
I tions of atomic energy. As noted at the outset, this is an inherent 

problem of nuclear technology. But in order to put the issue in 
0 

0 
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perspective, two points need to be emphasized. First, as we have 
seen, it be~ame evident at an early stage that even by adhering 
to a policy of strictest secrecy the United States could not pre­
vent other countries from using the brains of their own scientists 
to identify and perfect the fundamentals of producing special 
nuclear materials for weapons development. Indeed, it was ap­
parent that this basic knowledge became generally available at a 
very early date. Second, it cannot be stressed too strongly that 
the overwhelming bulk of the information that has been declassi­
fied has had very little bearing on military programs, but has 
been exceedingly us~ful in prompting peaceful uses. For example, 
the very great portion of the information that has been released 
in the field of nuclear power has concerned reactors designed pri­
marily for the production of power rather than plutonium. The 
United States has retained, in secrecy, information on weapons 
design and sensitive production processes such as the gaseous dif­
fusion technology in use at Oak Ridge and other A.E.C. facilities. 

I 

III ··\_ 

The second aspect of the new atomic policy provided fot die 
transfer of uranium and other materials under statutory agr~i­
ments for cooperation. The transfer of fissile material from''.the.~ 
United States to another country was quite impossible before the 

~ 

Atomic Energy Act of 1954. In fact, the unique quality of ura­
nium and, particularly, of uranium in its isotopic form of U-235, 
goes to the core of our problem of the potentially dual use of 
atomic energy for war and peace. Uranium-235 in a research 
reactor produces neutrons for research; uranium in a large reactor 
produces not only heat but also plutonium, which is potentially 

v useful in atomic weapons. 
The new Act permitted special nuclear material to be distrib­

uted to foreign countries in accordance with the scope and terms 
of each specific agreement. To assure a careful, judicious review 
of these transfers by the appropriate arms of the Government, 
the Act required that each agreement had to be submitted to the 
President for review and approval and then placed before the 
Joint Congressional Atomic Energy Committee for 30 days before 
coming into force. The new legal framework, therefore, liberalized 
the opportunities for such transfers but under conditions which 
provided for the most careful consideration of each arrangement. 

In 1955, the President authorized the first bilateral agreements 
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for cooperation with Brazil, Turkey and Colombia. They pro­ j
vided for the transfer of small quantities of enriched uranium to 
the cooperating country for use in a research reactor. At the start, 
most countries decided to acquire research reactors which were 
useful for a variety of purposes, and our initial agreements were 
designed to be responsive to these needs. These early. agreements 
provided for the transfer of up to six kilograms of U-235 contained 
in enriched uranium, but with the proviso that the U-235 not ex­
ceed 20 percent of the total by weight. Subsequently, as foreign 
programs expanded, this six-kilogram limit was increased in cer­
tain instances and, when technical or economic considerations 
warranted, cooperating countries were permitted to receive mate­
rial of higher enrichment in the isotope U-235-up to 90 or 93 per­
cent. However, as previous limits were removed or increased, 
more comprehensive and stringent safeguards were provided in 
the bilateral agreements. ,. 

In the late 1950s a few countries decided to construct nuclear 
power plants. In contrast to the small quantities of uranium 
needed in research reactors, power reactors require hundreds of f 
kilograms. They are potentially dangerous, as we have noted, in 
that th~y produce sizeable quantities of plutonium. Accordingly, 
the urdijium transferred for power reactors has been subject to the 
most comprehensive and careful safeguard procedures. 

Th«l~licy of assisting countries in this manner under bilateral 
· agreeni~ts was announced to the United Nations General As­
sembly by Ambassador Henry Cabot Lodge on November 5, 1954. 
The United States regarded its bilateral procedure in part as an 
interim measure pending the establishment and effective opera­
tion of the proposed International Atomic Energy Agency. It 
hoped that at an early stage the I.A.E.A. could assume the re­
sponsibility for administering the safeguards and control arrange­
ments which had been created. 

Under the terms of these bilaterai agreements, 225,440 kilo­
grams of natural uranium an·d 169,410 kilograms of enriched ura­
nium containing 6,210 kilograms of U-235 have thus far been sent 
abroad. In addition, some 26 kilograms of plutonium and more 
than 650 tons of heavy water have been transferred under these lagreements. One of the largest recipients of enriched uranium has ' been the European Atomic Energy Community (Euratom). Ad­
ditional arrangements were concluded in 1964 for the transfer of 
between 400 and 500 kilograms of plutonium for joint re~earch 

"" 
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on fast r,eactors to be done in Euratom laboratories in France 
and Germany, and subject to Euratom safeguards. 

A third feature of the new atomic policy was to send abroad 
equipment, including reactors-again under statutory agree­
ments. In the early stages, the reactors were small and the possi­
bility of their misuse to develop plutonium for military purposes 
was insignificant. In the late 1950s, we sold about 25 re­
search reactors abroad, and the Soviet Union also made reactors 
available to several countries including Ghana, Egypt, Jugoslavia 
and many of the East European countries. As an incentive, we 
contributed up to $350,000, but not more than half the cost of 
the reactor project, as an outright grant to qualifying countries. 
While this program is now completed, it was one of the more 
controversial aspects of the Atoms for Peace Program. There has 
been criticism that this financial incentive might have stimulated 
some countries to procure a reactor earlier than could reasonably 
be justified. Also, many developing countries did not have trained 
personnel or clear-cut research programs. On the other haqd, a 
research reactor is a very useful instrument not only for • ~asic 
research and the production of radioisotopes but for training 
and education. In the long run, therefore, these facilities could 
make important contributions. 

It should be emphasized that the decision to purchase a reactor, 
including the timing of acquisition, has in all cases been made by 
the receiving countries. In some countries, to be sure, reactors 
were built primarily as status symbols designed to indicate scien­
tific achievement. In most others, while the element of prestige 
may have had a bearing, they have been regarded as they should 
be-as tools designed to accomplish a specific research program. 
While a few countries have clearly gone too far too soon, let us 
never assume that the capability for imaginative research and 
scientific development is limited to a·few developed countries in 
the West. As a case in point, one can cite the impressive research 
facilities at Trombay in India, which have been very productively 
used. India has distinguished itself by its ability within a few 
years to muster a large research establishment that is highly 
competitive in a wide variety of fields. It is significant that, in 
spite of the provocation of the Chinese bomb, India has reiterated I
its intention to devote itself to peaceful rather than military pro­ ' i 

Igrams. Perhaps, in the last analysis, the best restraint against pro­
liferation is found in such self-imposed limitations. 
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IV 

The fourth aspect of the new atomic policy has been to support 
actively those international organizations which have as their 
main purpose the development of the peaceful uses of atomic 

I I energy. Two are of particular importance-the International 
,I Atomic Energy Agency and Euratom. I.A.E.A. was an American 

idea. One of the original purposes of the Agency was to accumu­
late and distribute fuel for reactors under safeguards. This pur­
pose has never been fully realized. The availability of uranium in 
large quantities and the ease with which it can be procured under 
bilateral arrangements has made it unnecessary for the Agency 
to become a major distributor of nuclear fuel, although it remains 
an important source of supply for nations that prefer to receive 
their fuel from a multilateral group. On the more positive side, 
the development of East-West technical contacts and discus­
sions has been effective, and i'ilVienna ( the Agency's headquar­
ters) the recent support for safeguards brightens the Agency's 
prospects for useful service. 

The I.A.E.A. looks upon itself as a technical bridge between 
East and West. There are 91 member states, and 45 nationali­
ties are represented in a secretariat of about 6oo. The executive 
policy body, the Board of Governors, consisting of 25 member 

I , state's, meets several times a year to review budgets and program 
proposals made by the chief executive, the Director General. T~e 

d atornic powers have permanent seats on the Board. The Agency's 
abilhy to disseminate information and equipment is modest be­. I 

' cause its budget is one of the smallest in the United Nations 
' . family. However, in the past two years the importance of the 

safeguard and inspection responsibility of the Agency has in­
creased significantly. In 1963 the Board of Governors, with the 
affirmative vote of the Soviet Union and the United States, ex­
tended the system which had previously been applicable to small 
facilities to cover reactors greater than 100 thermal megawatts in 
size. 

In February 1965, the system was revised and clarified, and re­
ceived the unanimous support of the Board (Switzerland and 
South Africa abstaining). For the first time in postwar negotia­
tions, we have at last seen strong East-West adherence to an 
international inspection system, limited though it is. In addition, 
the Agency is assuming a greater number of the safeguard respon-
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sibilities contained in bilateral agreements. For example, 20 coun­
tries receiving assistance from the United States have agreed to 
submit these arrangements to I.A.E.A. safeguards. The increasing 

I burden on the Agency has already led to serious discussions as 
I 

to whether it should bear all costs of inspection. 
In the late 1950s when the United States w.as negotiating bi­I lateral agreements, the I.A.E.A. was in existence but as yet no 

agreed system of safeguards had been established. There were 
many critics then-and perhaps are still-who felt that the United 
States undermined its intern?tional position in Vienna by con­
tinuing bilateral arrangements. It was said that instead we should 
channel all information, fuel and safeguards through the Interna­
tional Agency. While this view had merit, it did not come to 

l 
, grips with the fact that between 1957 and 1963 many countries 

'wanted to continue cooperation on a bilateral basis, until the In­
ternational Agency proved it was viable and equipped to apply 
effective safeguards under agreed procedures. • As long ~· the 

..J 

bilateral arrangements contained specific provisions fof 's~fe­·1 
guards, inspections and verification, there was no substantiyp 1con-
tradiction in policy. ;_"s 

The experience of the last few years indicates that it was '-wund 
policy to treat the Agency as a small but growing and potentially 
important organization rather than to give it a major responsi­
bility from the beginning. It has, among other things, allowed 
time for the needs of the international community and the princi­
pal purposes of the Agency to become clear. These have grown 
out of a recognition that atomic energy has implications which 
transcend national boundaries, that the controls and regulations 

0 required range from the prevention of diversion to military use 
to the development of standards for the protection of the popu­
lace, including those engaged in international commerce, from 
the harmful effects of radioactivity. 

The European Atomic Energy Community-Euratom-was 
established by the Treaty of Rome in 1957. It was designed to 
coordinate and ultimately to integrate the national programs of 
its member states-France, Germany, Italy, Belgium, the Nether­
lands and Luxembourg-and to take on selected functions that 
the member states felt could be performed more effectively by a 
joint effort. An important political purpose behind Euratom was 
to accelerate the integration of Europe. 

The first United States-Euratom agreement, concluded. in· 

'"-
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I
1958,provided for a joint reactor program as well as a joint pro-
gram of research and development. For a number of reasons, 
including the urtanticipated decline in the cost of fossil fuels, the 
reactor program fell short of its initial goal of installing rnoo 
megawatts of nuclear capacity by 1965. 

At the time our agreement with Euratom was negotiated, theI
: . 

United States had bilateral agreements with the countries who 
~ 
I • were members of the Community. It was expected that when the 
I ' bilateral agreements expired they would not be renewed and the 
! '. supply function would be performed solely through Euratom, 
j I which would also take over the safeguard responsibilities. In light 

of the guarantees provided in the American agreement with 
Euratom, the United States feels that this arrangement provided 
adequate assurances, but it has led to some criticism. As long as 

•Euratom is made an exception, it is argued that other regional 
groups or large states should 1be given similar responsibility. 
Again, the .answer is that the arrangements with Euratom were 
conclu~Jd before the I.A.E.A. had an operative system. More-
over, Etiratom is unique; and the system of safeguards applied is 
such that the six nations of the Community are in effect inspect-
ing eac~ other. Therefore, the United States has felt that Eura-

i''. tom provides exceptional guarantees. Nevertheless, as a general 
matter ol policy, we have favored the more broadly based inter-
national system of safeguards administered by the I.A.E.A. 

The efficacy of any safeguards system depends on access and 
the availability of measurement techniques to verify that all of 
the materials involved are in fact being put to peaceful use. This 
is not easily accomplished. However, over the past 20 years, a 
greater appreciation of the need for strict internal accountability ~ 
of fissile material has helped to develop techniques which can be I_~adapted to international verification. These increasingly sophis-
ticated methods have both reduced t.he possibility of deliberate 

I 
I

diversion or misuse of equipment and material, and also <level-
oped a psychology of deterrence which has made the possibility 
of diversion very remote. 

IDespite a variety of techniques for taking material inventory 
(piece counting, sampling, weighing, chemical analysis, radio- 1 

Iactivity checks), verification by direct means is not always £ea-
sible. For example, the amount of nuclear material contained in 
an operating reactor or in a highly radioactive fuel element can-
not be measured directly. In some cases, indirect assuran~e can 

'( 
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I 
I be gained by a continuing review of an installation's operations 

and records, and direct assurance is finally obtained from data 
which becomes available when the fuel is submitted for chemical I reprocessing and the amount of plutonium produced can be 

I 
' 

determined by chemical analysis. 
Inspection is no longer a hypothetical or ac~demic matter. The 

United States has been engaged in inspection in this field since 
1955. In 1964 the A.E.C.'s safeguards staff inspected 98 facilities 
in 14 countries. Six of the 14 countries and 23 of the installations 

I • were inspected twice during ]his period, in accordance with regu­
lations applying to larger facilities with larger quantities of 
material. The International Agency in 1963-G4 inspected 23 
facilities in seven countries. 

