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U. S. POLICIES ON NUCLEAR WEAPONS 

General Policy 

The basic policy of the U. S. with respect to the custody and control 
of nuclear weapons is based on the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended, 
That Act and its predecessor, the Atomic Energy Act of 1946, required 
that ownership, custody and control of U. S. nuclear weapons shall be 
effectively retained in U. S. hands and shall be utilized only as directed by 
the President. This basic statutory requirement applies to all weapons 
regardless of whether they are to be employed by U. S. forces or by 
non- U. S. NATO" forces. 

In the period 1946 - 1953, all U. S. nuclear weapons wherever deployed 
were intended for use only by U. S. forces. Beginning in 1953, the forces 
of our European partners began to be equipped with weapons systems 
designed to deliver U. S. nuclear weapons dispersed to Europe but held by 
U. S. custodial detachments for delivery to these non-U. S. forces when 
the U. S. President had decided that the weapons were to be used. This 
latter development resulted from-the strong desire of our NATO Allies to 
participate more fully in the defense of Europe by playing some significant 
role in the nuclear component of the NATO defenses. 

Numbers of Nuclear Weapons 

Europe is the only area in which the· U. S. is providing nuclear weapons 
for use by non-U. S. forces. The other major area of the world to which 
U. S. nuclear weapons are dispersed is the Far East. I 
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Costs 

The following illustrates the magnitude of the U. S. investmen.__;;i::;;;n;_....,~-­
nuclear wea ons now dis ersed to NATO Euro e and the Far East. 

Requirements Determinations 

The number of weapons dispersed to Europe is directly related to U. S. 
membership in NATO and the obligation the U. S. has assumed for providing 
the nuclear shield for Western Europe. The weapons requirements are the 
end product of joint military staff planning in NATO and the political decisions 
formulated in the North Atlantic Council and annual NATO Ministerial 
meetings. The current NATO strategy and military doctrine is the end 
product of developments that can be traced to the beginnings of NATO when 
it reached for the U. S. nuclear monopoly as a shield against a possible 
overwhelming conventional Soviet attack bent on seizing Western Europe. 
The current estimates of NATOts present conventional capabilities and 
resulting force goals are still basically the same as·those developed in 1952, 
at a time when substantial U. S. a.nd Allied forces and resources were 
engaged in Korea and therefore not available in Europe. 

Because of this history ·and-the size of the nuclear shield provided by 
the U. S. and costly and politic~lly unpalatable aspects of raising adequate 
conventional forces, the NATO Allies have continuously pressed for more 
and more commitment of U. S. nuclear weapons to NATO in support of a 
NATO nuclear strategy in preference to the painful choice of having to 
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develop a meaningful non-nuclear defensive posture. As a result, NATO's 
current strategic directive (MC 14/2) gives first priority to preparations 
for general nuclear war and SACEUR posture and plans focus primarily 
on general nuclear war. As a consequence, SACEUR's non-nuclear potential 
is not fully realized. According to a recent OSD paper, SACEUR's forces 
are not properly deployed for conventional war and there are personnel, 
equipment, and logistics shortages due to Allied shortfalls in meeting 
conunitments or improper allocations of resources. SACEUR's Emergency 
Defense Plan based on MC 14/2, the NAG Strategic Directive, and its 
implementing procedures contemplate the introduction of nuclear weapons in 
the defense of the "population, territories, fore.es and vital sea area within 
SACEUR area of responsibility. 11 Although the EDP does state that "in 
aggressions less than general war, 11 the Allied Command Europe (ACE) is 
supposed to contain an attack and force a withdrawal by conventional means 
if possible but nuclear weapons will be introduced if conventional means are 
inadequate. 

The NATO strategic directive based in large part on obsolete estimates 
of European military capabilities, an outdated estimate of the nature and 
capability of the Soviet military threat, and the nature and use of nuclear 
weapons themselves, results in demands for ever increasing numbers of 
U. S. nuclear weapons in aµ categories regardless of their proposed use and 
ever increasing commitments of U. S. recources without corresponding 
and proportionate contributions by all NATO partners. 

U. S. Weapons Policy and Nuclear Spread 

There are several ways in which U. S. weapons policy may influence 
or encourage the spread of nuclear weapons: 

(1) Although the official position of the U. S., reaffirmed by the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff as recently as August, 1964, has argued the feasibility and 
desirability of a major non-nuclear option in Europe and has rejected the 
view that the tactical nuclear option can be an adequate substitute for the 
non-nuclear option {although it supports the maintenance and increase of 
NATO nuclear capabilities), the U. S. is not identified in professional 
military or political circles in Europe or in the European public opinion as 
being opposed to the use of nucl_ear weapons in favor of conventional means 
of defense. The large U. S. investment in nuclear· delivery systems and 
weapons, the active nuclear weapons R&D program, the active underground 
testing program, and public and private statements of responsible U. S. 
citizens plus many other contributing factors produce a strong impression 
that the U. S., as the strongest military power in the Free World, believes 
in the nuclear weapon and is devoted to its use as the primary means of 
defense of the West. 
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With the example set by the U. S. before them, the European countries 
and any other countries having a modern industrial base and adequate 
resources are obliged to choose whether, as a matter of national policy, 
they will follow the example of the U. S. and find a nuclear role either as 
participating partners of a multilateral defense organization such as NATO 
or through the development of independent national capabilities, or else 
deliberately refrain from doing so on idealistic or moral grounds. This 
poses a dilemma that few statesmen or politicians feel strong enough to 
resolve in favor of remaining non-nuclear in a world in which nuclear 
weapons seem to be the cachet of power and national importance. This is 
clearly evidenced by Pompidou's recent statement during the debate on 
French defense policy in the National Asseml:>ly that the ability to have atomic 
arms carries with it the obligation to have them. 

(2) As a result of NATO's commitment to the nuclear mode of defense, 
the non-nuclear NATO partners in effect become nuclear powers in time 
of war. It can be said that at that time nuclear weapons proliferate through­
out NATO even though the U. $. retains the final decision on the use of the 
weapons. All the NATO partners, with the exception of the Scandinavians, 
have so-called dual capable weapons delivery systems for which the U. S. 
has nuclear weapons available. Unfortunately, these dual capable forces 
are largely trained and deployed in such a way that their conventional 
capability is absolutely minimal because it is expected that the aircraft or 
artillery piece will be used as a part of a nuclear defense. Moreover, in 
the case of the FRG the completely nuclear PERSHING and SERGEANTS 
have been made available and FRG military personnel have been trained and 
exercised in the use of these weapons systems. A change in NATO military 
strategy and tactics to place primary emphasis on the non-nuclear mode of 
defense would constitute a radical and traumatic change in the military 
thinking, indoctrination.and organization of the "non-nuclear" NATO countries. 

(3) The formula for providing nuclear muscle for NATO is now being 
discussed in the foreign offices and ministries of defense in other parts of 
the world, particularly in South and Southeast Asia. It is an obvious 
solution to the dilemma facing these countries posed by the Red Chinese 
achievement of a nuclear capability. If the potential victims of Chinese 
aggression can obtain either a U. S. or some form of NATO guarantee 
accompanied by the provision of "dual capable" weapons delivery systems 
(presumably through MAP) and with the nuclear components provided without 
cost by the U. S., it would relieve them of the hard choice of whether or not 
they should attempt to develop a national nuclear capability. 
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The extension of the NATO formula or the creation of 11Far Eastern 
MLF 11 should be considered -to be a form of nuclear proliferation just as 
much as though countries had obtained their own independent capabilities 
because it would be the result of the same exaggerated reliance on nuclear 
weapons that produced the overemphasis on the nuclear mode now character­
istic of NATO military thought. 

(4) U. S. weapons policy has a direct relationship to possible measures 
of arms control. The Secretary of Defense in a recent memorandum has 
stated his belief that a major non-nuclear option for NATO is feasible and 
~esirable. He has stated, 11Possible measures of arms control, including 
actions to halt the spread of nuclear weapons, are facilitated by the kind of 
military diversification that includes a major non-nuclear option. 11 

Command and Control and Physical Security 

The problem of command and control of the use of nuclear weapons has 
both a negative and positive aspect. As previously stated, the U. S. by lay 
and policy retains the decision on the use of nuclear weapons up until the 
last possible moment when it is dispatched on its way. Therefore, the U. S. 
command and control system has been designed, insofar as possible through 
the application of procedural, hardware, and doctrinal safeguards, to insure 
that the nuclear weapons can be used only when such use has been duly and 
lawfully autho.rized, that they are used when such authorization is received, 
and that they are withheld from any unauthorized access that would result 
either· in physical contact with the weapon or compromise of design inform­
ation. 

The only aspect of the command and control problem that has any interest­
ing relationship to the problem of proliferation lies in the possibility that 
one or more of the countries in which U. S. nuclear weapons are stored might 
successfully obtain control of such weapons for unilateral purposes. 

To foreclose such a development, the U. S. has developed an elaborate 
system of safeguards to insure the security of the weapons or to prevent 
them from falling into unfriendly hands even if this requires that the weapons 
be destroyed if such seizure is imminent. The details of the physical 
security arrangements are not considered germane to this study, but it 
should be noted that the cornerstone of the existing custodial policy and 
procedures lies in the fact that we expect the host country to be a friendly 
country and the responsibility for the protection of the weapons is actually 
divided between the U. S. custodial forces and the Allied.forces of the host 
country. The host country provides the external protection for the weapons 
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storage area and U. S. personnel are responsible for the internal security 
of the weapons storage area and for weapons custody. In addition, U. S. 
nuclear weapons are being provideC:1, with electronic or mechanical locks 
(Permissive Action Links) and unilateral destruct capabilities. These 
devices prevent the weapons from being used until a higher echelon releases 
a numerical code to unlock the weapons. Although these locks can be 
' 1cracked" or bypassed, this would take both tim._e and an organized effort 
and probably effectively secures the weapons against unauthorized use by 
individuals in time of peace or war. The security of weapons dispersed 
overseas obviously will never be perfect but detailed inspections and surveys 
of the security measures at atomic weapons storage facilities for the support 
of non- U. S. NATO forces by the Department of Defense and AEC have 
resulted in a consensus by and large that we have achieved a reasonable 
degree of security for these weapons against individual unauthorized acts. 

I 
The U. S. obviously has only a limited physical capability in these host 

countries to prevent the armed forces of that host country from seizing 
control of the nuclear weapons. Obviously such a seizure would be a 
violation of agreements made in good faith by the U. S. and the host and 

the user N~ TO co~:~~•• and be a hostile act against the u. S. ~vernment. ] 

However, in this case the only absolute security against seizure or com­
promise would be to remove _the weapons entirely. 

Charles E. Johnson 
December 12, 1964 
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PRESIDENTIAL CONTROL OF NUCLEAR WEAPONS 

From the beginning there has been general agreement in both 
Branches of Government on the vital importance of Presidential 
control over the nuclear weapon. President Roosevelt approved 
the development of the weapon; President Truman authorized its 
first wartime use. And Presidents Eisenhower, Kennedy and 
J'ohnson have lived daily with the overwhelming responsibility and 
knowledge that only the President can authorize the use of this 
dreadful weapon. 

The original Atomic Energy Act passed by the Congress in 
1946 carefully vested solely in the President the authority to direct 
the Atomic Energy Commission to deliver atomic weapons to the 
armed forces for such use as he might deem necessary in the 
interest of national de!ense. The Senate Report on the bill, Sl717, 
commented that, "In view of their enormous military significance 1 

atomic weapons are subject under the bill to full control by the 
President as Commander in Chief. 11 

The Congress also considered it essential that control over 
the atom be in the hands of civilians. The Senate Report stated 
the following apropos the composition of the Atomic Energy 
Commission, "The decision to limit membership eligibility to 
civilians was adopted by the committee in keeping with established 
traditions of our Government. It accords with principles cherished 
and maintained throughout American history. Departure from these 
principles has occasionediudicial., executive, and legislative 
disapproval. This is not to say that the committee fails to recognize 
legitimate and important areas of atomic energy development and 
control touching on the responsibilities of the military departments. 
1.ndeed, throughout the bill, wherever these areas are involved, 
provision is made for full military participation, and independent 
activities of the military departments, especially in research and 
development, are not infringed hit expressly encouraged. 11 

These essential elements of national policy concerning nuclear 
weapons have been retained without change for the past 18 years. 

The wisdom of those responsible for the basic legislation has 
been strongly reaffirmed by subsequent developments. The existence 
of the nuclear weapon and its evolution from the relatively simple 
Hiroshima and Nagasaki bombs to the present strategic and tactical 
weapons in all their variety, has produced a revolution in military 
technology involving new problems of command and control and 
strategic doctrine undreamed of in World War II. 
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President Kennedy and President Johnson have been aware of 
the new dimensions of warfare implicit in nuclear warfare. In 
March, 1961, President Kennedy in a message to the Congress 
stated, "In my role as Commander in Chief of the American Armed 
Forces, and with my concern over the security of this Nation now 
and in the future, no single question of policy has concerned me 
more since entering upon these responsibilities than the adequacy 
of our present and planned military forces to accomplish our major 
national security objectives. 11 

Among the problems he brought to the attention of the Congress 
was the one with which he and all Presidents must live from day to 
day. He stated, "Our arms must be subject to ultimate civilian 
control and command at all times, in war as well as peace. The 
basic decisions on our participation in any conflict and our response 
to any threat -- including all decisions relating to the use of nuclear 
weapons, or the escalation of a small war into a large one -- will be 
made by the regularly constituted civilian authorities. This requires 
effective and protected organization, procedures, facilities, and 
communication in the event of attack directed toward th.is objective, 
as well as defense measures designed to insure thoughtful and 
selective decisions by the civilian authorities. This message and 
budget also reflect that basic principle. The Secretary of Defense 
and I have had the earnest counsel of our senior military advisers 
and many others -- 1 and in fact they support the great majority of 
the decisions reflected in this budget. But I have not delegated to 
anyone else the responsibilities for decision which are imposed upon 
me by the Constitution. 11 

Further clarification of the nature and importance of Presidential 
control is found in a recent "Foreign Affairs" article by the former 
Deputy Secretary of Defense, Roswell Gilpatric. He stated, "Our 
military power must be such that the President can apply the measure 
and kind of force appropriate to any provocation, so that he may use 
force, when justified, with some confidence th.at history will judge 
his actions as serving the be st interests of the nation and of the 
world, and not merely as the trigger for massive mutual destruction. " 

The President's responsibility for the employment 
of the nuclear weapon rests not only on his role as Commander in 
Chief, but also on his constitutional responsibility for the conduct 
of the foreign relations of the United States. The concept of a strategy 
of controlled response and graduated deterrent is essentially a 
concept of maintaining deliberate and meaningful communication with 
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the enemy through which the nuclear war might be suspended 
before complete and mutual annihilation has been achieved. This 
rules out the so-called "spasm" reaction or the "broken back" 
wars in which the counter strike by a country subjected to a sneak 
attack would b.e so blind and indiscriminating that it would de stray 
completely the enemy country. A.controlled response could 
allow for accidents and mishaps and would be based on authorized 
retaliation by the President passed down through protected command 
channels to the point at which the weapon is to be used. Such a 
concept completely rules out proposals to give battlefield commanders 
the discretion for initiating nuclear hostilities as being militarily 
anarchic and naive. 

The Secretary of Defense has stated that given the current 
balance of nuclear power• a surprise nuclear attack would not be a 
"rational" act for any enemy, but this would not guarantee that a 
nuclear war cannot take place. However, if such an attack should 
take place we must answer it with a controlled response of force, 
directed at the destruction of the enemy 1s military forces and 
giving the enemy the greatest possible incentive to refrain from 
striking our cities. Such a strategy of controlled response absolutely 
requires unity of planning and concentrated executive authority and 
direction. There must not be competing and conflicting strategies 
imposed and employed by semi-independent and uncoordinated points 
of authority. General nuclear war is indivisible. 

The platoon leader or division commander about to be overrun 
by the enemy cannot and should not have the discretion for determining 
whether or not he may pull the nuclear trigger. The line commander I s 
decision could seal the fate of 100 million Americans. Orx:e the line 
is crossed between conventional and nuclear arms, there is no sure 
or deliberate way to prevent the escalation from the use of tactical 
battlefield weapons to the full unleashing of the strategic weapons. 
Regardless of the sentimental pleas of those who are unaware of the 
realities of nuclear warfare or the strategic implications ther~of, 
there is no alternative for the United States but to follow its present 
course of maintaining the tightest possible command and control over 
the nuclear weapon, keeping the ultimat~ in the hands of the 
President, hoping that the weapon will not have to be used but 
ensuring that if it is used, it will be done properly. 

August 13, 1964 
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Office of the White House Press Secretary 

THE WHITE HOUSE 

The President met today for an hour with his Committee on 
Nuclear Proliferation, headed by Mr. ~oswell Gilpatric, and 
discussed its work. Present at the meeting, held in the Cabinet 
Room shortly: after 1:00 p.m., were the ten members of the ad­
visory ccn:mittee and the President• s principal advisors in the 
national security area. 

The Committee was estail,ished by President Johnson in 
November to study the problems for world peace and security 
posed by the increase in the Alr.,:lber of nation:s capable of building . 
nuclear weapons. At that time, the Committee was asked to 
present its findings during the month of January. 

Mr. Gilpatric was formerly Deputy Secretary of Defense 'l.i.nder 
Presidents Johnson and Kennedy and is now a New York attorney. 
Other members of the Committee are: 

Mr. Arthur H. Dean, formerly Chairman, U. S. Delegation to 
the General Disarmament Confe1 ..ence. 

Mr. Allen W. Dulles, formerly Director of Central Intelligence 

General Alfred M. Gruenther, formerly Supreme Allied 
Commander, Europe 

Dr. George B. Kistiakowsky, forrnel-ly Scientific Adviser to 
President Eisenhower 

Mr. John J. McCloy, formerly High Commissioner for Germany 
and Co-ordinator U. 3. Disarmament Activities 

Dr. James A. Perkins, President Cornell University 

Mr. Arthur K. Watson, Chairman of the Board, IBIVI Wodd 
Trade Corporation 

Mr. William S. Webster, President, New England Electric 
System 

Dr. Herbert F. York, formerly Director, Research and 
Engineering, Department of Defense 
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Office of the White House Press Secretary 

THE WHITE HOUSE 

STATEMENTBY THE PRESIDENT 
TO THE COMMI'I'rEEIN NUCLEAR 

PROLIFERATION 
Yesterday the Nation reaffirmed its dedication to the pursuit 

of peace. Today, we find that problem, once again, first on our 

national agenda. 

Tomorrow and in the years ahead, our future and the future of 

the world will be shaped in no small measure by what we now do in the 

face of the complex and difficult problems posed by the spread of 

nuclear weapons. 

I am grateful, therefore, that such distinguished and ex­

perienced men have today given me and my advisors the benefit of their 

patient and searching counsel. 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 

V,,~.S HIN GTO N NO FURTHER DISTRIBUTION 

January 21, 1965 

A REPORT TO THE PRESIDENT 

BY 

THE COMMITTE;E ON NUCLEAR PROLIFERATION 

At your request, we have studied the problem of preventing 

the spread of nuclear weapons. In our examination, we consulted 

widely with your principal officers from relevant agencies of the 

Government. In.the process, we considered a range of possible· 

policies for the future and their consequences for the Nation. We 

have noted a significant diversity of views within the Government 

about the feasibility and the costs of preventing nuclear prolifera­

tion, and consequently about appropriate policies for the United 

Sta._tes. 

Among ourselves there was also a diversity of opinions at 

• the outset of our study. As a result of our study, however,· the 

Committee is now unanimous in its view that preventing the fur­

ther spread of nuclear weapons is clearly in the national interest 

despite the difficult decisions that will be required. We have con­

cluded, therefore, that the United States must, as a matter of 

great urgency, substantially increase the scope and intensity of 
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our efforts if we are to have any hope of success. Necessarily, 

these efforts must be of three kinds: (a) negotiation of formal 

mu.ltilateral a.ireements; (b) the application of influ.en~e on indi­ .. 
vidual nations considering nuclear weapons acquisition, by our­

selves and in conjunction with others; and {c) example by our 

own policies and actions. 
, I 

Specifically, we have concluded that: 

1. The spread of nuclear weapons poses an increasingly 

grave threat to the security of the United States. New nuclear 

capabilities, however primitive and regardless of whether they 

are held by nations currently friendly to the United States, will 

ad~ complexity and instability to the deterrent balance between 

the United States and the Soviet Un~on, aggravate suspicions and 

hostility among states neighboring new nuclear powers, place a 

wasteful economic burden on the aspirations of developing nations, 

impede the vital task of controlling and reducing weapons around 

the world, and eventually constitute direct military threats to the 

U_nited States. 

As additional nations obtained nuclear weapons, our diplo­

matic and military influence would wane, and strong pressures 

would arise to retreat to isolation to avoid the risk of involvement 

in nuclear war. Nevertheless, even then, we could not escape the 

/ 
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problem. There would be additional nuclear powers -- perhaps 

some in this hemisphere -- individually possessing the capability 

" of deatroyina millions 0£ American lives. Major d.e£ensive effort• 

might help substantially to diminish such limited threats, but 

millions of American lives would always be at risk. 

z. The world is fast approaching a point of no return in 

the prospects of controlling the spread of nuclear weapons. 

Nuclear power programs are placing within the hands of many 

nations _much of the knowledge, equipment and materials for making 

nuclear weapons. The recent Chinese Communist nuclear explo­

sion has reinforced the belief, increasingly prevalent throughout the 

world, that nuclear weapons are a distinguishing mark of a world 

leader, are essential to national security, and are feasible even 

with modest industrial resources. The Chinese Communist nuclear 

weapons program has brought particular pressure on India and 

Japan, which may both be approaching decisions to undertake nu­

clear weapons programs. 

Although one might be tempted to accept Indian or Japanese 

nuclear weapons to counterbalance those of China, we do not 

believe the spread of nuclear weapons would or could be stopped 

there. An Indian or Japanese decision to build nuclear weapons 

6EC:ftET 
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would probably produce a chain reaction of similar decisions by 

other countries, such as Pakistan, Israel and the UAR. In these 

circumstances, it is unrealistic to hope that Oermany and other 

European countries would not decide to develop their own nuclear 

weapons. 

We are convinced, therefore, that energetic and compre-

hensive steps must be taken in the near future to discourage fur-

.. ther acquisition of nuclear weapons capabilities or an accelerating 

increas·e in the number of nations engaged in nuclear weapons pro­

grams will occur -- possibly beginning within a matter of months. 

3. Success in preventing the future spread of nuclear weapons 

requires a concerted and intensified effort. Although non-proliferation 

has been a declared part of United States foreign policy since 1945, 

we must now greatly intensify our efforts -- both to obtain appro­

priate·multilateral agreements and to affect directly the motivations 

. . 
of individual nations -- i£ we are to have any hope of success in 

halting the spread of nuclear weapons. 

We have been impressed in the course of our study by the 

fact that actions affecting the spread of nuclear ~eapons also re­

late to a very broad range of United States interests: relations 

with our allies and wnh other nations, weapons deployments at home 

SECRET .. 
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and abroad, programs in peaceful atomic energy, and commerce 

with foreign nations. In order that our efforts to sto1;> nuclear 

proliferation ma.y ■ u.cceecl, ea.ch 0£ these area. ■ of intere■ t, a ■ 

well as the agencies of Government which deal w:ith them, must 

be truly responsive to our non-proliferation policies, and must 

give such non-proliferation policies far greater weight and support 

than they have received in the past. 

We must acknowledge the importance of participation by 

the Soviet Union in efforts to stop proliferation. Furthermore, 

it is unlikely that others can be induced to abstain indefinitely 

from acquiring nuclear weapons if the Soviet Union and the United 

States continue in a nuclear arms race. Therefore, lessened 

emphasis by the United States and the Soviet Union on nuclear 

-
weapons) and agreements on broader arms control measures 

must be recognized as important components in the overall 

program to prevent nuclear proliferation. 

4. A major effort on our part has promise of success in 

halting or retarding the spread of nuclear weapons. The dangers 

of proliferation affect all countries, creating ~ widespread common 

interest in early and effective steps to halt the nuclear spread. To 

date, • initiatives within the United Nations and in disarmament 

...SEGRE'f' " 
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negotiations have been only partially successful, but the Irish 

Resolution of 1961 and the limited nuclear test ban treaty of 

1963 continue to· offer a basis on which to take more compre­

hensive and effective steps. There re_mains broad support for 

multilateral measures to control nuclear proliferation. 

We believe that the Soviet Union, because of its growing 

vulnerability to proliferation among its neighbors, probably 

• shares with us a strong interest in preventing the further spread 

of nuclear weapons. Further, we believe that the change of 

leadership in the Soviet Union and the possible resulting review 

of Soviet nuclear policies may now provide a~ immediate oppor­

tunity for joint or parallel action in the near future to stop the 

nuclear spread. 

Of course, even major efforts on our part may not be suc­

cessful in halting or greatly retarding the spread of nuclear 

weapons. But we are unanimous in our agreement that such ef­

forts should be made. The rewards of long-term success would 

be enormous; and even partial success would be worth the costs 

we c~n expect to incur. 
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RECOMMENDATIONS 

We therefore recommend that the United States undertake 

the following measures to implement its policy to prevent the 

spread of nuclear weapons: 

1. Multilateral agreements. 

Measures to prevent particular countries from acquiring 

nuclear weapons are unlikely to succeed unless they are taken in 

support of a broad international prohibition applicable to many 

countries·. We should seek to obtain on a multilateral basis formal 

treaty commitments of thre·e kinds: 

a. Non-proliferation agreement. We should intensify 

our ·efforts for a non-proliferation agreement and seek the early 

conclusion of the widest and most effective possible international 

treaty on non-dissemination and non-acquisition of nuclear weapons. 

We should be prepared to bring strong pressure on significant 

countr.ies (includinto':r~. France, Indi~, Japan, Israel, the 
A . 

UAR and Sweden) to achieve their participation in such an agree-

ment. Our initiatives in this area should not wait, or be dependent 

upon, the resolution of any issues relating to an Atlantic nuclear 

force, however helpful such resolution might be. 

SECRET 
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As recommended in paragraph 3 below, we should intensify 

our efforts to persuade the Soviets of our strong non-dissemination 

oojec.tivea in c.onnec.tion with a.ny Atlantic. Nu.clear Fore.a in ord.or 

to make it possible for the Soviets to take the lead with us in 

seeking worldwide support for a non-proliferation treaty. In any 

event, any: conflict between our non-proliferation and ANF objec­

tives may not become critical until the future of the MLF /ANF is 

known; but if it arises strongly before then, the priorities of the 

two proposals with respect to our overall national security should 

be carefully reviewed. 

b. Comprehensive test ban. We should renew: our 

efforts to negotiate a verified comprehensive test ban with the 

Soviet Union. Assuming there will be an adequate withdrawal pro­

vision in the treaty, we should be prepared to go ahead without the 

participation of either France or China. We should be prepared 

to accept the minimum number of on-site inspections in the Soviet 

Union that would be consistent with a viable treaty. In this connec­

tion, we should consider our anticipated improved capabilities 

for seismic detection and identification, and our other relevant 

unilateral intelligence capabilities. Inspection procedures and 

quotas ·covering other countries should also be reviewed to facili­

tate the widest and most effective application of the treaty. ·we 
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should be prepared to proP9se au exce tion to ouch a treaty for 

peaceful nuclear explosions if a satisfactory procedure can be . 

promptly devised that would preclude the velopment of nuclear 

weapon• under the guise of a peaceful exp\osives program and if 

such a.n exception would bo acceptable to other nations. An 

ea.rly approach should be made to the Soviet Union, and we should 

seek the widest adherence to the agreement and be prepared to 

bring strong influence to bear on significant countries to partici­

pate in it. 

c:., Nuclear freo zones. We should actively support 

the establishmem of La.tin A~rican and African (including, if 

possible. Israel-UAR) nuclear free zones. To facilitate such agree­

ments, we should be· prepared to modify our requirement for veri• 

fication and our position on transit rights and declarations wth 

respect to United States nuclear w pone to the maximum ext'ent 

consistent with demonstrable U.iited States security needs. 

2. j>olicies toward non-nuclc.::.r powers. 

Iri conjunction wth the multi ~oral measures described above. 

we should intensify our efforts on a country-by-country basis to 

influence the decisions of in ...:vi iua.l non-nuclear powers not to 

undertake the development or acqu • dtion of nuclear weapons and 

to' secure workable commitments to this effect. We should ourselves 
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refrain from actions that would contribute to or suggest a future 

contribution to the development of nuclear we~pons by these 

countries. 

The State, Treasury and Commerce Departments should 

develop programs of economic restrictions and other measures 

~hich could be quickly imposed by Executive action and which 

would be strong enough to produce a reversal of any decision 

to manufacture or otherwise acquire nuclear weapons. 

a. • India - to deter India from building nuclear 

weapons: 

(1) While attempting, if possible, to avoid 

formal guarantees, we should be prepared, to the extent neces­

sary and if requested by the Indians, to offer credible assurance 

of United States action in the event of a nuclear attack on India in 

exchange for an Indian commitment not to acquire nuclear weapons. 