I 

There is no doubt that, had the United States been able to 
control all the variables and successfully secure adoption ~f the 
Acheson-Lilienthal proposals, we might have realized a: Jnore 
sure and comprehensive control over the subsequent 4~vel­
opment of atomic energy. T~is would have been accomplishe·d by 
an international authority which itself owned and controlled a 
large proportion of the world's nuclear installations and research 
activity. However, the Baruch proposals did not find universal 
support, and by the mid-195os the West was confronted with the 
prospect of.uncontrolled traffic in atomic fuels and materials. As 
technology developed it also became apparent that ownership 
and control of atomic energy were really two discrete functions 
and that effective control did not necessarily depend on owner­
ship per se. Moreover, the concept of centralized international 
ownership of anything as vast and complex as atomic energy was 
proven impracticable. The application of safeguards by on-site 
inspection was therefore accepted by most countries as a pre­
ferred alternative. This acceptance widened until in 1963 the 
Soviet Union and the United States agreed in the International 
Atomic Energy Agency that the safeguards system should be 
supported. Having reached an understanding on the procedures

I to be followed, the next step is to apply them as widely as pos­
I 

sible throughout the world. 

V 

l 
What, then, are the answers to the basic questions we. have 

posed? 
There is no doubt that our atomic policy .of the past ten years 

j· 
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has contributed • substantially to the spread of knowledge of 
nuclear energy throughout the world, and that some of this infor-

. mation may have contributed to an understanding of its military 
applications. However, it is extremely difficult to argue that the 
program has contributed to the earlier proliferation of nuclear 
weapons, since the United States has safeguarded its weapons 
information and, even without American involvement, many 
nations would have been able to proceed with either peaceful or 

,.,military programs on their own. Both the Soviet Union and 
France developed weapons programs without any assistance. In­
deed, a persuasive case can be made that the program has in fact 
retarded proliferation, since it has satisfied the aspirations of 
most nations and discouraged military programs while at the 
same time extending the application of safeguards. Further, it 
has created a general atmosphere of openness which has made it 
less likely that nations avowedly committed to peaceful pro­ ,,, 
grams might clandestinely pursue.military purposes. 

On balance, the United States has felt it more desirable to 
cooperate under safeguards than not to cooperate at all. As Dr. 
Glenn T. Seaborg, Chairman of the Atomic Energy Commission, 0 

recently:~ated in an address in Los Angeles: 

The storf of how nuclear safeguards came about is the story of careful 
foresight itLihe establishment of the U. S. Atoms for Peace Program and of 
the contititlj,rig conscientious efforts of many scientists, administrators and 
diplomatllJ-..B~th in this country and abroad, over a period of several years. 
The Atoms :For Peace program began with the fundamental thesis that the 
plentiful benefits of the peaceful atom must be shared with all mankind if 
we are to live up to our belief in an open community of nations free from 
the specter of poverty .... 

There were many who felt in those early days, as some feel today, that we 
could somehow hold back the hands of time-arrest scientific progress-and 
not cooperate with other countries in providing this nuclear technology and 
materials for peaceful purposes. Science cannot for long be kept under lock 
and key. We knew that other countries could independently achieve a nuclear 
capability. We also knew that many countrie; of the world had their own 
supplies of natural uranium and, perhaps more importantly, their own 
scientists. We also considered that if we did not cooperate in sharing our 
peaceful nuclear technology and nuclear materials, there would be other 
countries-not all of which. necessarily would agree to the need for safeguards 
--other countries which might be willing to provide nuclear materials and 
technology without a firm assurance as to their eventual peaceful end use. 
We also recognized that a multilateral control system would be more efficient 
and objective than bilateral safeguards and that it would contribute in the 
long run to the evolution of a broader system of arms limitation or disarma-
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ment. It was these simple facts that led us, at an early date, to see the 
urgent• need for a system of international safeguards and for the United 
States to take a major role in its evolution. 

Looking to the future, the aim should therefore be not so much 
to stop further international assistance and commerce in this area, 
but rather to place all of this growing traffic under effective 
international safeguards. Efforts also should be made to apply 
safeguards increasingly to national programs that are not depen­
dent on outside assistance. This is the big gap in the present 
security system and the area in which weapons development and 
proliferation can be foreseen. Fortunately, there is a workable 
solution at hand-namely, the International Agency's existing 
safeguards system-which has the political support of East and 
West. 

Twenty years ago atomic activity was limited to the United 
States, Britain, Canada and the Soviet Union. In 1965,there are 
approximately 300 research reactors and 45 powex;. reactors 
throughout the world. Ten years ago the United Stat;$ was the 
principal supplier of uranium, equipment and reactor@, In 1965, 
there are many suppliers, actual and potential. One <important 
step to limit proliferation is to urge all suppliers of at<?~ic mate­
rials to subject their bilateral traffic to the accepted safeguards 
of the I.A.E.A., as the United States has done. 

A further measure, more drastic in its effect, would be to urge 
all countries with peaceful atomic-energy programs voluntarily 
to place their installations und~r Agency safeguards. The United 
States took a symbolic step in this direction last year by asking 
the I.A.E.A. to assume responsibility for the safeguards at the 
large Yankee Atomic Power Plant in Rowe, Massachusetts. 
Other nuclear powers ought to follow suit. 

These two measures-placing international traffic as well as 
national programs under effective safeguards-can help control 
the problem of weapons proliferation and permit us to realize 
with growing confidence the full advantages of the peaceful atom. 
They obviously are not, however, panaceas for the world's secur­
ity problem, nor should they be confused with more fundamental 
measures such as arms control. They do represent important 
steps that should provide useful experience for greater progress 
to follow. 
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NONPROLIFERATION
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WEAPONS TREATY .....,_ 
Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, on May

17, 1966-nearly 2 years ager-the Senate 
-- passed Senate Resolution 179, by a vote 

of 84 too.· 
Senate Resolution 179 wasa resolution 

for nonproliferation of nuclear weapons
which ca.rrled the following words: 

Ruolved, That the Senate commend.a the 
President's serious and urgent elforts to nego­
tiate lnternattonal agreements Umlttng the 
spread of nuclear weapons and supports the 
prlnclple o! addltlonal e.trorts by the Presi­·.,.. 
dent wbtch are appropriate and necessary tn 
the lnterest ot peace tor the solution ot 
nuclear prouteratton problems. 

As the sponsor of that resolution, I am 
particularly pleased today with the excel­. : . 
lent news received from Geneva. where . 

- the International Disarmament Confer-
-.'encels meeting. After many long months 

.,_ • • ~ ·ot hard, difficUlt negotiations, the United 
States and the Soviet Union have reached 
~eement on the language to be incor- • 

::;rs- •~rated in a proP<>Sed nonproliferation 
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treaty to be tabled in Geneva before rep.. 
resentatives of the nations of the world 
who have been engaged in an efrort to 
negotiate a nonproliferation treaty,

Mi. President, I have Just received 
word from Mr. Adrian Fisher that the 
treaty has been tabled. I received the 
call 10 minutes ago in the cloakroom. I 
am also happy to say that Mr. Fisher 
told me he thought the resolution that 
passed unanimously 2 years ago wa.s 
quite instrumental in· bringing about 
agreement between the United States 
and the Soviet Union. • 

For many months, Ambassador Wil­
liam C. Foster, Director of the Arms Con­
trol and Disarmament Agency, and Mr. 
Adrian Fisher, Deputy Director of the 
Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, 
have been dillgentlv and competently 
exploring ways and means of reaching 
agreement among our allies, repre­
sentatives of the U.S.S.R. and represent­
atives of other nations. The principal 
area of difficulty has centered on the 
language to be contained in article Ill 
of the proposed treaty, which has to do 
with the safeguards provisions. There 
have been those who desire a nonprolif­
eration treaty to such an extent that 
they would have eliminated any require­
ments for safeguards. I am not one of 
th06e. As I have pointed out on numer­
ous occasions 1n the past, any treaty en­
tered into must have assurances that 
the agreements contained therein are 
being honored. Accordingly, I have 
strongly advocated the need for inter­
national safeguards. 

At one point the U.S.S.R. insisted that 
the safeguards would be administered 
exclusively by the International Atomic 
Energy Agency. . 

•A number of our a.llles in Western 
Europe, for a time, insisted that Eura­
tom safeguards alone would suffice with­

' in their territory and were not willing to 
recognize International :Atom!.: Energy 
.Agency responsibility. 

As I have Pointed out time and time 
_ again, I do not believe 'we have to make 

a choice between one or the other. In 
my oplnlon it can be, and it should be, 
a cooperation and understanding be­
tween the two civilian agencies that we 
have supported these many years--the
International Atomic Energy Agency and 
Euratom. Article m of the treaty as it 
has been tabled is directed toward this 
objective, I am very happy to say. 

Nonproliferation of nuclear weapons 
ls too important a matter. The world 
needs any and all assistance we can re­
ceive to assure nuclear material and 
nuclear equipment are not diverted from 
clvUian to military uses. I have been in- . 
formed that technical • representatives 
from the International Atoinlc Energy 
~ency who have responsibility for safe­
guarding material under the Interna­
tional Atomic Energy Agency's Jurisdic­
tion have visited Euratom facilities and 
have conferred with technical personnel
responsible· for developing improved 
safeguard techniques. It Is my under­
standing that safeguards personnel of 
both agencies can. and do, work well to­
cether. There Is no doubt in my mind 
that these technical people can and will 
be able to work out methods by which 
Eura.tom ca.n continue its safeguards sYS-

tem and International Atomic Energy 
Agency ca.n conduct appropriate verifi­
cation to assure its safeguard personnel
that it is properly being conducted. Non­
proliferation of nuclear weapons and 
proper safeguard systems are too impor­
tant to permit failure because of .squab-

•bling amongst administrative bureau­
crats in International Atomic Energy 
Agency and Euratom who may be more 
interested in the protection of their own 
little official position than in solving a 
major international problem. I am cer­
tain that with encouragement from the 
highest positions in Euratom and in the 
International Atomic Energy Agency we 
can, and will, work out an appropriate 
and proper safeguards arrangement. 

Mr. President, I am very optimistic 
that we will have submitted to us this 
session by the President of the United 
States a nonproliferation treaty for our 
advice and consent. 

Here again I might say parenthetically 
that the President of the United States, 
in his state of the Union message to Con­
gress and to the people of the country, 
said exactly that last evening. 

This hour at Geneva ts cause for opti­
mism. In order to assist my colleagues in 
the Senate and for the information of 
the public at large, I ask unanimous con­
sent to have printed the RECORD the 
text of the treaty tabled by the United 
States in Geneva, and suggest that par­
ticular attention be given to the pro­
posed article m. 

There being no objection, the treaty 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

TILEATY ON THE NoNPIIOLIJ'EIUTION or 
NUCLEAR WEAPONS 

The States concluding thJs Treaty, here­
tna.fter referred to as the "Partlea to the 
Treaty", 

Considering the devasta.tlon that would be 
Visited upon all msnklnd by a nuclear wa.r . 
and the consequent need to make every effort 
to avert the danger of such a war and to 
take meaaures to s.a.teguard the security of 
peoples, 

Believing tha.t the proliferation ot nuclear 
weapons would seriously enhance the danger 
or nuclear war, 

In conformity with resolutions ot the 
United Nations General Assembly calling for 
the conclusion of an agreement on the pre-· 
ventlon of wider dissemination of nuclear 
weapons, . 

Undertaking to cooperate In faclllta.ting
the applica.tion of. International Atomic 
Energy Agency safeguards on peaceful nu­
clear activities, 

Expressing their support tor research, de­
velopment and other efforts to further the 
application, within the framework of the 
International Atomic Energy Agency safe­
guards system, of the prtnclple ot sa.teguard­
lng elfectlvely the ti.ow of source and special 
11.sslonable materlaLs by use of Instruments • the processing, use or pro<luctlon of special 
and other techniques at certain strategic 11.sslonable material, to any non-nuclear­
points, 

Affirming the principle 
of peaceful applications 
nology, Including any 
products which may be 
weapon States from the 
clear explosives devices, 
for peaceful purposes to 

States to, the further development of the 
applications ot atomic energy for peaceful , 
purpoees, 

Declaring their tntentlon·to achieve at the 
earliest pou!ble date-the cesaa.tlon ot the 
nuclear arms race, • . 