We should be prepared to undertake, if requested by the Indians, 

par~llel action with the Soviets and/ or the United Kingdom. Appro­

pri.q.te agencies of the Government should give early cons~deration 

to the form such United States assurances might take. 

(2) We should assist India in reasonable and 

economically justifiable scientific programs designed to build the 

SECh.~ I'" 
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prestige she might otherwise attempt to obtain from the develop­

ment of a nu·clear device. Such programs should be of a character 

tha.t will not contribute significantly to future nuclear weapons 

capabilities. Particular attention should be given to those areas 

(such as natural resources, health and birth control) most rele-

vant to India's economic and social problems. We might also 

initiate a major coordinated United States -Indian program of 

scientific, cultural and educational exchanges. In consultation 

with appropriate agencies, your Science Advisory Committee 

should be called upon to submit recommendations regarding 

United States assistance to Indian scientific activities and United 

States -Indian exchanges. 

(3) We should back India for a larger role in 

the United Nations. Such support, and, to the extent feasible, 

any new role, should be conditional on India's remaining a non-

nuclear power. 
✓ 

(4) We should reconsider the level of our 

economic and military assistance to India in the event she decides 

to develop or otherwise acquire nuclear weapons. To the extent 

that advance knowledge of this intention by Indian officials would 

.51!:C RE 'I'"" 
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be likely to have a_ constructive influence, it should be disclosed 

to them. 

b. Japan - to deter Japan from building nuclear 

weapons: 

(1) We should reaffirm, and if necessary, re­

inforce our present defense commitment. As in the case of India, 

ea_rly consideration should be given to the form these commitments 

might take. 

(2) We should, as in the case of India, attempt 

to help the Japanese with appropriate prestige alternatives •. 

(3) We should support Japan's desire for a more 

important role as a world leader. 

c. Israel-UAR. 

( 1) Israel. As long as Israel remains a non­

nuclear power, we should continue to give Israel assurances against 

being overrun by the UAR. We should make clear to Israel that 

these assurances would be withdrawn if she develops a nuclear 

• weapon capability and that we would be prepared to consider other 

measures as well. 

(2) UAR. We should make it clear to the UAR 

that our policy restraining an independent Israeli nuclear force is 

SEGRE'f -
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unlikely to be effective if the UAR acquires nuclear weapons. 

If the UAR should make a decision to do so, we should be pre­

~r•d tg take measures designed tg reverse that d.eQiaign. 

(3) We should make major efforts to persuade 

Fra ~ce, Germany or others against providing missile or nuclear 

assistance to Israel or the UAR, and should work for Soviet 

cooperation in keeping the Israeli-UAR confrontation non-nuclear. 

d. Spread of weapons technology. We should revise 

and broaden NSAM 294 so that it will restrict United States contri­

butions to the development of nuclear warheads or strategic 

nuclear delivery capabilities of any country (including the United 

Kingdom if she can be induced to fold her strategic nuclear force 

into the ANF). Moreover, we should seek to enlist the cooperation 

of other advanced nations in parallel actions designed to comple­

ment the actions of the United States. 

3. Policies toward Europe and the Atlantic Nuclear Force. 

Our present policies in this area are defined in NSAM 322. 

In dealing with the Soviet Union, it should be made clear that any 

Atlantic Nuclear Force must reinforce and contribute to our basic 

policy of non-proliferation of nuclear weapons. To this end, it 

should be emphasized that any treaty establishing such a Force 

OECr<.E I 
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would include undertakings whereby the nuclear members would 

agree not to disseminate nuclear weapons to the independent control 

of non-nuclear members and the non-nuclear member's would under­

take not to develop or acquire or obtain-.control over nuclear weapons; 

that in all cases the agreement of the United States would be re­

quired _in order to have the Force fire nuclear weapons; and that 

the voting procedures could be revised only with the unanimous agree­

ment of all participating nations. Moreover, it should be empha­

sized that any ANF agreement would prevent the proliferation of 

individual nuclear capabilities among the participants and may re­

duce the number of nations having independent strategic nuclear 

capabilities by at least one (the United Kingdom). 

Several of the members of the Committee believe that an 

MLF/ANF or something like it may be essential if the Germans 

are to be inhibited from eventually acquiring an independent nu­

clear capability. Others feel that more modest measures such as 

increased sharing in nuclear consultation and planning and further 

exploitation of bilateral arrangements for nuclear weapons systems 

would suffice to deter the Germans from an independent nuclear 

course, particularly since the Germans are aware that such a 

course would be strongly opposed by France and the Soviet Union. 
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In addition, it cw.ld be made clear to the Germans that the 

maintenance of United States forces in Germany would be incon­

sistent with the independent possession of nuclear weapons by 

Germany. Others of the Committee, seeing a basic incompati­

bility between the goal of German reunification and German 

acquisition of nuclear weapons, feel that greater emphasis should 

be placed on reunification as a means of shifting German interests 

away from nuclear weapons toward an objective more consistent 

with lon·g-term European stability. 

In any case, all members agree that the appropriate agencies 

0£ the Government should continue urgent exploration of possible 

alternatives to an MLF / ANF which would permanently inhibit 

Germany from acquiring nuclear weapons, but would neverthe-

less assure that, .in the absence of German reunification, West 

Germany would remain as a real ally on the Western side. 

4. Policies toward existing nuclear powers. 

a. France. While maintaining a place for France 

in the structure of any ANF, as provided in NSAM 322, we should 

make it clear to France that her insistence upon the development 

of an independent nuclear-strategic capability and upon atmospheric 

testing are unacceptable. Accordingly: 

_5EGRE'P 
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(1) We should in no way assist the French 

atmospheric or underground nuclear test program and should be 

prepared. to support international measure~ initiated gy others 

having the effect of impeding or penalizin& French nuclear tests. 

(2) Insofar as France is concerned, we should 

interpret NSAM 294 strictly. 

b. United Kingdom. 

(1) We should continue to favor the incorpora­

tion of the United Kingdom independent strategic nuclear deterrent 

in an ANF-type arrangement. 

(2) In consultation with the United Kingdom, 

we should undertake an appropriate revision of the 1958 amend­

ment of the Atomic Energy Act authorizing nuclear assistance to 

nations with advanced weapons capabilities that would be con­

sistent with the future course of a special relationship with the 

United Kingdom while removing the _implicit encouragement of 

existing law to other countries to achieve advanced nuclear capa­

bilities. 

c. Soviet Union. In view of the great importance 

of Soviet support· and cooperation in connection with efforts to stop 

SEC~lkT-
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nuclear proliferation, we should undertake new initiatives to 

obtain such support. We should make early approaches to the 

Soviets, seeking cooperation on as broad a basis as possible in 

achieving the objectives described in thj.s report, and to the 

extent possible,. the relevant specific actions set forth in para­

graphs 1, 2. and 5 of these recommendations. 

In addition to the direct non-proliferation measures 

descr'ibed in paragraph 1 above, we should undertake early 

initiatives toward the following United States-Soviet arms control 

agreements as· a means both of reducing tensions between the 

United States and th~ Soviet Union and creating an atmosphere 

conducive to wide acceptance of restraints on nuclear proliferation: 

( 1) A verified £is sile materials production 

cutoff for weapo·ns purposes, to be established by treaty (with 

appropriate provisions permitting the production of tritium). 

(2.) A verified strategic delivery vehicle free~ 

.coupled with significant agreed reductions (e.g. 300/o)in· strategic 

force levels, to be established by treaty. 

(3) An 18 to 24-month halt in the construction of 

new ABM or ICBM·launchers, to be accomplished by reciprocal 

Executive action based on unilateral verification capabilities. 

-- ~ECRE'r-
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d. China. We believe that it will prove difficult 

over the long term either to halt nuclear proliferation or to 

obtain worldwide peace and stability until China has joined the 

society of nations and is willing to partlci,pate responsibly in 

arms control measures. In view of the complexity and diffi-

culty of the problem, we recommend that the Government under­

take a major high-level reexamination of our policies toward 

China, taking into account the effect of those policies upon all 

aspects of our national security and our alliances in the Far East. 

5. Peaceful uses of atomic energy. 

While we recognize that in the long run fissionable materials 

will probably be available in all industrial countries as a result 

of nuclear power programs, we believe that· every effort should 

• be ·made at this time to ensure that peaceful atomic energy pro­

grams do not unreasonably contribute to potential proliferation 

of nuclear weapons capabilities. We should in all cases insist 

on adequate safeguards for all peaceful programs. Moreover, 

our support should be limitc d to those programs which will ad­

vance the economic development of friendly countries; and we 

should not press· ~uch programs with special subsidies. Careful 

consideration should be given to the political stability and 
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reliability of countries where such programs are undertaken. 

We should make an effort to get all potential suppliers to agree 

to offer ma.teriah a.nd facilities only 1.md.e~adequa.te sa.fea~a.rds. 

We should take the following actions with regard to IAEA 

and Euratom: 

a. IAEA. 

( l) We should increase our efforts to build 

up the IAEA, including broader responsibilities, increased opera­

tional activities, larger budgets and improved technical capabilities. 

(2) We should exert stronger influence on all 

nations, including supplying nations and the Soviet Bloc to accept 

IAEA safeguards on reactors and separation plants and should 

offer, in return, to extend safeguards to additional United States 

facilities. 

(3) We should explore adfitional means of 

establishing control practices with respect to uranium and fuel 

elements which would reduce the risk of nuclear power facilities 

being used for military purposes. 

b. Euratom. 

(1) We should press Euratom in order to obtain 

satisfactory United States verification of Euratom safeguards. 

https://adequa.te
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(2) We should work toward Euratom acceptance 

0£ IAEA safeguards and IAEA accepta.nee of Euratom. 

While we recognize that the peaceful uses of nuclear explo­

aivoa (Project Plowshare) ma.y have long.term economic importance, 

wo do not believe that that program should bo allowed to jeopardize 

a comprehensive test ban treaty or to encourage interest in nuclear 

weapons. Undue empha.ais on such programs tends to make·nuclear 

explosives appear desirable, necessary and aeeeptablo for countries 

presently considering undertaking n1.1clear weapons programs. In 

addition. attempts to incorporate provisions permitting such pro• 

grams under a. comprehensive tect ban treaty may be difficult, if 

not impossible, without providing a loophole under which nuclear 

weapons could be developed. We should not, therefore, actively 

seek to interest other countries in such programs until we better 

understa.nd their relationship to the comprehensive test ba.n and 

the general nuelear proliferation problem. 

6. United States weapons policies. 

If we are to minimize the incentives for others to acquire 

nuclear weapons, it is important that we avoid giving an exaggerated 

impression of their importance and utility and that we stress the 

current a.nd future important role of conventional a.rma.ments. It 
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is also important that our physical arrangements minimize the 

possibility of unauthorized seizure or compromise of design 

in£grma.ti9n rega.rliina \.Jnited States mu;lear- wea:;pgns g,e;plgyeg, 

abroad. Accordingly, we should take the following actions: 

a. NATO strategy. We believe that the prospects 

for success of our effort to stop the spread of nuclear weapons 

will be enhanced by adoption of a revised NATO strategy, along 

the lines now being proposed by the Secretary of Defense and the 

Joint Chiefs of Staff, placing greater stress on a non-nuclear 

option and relying less upon tactical nuclear weapons. (Such a 

policy would of course maintain a tactical nuclear capability for 

deterrence, credibility and flexibility.) 

b. Physical security. The program for the installa­

tion of Permissive Action Links (PALs) in weapons deployed in 

Europe should be continued and expanded to apply to all weapons 

deploye·d overseas. Intensified research to develop improvalsafe­

guards against seizure or unauthorized use should be continued. 

We should consider appropriate assistance to the United Kingdom, 

France and the Soviet Union in connection with the development of 

PALs and safety devices for their respective weapons. 

c. Res ear'ch and development. The Department of 

Defense should reexamine fu1.ure requirements in the light of the 
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policies recommended in this memorandum. Co11sideration should 

be given, among other matters, to damage lim~tation systems 

effective against lesser nuclear threats; to detection and identifica­

tion systems related to such threats; and to the development of any 

weapons systems necessary to back our commitments to nations 

electing not to develop their own nuclear weapons. 

The program outlined above should not preclude other measures 

to prevent nuclear proliferation and the appropriate agencies of the 

Government should be called upon to undertake to develop- additional 

proposals to that end. All agencies should carefully consner the 

implications for nuclear proliferation of all their actions and informa­

tion policies, and their progress on non-proliferation matters should, 

we think, be followed closely by you and your senior advisers. 

John J. McCloy 

J es A. Perkins 
,, /-, ~ j_/ / 

(_ l CC Lu4 /l lf L-6(~ 
Arthur K. Watson 

Her ert F. York 

t~--tU, 't.~ 
Roswell L. Gilpatric 
Chairman 
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NATIONAL SECURITY ACTION MEMORANDUM NO. 

TO: The Secretary of State 
The Secretary of Defense 
The Secretary of Commerce 
The Director of Central In'fel).igence 
The Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff 
The Chairman, Atomic Energy Commission 
The Administrator, National Aeronautics and 

Space Administration 
The Director, Arms Control and Disarmament 

A"gency 

SUBJECT: Prevention of the Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons 

It is the policy of the United States to prevent the proliferation 

of nuclear weapons to the control. of other nations. The recent 

Chinese nuclear explosion has increased the urgency and com-

plexity of this problem by creating strong pressures on India a.nd 

Japan to develop independent nuclear forces, which, in turn, r-ould 

strongly influence the plans of other potential nudear powers. To 

meet this situation, we must take immediate steps on a broad front 

to intensify and expand our efforts to implement our non-proliferation 

policy. There will be instances where the objective of preventing 

proliferation of nuclear capabilities may conflict with other Un.i.ted 

States objectives. In the resolution of such conflicts, I desire that 

our non-proliferation policy receive substantially more weight than 

has been the case in the. past. The program to implement this 

' ' 

policy will include, but not be limited to, the following l"'"'.e:asures: 

-c::::SECREr-' 
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1. Multilateral agreements. 

a. Non-proliferation agreement. We will intensify 

our efforts for a non-proliferation agreemeiat and seek the early 

conclusion of the widest and most effective possible international 

treaty on non-dissemination and non-acquisition of nuclear weapons. 

Our initiatives in. this area should not await, or be dependent upon, 

the resolution of any issues relating to an Atlantic Nuclear Force. 

We will be prepared to bring strong pressure on significant countries 

(including Germany, France, India, Japan, Israel, the UAR and 

Sweden) to achieve their participation in such an agreement. 

b. Comprehensive test ban. We will renew our efforts 

to negotiate a verified comprehensive test ban with the Soviet Union. 

As soon as possible, the Committee of Principals will recommend 

to me the minimum number of on-site inspections in the Soviet 

Union that would be consistent with a viable treaty, taking into 
. . 

account our anticipated improved capabilities for seismic detection 

and identification and our other relevant unilateral intelligence 

capabilities. Inspection procedures and quota covering other 

countries will also be reviewed to facilitate the widest and most 

effective application of the treaty. We will be prepared to propose 

an exception to such a treaty for peaceful nuclear explosions if a 
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satisfactory procedure can be promptly devised that wruld pre­

clude the development of nuclear w~apons under the guise of a 

peaceful explosives program, and if such an exception would be 

acceptable to other nations. While the initial approach will be 

to the Soviet Union, we will seek the widest adherence to the 

agreement and be prepared to bring strong influence to bear on 

significant countries to participate in it. 

c. Nuclear free zones. We will actively support 

the establishment of Latin American and African (including, if 

possible, Israel-UAR) nuclear free zones. To facilitate such 

agreements, we shall be prepared to modify our requirement 

for verification and our position on transit rights and declara­

tions with respect to United States nuclear weapons to the maxi­

mum extent consistent with demonstrable United States security 

needs. 

2. Policies toward non-nuclear powers. 

In conjunction with the multilateral measures described above, 

we shall intensify our efforts on a country-by-co~ntry basis to in­

fluence the decisions of individual non-nuclear powers not to under­

take the development or acquisition of nuclear weapons and to secure 

workable commitments to this effect. vie shall ourselves refrain 
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from actions that would contribute to or suggest a future contribu­

tion to the development of nuclear weapons by these countries. 

The Depa~tments of State, Treasury ,a.nd Commerce shall 

develop a program of economic restrict'iens and other measures 

which could be quickly imposed by Executive action and would be 

strong enough to produce a reversal of any decision to manufacture 

or otherwise acquire nuclear weapons. 

a. India - to deter India from building nuclear weapons: 

(1) While attempting, if possible, to avoid formal 

guarantees, we will be prepared, to the extent necessary and if re­

quested by the Indians, to offer credible assurance of United States 

action in the event of a nuclear attack on India in exchange for an 

Indian commitment not to acquire nuclear weapons. We will be pre­

pared to undertake, if requested by the Indians, parallel action 

with the Soviets and/ or the United Kingdom. Appropriate agencies 

of the Government should give early consideration to the form such 

United States assuranoos might take. 

(2) We will assist India in reasonable and 

economically justifiable scientific programs designed to build the 

prestige she might otherwise attempt to obtain from the develop­

ment of a nuclear device. Such programs should be of a character 
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that will not contribute significantly to future nuclear weapons 

capabilities. Particular attention should be given to .those areas 

(such as natural resources, health and birth control) most rele­

vant to India's economic and social problems. We will also 

initiate a major coordinated United States -Indian program of 

scientific, cultural and educational exchanges. In consultation 

with appropriate agencies, my Science Advisory Committee 

will submit recommendations regarding United States ·assistance 

to Indian scientific activities and United States-Indian exchanges. 

(3) We will bac~ India for a.larger ·role in 

the United Natio~s. Such support and, .to the ex.tent feasible, any 

new role should be conditional on an Indian commitment not to 

become a nuclear power. 

(4) We will reconsider the level of our economic 

and military assistance to India in the event that she decides to de­

velop or otherwise acquire nuclear weapons. To the extent that 

advance knowledge of this intention by Indian officials would be 

likely to have a. constructive influence, it should be disclosed to 

them. 

b. Japan - to deter Japan from building nuclear 

weapons: 

S:SCR&:'I. 
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(1) We will reaffirm and, if necessary, re­

inforce our present defense commitment. As in the case of 

India, early consideration should be given to the form these 

commitments might take. 

(2) We will, as in the case of India, attempt 

to help the Japanese with appropriate prestige alternatives. 

(3) We will support Japan's desire for a 

more important role as a world leader. 

c. Israel-UAR. 

( 1) Israel. As long as Israel remains a non-

nuclear power, we will continue to give Israel assurances against 

being overrun by the UAR. We should make clear to Israel that 

these assurances would be withdrawn if she develops a nuclear 

weapon capability and that we would be prepared to consider 
' 

other measures as well. 

(2) UAR. We should make it clear to the UAR 

that our policy restraining an independent Israeli nuclear force. 

is unlikely to be effective· if the UAR acquires nuclear weapons. 

If the UAR should make a decision to do so, we should be prepared 

to take measures designed to reverse that decision. 
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(3) We shall make major efforts to persuade 

France, Germany or others against providing missile or nuclear 

assistance to Israel or the UAR, and shall work for Soviet coopera­

tion in keeping the Israeli-UAR confrontation non-nuclear. 

d. Spread of weapons technology. In accordance 

with the provisions of NSAM ·294, we will restrict our contribu­

tions to the development of the nuclear weapons or strategic 

nuclear delivery capabilities of any country(including the United 

Kingdom if she can be induced to fold her strategic nuclear force 

into the ANF). Moreover, we shall seek to enlist the cooperation 

of other advanced nations in actions to carry out th~ provisions 

of NSAM 294. 

3. Policies toward Europe and the Atlantic Nuclear Force. 

Our present policy in this area is defined in NSAM 322. In 

dealing with the Soviet Union, it should be made clear that any 

Atlantic Nuclear Force must reinforce and contribute to our basic 

policy of non-proliferation of nuclear weapons. To this end, it 

should be emphasized that any treaty establishing such a Force 

would include undertakings whereby the nuclear members would 

agree not to disseminate nuclear weapons to the independent control 

of non-nuclear members and the non-nuclear members would 
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undertake not to develop or acquire or obtain control- over· nuclear 

weapons; that in all cases the agreement of the United States would 

be required in order to have the Force fire nuclear weapons; and 

that the voting procedures could be revised only with the unanimous 

agreement of all participating nations. Moreover, it should be . 

emphasized that any ANF agreement would prevent the proliferation 

of individual nuclear capabilities among the participants and may 

reduce the number of nations having independent strategic nuclear 

capabilities by at least one (the United Kingdom) • 

. 4. Policies toward existing nuclear powers. 

a. France. While maintaining a place for France in 

the structure of any ANF, as provided in NSAM 322, we will make 

clear to France that her insistence upon the development of an 

independent nuclear-strategic capability and upon atmospheric 

testing are unacceptable. Accordingly: 

( l) We will in no way assist the French atmos­

pheric or underground nuclear test program and should be pre­

pared to support international measures initiated by others having .. '' 

the effect of impeding o:r penalizing French nuclear tests. 

(2) Insofar as France is concerned, we should 

interpret NSAM 294 strictly. 

--s--ECRET 
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b. United Kingdom. 

(1) We should continue.to favor the incor­

poration of the United Kingdom independent strategic nuclear 

deterrent in an ANF-type arrangement. 

(2) In consultation with the United Kingdom, 

we should undertake an appropriate revision of the 1958 amend­

ment of the Atomic Energy Act authorizing nuclear.assistance 

to nations with advanced weapons capabilities that wottld be con­

sistent with the future course of a special relationship with the 

United Kingdom while removing the implicit encouragement of 

existing law to other countries to achieve advanced nuclear 

capabilities. 

c. Soviet Union. We will undertake new initiatives 

to obtain the support and cooperation of the Soviet Union in our 

efforts to stop nuclear proliferation. Accordingly, we should 

make early approaches to the Soviets seeking cooperation on as 

broad a basis as possible in achieving the objective of this NSAM, 

' 
and to the extent pos~ible, the relevant specific actions set forth 

in paragraphs 1, 2 and 5 of this NSAM. 

In addition to the direct non-proliferation measures 

described in paragraph 1 above, we would undertake early initiatives 

~GPFJ., 
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toward the following United States-Soviet arms control agree­

ments as a means both of reducing tens ions between the United 

States and the Soviet Union and creating an atmosphere condu­

cive to wide acceptance of restraints on nuclear proliferation: 

( l} A verified fissile materials production 

cutoff for weapons purposes, to be established by treaty (with 

appropriate provisions permitting the production of tritium). 

(2) A verified strategic delivery vehicle 

freeze coupled with significant agreed reductions (e.g. 30% 1 'in 

strategic force levels, to be established by treaty. 

(3) A reciprocal 18 to 24-month halt in the 

construction of new ABM or ICBM launchers, to be accomplished 

by Executive action based on unilateral verification capabilities. 

d. China. The future course of our relations with 

the Chines.e Communists will have a critical bearing on our 

ability to achieve our non-proliferation objectives. Accordingly, 

in a separate NSAM, I intend to establish a special study to re­

view and make recommendations with regard to our policies 

toward China. 

5. Peaceful uses of atomic energy. 

Every effort shall be made to assure that peaceful atomic 
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energy programs do not unreasonably contribute to potential 

proliferation of nuclear weapon capabilities. In all cases, 

we will insist on adequate safeguards for all peaceful programs. 

Moreover, our support will be limited to those programs that 

will advance the economic development of friendly countries; and· 

we ·should not press such programs with special subsidies. Care­

ful consideration shall be given to the political stability a_nd relia­

bility of countries where such programs are undertaken. We will 

make an effort to get all potential suppliers to agree to offer 

materials and facilities only under adequate safeguards. 

We will take the following actions with regard to IA.EA and 

Euratom: 

a. IA.EA. 

(1) We will increase our efforts to build 

up the IA.EA, including broader responsibilities,_ increased opera.: 

tional activities, a larger budget, and improved technical capa­

bilities. 

(2) We will exert stronger influence on all 

nations, including Western supplying nations and the Soviet Bloc, 

to accept IA.EA safeguards on reactors and separati?n plants and 

shall offer, in return, to extend safeguards to additional United 

States facilities. 
~ECRE"f 
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b. Euratom. 

(1) We will press Euratom in order to obtain 

satisfactory United States verification of safeguards. 

(2.) We will work toward Euratom acceptance 

of IAEA safeguards and IAEA acceptance of Euratom. 

In addition, we should not actively seek to interest other 

countries in the peaceful uses of nuclear explosives (Project 

Plowshare) until we better understand its relationship to the 

comprehensive test ban and the general anti-nuclear proliferation 

problem. 

6. United States weapons policies. 

If we are to minimize the incentives for others to acquire 

nuclear weapons, it is important that we avoid giving an exaggerated 

impression of their importance and utility and that we stress the 

current and future important role of conventional a.rmamen1E. It 

is also important that our physical arrangements minimize the 

possibility of unauthorized seizure or compromise of design in­

formation regarding United States nuclear weapons deployed 

abroad. Accordingly, we will take the following actions: 

a. Overseas deployments. We will work for the 

adoption of a revised NATO strategy which places greater stress 
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on a non-nuclear option and relies less upon tactical nuclear 

weapons (though mainta:ining a tactical nuclear capability for 

deterrence, credibility and flexibility): 

b. Physical security. The program for the 

installation of Permissive Action Links (PALs) in weapons de­

ployed in Europe will be continued and expanded to apply to all 

weapons deployed overseas. Intensified research to develop 

improved safeguards against seizure or unauthor_ized use shall 

be continued. We wiU consider appropriate assistance to the 

United Kingdom, France and the Soviet Union in connection with 

the development of PALs and safety ·devices for their respective 

weapons .. 

c •. Research and development. The Department 

of Defense shall reexamine future requiremen1s in the light of 

the policies expressed in this memoranwm. Consideration 

should be given, among other matters, to damage, limitation 

systems effective against lesser nuclear threats; to detection 

and identification systems related to such threats; and to the de­

velopment of any weapons systems necessary to back our commit­

ments to nations electing not to develop their own nuclear weapons • 
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The program outlined above is not intended to preclude 

other measures to prevent nuclear prollferation. The appro­

priate agencies should undertake to develop additional proposals 

to that end. I further desire that all agencies carefully con­

sider the implications for nuclear proliferation of all their 

actions and information policies. !,intend to follow closely 

their progress in these matters . 

. 
Copy to: Secretary of the Treasury 

Director, Bureau of the Budget 
Director, Office of Science and Technology 
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OFFICE OF THE GENERAL MANAGER 

To: ___ Mr_s_. ________F_lo_r_e_n_c_e_G_wy_e_r _ 

Secretary to Mr. Johnson 

\ 

Enclosed are the two joint DOD-AEC 
NATO security inspection reports which you 
requested for Mr. Johnson on December 9. 

Mr. Ink has indicated he would be glad 
to discuss these reports with Mr. Johnson, 
at his convenience, if he so desires. 

~tT.ef~ 
Thelma V. Fleming 
Secretary to Mr. Ink 

Enclosures: (2) 

Office of,,,_ Ge•ral Ma.., 

IPO 111011 
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I. GENERAL 

1. During the period 29 July - 1 August 1963, representatives of the 
Atomic Energy Commission and the Department of Defense conducted a joint 
survey to determine the adequacy of the security afforded u. s. nuclear / 
weapons provided in support of non-u.s. forces in NATO. survey team 
members and observers are listed in Inclosure l The team's mission is 
described in !~closure 2.f 

These are also the initial non-u.s.
"---~-----'!!""!'~-~-~--.s es to receive PAL equipped weapons. 

2. A similar security survey team visited selected NATO support sites 
in April 1962 and reported the need for further improvement in certain 
areas. The current survey revealed-that commendable progress has been 
made in the security program in effect ·at NATO support sites visited. 
With the exception of the personnel clearance program (discussed fu.rther 
in 3.b., below),the security program in effect at Air Force units visited 
was considered to be satisfactory. Specific areas of noteworthy progress 
are as follows: 

a. PAL Devices. 

(1) It was noted that all nuclear weapons in Quick -Reaction 
' Alert jQ.M} ~eas were~qµipped with permissive acti.on......link_._.,c:ut..A.MI.......,......., 

Te team no e tat o t ese weapons were oc e wit n er m c~ es an 
that enabling procedures were in effect which meet the quick reaction time 
requirements of less than 15 minutes. PAL devices now installed· on these 
weapons--are "first generation," categoi,y "A", XMC-1541 devices. It was 
the consensus of the team that these devices provide an additional measure 
of control in safeguarding against the unauthorized use of the weapon since 
the weapon cannot be used unl~ss u.s. custodial personn~l receive the 
appropriate code from higher authority for unlocking the weapons. Although· 
the PAL is an added impediment to be overcome by an individual who may desire 
unauthorized use, it should be recognized that other existing safeguards 
make it highly unlikely that he could accomplish unobserved, an unau~horized 
detonation with or without PAL. surprise forcible seizure of the QRA sites 
and capture of the weapons would vitiate existing controls. First genera~ 
tion PAL's do not offer sufficient safeguard to unauthorized use of the 
weapons, if captured by a hostile group of individuals intent on using them. 
(This is due to the fact that knowledgeable individuals in counterintelli­
gence methods, who can be presumed to be available, can either· "by-pass" 
the PAL or "pick" its code.) ,In :this regard the group has been informed 
that the JCS is making a thorough study of t_he effe tiveness of PAL's in 

a re uest b the Secretar of Defense 

-----~~~--~-- .. -......- ~-~---~----~~-~--~--~ T s DODapproved criteria was based upon the estimated capability of the devices 
available aj; :the inception of::the "crash" program. While the devices 
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viewed at sites visited will provide some delay, PAL's with a self-destruct 
capability would more effectively safeguard weapons against unauthorized 
use rather than merely delaying it. Presently installed PAL devices have 
no penalty response, e.g., self-destr,uct, in the event that tampering or 
by-pass is attempted. The group feels that continued efforts must be made 
toward developing and procuring devices which will more effectively safe­
guard against unauthorized use. 