Urging the cooperation ot. all States In the 
attainment of thl.ll objective, 

Desiring to· further the easing •o! Inter­
national tenalon and the strenzthenlng or 
trust betwl!l!ln States In order to facilitate 
the cessation of the manufa.cture of nuclear 
weapons, the liquidation o! all their existing 
stockpiles, and the ellmlnatlon from national 
arsenals or nuclear weapons and the means 
of their delivery pursuant to a treaty on 
general and complete disarmament under • 
strict and effective International control; 

Have agreed as follows: 
DTICU: I 

Each nuclear-weapon State Party to this 
Treaty undertakes •not to transfer to any 
recipient whatsoever nuclear weapons or 
other nuclear explosive devices or control 
over such weapons or explosive devices di• 
rectly, or Indirectly; and not In any way to 
assist, encourage, or Induce any non-nuclear­
wea.pon State to manufacture or otherwise 
acquire nuclear weapons or other nuclear 
explosive devices, or control over auch wea­
pons or explosive devices. 

AIITICLE II 

Each non-nuclea.r-weapon State Party to 
thl.9 Treaty undertakes not to receive the 
tra.ns!er from any transferor wha.t&oever of 
nuclear weapons or other nuclear explosive 
devices or or 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 aaslsta.nce In 
the manu!acture ot nuclea.r weapons or other 
nuclear explosive devices. 

AIITICLE m 
1. Ea.ch non-nuclear-weapon State Party 

to the Treaty undertakes to accept sa!e­
gua.rds, as set forth In an agreement to be 
negotiated and concluded with the Interna­
tional Atomic Energy Agency In accor<1ance 
with the Statute of the International Atomic 
Energy Agency and the Agency's sa.!eguar<ls 
system, tor the exclusive purpose of ver111.ca­
tlon of the fulfillment o! !ta obligations
assumed under this Treaty with a. view to 
preventing diversion of nuclear energy from 
pea.ce!ul 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. 
flnlonable material whether It 111being pro­
duced, processed or used In any principal nu­
clear facility or Is outside any such facility. 
The sa.feguards required by this Article shall 
be applied on all source or special 11.sslonable 
material In all peaceful nuclear actfvltles 
within the territory ot such Sta.te, under Its 
Jurisdiction, or carried out under Its control 
anywhere .. 

2. Each State Party to the Treaty under­
takes not to provide: (a) source or special 
&sslonable material, or (b) equipment or 
material especially designed or prepared !or 

Treaty, whether nuclear-weapon or n9n- nological development of ·the. Parties or in­
nuclear-weapon States, -- ternational cooperation In the 11.eld or peace­

Convinced that In furtherance of this' prin­ ful nuclear activities, Including the Inter­
ciple, all Parties to this Treaty are entitled national exchange of nuclear material and 
to participate ln the fullest possible exchange equipment for the processing, use or· pro­
of aclentltl.c Information for, and to con­ duction of nuclear ma~al f~ Pl!ace!Ul pur­
trlbute alone or In cooperation with other poees ln accordance with the· prov1slon. of 

. 

• weapon State for peaceful purposes, unless 
that the benetl.ta the source or special fissionable material 
of nuclear tech­ shall be subject to the safeguards required 

technological by­ by this Article. 
derived by nuclear­ S. The safeguards required by this Article 
development of nu­ shall be Implemented In a manner designed
should be available to comply with Article IV of thl.ll Treaty, and 

all- Parties to the to avoid hampering the economic or tech­
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this ~cle and the prlndple of aa!eguardlnr date the amendment 1a·c1rculated, are mem-
... t forth ID the Preamble. ben or the Board of Oovemora ot the In-

'- Non-nuclear-weapon State., PartJ' to the ternatlonal Atom.le Energy • Agency. The 
Treaty ahall conclude ~eementa wtth the amendment ahall enter Into force for eacb 
:tnter11&tlona1 Atomic Energy Agency to meet Party that depoalta !ta Instrument ot 
the requirements or thla Article either lndl­ ratl.!1catlon of· the amendment upon the 
Yldually or together with other States ln depoalt of Instruments of ratl.ftce.tlon by a 
accordance with the Statute of the Inter­ majority of all the Pa.rtles. Including the 
nat.lonal Atomic Energy Agency. Negotiation Instruments of ratUlca.tton of all nuclear,-

. ot auch • acreements shall commence wltllln weapon State■ Party to this Treaty and au 
180 day■ trom the original entry Into force ot 0th.er Parties which, 011 the date the amend-
th.I.a Treaty. For States depositing thelr ln­ men, la circulated, are members of the Boo.rd 
strumenta ot n.tUlcatlon after the 180-day of Governors of the Intema.tlonal Atomic 
period. negotiation or such agreement& shall Energy Agency. Thereafter, It shall enter l.nto 
commence not later than the date of auch force tor any other P&rty upon the depO&lt 
depoelt. Such agreements &ll.all enter lnto of Its instrument of ratUlclrtlon or the 
force not later than eighteen months alter amendment. 
the date of Inltlatlon or negotiation■. 3. Plve yetLra atter th• entry Into force of 

ilTICS IV th.la Treaty. a. conference ot Parties to the 
Treaty shall be held ln Oeneva., Switzerland.,1. Nothlng 1n tbl.s Treaty shall be lnter­
lD order to review the operation ot th1spreted aa a.lfectlng the lnaUenable right oC 
Treaty with a.•law to usurlng that the pur-all the Parties to the Treaty to develop re­ poses and provl.&lons ot the Treaty are beln&

-rch. production and use o! nuclear energy realized.for peace!Ul purposes without discrlm.lnatton 
.UTICLr IXand ln conformity with Articles I and II or 

1. Thia Treaty shall be open to all StatesUlla Treaty. 
!o!' signature. Any State which does not sign. 

rtcht to partlclpe.te ln the fullest poa.slble 
2. All the Parties to the Treaty he.ve the 

the Treaty before ita entry Into force ln 
u:change ot aclentl.11.c e.nd technological In­ accordance wtth paragraph 3 of thls Article 
formation for the peaceful uses of nuclee.r may accede to It at any tlme. • 
energy. P&rtlea to the Treaty In & position to 2. This Treaty shall be subject to ratl.11.­
do ao ahall alao cooperate ln contributing catlon by signatory Sta.tes. Instruments of 
alone or together with other States or ln­ re.tUlcatlon and Instruments of accession 
ternattonal organlzatlona to the further de­ ab.all be depoalted with the Oovernmenta 
Yelopment of the &ppllcatlons of nuclear or ------------, which are hereby desig­
energy Cor peaceful purposes, especially ln nated the Depooltary Governmenta. 
the territories of non-nuclear-weapon States 3. Thla Treaty shall enter into force after. 
Party to the Treaty. Its rat111~tlon by all nuclear-weapon Statea 

algne.tory to th1a Treaty, and 40 other States
ilTICLE \' signatory to this Treaty and the deposit oC 

Bach Party to this Treaty undertakes to ..their lnstrumenta of ratll1catlon. For the 
cooperate to l.nsure that potential bene.11.ta purposes of thls Treaty, a nuclear-weapon
from any peaceful applications ot nuclear State la one whlch haa manufactured and. 
u:ploalons will be me.de -available through. exploded a nuclear weapon or other nuclear 
appropriate lnternatlonal procedures to non­ explosive device prior to January 1, 1967. 
nuclear-weapon States Party to this Treaty 4. Por Statee whose Instruments of ratUl­
on a non-discriminatory basis and that tile catlon or accession arll deposited subsequent
charge to such Parties tor the explosl ve de­ to the entry Into force of this Treaty, lt ahall 
\'tces used w1l1 be u low na p0!151ble and enter into force on the date or the deposit
u:clude any charce for research and develop­ ot their lnatruments of ratUlcatlon or ac­
ment. It Is understood that non-nuclear­ .cesalon. 
weapon Statea P.arty to thls Treaty so II. The Depositary Oovemments shalldesiring rDAj, pursuant to a special agree­ promptly lntorm all signatory and accedingment or agreements, obtain any such bene- States or the date or each signature. the 
11.t■ 011 a bilateral basts or throuirh an date of depoett or each Instrument or ratlft­appropriate international body with ade­ _cation or ot accession, the date ot the entry·
quate representation or non-nuclear-weapon in.to rorce or this Treaty, and. the date of
States. receipt or any requests tor convening a con­

A&l:lCIJ VX ference or other notices. 
Each of the Parties to this Treaty under­ • 6. Tha Treaty shall be registered by the 

takee to pursue negotiations ln good talth Depositary Governments pursuant to Article 
on effective ~aaUtts regarding c;esaatlon of 102 ot the Charter or the Unlted Nations. 
the nuclear arms race and disarmament, and ARTICLE X 
Oil a treaty 011 general and complete dla­ 1. Each P&rty sha,11 ln exercising Its na­armament under atrlct and effective ln­ t;lonal soverlgnty bave the right to withdrawternatlonal control. trom the Treaty tr It decides that e:rtraol"dl­

ilTICLS VIr 
\ 

na.ry events, related to the subject matter 
Nothing In th.Ls Treaty atl'ecta the right of this Treaty. b.ave jeopardized the supreme 

or .any group ot Sta tea to conclude regional tnteresta ot Its country. It aha.IL give notice 
treaties ln order to a.ssure tile total absence ot such withdrawal to all other P&rtles to 
of nuclear weapons ln their respective the Treaty and to the Unlted. Nationa Secu­
terrt tori ea. rtty Counc:U three months ln advance. Such 

notice &ha.11 Include a. statement ot the ex­
tra.ordinary events It regards u b.avlng Jeop-

ilTICLS VIII 

1. Any Party to thla Treaty may propose ardlzed tta supreme Interests.amendments to th.Ls Treaty. The text of any 
2. Twenty-.1!.ve years after the entry lntoproposed amendment &hall be submitted to 

\he Depoalt.ary Oovernmenta which aha.11. Corea ot the Treaty, & Conterence 5ha1l be 
Clrculate It to all Parties to the Treaty. convened td decide whether the Treaty &hall 
Thereupon. 1t requested to do so by one-tb.lrd continue 1D force lndef1nitely, or ahall be ex-
or more or the Parties to the Treaty, the tended for an additional dxed period or pe-
Depoaltary Governments &hall convene a con­ rtoda. Thia decision shall be taken by a ma.-
ference. to which they shall lnv1te all the Jortty or tile Pa.rtlea to the Treaty. . 
partlee to the tree.ty, to consider such an .uncu: n 
amendment. • • Thia Treaty, the English. Rusala.n. French.· 

2. Any amendment to this Treaty must be . Spant.sh and Ch.lnese terta oC whlch are 
approved by a. ma.Jorlty ot the •o~ of all equ&lly authentic. shall be deposited tn the 
the P&rtiea t,o the Treaty, Including the votes atthlvea or the Depositary Governments. Duly 

. ot all nuclear-weapon States P&rty to this certl11ed copies ot this Tree.ty shall be trans-
Traa.ty and all other Parties which. on the mltted by the_Depo&ltary Governments to the 

Oovernmenta ot the ,ignatory and e.cceding 
State&. 

In witn- whereof the undersigned. dulJ' 
author121ed. have al&ned thla Treaty. 
~ !Jl _______ at_ _______ this _______ _ 

of________ . 

. • Mr. PASTORE. In conclusion, let me 
say that. we went a long way toward 
achieving a rapport between ourselves 
and another major nuclear power, fhe 
Soviet Union, when we brought about the 
consummation of the NucleiLr Test Ban 
Treaty It 1s my prayerful hope today

• . 
that, now that this treaty has been t&­
bled, it will be.signed by all the nations 
of the world, because I believe that would 
be another step toward ellmlnating the 
likelihood and the peril of a nuclear or 

• thermonuclear holocaust which could 
ell d str th1s tir rid. 

W e oy en e WO 

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT­
APPROV AL OF BILLS 

The Secret&ry or the Senate, on Janu­
ary 2, 1968, and January 3, 1968, respec­
tively. received messages from the Presi­
dent of the United St&tes. which an­
nounced that, on the dates indicated, he 
had approved and signed the following 
acts: 

On.December 29, 1967: 
S. 174. an ad for the relief of Dr. Eduardo 

Gonzalez; 
8. 294. an act for the relief of Eloy C. 

Ne.varro; 
8. 1477, an act to amend aectJ.on 301 of 

title mot the act or August 14, 1946, relat­
in~ to the establlahn1ent by the Secretary 
of Agriculture of a national adv1sory commit.­
tee. to prortde for annual meetings ot auch 
committee; 

8. 2119. an act for the relief of Dr. Octavio 
Suarez-Murla.s; • 

S. 2153, an act for the reUef or Dr. Jose 
Ra.fa.el Montalvo y Urrutlbea.scoa; 

ft, 2206, an act for the relief or Dr . .Torge 
Rolando Guerra-Reyes; and 

S. 2265. an act for the reUeC or Chrutopher 
Nicholas Rushton. 

On January 2, 1968~ 
S. 866. an act for th1t relief of Giuseppe 

Paclno Blanca.roeso; • 
S. 1566. an act to amend sections 3 and 4 

ot th1t act approved September 22_ 1964 (78 
Stat. 990), providin.g tor an Investigation and 
study to determine a site for the construction 
or a sea-level canal connecting the Atlantto 
and PacUlc Oceana; 

S. 1722, a.n act to amend the wheat acreage 
allotment provision.a ot the Agricultural Ad­
Justment Act or 1938, u amended; and 

S. 2171. an act to amend the Subversive 
.Activities C011trol Act of 1950 so a.a to accord 
with certa.1n deci&ions or- the oourta. 