(2) Questions relating to the reliability of the PAL equip­
ment were raised by the EUCOMstaff at the debriefing held in EUCOM 
Headquarters following the field visits. The EUCOMstaff advised that 
considerable difficulty has been experienced in achieving proper operation 
of PAL's on a theater-wide basis. The AEC representatives made arrange­
ments for technical assistance to be assigned immediatel to the theater. 
for resolution of difficulties ~ing encountered. 

b. Defense Against Clandestine Radiography. At all three sites 
visited, procedures in effect to detect clandestine radiography of nuclear 
weapons in storage and QRA areas and during movement were considered well 
planned and very effectively executed with equipment available. Current 
programs have been standardized and now appear to be adequate. It is not 
considered necessary for field units to expend additional effort over and 
above the present program. However, further AEC-OOD development require­
ments are discussed in paragraph 3h, below. 

c. Communications. 

(1) It was noted that a high priority has been assigned to 
providing a flexible communications system in support of the u.s. custodial 
detachments. In order to expedite the satisfaction of the requirement, the 
program was broken into two phases: (a) high frequency single-sideband 
(HF/SSB) for immediate communications, to be followed by, (b) a more 

2 
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reliable tropospheric forward scatter (~ROPO) radio system. All sites 
are now served by a BF/SSB voice.radio network capable of push~button 
frequency change through four pre~tuned, pre-selected frequencies, thereby 
reducing susceptiblity to hostile jamming operation, a weakness inherent 
in all radio systems. It was noted that at sites visited, the HF/SSB 
terminal was located in the administrative area. It is believed that. 
relocating the HF/SSB terminal transmitter and receiver· or remoting an 
operational position in the SAS area would result in a gain in response 
time and security. It is suggested that the DOD examine this question to 
determine if- relocation would improve response time and result in greater 
security for the communications. The second phase will.provide a Tropo 
radio.system of advanced design and concept; and although this program 
has· .been delayed. (approximately three years) it is presently under 
construction. '!'he 'l'ropo system wi~} becom.e the primary communications 

---~·Although of great reliability approx mately 99 percent and 
considered far superior to either HF/SSB or indigenous PTT landline 
systems available in the European area, the 'Jl'ropo system is subject to 
disruption by hostile/sabotage action at key linking points within the 
trunk system. DCA/CINCEURhas advised that in light of the above, the 
HF/SSB equipment will be retained as back-up system to obviate loss of 
communications over any segment of the Qverall system, In addition, the 
facilities available to the custodial detachment commanders via Tropo 
will be increased from one voice channel to one voice and one teletype 
channel after·completion 'of the system. Again, s.s with the HF/SSB, the 
group assumes that planning for the 'Jl'ropo will consider operating positions 
within the SAS site or in the QRA area for reasons suggested above, giving 
full consideration to electro-magnetic radiation hazards. 'll'he group has 
been info~ed that the HF/SSB and 'l'ropo :systems will provide the ·u.s. 
Custodial Detachment Canmander. the capability of radio contact with 
higher headquarters, independent of host or user nations communications 
networks, assuming a minimum of jamming or damage from enemy actions. 

(2) • The.group noted that, although the aforementioned 
communications links afford USCINCEURacceptable reliability for command 
an~ control of his forces in a peacetime environment, the existing and . 
pianned·. communication links a.:re quite vulnerable j,n a warfare environment. 
The possible connection bet-ween this communications vulnerability and the• 
vulnerability of PAL equipped nuclear forces dependent on good communica­
tions :for effective performance, is considered to be a matter of grave 
concern.and should be studied further. 'lt'he group is of the opinion that, 
'as an initial step toward minimizing this vulrterabili ty, PAL cooes must 
be disseminated on a much wider basis than at present (e.g., to lower 
eeh~lons of command, exclusive .. of non-u.s. NATO Bases). 
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(3) The group was advised that the communication time from 
EUCOMto the bases was about 12 minutes in recent exercises. From receipt 
of the authorization message at the base, 12-15 minutes are required 
(versus a requirement of 15 minutes) toenab'le the PAL and launch the 
aircraft. It is the feeling of the survey team that the total time from 
EUCOM authorization to launch does not provide adequate reaction time in 
the event of surprise attack. 

(4) It was also noted that four (4) civilian contractor 
personnel were assigned to operate the HF/SSB communications system at 
each site visited. CINCEUR has informed the team that these civilian 
contractor personnel are being utilized due to non-availability of military· 
communications technicians trained in the maintenance and operation of the 
HF/SSB system, and that information as to when civilian contractor personnel 
will be replaced by military communications technicians is not currently 
available. CINCEUR has also advised that, if available, military communica­
tions technicians could operate t~e HF/SSB network at approximately half 
the annual salary cost of civilian personnel, It was also observed by the 
team that custodial detachment commanders were uncertain as to the extent 
.of their authority and control over the civilian contractor personnel 
assigned to their units. 

d. Site Inspection Program. The 1962 D0D-AEC survey report 
recommended that 11EUCOMactively pursue the role it has recently assumed 
in carrying out the supervision and periodic inspection of the program." 
As observed by the group and from a review of the files and data maintained 
at EUCOMHeadquarters, it was obvious that this recommendation has been 
carried out. The reports on the various sites prepared by the EUCOMstaff 
were excellent. 

II . F lND INGS 

3. The findings of the survey team with respect to the subject areas 
assigned for consideration are as follows: 

a. Division of Responsibility for Protection of Weapons Between 
U.S. Forces and Allied Forces. 

(1) The survey team found that the division of responsi­
bility for protection of weapons between U.S. forces and allied forces 
was in accordance with specific agreements between the U.S. and user 
nations involved. These agreements specifically established the respon­
sibility of the user nation to provide external protection for weapon 
storage areas and overall security for QRA areas. U. s. personnel were 
respon.sibile for internal security of weapon storage areas and for weapon 
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custody. The group notes and reaffirms the findings of previous surveys 
that the u.s. has only a limited physical capability at non-u.s. sites 
to prevent the host or user nation from seizing control of nuclear 
weapons. 

(2) The cornerstone of the existing custodial policy and 
its implementing arrangements lies in the fact that an act of force 
would be in violation of agreements ms.de in good faith between the u.s. 
and the host and user NATO nations, as wall as a hostile act against the 
U.S. Government. The existing custodial program is considered adequate 
to implement this policy. Emp;roved PAL' s with a wide range of capa­
bilities and the achievement of a more effective unilateral destruct 
capability will improve the security and control at these sites in safe­
guarding against the -w?.authorized mse of weapons. The gro'!1p feels that 
the unilateral destruct time for weapo~s in the SAS areas must be reduced 
to terms of a few minutes, and recommends that efforts continue in.this 
area. However, careful evaluation must be ma.de of efforts in reducing 
the time of destructionp so that the vulnerability of weapons to sabotage 
is not increased to en unacceptable level. 

b. Security Clearance Prooedures fo~ Guard and Security Force 
Perso:nnel and Status of Clearance of such Personnel Assigned. 

(1) Host/User Nation Pel°sc:mr.eil •. , Based upon information 
furnished by U.S. personnel, the te81!!1.is cf the opin~on that the 
host/user nations are satisfying th~ requirements of the security annex 
of the bilateral agz•eements pertail!lliDg to persouel security clearances. 
It is understood tha.t all allied gllllill:td force personnel and other.personnel 
having access to QRA areas had natioime.Jl. cJl.ea.ra.uces described as being 
generally equivalent to u. s. Top se~:iret or Sec:a"et clearances. 

(2) u. s. Custodial Det&cl:une!llt Personnel. 

(a.) !t was :noted that t!P.e clearances of persomiel 
assigned t-o u. s. c12Stodial detschments visited met the requirements of 
Air Force Regulation 35-9, da.-ted :28 J'Ulll\S 1963. Within these custodial 
detachments, certei~ positions are designated es critical 6r limited. 
Critical positions are those i~ which th~ incumbents have technical 
knowledge of atomic weapons and authorized ac~ess to nucleu weapons, 
e.g., in such manner as to allow the oppo~t'Wlity to cause a nuclear 
detonation. Limited positions are those in which the incumbents may 
acquire both technical lmowledge and access. The swrvey team was 
informed that all weapons maintenance specialists and technicians were 
considered to be filling critical positions and that all such technicians 
assigned at the time of this survey had completed Background Investiga­
tions (BI); however, under the p~ovisions of Air Force Regulation 35-9, 
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incumbents in these critical positions are required to have only a 
favorable National Agency Check (NAC) and, concurrently on assignment, 
a requested BI. 

(b) It is pointed out that the investigative require­
ments contained in AFR 35-9 which sets policy on this subject for the 
custodial detachments visited, do not meet the ultimate requirements of 
DOD Directive 5210.41, dated 8 December 1962, in that the latter 
directive requires background investigations for incumbents in both 
critical and limited positions. The group ~otes that the 1962 AEC-DOD 
survey group found that both CINCUSAFE and CINCUSAREURwere applying 
higher standards for security clearance than the minimum required by 
their respective service directives. All Air Force Personnel were 
cleared on the.basis of a background investigation except those who 
qualified for Top Secret clearance on the basis of service and a National 
Agency Check. 

(c) T"ne group has been advised thet Air Force 
personnel assigned to u. s. custodial detachments as of 26 July 1963 
are· now considered to be an exception to-~R 35-9, dated 28 June 1963, 
and that all assigned personnel, regardle·ss of position have. a background 
investigation. This continues in effect the 1962 arrangements which have 
been considered adequate. 

(d) It is the view of the AEC-DOD group that because 
of the uniquely sensitive missions of U.S. custodial detachments at 
non-u.s. NATO sites, all personnel assigned to these detachments should 
be subject to a background investigation, 

(e) The definition of the word "access" in DOD 
Directive 5210.41 is related to the ability of personnel to cause a 
nuclear detonation, This definition now forms the basis for the security 
clearance program for personnel assigned to duty in proximity to nuclear 
weapons. The survey group noted and some of the members share opinions 
expressed by EUCOMstaff personnel concerning the inadequacy of the 
definition of "access" .. It was understood that the USCINCEURwas studying 
appropriate recommendations on this subject. 

c. Organization of Guard Forces. 

(1) Host/User Nation Guard Forces. The security protection 
afforded U.S. nuclear weapons by the host/user nation at bases visited 
appeared excellent. 

(2) u. s. Custodial Detachments. 

(a) More emphasis should be placed upon language 
training. The operational difficulties which could result from the 
exis~ing language barrier between the majority of.the u. s. and allied 
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personnel, particularly in emergencies, was a matter of special concern 
o_f the survey team. It was noted that by current EUCOMpolicy directive, 
custodial detachment commanders are making an effort to conduct on-the-
job tutoring in the language of the host/~ser nation. However, the team 
observed that the results of this training arrangement have been generally 
unproductive. 

(b) At some locatio~, more emphasis should be placed 
upon maintenance an.d training in small arms. 

(c) The group n¢ted that the role of the custodial 
agents and their responsibilities had been clarified and standardized 
as was recommended in last year's survey. The group feels that since 
the custodial agents are a symbol of u.s. possession and control of 
weapons, it is most important that custodiSlllS c,cmtinue to be carefully 
selected for assignment to u. s. custodial det~chments. It is also 
important that each individual assigned custodial duties be completely 
trained in order that they may fully understand their responsibilities 
and discharge them with confidence. This is particularly important, 
since the su~vey teeJ!l. noted that host ~r user nation forces guarding and 
securing SA and Q areas wera elite combat-ex rienced troo sin most 
i:msta.11ces 

T-ese orces 
were in field Ul!lliform a:md_c_o~m~b-aTt_u me---.-'"""""'-----,----....-~~1~e duty___ on guard 
and they offered 8l!lJ. impressive appee.xa.!mce. In this comiectiom, consider­
ation may well be given to a..~ng and equipping U. S. custodial personnel 
with more effective weapons/ordnance. 

d. Emergency Procedures. 

(l) Exercises observed involving emergency procedures, 
personnel, and equipment were considered responsive and adequate for 
ooth u. s. aud host/user nation units. Especially note.worthy was the 
excellent attitude of cooperation displ~yed by host/user nation officials 
at bases visited. 

(2) Security alert forces at each base visited i~cluded a 
sabotage alert team (SAT) of 5 men to resp(,:))~d to the Special Ammunition 
Storage (SAS) area or to the QRAarea within 5 minutes. Additionally, a 
backup alert force of 40-50 men was required to resp~md to any emergency 
within 20 minutes. Lastly, a reserve force of compmy/battalion strength 
is scheduled to arrive et the area of emergency within 2-4 hours. Demon­
strated response times for SAT for~es were well within requirements. 
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e. Physical Plant and Control of Access. 

(1) Problems involving physical plant and access control 
systems and procedures which were,encountered by the survey team last 
year were not evident. 

(2) All sites visited were located on permanent bases 
and facilities were generally excellent and well maintained. 

(3) Physical barriers and circulation control procedures 
in ef~ect at both SAS and QRA areas facilitated control of access to 
these security areas. Access procedures were coupled with the "no lone 
zone" restriction, i.e., requiring a minimum of two "~qually knowledge­
able"-persons to be present whenever access to a nuclear weapon is 
involved. For access to storage areas, lists of authorized persons were 
available to custodial personnel and badge exchange systems were properly 
enforced. QRA and SAS areas were both enclosed by double security 
fences, adequately lighted during hours of darkness, and constantly 
patrolled by walking guards during the day and sentry dog teams at night. 
The external security protection provided by user nation security forces 
was excellent. 

(4) Although it was observed that CINCEUR/SACEURphysical 
security criteria in effect at sites visited considerably exceeded the 
minimum storage and security requirements set forth in DOD Directive 
5210.41, the group was of the firm opinion that existing security 
standards at non-u.s. custodial units should be retained in view of the 
sensitive nature of their assigned mission. In order to insure retention 
of the excellent physical security posture at these units, the survey 
group considers it desirable that DOD Directive 5210.41 be revised to 
authorize higher physical security standards for u. s. custodial units 
in NATO, as well as other overseas nuclear weapon storage sites, as 
determined to be necessary by the theater commander concerned. 

f. Security .Procedures for Weapons Transportation. No actual 
transporting of nuclear weapons was observed. However, plans and 
established procedures appeared to be adequate. 

g. Evacuat·ion and Destruction Procedures. 

(1) Destruction of Nuclear Weapons 

(a) At all sites visited, destruction devices and 
trained personnel were readily available at all times to accomplish 
destruction of nuclear weapons, if such action is directed by proper 
authority. The authorization, ~ould normally come from Headquarters, 
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EUCOM, but authority is automatically delegated down through inter­
mediate command levels to the senior.u.s. officer on duty.at the 
custodial detachment in the event of communications failure and the 
necessity to evacuate or destroy becomes evident. 

(b) The planned destruction.method consists of shaped 
ch.arges aimed at the weapon's high explosive, initiated electrically 
or by time fuse. Authoritative sources have advised the team that this 
technique will deny non-u.s. use of the nuclear weapons but will not 
necessarily destroy the design information revealed by the internal 
nuclear components of the weapon. It is understood that ~ecent tests 
arranged by the Defense Atomic Support Agency indicate that total 
destruction of design information in such cases is very difficult, if 
not impossible, under ideal conditions. 

(c) Tests of weapon destruction procedures were 
observed by the survey team at the three bases. The time involv~d in 
completing this action was found well within the 1 hour requirement. In 
fact, ·the procedures were standardized at all locations and completion was 
accomplished in an effective manner on the order of 30 minutes. In this 
connection it is noted that the 1962 DOD-AEC.survey team established 
that weapons destruct in some Army units could be accomplished in five (5) 
minutes. In consideration thereof, the group feels that the unilateral 
destruct time for weapons in th~ SAS areas can be further reduced, and 
recommends that efforts continue in this area. However, careful evalu­
ation must be made of efforts-in reducing the time of destruction, so 
that vulnerability of weapons to sabotage is not increased to an 
unacceptable level. It is noted that the present procedures for the 
destruction of weapons in the QRA area require the cooperation of the 
''user nation" forces and 
the area, notification·is 
at the initiation of the 

is a coordinated effort. 
normally given to the 

action. 

In order to clear 
user nation personnel 

(d) 
were discussed and briefed 
in the QRA areas poses a 

Unilateral 
at the 

difficult 

U. s. weapon 
three bases. 
problem. In 

destruction procedures 
Destruction of weapons 
the event some level 

of cooperation exists with the non-u.s. force, at the time the procedure 
is initiated, it would be possiple to (a) destroy the weapon on the 
aircraft or (b) return the weapon to the SAS site (after a non-U. s. 
download operation) and then destroy it. However, if for political or 
other reasons, there is any effort by the non-u.s. force to impede the 
destruction of QRA weapons, it would be extremely difficult or impossible 
to accomplish. In such a situation, it is hoped that some timely 
warning of an impending action of this nature would be available to the 
U. s. custodial detachments. However, since the receipt of an advance 
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warning Canl!lOtbe depended upon in all cases, continuing efforts should 
be made to reduce further the time required for destruction of weapons 
on QRAand to increase the u.s. capability for unilateral destruction. 

(2) Evacuation of Nuale2r Weapons 

(a) According to current planning, emergency evacu­
ation of nuclear weapons will be by air transport where possible. 
Aircraft are not specifically assigned for this mission, but a support 
requirement has been imposed upon USAli""Eto divert planes on a priority 
basis as necessary. Under emergency conditions, the Commanding Officer 
should have auth~rity to waive the nuclear weapon safety rules as well 
as other directives, which would jeopardize the succes~ful evacuation. 

(b) Cwrrent plamaing envise.ges that, in the event 
surface evacuaticn bscom.es necessary, it will normally ba to the 
nearest usable airfield o~ seaport. In this event, host/user nation 
transportation must be relied upon in most instances. 

(3) Because of the custodial unit comma.nders's responsi­
bility for emergency evacuation and destruction, it is considered 
highly desirable that he be provided current intelligence on host or 
user nation activities which may influence his planning in these areas. 
The receipt of accurate and timely intelligence information may have a 
direct application o~ the decisions regarding destruction or evacuation 
he must be prepared to make. 

h. Clandestine Radiography. 

(1) At the three sites visited, a covert effort existed 
to detect attempts to obtain weapon information by radiography. Programs 
were in effect at the installations to monitor radiography attempts when 
weapons were being maneuvered f~om SAS areas to QRA ueas and passive 
detection. equipment was atta.cl:ned to weapo!llS at the QR.A.locations. The 
group considers CXNCEUR/USAFE fulfilling responsibilitythat is this in 
a commendable ma:a:mer. 

(2) At the sites visited, the physical arrangements were 
such that it would be difficult to acquire weapon design i!lformation by 
means of radiography. While this is true of the type site visited, 
physical arrangements differ among sites. Therefore, the group feels 
that continuing efforts are required by DOD and AEC in the development 
of devices to detect clandestine attempts at the time of occurrence and 
during maneuvering of weapons where the physical layout would accommodate 
radiography equipment and where weapons ere maneuvered outside controlled 
areas. Although the Air Force is doing an excellent job in this field, 
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DOD and AEC should continue their efforts to provide field units with 
improved equipment in order to minimize manhours expended by operational 
units in the current program. It should be pointed out that the physical 
security provisions and procedures for prevention of clandestine radi­
ography are the backbone of the present program and should continue to be, 
supplemented as practicable, by improved detection devices. 

III. RECOMMENDATIONS 

4. In view of the findings of the survey team outlined in para­
graph 3 above, and in order to improve the security protection afforded 
u.s. nuclear weapons positioned in support of non-u.s. forces in NATO, 
it is recommended that: 

a. The Department of Defense and the Atomic Energy Commission 
take action to effect further improvement in the quality of PAL associated 
controller and test devices and to furnish CINCEUR instructional manuals 
for necessary field servicing and maintenance of these equipments. 
Further, that the DOD and AEC continue present developmental efforts to 
provide improved PAL devices with greater capabilities in safeguarding 
weapons against unauthorized use, particularly if threatened by capture. 
(Ref: Para 2a(2), page 2) 

b. Until there is proven reliability in the first and second 
generation PAL equipment, the desirability of further proliferation of 
this equipment and its employment outside NATO should be reviewed by 
the Department of Defense and other interested agencies. {Ref: Para 
2a(2), page 2) 

c. The Department of Defense should examine the feasibility 
of relocating the HF/SSB transmitter and receiver station or remoting 
an operational position in the SAS area a.t the U.S. custodial units 
in an effort to improve response time and communications security. 
(Ref: Para 2c(l), pages 2 and 3) • 

d. The Department of Defense should take necessary action to 
expedite the installation of the "TROP{)" communications system in view 
of the importance of reliable communications to the accomplishment of 
the support mission assigned to the u.s. custodial units. (Ref: Para 
2c(l), pages 2 and 3) 

e. As an initial step towards minimizing the threat to the 
wartime operational effectiveness of PAL equipped nuclear forces which 
is posed as a result of the vulnerability of canmunication links with 
higher command, PAL codes should be disseminated on a much wider basis 
than at present. (Ref: 2c(2), page 3) 
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f. The Department of Defense should review the adequacy of 
existing reaction ·time requirements for QRA aircraft from EUCOM/SACEUR 
authorization to launch in event of surprise attack. (Ref: Para 2c(3), 
page 4) 

g. The Department of Defense take action to expedite the 
assignment of trained military technicians to replace the civilian 
contractor personnel currently maintaining and operating the HF/SSB 
communications system at the U.S. custodial detachments;· further.·, 
CINCEUR should take immediate action to clarify the status of these 
civilian contractor personnel and the extent of the authority and 
control to be exercised over these personnel by commanders of the 
cust~dial detachments to which they are assigned. (Ref: Para 2c(4), 
page 4) 

h. Necessary action be taken by the DOD to require that all 
pe.rsonnel assigned to non-u.s. NATO sites be made the subject of a 
background investigation,. (Ref: _3b(2)(d), page 6) 

i. CINC~UR study the adequacy of the definition of the word 
"aecessn as contained in DOD Directive 5210.41 and submit recommendations 
to the Joint Chiefs of Staff concerning the desirability of broadening 
or clarifying this definition with respect to sabotage and intentional 
damage to weapons.· (Ref: Para 3b(2)(e), page 6) 

j. Action be taken to insure that replacement personnel for 
overseas custodial detachments are qualified fo:r. their assigned duty. 
(Ref: Para 3c(2)(c), page 7) 

k. ~ction be taken by CINCEUR to insure that greater emphasis 
is placed upon unit training in the custodial detachments with respect 
to instruction in the language of the hostiuser nation and in small 

•.arms. (Ref: Para 3c(2), pages 6 and· 7) 

1. Action be taken by the Department of Defense to approve, 
as recommended by the theater commander concerned, higher physical 
security standards for U.S. custodial units in NATO, as well as other 
overseas nuclear weapon storage sites. (Ref: 3e(4), page~) 

m. Action be taken by CINCEUR to reduce further the time 
required for the emergency d~struction of nuclear weapons and to 
increase the u.·s. capability for unilateral destruction, partieularly 
for weapons in the QRA area, with due consideration to the resultant 
increase in vulnerability of the weapons to sabotage. Further, that 
the Department of Defense and'the AEC assist CINCEUR_in this.effort 
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by conducting further research to develop more quickly activated 
destruction devices alhd more effective techniques. (Ref: Para 
3g(l), pages 8 and 9) 

n. That the commanding officers of custodial detachments 
be given the authority to waive, in emergency conditions, the nuclear 
weapon safety rules a!ll.d other directives in cases where the require­
ment may jeopardize a successful evacuation. (Ref: Para 3g(2), page 10) 

o. Timely intelligence should be provided u.s. custodial 
detachment commanders concerning host/user nation political activities 
which may affect the commander's decision with respect to emergency 
evacuation or destru~tion of weapons. (Ref: Para 3g(3), page 10) 

p. In @:rd.er to reduce to the minimwn the man.hours expended 
by field units in the detection and prevention of clandestine radi­
ography, the Department of Defense a!ld the AEC should continue their 
efforts to develop and provide effective devices and equipment for . 
detecting and am!\UlX!l.ciati!llg,at the time of oocurrence, ey such attempts 
to compromise nuclear weapons design information. (Ref: Para 3h(2), 
page 10 and 11) ' 
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This report has been approved by the following members of the 
; 

survey team;. 
with the exception noted in the case of Mr. 

1111~»~ 
'M. VANCEDAWKINS 
Captain, USN 
Chairman 

, ' 1fb ~ -·(;I.I~ ,- -~' 
WILLIAMH. FLEMING . T.R~dy~nt:.AM--

·.Colonel, USAF AEC Member 
DOD llember ' 