HOUSE BILLS REFERRED 
The following bills were severally read 

twice by their titles and.referred as in-
. dicated: 

H.R. 4892. An act to provide Cor the con­
veyance of certain real property ot the Unit­
ed States to the city ot Leavenworth, Kana.; 
to the Committee on Interior and Insular 
A.11.'alrs. , 

II.it. 70'2. An. act for the relier or Dr. Jose 
Del Rio; to the Committee 011 the Judiciary.. 
. HA 8384.. An act to amend the Jolnt 
reaolutlon o! Marcil 24, 11131. to provide for 
tlM tennin.atlon.o! the interest o! the United -
State. 1n certa.l.D real property ln .A..llen Purlt, 
Mich.; to the Committee on Labor and Pub­
Uc Welfar1t. 
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UNITED STiTES OF iMERicA 

DRAFT TREATY ON "THE NON~PROLiFER~TiON OF NUCLEAR WEAPONS 

THE STATES CONCLUDING THIS TREATiD HEREiNAFTER ·REFERRE~ TO 
AS tHE "PARTIES "TO THE TREAT~~B 

CONSIDERING "THE DEVASTATION "THAT WOUL6 BE VfSITE6 UPON ALL 
MANKIND ~YA NUCLEAR WAR ~ND THE CONSEQUENT NEED·fo ~iKE EVERY 
EFFORTTO AVERTTHE DANGER OF SUCH A WARAND TO TAKEMEASURF-S 
TO SAFEGUARDTHE SECURfTY OF PEOPLESP 

~ELIEViNG THAT THE PROLiFERATION OF Nuc~EAR WEAPONS WOULD 
$ER I OUSLY ENHANCE THE DANGER OF NUCLEAR'WAR;) 

IN CON~ORMITY WITH RESO~UTIONS OF THE UN(TED NATIONS 
GENERAL ASSEMBLY CALLING FOR THE CQNCLUSiON0~ AN AGREEMENT ON 
THE PREVENTION OF WIDER DISSEMINATioN OF NUCLEAR WEAPONS, 

UNDERTAKINGTO COcOPERATEIN FACILITATING THE APPLir.ATyQN 

~AGE 3 RUFHGV 2290/1 6 5 C 5 5 J 
OF INTERNATIONALATOMIC ENERGY AGENCYSAFEGUARDS ON PEACEFUL 
NUCLEAR ACTivrTiEs, 

EXPRESSING THEIR SUPPORT FOR RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT AND 
OT MER EFFORTS TO FURTHER THE APPLI CAT J.ON, WrTHIN -;,HE ~R AMEWOR K 
oF··rHE I NTERNAT I oNAL ATOM I c ENERG'r AGENcv •siF'EGUARos ·sYsTEM, 
OF tHE PRfNCI~LE OF SAFEGUAR6ING EFFEtTIVE~Y:THE ~LOW_of_~guRCE 
AND SPECIAL FISSIONABLE MATERIALS BY USE OF INSTRUMENTS AND 
OT:MER TECHNIQUES AT CERTAIN STRATEGIC POINTSD 

~FFIRMiNG THE PRINCIPLE THAT THE ~ENE~ITS OF PEACE~UL 
A~PLICATIONS OF N~CLEAR TECH~OLOGYp INCLUDiNG ANY TEC~~6~6GitAL 
BVQ~RODUCTSWHICH MAY BE OERiVED B~ NU~LEA~-WEAPON_-ST~TES~ROM 
l'ME ·DEVELOPMENT OF NUCLEAR ExPLOs I VE DEV I CEs D :sHOuLD BE AVAiL ABLE 
FOR P~ACEFUL PURPOSES TO ALL PARTIES +o ~H~ TRE~TYP ·w~E+H~R 
NUCLEARmWEAPON STATESPOR NON•NUCLEAReWEAPON 

SEGBEIa 
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CONVINCED THAT IN FURTHERANCEOF ·THIS PRINCIPLE, ALL PARTIES 
TO THIS TREATY ARE ENTITLED TO PART!CPjTE iN THE ~GLLESf P6~siBLE 
EXCHANGEOF SCIENTIFIC INFOR~jrJON FOR, AN6 +oCONjRi~UTE i~ONE 
OR ~NCO.OPERATION WITH OTHER ,STATES ·fo,THE F0RTHER OEVELOP~E~T 
eF THE APPLrcATioNs oF AToMrc ENERGY FoR PEACEFUL PUR?ostsp 

PAGE ~ RUF'HGV'2290/ I \ £ @ ii L t 

DECLARING THEIR INTENTION TO AC~iEVE iT THE EARLIEST POSSIBLE 
~ATE THE CESSATION OF THE NUCLEAR ARMS RACE, 

URGING THE ·coOPERATION 6F ALL STiTES iN THE ATTAINMENT 
OF THIS OBJEtTIVE, 

DESIRING TO FURTHER THE EASING OF INTE~NATIONAL TENSIO~ 
ANO THE STRENGTHENING OF TRUST BtTWEEN STATES iN ORDERTO 
FACILITATE THE CESSATION OF THE MANUFACTURE 0~ NUCLEAR WEiPONS, 
THE LIQUIDATiON OF ALL THEIR ~XISTING STOCKPlLES, ANO THE 
[LIMINATJON fROM NATIONAL AR$ENALS OF NUCLEAR WEAPONS_AN6 'THE 
HEANS OF' THEIR DELIVERY PURSUANT TO A TREATY ·ON ·GENERAL AND 
c6M~LETE DISARMAMENT :uNoER sfRICT ~ND EF'FEETf~E iNTE~NATioNiL 
CONTROL, 

HAVE AGREED AS FOLLOWS, 

.&RTfcLE I 

EACH NUCLEAR-WEAPON STATE PARTY TO THis TREATY UNDERTA~ES 
NOT-TO TRANSFER TO ANY RECIPfENT WHATSOEVERNUCLEAR WEAPONS OP 
~TMER NUCLEAR EXPLOSIVE DEVICES OR CONTROL OVER SUCH WEAPONS 
OR EXPLOSIVE OEViCES DIRECTL;,oR INDIRECTL~i iND NOT iN ANY 
WA~ TO ASSI~T, ENCOURAGE, OR iNDUCE A~Y NO~~N0CLEAR•WE~PON ~TATE 

PAGE 5 RUr.HGV2290/1 
TO MANUFACTUREOR OTHERWISE ACQUIRE NUCLEAR WEAPONS OR OTHER 
NUCLEiR E~P~OSIVE DEVICES, oi CONT~OL OVER sutH WEAPO~S OR 

Sl@ZIT 

• El 
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EXPLOSIVE DEVICESo 

ARTjCLE II 

EACH NON•NUCLEAR~WEAPON UND~RTAKESSTATE PARTY T6 THIS 'TREi~Y 
NOT TO Re:CEtVE THE TRANSFER ~ROM ANY TRANSEROR WHATSOEVER ·01=' 
NUCLEAR WEAPONS OR OTHER NUCLEAR EXPLOSIVE DEVICES OR OF 'CONTROL 
OVER SU~H WEAPONS OR EXPLOSIVE DEVICES DIRECT~Vi OR INbtREtTLYI 
NOTTO MANUFACTUREOR OTHERW[SE ACQUIRE NUCLEAR WEAPONS OR ~THER 
NUCLEAR EXP(OSIVE DEVICES, AND NOT TO §EEK, QR RECEIV~_ANY 
ASSISTANCE IN THE MANUFACTURE OF' NUCLEAR WEAPONS OR ·OTHER 
NUCLEAR EXPLOSIVE DEVf.CESa 

ARTICLE III 

io EACH NONgNUCLEAR•WEApON TO THE TREATY STATE PARTi 
UNDERTAKESTO ACCEPT 'SAFEGUAiDSi A~ s~t to~TH IN AN iGREEMENT 
TO· BE NEGOTIATED AND :CONCLUDED WITH THE INTERNATIONAL ATOMir. 
ENERG~ AGENtY IN ACCORDANtE ~rtH "THE ~TATUfE 0~ THE iNTFRNifiONAL 
ATOMIC ~ ,SYSTEM11~OR _ENERGY AGENCY ANO THE AGEC:Y S 'SAFEGUARDS 
~HE EXCLUSIVE PURPOSE OF' ·vERiFICATION OF' T~E ·iULF'ILLM~T OF iTS 
OBLIGATIONS ASSUMED -UNDER THJS TREATY WITH i 'VXEW TO 1PREVENTING 
o i ve::Rs I ON OF NUCLEAR ENERGY ~ROM PE A ce:~UL ilJSEs TO NUCLEAR ·wFAPONS 
OR OTHER NUCLEAR EXPLOSIVE DEVICES~ PROCEDURES"F'OR T:~E SAF.EGUARDS 

PAGE 6 RUF'HGV 2 2 9 0 / I .,. 5 6 A . "'P!z- . .. . . 
REQUIRED BY THIS ARTICLE SHALL AE F'OLLOWEDWtTH RESPECT TO ·SOURCE 
oR ·sPrcIAL F'iss10NAB.LE MATER1A1.-WHETHER IT 1s sEING PRoouc:e:D, 
PROCESSED OR USED IN ANY PRiijCIP~L NUCLEAR F'~tiL!TY 0~ iT O~TSIDE 
A~~ SU~H F'AtILlTYe THE SAFEGUARDS REQUIRE6 ~~ TH!S iRTicLE. 
SHA~L BE AP~L1EDON ALL SOURCE OF SPECiAL ~ISSIONABLE M~TER!AL 
1N ALL· PEACE~uL NUCLEAR AcTtvITIEs wrrHIN THETERR1T0Rr cf qucH 
STATE, UNDER ITS JURISDICTION, OR CARRIED OUT UND~R ITS CONTROL 
ANYWHEREo 

2 0 EACH STAT~ PARTY TO THE TREATY UNDERTAKES NOT To 'PROV I CE a 
IA) SOURCE OF' SPECIAL 'FISSIO~ALBE MATE~I~L, OR (Bl EQUI~M8~f OR 
MATERIAL ESPECIALLY DESIGNED 6R PREPARED FOR THE PROCESSJNG; .LJSE 
OR PROOUtTION OF' -SPECIAL FISSIONABLE MATERJALi TO ANY NON~ 

https://F'iss10NAB.LE
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NUCLEAR~WEAPONSTATE FOR PEAr.EFUL PURPOSESD UNLESS 'T'HE SOURCE 
OR SPEC IA~ FISSIONABLE MATERiAL SH~LL BE s~~JECT ·ro "THE 
SAFEGUARDS REQUIRED BY THIS iRTttLEu GPw3o TUBB~ 

rfai I ,,it 2 I 
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LIMDIS 

D!STO/NATUS/ BUSEC 

suBJEcr, DRAFTNPT TExr As 1r MAYBE REvisEo FOR TABLING Ar ENoc 

PAGE 2 RUFHGV 2290/2 ~ f Cf T 

3, THE SAFEGUARDSREQUIRED BY THIS ARTICLE SHALL BE 
iMPi.EMENTED IN . A MANNER DESI GNED TO .COMPLYWITH ARTI CL.E IV OF 
THIS TREATY, AND TO ~VOID HAMPERING THE ECONOMIC OR TECHNOLOGICAL' 
DEVELOPMENTOF THE PARTIES OR INTERNATIONAL COOPERATION IN THE 
FIELD OF PEACEFUL NUCLEAR ACTIVITIES~ iNCLUDINGTHE INTERNATIONAL 
~XC~ANGEOF NU~LEARMATE~I~L A~D ~QUjPMENT FOH THE PRO~EssiNG, 
USE OR PRODUCTIONOF NUCLEARMATE~IALFOR PEACEFUL PURPOSES IN 
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ACCORDANCEWITH T-HE PRovisioNs oF THIS ARTICLE AND THE PRINCIPLE 
oF SAFEGUARDINGSET FORTH IN THE PREAMBLE• 

~- NONsNUCLEARQWEAPONSTATES PARTY To THE TREATY SHALL 
~ONCLUQE_AGREEMNTSwiT~TH~ lN!ERNATioNAL ~TOMIC ENERG~ ~G~NCY 
IO MEET THE REQUIR~MEl'ITS. OF TH!S ART!CLE E!THE~ INDIVlQYALXOR 
TOGETHER WITH OTHER STATES IN ACCORDANCEWITH THE STATUTE OF THE 
INTERNATIONAL ATOMIC ENERGY AGENCY~ NEGOTIATION oF sucH AGREEMENTS 
§HA~L CO~MENCE_WITHIN180 DAYS FROM THE ORIGINAL ENTRY _ 
INTO FQ~CE OF THIS TREATY~ FOR STATES DEPOS!TlNG THEIR INSTRUMNTS 
9F RATIF!CATION AFTER THE l8@•PAY PE~IOD, ~EGOTlATION QF SUCH 
AGREEMENTSSHALL ·cOMMENCE NOT LATER THAN THE DATE OF SUCH 
oEPosrr. sucH AGREEMENTSSHALL ENTER INTO FO~CE NOT LATER THAN 
EIGHTEEN MONTHS AFTER ·fHE DATE oF INiTIATION OF NEGOTIATIONS~ 

-
PAGE 3 RUFHGV2290/2 ':,.£CR F Tr-

ARTI CLE _IV 

l• NOTHING IN THIS TREATY SHALL BE INTERPRETED AS AFFECTING 
THE INALIENABLE RIGHT OF ALL THE PARTIES TO THE TREATX TO 
DEVELOP RESEARCH, PRODUCTION AND USE OF NUCLEAR ENERGY FOR 
PEACEFUL PURPOSES WITHOUT DlSCRIMiNATION AND IN CONFORMITYWITH 
ARTiCLES I AND II OF THIS TREATYo .. 