~- '~. 9--~49 
CHARLES A. IARROBINO CHARLESA. SCfdMER 
Captain, USN Commander, USN 
DOD Member AEC Member 

~~~~.~~ CfAMESDRAKEF. 
DOD Member DOD Member 

Drake. 

~f.~ 
WALA.CEE. HAWKINS 
Lt Colonel, USA 
DOD Member 

*14r. Drake's minority opinion concern;ng,,the last sentence of paragraph 
2c(2), page 3, and recommendation e, page 11, is presented as Inclosure 3. 
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Inclosure 1 

TEAM MEMBERSHIP 

Department of Defense Representatives 

Captain M. Vance Dawkins, USN, DASA (Chairman) 

' Colonel William H. Fleming, U. s. Air Force, OSD 

Captain Charles A. Iarrobino, USN, JCS 

Mr. Robert L. Applegate, OSD 

Mr. James F. Drake, OSD 

Lt Colonel Walace E. Hawkins, U.s. Army, DASA 

Mr. Eugene E. Brown, Air Force 

Atomic Energy Commission Representatives 

Mr. Dwight A. Ink 

Mr. William T. Riley 

Cqr Charles A. Sommer, USN, DMA/AEC 

OBSERVERS 

Mr. George F. Murphy, Jr., Staff Member, Joint Congressional Committee 
on Ato~c Energy 

MJ;-.Jerry c •. Trippe, State Department 
I 

15 
Inclosure 

REStRl8"FEB91.li~ 
ATOMICENERGYAC? 1954 

1 



S6GHET 
Inclosure 2 

MISSION 

In his memorandum to Chief, DASA, dated 5 July 1963, the Assistant 
to the Secretary of Defense (Atomic Energy), stated that the current 
survey would be conducted under the same terms of reference as outlined 
in his 28 March 1963 memorandum. pertaining to the survey conducted at 
NATO sites in April 1962, and described the committee's purpose an4 the 
subjects to be surveyed as follows: 

"Purpose: The purpo~e of the survey is to determine the adequacy 
of security of u.s. nuclear weapons provided in the custody of the 
United States in support of non-u.s. forces in NATO. The survey will 
be limited strictly to security considerations. 

Subjects to be Surveyed: 

a. Division of responsibilities for protection of weapons between 
the u.s. forces and Allied forces. 

b. Security clearance procedures for guard and security force 
personnel, status of clearances of such personnel assigned. 

c. Organization of guard forces. 

d. Emergency procedures, personnel and equipment for security 
alert force. 

e. Physical plant and control of access to facilities and weapons. 

f. Security procedures for weapons transportation when weapons 
are not being transported by u. s. forces. 

g. Evacuation and destruction procedures. 

h. Measures to protect against clandestine radiography." 

BET 
Inclosure 
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Inclosure 3 

Minority Opinion Concerning Dissemination of PAL Codes 

Mr. Drake of ODDR&E, OSD objects to paragraph 1.2,c.(2), page 3, 
last sentence and paragraph IIl,4,3., page 11, of the recommendations, 
The objection is raised for the following reasons: 

l) Unless the response time for the QRA'force discussion in 
parag~aph 1,2.c,(3), page 4, is materially reduced, the vulnerability 
of the force will not be significantly improved by placing the PAL 
code at one echelon above the weapons release as proposed in the report. 

2) '.!;'he risk of loss of positive control of weapon release is more 
critical than the possible gains in survivability. 

3) The redundant communication means that could provide the R-hour 
message to the lower echelon of command could also provide the PAL 
release code, if this thought to be desirable. This would result in 
less risk of loss of positive control of the force. 

4) The placement of the PAL code at lower echelons defeats to some 
degree the benefits in positive control offered by the PAL device since 
the individual commander would have the means to make a unilateral 
decision, now reserved by· the President. Lacking the required intelli­
gence data and communication with higher echelons at a time when he is 
pressed by momentary destruction of his force, the commander could 
make a decision to release the weapons and further escalate the 
conflict. 

Recommendations: 

1. I I 
2. Investigate ,the possibility of reducing the vulnerability of ' 

communications and command and control centers. 

3, Reduce the response time for communication of the R-hour 
and PAL message and the QRA force reaction to a level appropriate to 
the flight time of Soviet missile th_rea:t, 
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1. In April 1962., representatives of the AEC and representatives of 
the Department of Defense conducted a joint review of the security measures 
in effect for the protection of u. s. nuclear weapons that are held in the 
custody of U. s. personnel for the support of NATO forces. Representatives 
of the Department of State and the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy 
participated in the survey as observers. Committee members a~d observers 
are listed in Inclosure 1. The committee's mission is described in Inclosure 2. 

I.__: _ ___ _ ____.fo,~,I____..__.....,.._____. a 
sites visited are shown in lnclosure 3. 

3. In November-December 1960, representatives of the AEC participated 
in a review of the security measures in effect at the same types of facili­
ties in the European Theater. The current survey established that 
substantial progress has been made in furthering the adequacy of the 
security program in effect at these installations. Specific progress to 
date includes: 

a. Top Level Interest. Military personnel with whom the committee 
met exhibited much greater awareness of the problems associated with the 
handling and storage of atomic weapons than had been true during the 
November-De~ember 1960 survey. 

b. Qualified Personnel. The committee was impressed with the 
number of qualified personnel now in the special weapons program, many of 
whom have been associated with atomic weapons for five or ten yea~s. 

c. Physical Arrangements. Generally speaking, the physical 
arrangements have improved substantially in the past sixteen months. Some 
of this is due to the fact that several of the units have been able to 
move from temporary facilities to permanent facilities. An access control 
system has been placed in effect which re~uires that two u. s. personnel 
be present whenever the igloos are open. The keys apd.combinations to the 
iglo<;>s_are held by two different custodial personnel :-1 -·-· • • 

d. Evacuation and Destruction.· In contrast to the situation 
existing in November-December 19~0, evacuation and destruction plans have 
been developed at all sites. 
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e. Communications. All sites now have the single side band 
radio system which permits almost instantaneous contact with Wiesbaden, 
Heidelberg and Paris, independent of host government camnunication 
networks. 

f. Inspection. The committee found that EUCOMhad recently 
placed in effect an inspection program which, when fully developed and 
implemented, will provide EUCOMwith specific information on which to 
base an evaluation of the adequacy of security at all sites. .,•: 

g. Radiography. While instrumentation is still lacking, the 
radiography inspection program has been initiated in all locations 
visited. 

h. ·Human Reliability. A human reliability program is now in 
effect which is designed to screen out those u~der emotional stress. 

i. Security Clearance of Individuals. The committee found 
that the Department of the Air Force was applying a standard of personnel 
security clearance which required that all personnel assigned to USAFE 
special weapons units be processed for Top Secret clearance. 

4. The committee believes, as indicated above, that much progress 
has been made in improving the program in recent months. There remains, 
however, as identified in this report, a number of areas in which 
further improvements are needed. These include standardization of the 
custqdial program, continued supervision of the selection program to 
assure qualified personnel, further efforts to reduce the language 
problem, establishment of uniform personnel clearance and human reliability 
programs, and full implementation by EUCOMof its role in supervising and 
inspecting. 

5. The committee believes that the current survey should be of 
substantive value in that it makes available to.responsible authorities 
a direct source of detailed knowledge concerning the implementa~ion of· 
the security aspects of the program. In this regard the committee'has 
amassed a considerable amount of detailed documentation pertaining to 
individual locations visited. The committee welcomes the opportunity to 
provide any of this data to interested recipients of this report. 

6. The following section of this report is devoted to general findings 
and recommendations within the subject areas assigned for committee 
consideration: 

a. Division of responsibilities for protection of weapons 
between the U. s. forces and allied forces. 

(1) It was found that the division of responsibility was a 
matter of specific agreement between the u. S, and the host nation 
involved and that these agreements specifically established the 
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responsibility of the host nation to provide external protection of the 
area in which ·the weapons are stored. U, S, personnel are responsible 
for the custody of :weapons. With respect to U, S, custody arrangements, 
the committee found procedural differences existing between the programs 
established by the U, S, Air Force and the U, S, Army components. 

(2) It is a matter of some concern that in one instance it 
was found that a special ammunition storage area located some distance 
fran the main post had only one custodial agent on duty at the site. 
From his fixed post he was unable to see each of the igloos in the area 
that he was responsible for. In such a situation the committee notes 
that any incapacitation of the single custodial agent would, of course, 
result in the loss of custodial control. The maintenance of U, S, 
custody of nuclear weapons is a cornerstone of the present U. S, national 
policy with respect to the dispersal of nuclear weapons for the support 
of non-U, S, forces, The importance of maintaining constant and 
inexorable U, S, custody dictates that a minimum of two custodians be 
assigned in all nuclear weapons storage and operational areas, The 
committee also believes that frequent inspections should be made ,to 
assure that buildings and igloos in which weapons are stored are properly 
secured and that unauthorized personnel have not gained access to the 
interior of the site. 

(3) In several cases special ammunition storage areas are 
located in isolated places substantial distances from the custodial 
detachment headquarters, In such locations it is conceivable that 
immediate supervision and direction could not be provided by the detach­
ment headquarters to custodians at the storage sites. In order to 
obviate· the difficulties that would arise if c.ontrol by the headquarters 
were interrupted, the committee believes it necessary in such situations 
to assign an officer for duty within the immediate vicinity of the 
storage area on a 24-hour a day basis. 

(4) The situation cited in paragraph 6a(2) above, in which 
only one custodian was on duty in the special ammunition storage area 
exemplifies one difference that exists in the application of custodial 
measures. At other locations, 2, 3, and, in one case, 4, custodians were 
found in the special ammunition storage area. These differences could 
not be accounted for on the basis of the area's size, location, or 
terrain, or the weapons system present. In addition, variations were 
found in the instructions that had been issued to the custodians, These 
variations involved fundamental aspects of the custodial duties, such as 
the custodian's use of his weapon to protect himself and the special 
ammunition and his obligation to check the area. A determined effort 
should be made by EUCCMto clearly define the ~ustodian's duties so that 

. his basic instructions can be standardized. ~e numbers of custodial 
personnel on duty will be standardized to an ~cceptable extent by the 
criteria contained in this report. 
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(5) The position described thus far with respect to the 
question of custody has the unanimous approval of the committee. Beyond 
this there are certain.fundamental points of disagreement between the 
AEC and DOD members of the committee, It is believed that these points 
which concern the nature of the custodial concept and its legal 
foundation are deserving of separate exposition. The AEC and DOD 
positions are presented in Inclosures ~ and 5. 

(6) The committee notes that studies currently in progress 
in the AEC and DOD with respect to the development of "permissive links" 
may give some additional assurance against the unauthorized use of weapons. 

b. Security clearance procedures for guard and security force 
personnel and status of clearance of such personnel assigned, 

(1) The survey of the personnel security program involved 
the consideration of both U, S, and non-U. s. forces. In the case of the 
u. s. personnel it was found that certain variations do exist in the 
personnel clearance program of u. s. service components. As a basic 
consideration we consider it a valid premise that special weapons require 
greater protection than would be necessary on the basis of security classi­
fication alone. From this it follows that every effort should be made to 
assign only personnel who have been properly screened and cleared prior to 
assignment. Since the problems associated with special weapons storing 
and handling and the threats likely to be encountered at locations where 
this work is done are roughly ·equal in both Army and Air Force units, it 
appears desirable to apply uniform standards in the investigation of 
personnel for this work. Both CINCUSAFE and CINCUSAREURare applying 
higher standards for security clearance than are required by their 
respective service direc·t:ives. However, the standards established by 
the two component commands are different in that USAFE requires a minimum 
of Top Secret clearance for assignees to custodial detachments, while 
USAREURrequires a minimum of Secret clearance for like assignments, 
except where an individuats access to information or weapons requires a 
Top Secret clearance. 

(2) In view of the uniquely sensitive mission of custodial 
detachments the committee believes all personnel assigned to these detach­
ments should be subject to background investigation and recommends that 
necessary action to accomplish this be taken. Further, this clearance 
should be completed when the individual reports for duty. The prohibition 
now in effect at several installations visited against permitting .person­
nel with interim clearances access to weapons should.be universally 
es~ablished in all U. s. custodial detachments. 

(3) The committee noted that a human reliability program, 
in conformance with the Department of the Air Force aegulation 35-9, is 
in effect or being placed in effect at all Air Force units. In this 
connection, the canmittee believes that the Air Force program is most 
effective in that it requires the pre-screening of individuals prior to 
assignment to atomic facilities. Army units inspected· also had a human 
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reliability program. However, in the Army, the program consisted only of 
advising officers and supervisors of the need for alertness and.judgment 
in detecting evidence of impending mental illness or emotional stress 
among assignees. The committee understands that a human reliability 
program of comparable scope and application to that of the Air Force is 
not intended for application within Army units. The committee believes 
that all services involved in the atomic weapons program should apply a 
program for human reliability of the scope as now established for Air 
Force units. At a future date when more operational experience has been 
gained, the human reliability program should be evaluated by DOD to 
determine its effectiveness and any improvemehts required. 

(4) Although the quality of personnel in the program 
appears to be good, this appears to have been often accomplished only as 
a result of very intensive effort on the part of supervisory personnel. 
The committee wishes to stress the importance of continuing an active 
program designed to assure that future generations of officers and 
enlisted personnel assigned to these custodial detachments are equally 
as well trained and qualified, The custodial units carry a unique 
responsibility, yet their activities ·are routine and uneventful and are 
not looked upon as challenging duty, particularly after a unit becomes 
well established. It is important that the commanding officer, key 
officer and non-commissioned officer personnel have previous training 
and experience in special weapons or weapon delivery assignments and that 
the rank of ind~viduals in key positions be high enough to assure maturity 
and effectiveness in dealing with host nationals, In addition, recogni­
tion should be given to the isolated nature and auste:reenvironmental 
conditions connected with assignment to many of these custodial detachments. 
The services should take all action feasible to enhance the attractiveness 
of assignment to these duties. 

(5) Notwithstanding the obvious difficulties in assessing 
the procedures for selecting and clearing allied per_sonnel who are 
involved in the security of the storage locations, based on·information 
furnished by u. s. personnel, the committee is of the opinion that the 
host nations were satisfying the requirements of the agreements which 
control this activity. It was understood that the allied personnel had 
national clearances that were described as being equivalent to u. s. Top 
Secret or Secret clearances. The committee understands that assurance 
that host nation personnel are properly.cleared is received by custodial 
detachment commanders. 

c. Organization of guard forces. 

The host nation guard forces used for the protection of sites 
are considered to be entirely adequate, These forces were invar_ ably , 

resent in sufficient numbers to. ood securit )'ii,. ] 
0 

posts appeared to be organized and located to permit thorough security 
control of the areas without exposing weapons to access by the guards. 
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d. Emergency procedures. 

Within each guard force, there are varying numbers of men 
assigned to sabotage alert ·teams. These teams usually consist of 5 to 
10 men who are prepared to respond to emergencies in less than 5 minutes. 
In addition, alert plans re.quire backup forces of as many as 50 guards 
to respond to emergencies within 20 minutes. There is also a requirement 
for augmentation alert forces of at least company strength to be designated 
to respond to emergency situations within 4 hour~. Although the arrange­
ments were not inspected at all facilities, the committee, based on 
discussions with u. s. officials, believes that these arrangements are 
generally satisfactory. In several cases the sabotage alert teams and 
backup alert forces were ex_ercised and the response times were well 
within requirements. 

e. Physical plant and control of access. 

(1) In the course of its survey the committee visited both 
temporary and permanent sites. It was found that permanent sites were for 
the most part well located and well maintained, Temporary sites have, 
because of operational requirements, been occupied pending the completion 
of permanent facilities. The committee understands that difficulties in 
acquiring suitable land in many cases necessitated the occupancy of less 
desirable positions. However, aside from being poorly located, it was 
noted that improvements to some temporary sites required an inordinate 
length of time to complete. GreateT emphasis should be placed on speeding 
the movement from temporary to permanent locations, or, in cases where that 
is impOS$ible, to reducing the length of time that is now taken to improve 
the temporary sites. 

(2) There were deviations in the physical security programs 
from one site to the other which, while on their face would not seriously 
affect the over-all adequacy of the program, tend to establish a lack of 
basic uniformity in the application of the program which the committee 
believes is undesirable. Standardization from program to program, and 
from Service to Service, is desirable and EUCOMshould take necessary 
action toward that end. The committee also ~elieves that the authority 
to grant waivers with respect to security requirements should be reserved 
to EUCOM. The committee noted examples of sites located on terrain that 
increased the difficulty of providing proper security protection. Waivers 
had been given in some instances for these sites. It was explained that 
these sites were the only ones available and had been approved because of 
the urgent necessity to achieve operational capability. When it is 
necessary to establish sites on terrain that is difficult to protect, or 
in cases where waivers are granted for other conditions, the committee 
believes that the usual security measures should be supplemented. 