2. ~LL THE PARTIES ·ro THE TREAT~ HAVE THE RIG~T T6 PA~TI• 
tIPATE I~ "THE ~ULLEST PO§SIBLE_EXCHA~GE OF SCIENTIFic ~ND 
TECHNOLOGtCALINFORMATION FOR THE PEACEFUL USES OF NUCLEAR 
ENERGY. PARTIES TO THE TREATY IN A POSITION TO DO so SHALL ALSO 
coopERATE IN coNTRiauTINo ALONE oR TOGETHER wrTH oTHER sTATEs oR 
INTERNATIONAL ORGANIZATIONS TO THE FURTHER DEVELOPMENT OF THE 
APP~ICATiONS_OF NUCLEAR ENERgY FOR P~ACEFU~ PURPOSES, ESPE~IAL~Y _ 
IN THE TERRITORIES OF NON•NUC~EARuWEAPONSTATES PARTY TO THE TREATY• 

ARTICL V 

EACH PARTi TO T~IS TREAiY UNDERTAKES TO coo~E~ATE TO iNSURE 
THAT POTENTIAL BENEFITS FROM ANY PEACEFUL APPLICATIONS OF NUCLEAR 
EXPLosioNs WILL BE MADE AVAILABLE THROUGH APPROPRIATE iNTERNATiONAL 

• St.CREZT 
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0PROCEDURES TO NONwNUCLEARWEAPON STATES PARTY TO THIS 
tRE~TY 0~ A NON-DiSCRIMfN~TORi BASIS AND fHAT THE CHARGE TO 
sUCH PARTIES FOR THE EXPLOSIVE DEVICES USED W1LL BE AS LOW AS 
POSSIBLE AND EXCLUDE ANY CHARGE FOR RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT~ 
Ir is UNDERSTOODTHAT NO~-~UCL~ARgWE~PON sfAT~S ~ARTY fa THIS 
TREATY SQ DESI8ING MAYP PURS~A~T !O A SPECI~L AGREEMENTQR 
iGREEMEN!S1 QBTAJN_A~Y sycH BENEF~TS ON A BlLATERAL ~A~Is OR 
THROUGH AN APPROPRIATE INTERNATIONAL BODY WITH ADEQUATE 
REPRESENTATION ON NON•NUCLEAR•WEAPON STATESo 

ARTICLE VI 

- ' . EAC~ OF THE PARTIES TO THIS !RE~TY UNDERTAKES TO PURSUE 
~EGOTIATIONS IN GOOD FAITH ON EFFECTIVE MEASURES REG~R5ING 
~ESSATION OF THE N~CLEAR ARMS RACE_AND DISA~MAMENT ~NQ qN_A 
TREATY ON GENERAL AND COMPL~TE 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 R~SPECTIVE TERRITORIES• 

ARTiCLEVIII 

I• ANY PARTY TO THIS TREATY MAY PROPOSE AMENDMENTS TO 
THIS T~E~TY. THE TEXT OF ~NY PRO~OS;D AME~DMENT_SHA~~_BE-
§UB~ITTEP To T~E DEPOSITARY GO~ERNMENTS WHICH SHALL CIBC~L~TE 
IT TO ALL PARTIES TO THE TREATY• THEREUPON, !F REQUESTED TO 00 
so BY ONE-THIRD OR MORE OF THE PARTIES TO THE TREATY, THE DE­
~oSiTARY GOVE~NMENTSSHALL CON~EN~ A CON~E~ENCE1 TO WHiC~ 
iHEi SHALL INVITE ALL 'TH~ PARTIES TO THE f~EATY, TO CO~SIDER 
SUCH AN AMENDMENT. 

&.iGBEif 
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2Q ANY AMENDMNT TO ·fHiS TREATY MUST BE APPROVEDBY A 
MAJORITY OF THE VOTES OF ALL THE PARTIES TO TriE TREATY, 
jNC~UDi~G THE VOTES OF A~L NUC~EA~gWEAPO~ S!ATES_PARTY, TQ !His 
TREATY AND ALL OTHER PARTIESWHJCH, ON THE DATE THE AMENDMENT is 
tIRcuL~T~D, AR; ME~BERS qF_T8E BOARD oF GOVERNOR$OF_THE _ 
INTERNATIONALATOMIC ENERGY AGENCY• THE AHENOMNT SHALL ENTER 
jNTo FORCE FOR EACH ~ARTy TH~T.DE~os1rs its INSTRUMENT_OF_ 
RATIFICATION OF THE AMENDMENT UPON THE DEPOSIT OF INSTRUMNTS 
gF ~ATIFJCATio~ 8Y_A MAJORITr QF ALL THE.PARTIES, iN~LVDi~~ THE 
INSTRUMNTSOF RATIFICATION OF ALL NUCLEAR.WEAPON STATES PARTY 
TO THIS TREATY AND ALL OTHERPARTIES WHIC~6 ON THE OAT£THE 
AMENDMENTIs CIRCULATOo ARE MEMBERS OF THE BOARD OF GOVERNORSOF rHE I NTE~NAT Io~AL ATOM o1c E~ERGY AGENCY TttEREAFTR~tT. sH~bL • 
ENTER INTO FORCE FOR ANY OTHER PARTYUPON THE DEPOSIT OF ITS 
INSTRUMENTOF RATIFICATION OF TH AMENDMENT~ 

PAGE 2 RUFHGV2290/2 _..@Ck T 

3• FIVE YEARS AFTER THE ENTRY INTO FORCE OF !HJS TRE~TY,
A CONFERENCEOF PARTiES ·fo TH~ TREATY SHALL BE HELO IN GENEVA, 
swirZER~AND, IN ORDER To REViEw THE OPERATioN OF THIS TREATY wITH 
A VIEW TO ASSURING THAT 'THE PURPOSES ANO PROVISIONS OF THE TREATY 
ARE BEING REALiZED~ 

ARTI CLE. .1. X 

•• THIS TREATY SHALL BE OPlN TO AL~ STATES FOR SIGN~T~RE. 
ANY STATE WHICH DOES NOT SIGN THE TREATY BEFORE ITS ENTRY INTO 
fORC~ IN ACCORDANCEWITH PARAGRAPH3 OF THIS ARTICLE MAY ACCEDE 
TO IT AT ANY TIME, 

2. THIS TREATY SHALL BE SUBJECT TO RATIFICATiON BY SIGNATORY 
STATES• INSTRUMENTSOF RATiFiCATlON AND iNSTRUMENTS OF ACCESSION 
SHALL BE DEPOSITION WITH THE GOVERNMENTS OF 'WHICH 
ARE HEREBY DESIGNATED THE DEPPSITARY GOVERNMENTS• 

THIS TREATY SHALL ENTER ~NTO FORCE AFTER ITS ijAfiflCATION 
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BY ALL NUCLEAR•WEAPON TREATY, ANO STATES SiGNATORY TO 'THIS 
;e QTHER STATES SI~NATORy fo_T8IS TREArY AND THE D~POSiT_QF 
THEIR INSTRUMNTSOF RATIFICATIONo F'OR 'THE PURPOSES OF THIS 
yREATY, ANuCLEAR~wE~PONSTATE 1s HAS MA~UFA~Tu~to ONE WHicH 
AND EXPLODED A NUCLEARWEAPONOR OTHER ·NUCLEAR EXPLOSIVE DEVICE 
~RIOR ·fo JANUARYi, j96j~ 

GP•3 TUBBY 

iii Li 
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SECTION 3 OF 3 GENEVA229? 

LIMDIS 

OISTO/BUSECiNATUS 

SUBJECTa DRiFT NPT TEXT AS iT MAY BE REVlSED FOR TABLING Af ENOC 

PAGE? RUFHGV2290/3., ...... , .. s.r•·•f•·•a 

4o FOR STATES WHOSE INSTRUMENTS OF RATIFICATION OR ACCESSION 
ARE DEPOSITED SUBSEQUENT TO fHE ENjRY iNTO F'ORCEOF-T~IS T~EATY, 
tT SHALL ENTER INTO FORCE ON THE DATE OF 1HEDEPOSIT OFTHETR 
INSTRUMENTS OF RATIFICATION QR ACCESSION• 

5 0 THE OEPOS IT I ARY GOVERNMENTS SHALL· PROMPTLY I NF'ORM ALL 
siGNATORY AND ACCEDIN~ STATE~ OF T~E DATE 6F"EACH SIGNAfURE; 

-:!k@i!EI 
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TME DA TE OF OEPOS IT OF' EACH iNSTRUMENTOF' Ri T [F' I CAT lON OR ·OF 
,ccEss l'ON, THE DATE OF ·rHE ENTRY INTO ·FORCE oii TH Is TREATYo ,AND 
TME DATE OF RECEIPT OF ANY REQUESTS F'OR CONVENING A CONF'ERENCF 
OR OTHER NOTICESQ 

60 THIS ·TREATY SHALL BE REGISTERED BY THE DEPOSfTiRY 
GOVERNMENT~PURSUANT TO ARTICLE t02 0~ 'THE CHARTER OF ·fHE 
UNITED NATIONSo 

ARTICLE X 

Jg EACHPARTY SHALL IN ~XERCISING TTS NATIONAL ·sOVFREiGNTY 
MAVE THE RIGHT ·ro W!THORAWF'ROM THE TREATY i~ IT DEci6EST~ii 
EXfRAORDJNARY EVENTS, RELATE5 ·ro ·THE SUBJEET MATTER 0~ THtST~EATYo 
MAVE •jEOPARD I ZED THE ·suPRF.ME INTERESTS OF' {TS COUNTRY~ 
IT SHALL GIVE NOTICE OF SUCH WITHDRAWAL TO ALLOTHER PARTIES TO 

~AGE3 .RUFHGV2290/ a E ·c 8 E ~ 
THE TREATY AND TO THE UNITED NAT i ONS 'SECUR JTY COUNCIL "T~REE 
MONTHS IN ADVANCED SUCH NOTiCE SHALL INCLUDE A STATEMENT•O~ THE 
EXTRAORDINARY EVENTS IT REGARDS AS HAV!'NG 'J~OPARD i ZED I TS 
SUPREME INT~RESTSe 

2o TWENTY~FIVE YEARS A~TER THE ENTRY INTO FORCE OF T~E 
TREATVD A C~NF'ER~NCE S~ALL Bt tONVENE~ TO ~ECJDE WH~!~~~ T~~ 
'FREATY SHAl,.1,,._·cONTINUE 08 EXT-ENDEiDIN FORr,E INDEF'I~rTELY, SHALl,._-B~ 
~OR AN ADDITIONAL FIXED PERIOD OR PERroos~ THIS DEClSION SMALL ,BE 
Ti~EN BY A M~JORITY OF THE PiRTIES TO fHE f~EiTYo 

ARTICLE XI 

THIS TREATY, THE ENGLISH, RUSSIANa FRENCH, SPANf~H AN~ 
CHiNESE TEXTS OF WHICH ARE EciUALLY AUfHENTjf, SHALL et O~P6~iTEO 
IN fHE ARCHiVES OF THE DE?OSiT~RY GOV~RNMENTS. DULY crRfiFi~D 
COPiEs OF THIS 'TREATY SHALL ~E TRANSMifTED~i THE OEP6siiiR~ 
GOVERNMENTSTO THE GOVERNMENTS OF THE StGNATORY ANO ACCEDiNr,~TATES• 

i N WITNESS WHEREOF THE UNDERS iGNEO, DULY AUTHOR I ZED, 'HA'VE 
SIGNED THIS tRE~TY• 

§fGBEl-

https://suPRF.ME
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OONE IN AT THtS OF' o END TEXT 

TP.,3, TUBBY 
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FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE JANUARY 18, 1968
•~ 

Office of tho White Houao Preas Secretary 
I • • • • • • • • • • • • a a • • • • • • • • • • • - • • a • • • • • • 

THE WHITE HOUSE 

srATEMENT BY THE PRESIDENT ON THE 
PRESENTATION TO THE 18-NATION DISARMAMENT 

COMMITTEE OF THE NON-PROLIFERATION TREATY 

The White Houoe was informed at 4:25 a. m. this morning that the USSR 
would join the United States as Co-Chairmen of the Eighteen-Nation. 
Disarmament Committee to submit to the Committee today a complete draft 
treaty to atop the spread of nuclear weapons. The President \&sued the 
following etatement: 

I am most heartened to learn that the Soviet Union will join the United 
States as Co-Chairmen of the Eighteen-Nation Disarmament Committee, 
to submit a complete text of a treaty to stop the spread of nuclear weapons 
and that this draft treaty will be submitted today to the Committee in 
Geneva. This revised text includes an agreed safeguards articl~ and 
other revisions that will make the treaty widely acceptable. 

We have worked long and hard in an effort to draft a text that reflects 
the views of other nations. I believe the draft presented today represents 
a major accomplishment in meeting these legitimate interests. 

The text submitted today must now be considered further by all 
governments. Following its review by the Conference in Geneva, it 
will be considered by the General Assembly in th~ spring. It is my 
fervent hope that I will be able to submit it to the Senate of the United 
State a for its advice and consent this year. 

The draft treaty text submitted today clearly demonstrates ar. important 
fact. In the face of the differences that exist in the world, the two nations 
which carry the heaviest responsibility £or averting the catastrophy of 
nuclear war can, with sufficient patience and determination, move forward. 
They can move forward toward the goal which all men of good will seek --
a rever1al o! the arms race and a more secure peace based on our many 
common interest• on this one amall planet. 

I believe hi1tory will look on this treaty as a landmark in the effort of 
mankind to avoid nuclear disaster while ensuring that all wW benefit 
from the peaceful uses of nuclear eneriY• 

Thia treaty will ~ a testament of man'• faith in the future. In that 
■ pirit I commend it to all. • 

• 11 

1 .
' f ' f 
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SCI PAGE·2 RUFHGV 33719 5 2 A L I ore 
.AEC IN" DRAFT NON-PROLIFERATION TREATY• HANDEDFOSTER BY 
NASA ROSHCHIN TODAY,F0LLOtlH~G CHANGE~OTHER THANMISSPELLING 

1 OST PUNCTUATION AND ABBREVIATIONS) Al>PEAR FROM r-1ARCH .5, 196·7 
TEXT SET FORT11 IN STATE CIRCULAR 1480511 

. 
1 •. 

~ 

SOV ·ARTICLE III RF.ADS AS FOLlOWSs . 
-.EACH NON-NUCLEAR-VEIVON STATE PARTY TO THIS TREATY 
UNDERTAKESTO ACCEPT THF. SAFEGUARDS OF THE INTERMATION~l.. 
ATOMIC ENERGY AGENCY ONfAll ITS PEACEFUL NUCLEARACTIVITIES. 
EACH STATE PART~6ro THIS TRE~fY FURTHER UNDERTAKES ~OT TO 

, PROVIDE SOURCE R FISSIONAolE MATERIAL OR SPECIALIZED 
-' \.·.-, EQUIPMENT OR NON-NUCLEAR MATERIAL FOR 1HE PROCESSING OR 

• • USE. _OF SOURCE OR FISSIONABLE MATERIAL OR FOR TH£ ·PRODUCTION 

4 

j
!(§ 

OF ~1SSJONABLE MATERIAL FOR PEACEFUL PURPOSES TO ANY 
\- NON-NUCLEAR-WEAPON STATE, UNLESS SUCH f-1ATEnIAL AND 

•• EQUIPMENT ARE SHBJECT TO SUCH SAF'EGUAJlDS." 

js tkli o~ ,-: fa,J • 1 c 
F ) 
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. .:. . 
2. PREAMBULAR PARAS HAVESO-MEWHAT•.·DIFFERENT 

. ARRANGEMENT. THREE PARAS ON PEACEFUL USES OF ATOMIC 
1 ENCRGY SET FORTH ENO OF ~ARCH 3 DRAFT APPEAR IN SOV DRAFT 
i Ilfl!'!EDJATELY AFTER PARA STATHm: "UNDl~RTAKING TO COOPERATE 

IN FACILITATING THE AP Pl ICAT ION OF I AF.A SAFEGUARDS ON 

PAGE 3 RUF'HGV 3371 $ 2 2 Ii [ 

PEACEFHL Nt,CLEAR ACTIVITIES." OTHERWISE PREAr-1BULARPARAS· 
ARE JN SA~E ORDER. 

3. T"l THE I)EFJNJTION OF NUCLEAR-WEAPON-STATE, 
ArPEARI~G AS AN UNNUMBERED SECOND PARAGRAPH UNDER ART V, 
P~Rt\ S, THE 'IOJU, .. PRODUCED" APPEARS FOR "MANUFACTURED"• 
ALSO •·THE DATE THIS TREA1.'Y BECAME OPEN FOR SIGNATURE• 
APPEARS IN PLACE OF" JANUARY 1, 19,S7." 
OP-J TUBBY 
BT 
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:o-,v1sio1W:OF .ljRGl!t.CE SEl?'IICES 
-~~i::~;::~/,~:~.-: .. • .t... --, ~··._, 
iJ:'!: ' .• -.: :· (Tl,\USlt.i Io.n)..• , •• _ -· . J 

inc1-cnsc Lhe d,mzcr o( nuclc:tr wn1·, 

in confo1,nity with resolutions of the Uni~ed Natio11S Gen,ral_ .~ss~ly 
. l •. • . ~. \ .. 

'• ,· 
calling for-the conclusion of an agreement on_ the preven~ion of further· 

'dissemination of nuclear Wt?apons, 

Undertaking to cooperate in facilitating the application of Inter-
,. 

national Atmie- Energy A~cncy safeguards on peaceful- nuclear actiyiti~s, • 

-- . Affhining the principle that the benefits o.f peaceful ·applications.:. . . .l 
• • \, • ·•·j . 

t of nuclear _technology, including any technological by-prod~cts w~ch u;my. 
.. • . ·~ . • ,· . • ·. ~- • ! _: • . .. ,~ ·._:.;·~·: ... ~ 

be derived ·by nuclear-weapon States from the development. of nuclea~ ,. 
1· •• . ';', 

explosive devices, shall be available for peaceful purposes.to ~11 States . .I 

Parties to this Treaty, whether nuclcnr-wcapou or non-nuclec1:-vcapon 

States, 

Convinced that, in furtherance ('f t:his principle, all Parties are 

..,J 

entit:lcc! 'to r,articip~tc in the fullc~t ,>ossiblc c:,:chnnsc of scientific 
• ' - . • ..: ~. "I , 

fnforr.ptio.1. (or, and t.o contribute n lC\nc. oi: in c.ooi'C--l'a.ti,on wi'th other ·· ~. . . : . ,,. '- . . •• . - ·. . . 
-.....-. -- • ., ... ; -a-~• . r.- "~- ~ .... , t -•··L -.._. --~,,,,.Jr ...·1;.&;~ ..,~~ii' _vr.· • .. ---1 

-..__St:lttcs to, the further de•icl ''!' ..,c•nl ('\{ thtt appllctltion's of at~ic ene1·~· ••• 

A. ., •. - .. _ ••• 

·r- ~ •.• 1" • . .. :" 
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···:~\:,:~-·::.··:;~-~-- ·the1.r •intention that potential.~enef_its-.·~~~-any i,eace~ul . . ~.· .. .' ·£lrDeclaring

-~'.~~:tj{ji;~iit;ii~~;-:'~~--~~~~-~:~. explosions shal·l be a~ail~~~/~;.~-;,~~g~- ::pprop~-;a:~-:···:_.·;· .:·::-~~ .~\ 
..c~:·;r-.·~\~,;\,,::J-//?·J::;·,-c:, ':."-·, • . • ••••. :· •• •.-;.\\':<: .-~. ,· ,'!.:·:-.t;~:.r•.~;:::_;~~-\!/:."'",;··,:-·::~ .. •••• 
: .. ; • • ~:.:, lnternationnl procedures to non-nuclear-weapon Parties. -'to this .Treaty, . • .' . '.-,·,
•,_~;:::)1~~~-.~:~~~~:.. -~--; ! • •. ·. :"·''. · .. ' • ., ;,~ ·;.; ,_ -~./-::~~:"::·~~;:'. •~-
'i~:-.'-~_::}}'~.--!:n~~-~-~-~~c~!minatory basis, : . _:":°(_.._:•:·.•· . :! •• <"./_·:_:t·-<•·: • .. 'f~· 
• ••.. : ···-.;~':• : ~claring the.ir intention to achieve at the. earliest possibl~ d':l~e:·• •. .. t ., 

.:·_:.. 
•• ::_ .. ·.·;._·- 1•,··· ,_ •• ,· : • .. .... ·•··-;_.·~-\~' 

·~:~: 
·--:.~·-• •. ,::_·th~·_,\essa~ion_ of th~ nuclear arms race, • ... '.·:. •·..;-:: :! • - . ..... =:·>?,:·t.><<./·:t<: 
.,,,,:. Urging the coo1,cratio11 of all States in the attainme~t.· ~~·\bi's· •• •. ?'·:' ::·~:,,_,.._-: ..·,•~:-:•:'.:: <.~.. ' 
,\;::•=:::; 
~1~:•: ; ,: ::, obj~ctive, , . . • · • : • ; :: . ,· ~;.:.-:n$}/tt
?t!=:.-.-::.Desiring to further the casing of interna.tionai t·ension arid· the !":'". 

• • ·~·. : .. ' :. ~::,_~:_:~_.".·.•- •• : '.i, .•••• .: . .. 

;: . \ .'.trengthening of trust between States, thus. facilitating the ei~i~•~~~;: ~.:,:://3.Ji 
:' ( \ frOBInational arsenals or nuclear weapons and the means of. the1,r, ~-e~iy~1. ', _' ;'.'..;:,';· ff 
.. _··;. ~o a treaty on general and complete disarm.'\me~.t ~nder· s_t~-~~~- ;~_~{:-:.: •~i¥~'. ·pursuant :~,~ .. --~_,,. / 

• • effective international control, . . . • • .. '?J{?•}•\,•~;1 

., ·,_:::'.: Noting that nothing in this treaty affects· the right of any group.'. . ·' .:_-. • . " .'(;',, 

1 
• ; • ••~ :' i::.:::~:f t:u:::u::a:::~: t:::: t:::~: t:::e:e:i::::::, ~h~ tot&~:•:;•;-:~•:./ti{;if 

·, ~ .. ·• ;,' • • . :. !"• 1f • .', I.' • .. • .' • 00 

follows:Have agreed as .<· .\".; .• ···i:~ ·: 

Article I . . . ' ,· -·· 

s::::.::::. trans::h t:u:::a:::::::t ::c:::: ::aty u:c::::• ~:::~:: • t'; ••~ '., '; \\-f:{§~
5 

explosive devices, or control over 
. \ . . . .... . . ,::::"~ ...: 

either directly or indirectly; and not in any way:,~o assist, encourage, or l,_:::~.
t \ . .::·--< 

induce any non-nuclenr-wettpon State to produce or i~~~herwis~ _acquir·e •. • •• • - ·' • • • r.\\ 
. ,-· -

I· nuclear weapons or other nuclear explosive devices, or control over such f> 
'·· 

w~apous cir explosive devices. it; .tt:~: 
f.JiArticle II 
h:­

r..:tc-11 ;~,·::-:~·.!.:1:·-:~·-•.:c.,~l'.':1 l'«rty to this Trc.:~t:y u~<lortc?kcr. nC'lt .to r~;tnte 
.,..·,·1· .. : . ·- . ,.-. t·

_·ru\.~:,.- .. ~:..: ~!:'~:n~·fl.r -~!·(,:.1 ,.T/ trani:;f~~:~1.-w:i:\tr.C'ct1c·r cir nuclcm1· \oiN11,on!i.or -~ .. ... 
......~, -:-~ ~~~- Ma:AA '=-~~}.,~ ~ra: .• -'- • . .,,~ ~.&.f\"':---~ • • • •~J •• ·; .. •.. -.: /•·,..· '' • ·'"" ;.-.. _._.,._~, .1 ': '' i>'V • ,..·<'th<-r m,~1-,:~"!"t":-:,,1, :~ t\·c dc•·.•i.c-~s o~ Cl[ c-ontr,,J. <'vc:r. such we~rons or cxpl'?sivc 1 • 

1. 

. .,,~.:-._~~ dcs.i:l-:~f ., r: r r·he.t· ",Ii I ,i.~t .. ly l!t;"i.u_,t i n::cl"Jy;_, lh)l" h• pt"4ttC~! :c,i;"<ltl1~rwlt:~ . f
1. 

. 
• i:, :1 -. :,.. ' .. ..I•. t - ----. . J : • 



:<Q'' };;{:acquire nuclee1 weapons or other nuclear e:<plosive devi~es; and not t·o seek 
,-·:··, ( ... ' ~tift 

or receive ,:my assistance in the procluc tion of nucl_car \>7c;?aponsor other··, . 
•• ! • • ~~~~_t_i,_. 

. ~. ~ i"':·. . ... ·, : ..;: 

-.·1~:f? ·~---;~·.·.:•··:. ~;;:~~-nuclear explosive devices. 

• •• l • . . ; ·_ ..._·._-~-::~.:·,'--~..~;.' 111Article III 
.. ·_.: '· •• 

Each non-nucle~r-wcapon State Party to this Treaty undertakes to ~::· ,· t~j 
accept the safeguards of the International Atomi.c Energr Agency on all ""';. : : :t. Jlij_

,:· -.

;:'~'f-.:·
.:1;;;~. 

v:::::::.:::b:: 
~ 

:::.::::: :u :o:u::e:::::: o:a::s r: t::i:::s o:r:::: i::::::r . , '•, '.~_'._t::.::•-:_~--;::.:_:_·_~_:_;-._='..~-::,;_-,_.::_:_ 

equipment or non-nuclear material for the processing or use of source or ~~ 

fissionable material or for the production of fissionable materia'l for .. ~'. • . . . · }\}} 
.. • ..•• ,./ .i . ,_.. -,~. i~;:.',t;~ 

1 __•. peaceful purposes to any non-nuclear-weapon State, unless such material ·_· • . ') ,;·· ·1,•i@jc 

(_ and equipment arc subject to such safeguards. • ';··: : ?i f.li 
. 1. Any Party to this Trea::t:::e p::pose amendments to this Treaty. ',' - :/.; •ill 

The text of nny proposed· ar.1enclment shall be submitted to the Depositary '. ·fit• 
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 

they sh.111 i.nvitc_ all t:hc Parties to the Treaty, to consider such an • l~(i:: 
_amendment. 

2. Any ~mcndn~cnt t_o this Trc:tty r.ru~t be approved by .1 majority of tbe 

_votes of all the l1artics to the Treaty, incluclini the votes of all nuclear- fii 
i\· . . wc.1pon St".1lv:; Parl.ie:s lo t..h<; Treaty. I:~-'\':~:-': 

fore:~ for :1.ll P.:trLi,::~: tu the T1:c.:.1Ly upN1 the clcposi.t o[ in~tn1111~nts of 

ratification :.iy a m.-.jority of nll the "!'arties to the Trc:tty, including fl~1: 
the instru~c~ts of ra~ificati0n of all m1clc~r-wcapon States Forties to n;::f) 

,: .-l •· r 



Arti clc V ~\f 
:_·· -; -9.l. This Trcclty shall he open Lo all States for_ signature. Any :t/ 

·State that docs not sign this Treaty before its entry into force in ~~l
ft:· 

. ·L· . •_ -

accorciitncc with pnr.igraph 3 of this article may accede to it at any ti~e. :r~~=::' 
~:[\!
tf ~=_2. This Treaty shall be subject to ratification by the signatory_ 

. (;. ; ~if[ 
Sta tcs. Instrument~ of ratification and instruments of accession sliall • 

. ·., ' .• f:t.~ 
be deposited with the Govcrrlli:euls of _______ , which are hereby -. iiL~ 

designated the Depositary Govcrnme!1ts. ••• : --, ·'·.··(Ii: 
3. This Trenty shall enter into force after its ratification by all ;;;:.- , ~~i 

nuclellr-weapon States Parties to this_ Trca ty, and _____ Parties to .r .' ._·_!{;~ 

this Treaty and the deposit of their instruments of.:ratification. ..:~;;'.•'._ :.;, f' 

For the pu rp cs es of this Trea t y, a nuc 1 en r-wea pon State is one • ~hich ,.:: • • ~-l.~_f_~_:_{ 

• has produced and c:,plodccl a nuclear weapon or other nuclear explosive U . 
device prior to the date this Treaty became open for signature. , -"_.}I: 4. For Stntes whose instruments_ of ratification or accession are·:· 

' . . ' ....~ ~ .....•• ' • Fj~•~; 
deposited subsequent to the entry into force of thi.s Treaty, it shall_ ' ~f:I.;: 

.. i;L~..-
enter into force on the dat:e of the deposit of their instruments of ratifica- •• ~:~/

I·•:.~_.,
.-5·:-;~-·
fr--··,• r .•~tion or accession. iir. --~--

S. The Depositary Governments shall promptly inform all signatory ·. 

and accedi.~g States of the date of each signature, the date of deposit of 

each instru::1ent of ratific~tion and instrm:ient of accession, the date 

of the entry into force of this Treaty, and the date of receipt of any 
•••. ~i% 

requests-for convening a confei:~ncc 0~ other notices. 
. ,~~';\ 

:,,.','":,...., 

6. Thi.s Tn.!.:tt:· sh.'.111 be r1.:t;istc1.·c:d by the Depositary Gnvern,nents i~;t:·~._
irr 
I[~/,,: 

Article \'I ii{),....~-' 
::·'.a·. 
.. ·• 

This 

I ••l 



) .• '..:<.J['.•.,.... ' 
~~\ ~~ 

-, i_• ,~..-1~:::. 
.;p?SECRET 

-5- ,·i .. ·it·~ 
~F(~:: 

·ff:·. 
Jeopardi.:'.cd the sttpl."(!;-.1ci1~tcrcsts of its country. It shall give notice. 

of such 

·Nations 

include 

wilhc.h:nwal to .ill 0th~r Parties to the Treaty and to the United 

Sccudty Council three: months in advance. Such notice shall 

a statemcn~ of the c~:lraordinc1ry cvc.:nts it regards us having 

tl
IU::::· 

~ ~ :.~,.
·. ~:f.~'; 

ly. ': 
I; t.,:'.f•~: 

jeopardized its supreme interests. 

Article VII 

•j!. ;<• l ;~} 
of which arc equally o.uthe:ntic, shall be deposited in the archives of ..., 

,:::~7:· 

the Deposit.:".ry Go•1e:rnracnts. D'.lly certified copies of thl.s Treaty· shall 
r1i@;•

be transmitted by the Dcpositnry Governments to the Governments of the • • !il~i 
signatory and acceding States. ,: .. , .. ; '\,·.'i ."·,:. :·-:'-.Ji~ 

I,>., • ~,< •• Ji;~~ 
In witness whereof, the undersigned duly appointed Plenipotentiaries · 1/:,.;!:;,;

t;:::::~ 

have signed this ~reaty. tfa<
if~ __________ on the __ day ofDone in _____ copies, at ~/ 

____ , 1967. fr.i\~ 
-~ [.:~.. : • 

..):I 
'..r,.. 

., -: ,~ 
-,::;;_,;:_

,,; ... 
t 

..... 

5/'. ·:~ 
~!}.: 

tt0\ 
('.,·;'· 
t.;.:·-· .. 

. ~;:\:::
f:_~:::.:· 
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August 10, 1964 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE RECORD 

I told Dick Freund on August 7 that the August 5 contingency 
statement on OAU Non-proliferation Resolution appeared to be 
acceptable to the White House from the standpoint of substance. 
I suggested, however, the consideration might be given to the 
insertion of additional language at the beginning of the draft 
statement that would complim.ent the 34 member governments for 
their efforts on behalf of peace and their awareness of the problems 
of arms control. In addition, I suggested that the U. S. actions 
listed in our statement might be played down because it looked as 
though we were undu.t,y complimenting ourselves on having taken 
a similar position starting in 1946. 
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.& : ./ :·.,1. .r . 
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, . - ......·...... 

I ; ,> 

The fo1J.owing draft statemen_t "is suggested as a basis 
,.·,. ...: 

~ r~~.~~~ It is· ·a:::s~ed, fm: .plan:.:i:tngI_ ... ~•••• •1 ...._... . 
• ◄-· 

purposes, that th.e c;raft we no:-1 have (attached) will prove 
' ., 

·, .. to be the one actually adopted, ~ with no changes in 
.... : . 'a. 

:·..,; ... 
• ,.' I.. • 
.;...:· ·~ .ubstance. u. is• also assumed that t~~-three OAU.me1nbers 

of the ENDC will t2ble t!1e Resohition 'at' Geneva and, there­

fore> the U.S. ENOC representative will·need suidance as to 
.,._ . 

' ... -: '!•. 
,·. ;· 

' his response. 'the Department'of.State., t'he Secretary, and/or,·,. 

rhe Pl=esident, might also receive press questions . 'Die 
,, ..- ' 

pro~sed draft is as follows: 
,; 

i -::_! \" 
11The U, S. Government welcOl'lles this importa.nt 

initiative o~ the part of the thirty-four(?) member .govem~ 
.. • •. t "· ·\ ' ~ ~ , ~ •,;:. ~t# ---.J~J! • 

' .. ' • # ~ ,, _; .. ;r 
ments of the Organi2a tion of African Uh.icy-aa' a major step 

toward the goal of stopping the spread of nuclear weapons . 
. ( 

...CJlCJIDERIIC Group 3 
~ •. Dcwr.,gradecl at 12 year 

. • •. • intel"Ve ls l not auto · 
'. ·~ , ·; mstically dec:las.sifieo 

DECLASSIFIED , .•-~~-.::•, ,·: • 
E.O 13292, Sec: 3!~ · • .. ' ~-;.-·}/ :,~. • 

&;~ NARA,Oate.;l-~:~~~~~·;~\,;~:;•t~:,. 
• • , .;i/017/J-
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:{f;:~ 
.1..,~.-t I mean a wo~ld in which 'there would \e no rest for 

j 

anyone then~ no ata'bility ~ uo real security, and no 

chance of ef£e.ctiv~ diurmament.' r 

4&41?EBCIIAI. 

. ',) 

• 

' .. 

I ',· 

•' ... , 

.. . ' . 
' ' . . 

... 

(,· ..4. -

•. 

.,·I"·· . 

The OAURcr:;olut:ton is a g~:atifying resp~:mse to· the will of 

4~ .... ., -~. I R l t. 1665 IVT.") d b __,_,.-.e..-,0.1.u.. 1.c-n, eso :u 1.on ~• .. , aoopte y ~1.•.eSi::teenti.1 

Session of the General Assembly. , ..... 

"I should also like to point out that the Of\U 

Resolution is consistent with the long-established United 

States policy on ncn-proliferation of nuclear weapons. This 

firm policy was adopted in recognition of the grave threat 

to the security and peace of all nations, large and small,. 

nuclear and non-nuclear, that the further dissemination o£ 

nuclear weapons would pose. A fev example• o~ this con­

sistency between United States polic~ and the °"U initiative 

are: 

In 1946 the United States proposed through 

the Baruch Plan, when the u. S. held a monopoly on 

nuclear weapons, t:o place such weapons under t:he sole •• 

cootrol of the U ► N. 

?r•sident Kennedy. in bis speech on ~uly 26, 

1963, said that the spread of nuclear weapons would 

l____ _ . - -, •. _._........--.--,,- ...·- - - - - ..... _--- .. •-----~-~-. - ·.1--•·---•·r- --,-- ...... --. . .. 
' •, y ••,• ·:•• 1 '.°', • • ~I;, .. ~•,: .- - ... ~""'.. '7 -:.,.-, ,•; I ,-. I • • , • •- ,- ~...,. • • 

PRESERVATION.COPY 



' ./' , 

conveni~g ' ~ession of ~he !!:!:DCon Ja~uary 21) ,196~, 
' ,.. . . .he listed five b~s:tc steps llCs'li..eve- peace t 

~ .. ·.... 
stnted, 

(a) That nuclear weapons 

not b~ tran•ferred into the national control of States 

,,jhich '3.o not now control then, and· tbat all transfers 

of m.-.clem: ro~t;::~:i._.;:.ls:r:m: peaceful purposes take place 

under effective international safesuards; . • • 

In a speech at the ENDC on Feb,;uary 6, 1964, 

Mr. Foster; D:;_i:ectoi: •of the United States Arna Control 

E..ii.clDisarmament i-°lg8acy ~ urged an agreement: •which would 

imple:J.~cnt the tm·:ms of t.ne •Irish Resolution t and 

taken pending such art. agreement. Specifically, he 

'As an iamediate etep and to facilitate 

pro3:;:esc :1.nthese discussions (on a £0:ra,al agreement.), 

the Urtit~d St~tes~ fe>r its part> doos not inter.>d to 

~ ..... 

.,, 

t:nkc ,,7.!y act:i.o·t1S i11.cousietent with the terms of the 

I7.':tshR0colution. That is the aeclared t>Olic.y of· the 

.. 
I 

https://ro~t;::~:i._.;:.ls


. ,~. 
' •• J 

' 
United State3 T.hot s ei n ~ c .~ ~ ele·\ 1ento: . ,., .. 

. :,t :· -;, : ..... . 
,.. ·'· • 

to t~iat p.2i.~t cf the CAU Roso1ut:1.on"1h!ch calls upon 
• f. ·.11 .. 

\ -t r , /J ~ l 

-,.· all 11.t~.cle::1:;: r,:.k1cz·c to· i:esp~~--t 2iidat,:lde ~y t:1e OA:SJ• , . . . '• 

; 1• .•. 

r •, 

., . 

l. 

'I 
I 

i 

l 

..... 

., . 

. . " 
rt•ru';! U:-~it:::d Bta::3s Go-in~~a."li: ·note8 tbat the meri>ers 

' ' '<.12.:!J..i::.it:tona.ii!\ Ulke action leading 

upon to play c. z-'"~cpo:-~rni.vem1.:i ccinst:r.u~ti:~~ ~·~ole. in the Generai . ... ...: 
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COMMIT'!EBCfOLITieAL) 
··>I No 

I 
8 

DENOCI.EARIZATIONOF AFRICA. 

, . 
We, the Heads of African States and Governments ...~· CONSCIOUS 

'· I of our responsibilities towards our peoples and our oblip­

tions under the Charter of the United Nations a~d the Charter 

0£ the Organisation of African Unity to ex~rt every effort to 

bolster international peace and security;. 

• DETERMINEDthat conditions conducive to internationa 1 

peace and security should prevail to save mankind from tbe 

'( scourge of any nuclear war; 

,\ DEEPLY CONCERNED with the disastrous effects resulting 

from the dissemination of nuclear-weapo,as; 

CONFIRMING the United Nations P.esolutioa 1652 C,:Vl) 

which called upon all states to respect the continent of 

Africa as a nuclear free zone; ·• 

' . REAFFIRMINGthe resolution on genera~ disarmament 
. : i 

adopted by the 8ummit Conference of Independent ~frican States 

in May 1963, 
C 

BF.ARING lt{ MIND that the United Nations General Assembly 

in its Sixteenth Session called upon '~11 States, sgd-in 

particular upon the States at present possessing nuclear 

I 
•, I 

:eenrmm•mz 

AttachJ\ent 
.::l..L'J-<77 • . . ,· 
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'.,...·, 
'! 1111tpdH&E 

2 - . 
.. ,1 4 

weapons, to use their best end~vours to secure the con­

.. ·-
', ◄ 

clusion of aninternational agreement containing provisions 
. , . - . 

under which the nuclear States ·limuld undertake to ...·refrain 

_from relinquishing control 0£ nuclear weapons. and £rem 

transmitting the· information necessary for their manufacture 

to States no~ possessing such t.reapons, and provision under 

which States not possessi11g nuclear weapons 111onld undertake 

not to manufacture or otherwise acquire control of such 
,','.· ' 

','. 
'' • ... ,. ..: weapons;'' 

' ',•.. } . 
COOVINCEDthat it is imperative to exert new efforts 

.,.·' cowards achiev~ an early solution for the general question 

0£ disat:mameDt ... --.,: .... 

' ' 

(1) SoLBMNL~DECIARE their readiness to undertake in an.,,,.. ., 
't'.., .. . ' 

'·.,, ,, 
• I ·International Treaty to be concluded under the auspices 

of the United Nations> not to manufacture or acquire 
• t.',,· 

~·.,, . control of nuclear weapons;..., 
'' ...,: ' 

(2) CALL upon all peace-loving-nations to adhere to the same 

undertaking; 

(3)· CALL UPOII all nuclear powers to :reapect attd aldde by this 

declaration; 
I 

(4) INVITE tbe United Nations General As&embly1 in its 19th 

4otc 2§£ liiiI 

. ·/ , ! -

../-..c-.",~-.-,.-- .._r-;:•:~:•••-~_,,:-· -~":::-:·.~?·::··:. 7 ·•. .,::. -~..........,.-. ,...-~--7.~,~.~~:~_ "·~:.?."~•~ ➔ /"'!'' :~;-~•~•--'."·•y·.,-~_ :'_~-'_''.~-~,~,:,:7"'~· Y~'~,~,;'~~~,,:.·~~~~.: 
' .... 
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. ,· ...
1.~:.':-rj: ! 

Regular Session, to approve of this declaxation and take 

the necesssry measures to coovene an international. 
coo£erence wit:h a view to concluding an International 

Treaty to tbis effect. 

( 

----· ---·-. - -··· 



-~:/.~a. Nuc'lear Knm,rsir...We are proc.eedi\lg with tbe n63otiatlon a..t-~~l\ ~ of a t.~n-y8ar extenaf.on of our Agreement with South Africa on 
~i/"<·f,t~ peac.eful uses of nuclear energy whf.ch wilt require a reaffi1:mation 

fl . by Soutl\ Africff thttt 1c wi,11 1ns1st on in-ternational sa·regua1:d& 
on futut'e sates of uranium to count1:l.es ~,htch do not now bav-e 

',"~,
nuclear weapon~. Ag~eement should be ret1ched with South Afa:lca. 

:""I"''->/V\r -and the t/\t/\ peloi:- to Jl1ne 13 in oi:d~1.· for tbe IAEA to authorize 
•• con.ti"uatlon of i.nternatl.onal safeguards ia South Africa t\t 

it• June aieetlng. We hope.. hm,eqer, to avotd public knowledgta. 
;...;,;/,• of the projected ~eoe~at until after the UN Session on African 
-~•'.ti•;proble~s beglnTiing ~fr11 21. We will undertake a· caref~t _..,•...\ 

program of Congr&tsional consultation& in an effort to anticipate :.~.,iand n,1nbn1zeadv.ers--ereact tons to the rene~al. DECLASSIFIED •. si,.,
•..r.ii-. 

1. 
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UNITED STATES 

ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISS 0 

Mr. Charles E. Johnson 
Office « Special Assistant to the 
President for National Security Affairs 

The White House l(Dear Mr. Johnson: 

Pursuant to my letter of December 7, 1966, the offer of a two-year 
extension of the u.s.-South African Aareement for Cooperation was 
made to the South African Government. The South African response 
to this offer, together with development• relating to a Non-Prolifer• 
ation Treaty, have lead to a reconsideration of this position. As a 
result, the ABC and Department of State have concluded that South 
Africa should be offered a normal ten-year extension of the Aaree­
ment. 

In reply to the two-year proposal, South Africa bas presented its 
initial reactions, at the departmental level, pending confirmation 
of the "formal decision" of the u.s. Government on the likelihood of 
a normal ten-year extension. The South African Government noted 
with regret that the u.s. continues to take the position that a 
normal extension of the bilateral is caoditional upon South African 
coapliance with terms which the u.s. &eeks to apply to the export 
of South African uranium. In taking exception to the two-year 
proposal, South Africa pointed out that it has at all times honored 
the conditions of the existing agreement in every respect and bas by 
virtue of the agreement committed itself to facilities which make it 
almoat entirely dependent on the United States. With regard to sales 
of uranium, South Africa maintains that it bas alway• followed a 
policy which rtaorously observes the n00-proliferati00 objective and, 
while it is prepared to enter into trilateral discussions with the 
United States and Canada to explore the poasibility of reaching 
agreement on a c0111DOnsales policy, it is willing to do so only after 
the bilateral agreement is extended. With respect to the extension, 
it is stated that South Africa did not have in mind an abnormal ex• 
tenaion of only a few years, since this would not be conducive to the 
spirit of mutual truat necessary if the trilateral talks are to suc­
ceed. 

The second factor bearing upon the consideration of the ten-year 
extension is the evolution which bas taken place in the past few 
months with respect to the development of the safeguards article 
for the draft non-proliferaticn treaty. The discussions now being 
conducted in various capitals and in Geneva may conclude with U.S. 

GROUP3 "T~i.9 material contain:; information a!fccting the 
n:il!e:ncl dcfeosn cl tho United States wit:iin theDowngraded at 12 year. 
!,.,c.nu:iq o, ! :c cs,.,ionaso lawz. Tille 18, U. s. C.,

intervals; not ...,J.,..'. ,~ .... c.~~..! .... ~. the runs::1i:sion or revela-
, •• n o, •" .... i•: any ::.:i'-,'r lo an unauthorizedautomatically declassified 
rCI!t n b r.:r;ll~!J1:cd by la\'.'." 
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acceptance of a formula containing safeguards requirements which are 
less restrictive for countries which already have nuclear weapons than 
for others. Such a development would clearly diminish the significance 
to U.S. objectives of the divergence of South African policy in the 
sales of uranium from that with canada. With the u.s. position con­
forming more closely to the South African formula than to that of 
C&nada, it is increasingly difficult to maintain that South Africa 
should adopt a more restrictive policy. On the other band, tripartite 
discussions would continue to be hf.&hly desirable in order to ensure 
that the three major 
any non-proliferation 

suppliers 
treaty 

follow 
provision. 

c01DDonpolicies in implementing 

In light 
tages. 

of the foregoing, a ten-year extension offers certain advan­

1. Should it not be possible 
African reaction is likely to 

to 
be 

resolve 
such 

the extension 
that it will be 

issue, South 
extremely diffi­

cult for the U.S. to continue to discuss safeauards issues with South 
Africa, which will nevertheless continue to remain as a major producer 
of uranium. South Africa has consistently supported most of our major 
objectives in these fields; and, should continued cooperation not be 
possible, South Africa will increasingly be drawn into closer ties 
with Prance which, in contrast, bas not as firmly supported u.s. ob­
jectives. Prospects of cooperation with respect to both safeguards 
and non-proliferation objectives would thus be seriously undermined. 

2. Proceeding with the two-year extension offer in the face of the 
evolution in U.S. thinking on the non-proliferation treaty will be 
interpreted by South Africa as applying to it political conditions in 
the peaceful uses of atomic energy which we do not apply to other 
countries. This in turn may have a broader adverse affect on u.s. 
efforts to extend our influence in the nuclear field and to create 
confidence in the u.s. as a dependable partner in the supply of mate­
rials and the development of peaceful nuclear cooperation. 

3. Unless the bilateral agreement is extended, the trilateral agree­
ment for the application of IAEA safeguards will be terminated. This 
would remove international contact with the South African atomic 
energy program and contribute to increasing isolation of South African 
activities in this field. 

The necessity of moving ahead with arrangements for an extension of 
the bilateral, because of its expiration on August 21, does not allow 
time to await the full evolution of ENDC discussions on the non-pro­
liferation treaty. Additionally, South Africa bas stated that it 
feels obliged to inform the IAEA by the end of March of the expira­
tion of the fuel supply contract with the United States and the con­
sequent change in status of material being safeguarded. 
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In light of the foregoing factors, both the AEC and the Department 
of State consider that it would be in the overall interests of the 
United States to proceed with a ten-year extension of the Agreement. 
In the Department of State, Under Secretary Katzenbach and Deputy 
Under 
ceeding, 
which 

Secretary Kohler 
I wished to bring 

you may have. 

have approved the proposed 
the matter to your atten

action. 
tion for 

Before 
any v
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iews 

Sincerely yours, 

~~t::::.~~ 
Division of International Affairs 
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acceptance of a foraula contalnt.aa aafeparde requlr .... ta vblch are 
leu reatrlcttn for couatrl• vblch alr• .. , have auel•r veapona than 
for others. Sucb a dnelop111at would clearl7 dilltaiah tb• at.plficace 
to v.s. obJ•tlfta of the cltveraeace of South African policy la th• 
aal .. of uraat1a1 fr• tbat nth Canada. Vltb tb• u.s. poattlon con• 
fondlaa aore cloaely to th• South Afrloan f oraala tban to tbat of 
C&Mda, tt la illcl' ... taaly difficult to •lntatn tbat South Afrloa 
abould .. o,t a •re natrictl•• polloy. On tbe other bad, tri,-tit• 
diacuaaloaa would continue to be btply deatrabl• ta order to euur• 
tbat the tllr• •J• auppltera follow COIIIIIODpoliciea ta S...l...att111 
aaJ MIi-proliferation treaty prO¥iaton. ; 

In U.pt of th• for•aoiaa, • tn-y•r ateuioa offen certata &dvan• 
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1. S'hould it not be poaelble to r .. olve th• eatenaloa laaue, South 
African reaction la 11u11 to be auch that it will he atnaely dtffi• 
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Jectt.... hoepeote of ooopenttoa with reepect to botb aafeparcl• 
and DOD-proltf••tlon obJMtlff• would tbue be aertoualy undff'llined. 

2. '"8Ndiaa with tbe two-year at ... ton o(fer ,._ the face of the 
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interpreted b7 South Afriu •• applyt111 to tt polltleal condlttona ill 
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countri••• '!Ilia ta turn•:, bave a broader &dvene affect on U.S. 
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confld ... • tn the v.s. •• a dependable partac ill the aul'PlJ of •t•· 
rt.al• and the develo,aent of ,-ceful a•lear cooperation. 

3 •. Unl•• th• bllat•al qr..._t ta extended• th• trilateral aar••• 
ant for the applloati• of IAIA aaf•auard• will be terainatecl. '!Illa 
would reacwe illtel'D&ttoaal contact with the South Afrioan at•lc 
enera, progra and contribute to i•r ... 1111 taolation of Soutll African 
acctvitiu tn tbla field. 
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In U1ht of tb• fonaoiaa factor•, both th• ,ABC and the Deputaeat 
of ltate consUer that it WCN14be la ·the O'lerall iatereat• of tbe 
Ullite4 Stat•• to proce_. with• tea•1ear extension of the Aan ... t. 
Ia tlM Departaeat of ltate, Vader lecretal'J Kataeabach and Depvty 
Under lecretas, ltohler bew apprcrlM the pnpo•ecl action. Before pro­
cee4iq, I wf.aheclto brlq the aatter to your attntioa tor AR)' Yiw• 
which yo.a aq beve. 

liac.rely youra, 

Original signed bi 
Myron B. Kratzer 

Nyl'Oll a. Erataer, l>lreetor 
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