(3) Procedural differences n.otwithstanding, the physical 
arrangements at quick reaction alert areas and weapon storage areas of 
the sites visited did permit proper control of access. The access 
procedures were coupled with application of the requirement that at least 
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two persons be present whenever access to a weapon is involved. In the 
case of access to storage areas, lists of authorized persons were on hand 
and badge exchange or personal recognition systems were enforced. Quick 
reaction alert areas were surrounded by fences and constantly patrolled 
by walking 
security pr
be entirely 

guards or 
otection 

adequate. 

dog patrols 
provided by 

or combinations of both. 
user nation security forces 

The external 
appeared to 

f. Security procedures for weapons traµsportation. 

The security measures in effect for the protection of nuclear 
weapons in transit were found to be adequate and consistent with the 
requirements of the Service to Service agreements. As a minimum the 
convoys consist of a convoy commander, security guards in front of and 
behind the weapons transport, buffer vehicles in front of and behind the 
transport, a U. s. custodian and a wrecker. The vehicles of the commander, 
custodian, guards, and in some cases buffer vehicles, are equipped with 
radio communications. Demolition material was also carried with the convoys. 
The numbers of guards in the convoys and the composition of the convoys did 
vary between commands, However, on the basis _of the information furnished 
by the U. s. officials contacted, it appears that weapons are well protected 
in transit. 

g. Evacuation and destruction procedures. 

(1) The need for and problems associated with evacuation 
and/or destruction plans for nuclear weapons in the NATO area seemed to 
be well understood in the locations visited. However, the procedures 
which have been developed are limited in their probable effectiveness 
under some conditions whic4 could arise. 

(2) In general, three sets of plans are ready in each 
locale; (1) evacuation with host nation support, (2) evacuation without 
host nation support, but without hindrance by host forces, and (3) 
destruction ir place (including in routine or evacuation convoy). 
Expected times required range from 2 to 48 hours to be on the move in the 
first case, from 4 hours to essentially impossible in the second, and 
20 minutes to 14 hours in the third. 

(3) Responsibility for evacuation and/or destruction seemed 
to be quite clearly established. The authorization would normally come 
from EUCOM, but authority is automatically delegated in steps down the 
line to the senior officer on duty of the individual units in the event 
of communication failure and the requirement to evacuate or destroy is 
evident. 

(4) Where possible, evacuation is planned to be by air 
transport. No aircraft are specifically held ready for this, but a 
support requirement has been imposed on USAFE to divert planes on a 
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?riority basis as needed. Assuming evacuation of only one or a few bases, 
aircraft should be available by the time the weapons are ready for loading. 
Massive evacuation would undoubtedly flood the system. 

(5) When surface evacuation is necessary, it will normally be 
to the nearest usable airfield or port only. In most cases, host nation 
transportation must be used, or else U.S. transportation sent in. The 
roaq nets have been studied to the extent possible, and normal convoy 
transportation over these roads has been observed to get time and potential 
trouble estimates. No specific evacuation exercises had been performed at 
the locations visited. The committee agrees that full scale exercises 
would be impracticable. 

(6) At all locations visited, destruction devices and 
trained personnel are available near the weapons at all times to accomplish 
destruction, if ordered, Shaped charges aimed at the weapon's high 
explosive, initiated electrically or by delay fuzes, are planned. These 
techniques 'Nill deny the use of the weapons to the enemy, but will not 
necessarily destroy the design information revealed by the weapon. This 
is particularly true in the case of two-stage weapons. The committee 
understands that recent tests indicate that such destruction of design 
information is very difficult, even under ideal conditions. 

(7) Further emphasis should be placed on destruction as the 
major defense against take-over, both in the planning in the field and in 
the AEC/DOD design areas. Although evacuation will always be desirable, 
emergency situations which present take-over situations may very well 
preclude it, Better methods for achieving destruction and better procedures 
for using these methods should be studied, Systems which could be used to 
destroy the contents of a storage igloo, for example, without the prepara­
tions being clearly obvious to the host nation forces (or any other 
observer) would be worthwhile. 

h. Clandestine radiography. 

(1) During the past six months, an initial sweep to detect 
attempts at clandestine radiography has been performed at all locations 
visited. In general, the storage areas, vehicles used for transportation, 
alert areas, and potential trouble spots on normal convoy routes have 
been checked, by visual inspection for unusual or unexpected objects, 
and, where equipment was available, with radiation monitoring equipment. 

(2) Present plans call for such sweeps on a periodic basis; 
monthly for quick reaction alert areas; quarterly for other areas such 
as storage igloos; and, each time a vehicle is used, In addition, on a 

·1ocal basis, various techniques for handling special problems, like 
convoys, have been developed and are in use. These range from placing 
dental X-ray film plates inside weapon containers to having explosive 
ordnance disposal personnel with radiation monitoring equipment accompany 
each convoy. 
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(3) The initial sweeps and the procedures now in effect 
appear adequate as an interim measure, both to alert custodial units to 
the possibility of clandestine radiography and to provide reasqnable 
assurance for the detection of surreptitious radiography .. Further work 
is needed to better define the problem and, if found to be necessary, to 
develop improved techniques for handling it in the field. This activity 
should be done primarily by the AEC/DOD design agencies, with inputs 
from the operating forces as appropriate. 

7. In the course of the survey the attention of the committee was 
focused in several instances on the difficulty that might arise from 
problems in communication between u. s. and allied personnel, particularly 
in times of emergency. In each location the committee noted that a 
number of the allied personnel, particularly in the officer category, had 
some fluency in English. Headquarters, EUCOMhas now published a directive 
which requires that u. s. personnel be given on-duty instruction in the 
language of the nation in which they are assigned. The implementation of 
this program has already begun at several of the locations visited by the 
committee. These two developments should do much to reduce the language 
problem. The committee notes that the various technical agreements 
generally provide that U. s. weapon check lists and safety rules should 
be translated into the host nation language. Since this was not found 
to have been accomplished in all instances, it is recommended that EUCOM 
pursue the accomplishment of this requirement at the earliest possible 
date to ensure the safe handiing of nuclear components. The committee 
suggests that the Department of Defense support EUCOO to the extent pos­
sible in developing training courses which will provide the language 
capability desired. 

8. The committee findings and recommendations have been discussed in 
the body of the report. However, in order to emphasize those issues which 
require immediate action, the following list of summarized recommendations 
is submitted. It is recommended that: 

a. The Department of Defense take action to standardize the 
implementation of the custodial system. In this respect the committee 
believes that as a minimum at least two custodians should be on duty at 
all times and that their present scope of responsibilities should be 
extended to include the frequent inspection of buildings and igloos in 
which weapons are stored. The committee further recommends that at 
installations where detachment headquarters are located so remotely from 
storage areas that immediate supervision and direction of custodians 
cannot be provided, a U.S. officer _custodiau be assigned at the storage 
site on a 24-hour basis. 

b. Present personnel requirements be revised to provide that 
all personnel assigned to U. s. custodial detachments receive a clearance 
based on background investigation. These clearances should be completed 
before an individual reports for duty and the present policy of permit­
ting personnel with interim clearances access to weapons should be 
cancelled. 
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c. The Department of Defense require all services to institute 
a human reliability program of a scope equal to the present Air Force 
program. 

d . ., The Department of Defense assure that action is taken to 
eliminate temporary facilities at the earliest possible·time. In cases 
where temporary facilities must be continued, the length of time involved 
in improving the sites should be reduced. 

e. The authority to grant waivers ~f security measures be 
centralized in EUCOO. 

f. Without de-emphasizing the need for thorough and realistic 
evacuation plans, concentrate efforts on providing unilateral emergency 
destruction means. With as many weapon systems as possible, research 
should be directed toward the development of quickly activated destruction 
equipment. In this connection the committee notes that the Department of 
Defense and Atomic Energy Commission are currently studying permissive 
link applications to weapons, which could, depending on the success of the 
development, affect this recanmendation. 

g. The Department of Defense determine what further research and 
development work is necessary to provide a better capability for custodial 
detachments to carry out assigned missions. Consideration might be given, 
for example, to quick destruction devices, security alarms or other 
equipment. 

h. The Department of Defense make available to the custodial 
detachments further information concerning radiography techniques. 

i. That EUCOMactively pursue the role it has recently assumed 
in carrying out the supervision and periodic inspection of the program. 
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Department of Defense Representatives 

Colonel Charles B. Layton, Chairman 

Mr. C. Donald Garrett 

Colonel Thomas M. Metz, U. s. Army 

Lt. Colonel David J. Duff, u. s. Air Force 

Atomic Energy Commission Representatives 

Mr. Dwight A. Ink 

Mr. William T. Riley 

Mr. Richard E. Georgi 

Mr. D. M. Olsen 
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Mr. John S. Graham, Commissioner, Atomic Energy Commission 

Mr. John T. Conway, Assistant Director, Joint Committee on Atomic Energy 

Mr. Alan James, State Department 

Mr. John H. Pender, State Department 
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Inclosure 2 

MISSION 

The following quotation, from a letter dated 28 March 1962, from 
the Assistant to the Secretary of Defense (Atomic Energy), to the Co~ittee 
Chairman, describes the committee's purpose and the subjects to be 
surveyed: 

"Purpose: The purpose of the survey is to determine the adequacy of 
security of U. s. nuclear weapons provided in the custody of the United 
States in support of non-U,S, forces in NATO, The survey will be limited 
strictly to security cons~de1·n.tions. The purpose of the visit will be 
referred to as 'inspection of r>.r)·nnr{ements for U. S, custody of nuclear 
weapons.' 

Subjects to be Surveyed: 

a. Division of responsibilities for protection of weapons between the 
U. s. forces and Allied forces. 

b. Security clearance procedures for guard and security force person­
nel, status of clearances of such personnel assigned, 

c. Organization of guard forces. 

d. Emergency procedures, personnel and equipment for security alert 
force. 

e. Physical plant and control of access to ~acilities and weapons. 

f. Security procedures for weapons transportation when weapons are 
not being transported by U. s. forces. 

g. Evacuation and destruction procedures. 

h. Measures to protect against clandestine radiography." 
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Inclosure 3 

LOCATIONSVISITED 

Headquarters, U.S. European Command 
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VIEWS OF AEC REPRESENTATIVES CONCERNINGTHE 
ADEQUACYOF CUSTODIAL ARRANGEMENTS 

As stated in the body of the committee report, we believe that very 
substantial progress has been made in the last eighteen months in improving 
the security arrangements at NATO sites containing nuclear weapons. 
Although the- committee report suggests additional steps to be taken, it 
should be recognized that these recommended steps, which we all support, 
have 
applicable 
report 

been developed within 
to retention of 

does not attempt to 

the limitations 
possession over 
review this policy. 

of 
U, 

the existing policy framework 
S, weapons. The committee 

The AEC representatives believe that any conclusion with respect to the 
adequacy of the United States' custodial arrangements requiresevaluation of 
this basic policy as well as the effectiveness of its implementation. With­
out, in any way, detracting from the excellent work done in this area over 
the past eighteen months, we believe it necessary to point out that the 
policy within which all U, s, custodial units are functioning provides only 
a very minimal degree of U, S, control and possession of U, S, nuclear 
weapons. In this respect, the U, S, now has only a very limited physical 
capability at non-U, S, NATO sites to prevent guards or other personnel of 
the host nation from seizing control of U, s. nuclear weapons. 

The cornerstone of the existing policy and the arrangements made to 
implement it lies in the fact that such an act would be in violation of the 
agreements which have been entered into with the host country and a direct 
act against the U. s. government. It is asserted that this provides a 
reasonably effective deterrent and that the custodial arrangements, there­
fore, meet the requirements of national policy as embodied in the Atomic 
Energy Act. 

In a sense, our principal custodial efforts have been directed, not 
toward ensuring a physical capability to keep u. S. weapons from the hands 
of host country nationals, but rather, toward developing physical arrange­
ments under which a technical act of force against the U, s. would have to 
take place before such an event could occur, 

The survival of the U. s. and the free world demands that the u. s. 
concentrate on providing a powerful nuclear striking force which can be 
used to deter Communist aggression. In providing this force, the U, S, 
cannot overlook the possible consequences.of custodial arrangements which 
could at a very critical time result in the sudden loss of the nuclear 
weapons necessary for this deterrent. 

One of the most disastrous consequence which could flow from a take­
over of nuclear weapons by a host country would be the firing of one or 
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more nuclear weapons into Sovier Bloc territory, thus risking the triggering 
of the nuclear holocau~t the world is trying to avoid. Yet, such a firing 
could well pe an important goal to certain elements who were either impatient 
with our willingness to negotiate with the Soviets, or who had come to doubt 
seriously u. s. willingness to use atomic weapons in defense of their 
country. A similar firing into a non-Communist or neutral country, with 
whom the host nation was in difficulty, could also have grave consequences. 

In evaluating the present concept of custodial possession, it is neces­
sary to take into consideration other types of situations which could develop 
during the life of our stockpile agreements. Conditions can change greatly 
over the course of a few years. For example, a sudden coup could conceivably 
take place in one of these countries which would place that nation in the 
hands of a Pro-Communist - or at least Anti-American neutralist - ruler. 
Under present custodial arrangements, and in the absence of timely intelli­
gence information which would permit appropriate u. s. action, such a ruler 
should have little difficulty in taking over all u. s. atomic weapons 
located at non-U. s. bases in his country. He would then possess the full 
design of these u. s. weapons and could use those weapons to greatly strengthen 
his hand in international power plays and to enhance his prestige and power 
within his country. 

Other kinds of developments can also be visualized which would produce 
sufficient chaos or unfriendly military action in at least a portion of a 
host country to permit the takeover of weapons. These actions would seem 
to be logical objectives of the Communists in those areas in which they 
have substantial numbers of followers within reach of a nuclear installa­
tion. Furthermore, our present arrangements offer only limited U. s. 
protection against dissident groups infiltrating the host guard force at 
weapons sites and seizing nuclear weapons for use in an internal uprising 
or contemplated coup .. The same is true regarding an act of sabotage 
involving an atomic detonation designed to force withdrawal of the United 
States nuclear capability from that nation. 

It seems completely impractical to provide sufficient u. s. guards at 
all contemplated NATO nuclear sites to ensure against the physical takeover 
of u. s. weapons in the event a host country wished to make such a move. 
Withdrawal of all nuclear weapons from non-U. s. sites in NATO would also 
seem to be an impractical alternative, though the extent of dispersal of 
U. s. weapons in support of non-U. s. forces is an appropriate matter for 
review, particularly those weapons capable of being delivered beyond the 
borders of the country in which they are located. The more extensive the 
dispersal of U.S. weapons, the greater the opportunity for takeover of the 
weapons by the host country and the possible compromise of Restricted Data. 
Balanced against these concerns, however, are other important factors such 
as the decreased vulnerability to enemy attack which results from widespread 
dispersal. 
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CONCLUSION: 

We believe that the above discussion lends emphasis to the importance 
of improving existing custodial arrangements in part through measures not 
fully dependent upon the cooperation of the host nationals. These include 
the following: 

1. The u. s. should make every effort to retain such positive control 
over its nuclear weapons as to be able to destroy the weapons in order to 
prevent them from passing into non-U. s. hands. Under present plans, 
destruction of the weapons would be performed by U. s. personnel, but only 
with the full knowledge and cooperation of the host nationals who could 
easily prevent destruction if they wished. As is recommended in the report, 
the U. s. should strive to develop destruction plans which could be carried 
out by u. s. personnel independent of the wishes of the host nationals. This 
effort should include immediate developmental worlt in the laboratory con­
cerning existing systems and should be a consideration at the time of 
development of new weapons. 

There are situations in which such an independent u. s. destruct 
capability probably cannot be made adequate. This destruct capability 
would require at least some advance warning, which may not materialize. 
Further, it may be very difficult to develop an independent destruct 
technique applicable to weapons on alert aircraft which would not degrade 
operational capability or pose a safety problem. Therefore, overreliance 
should not be placed upon this capability. 

2. U.S. control of nuclear weapons would be materially enhanced in 
some situations by the use of "permissive links". Such devices could 
substantially delay their use by foreign nationals and, to the extent we 
can safely develop means of assuring the self-destruction of the weapons 
in the event of attempts to by-pass the permissive link, such groups would 
be denied use of the weapons. It should be stressed that the feasibility 
of installing such devices in existing weapons systems may vary consider­
ably from one system to another and is affected substantially by the 
environment in which the weapon system exists. This area also merits sub­
stantial developmental effort on a rapid timescale. 

3. The AEC representatives also believe that the role of the 
custodial personnel should be standardized in order to assure the appli­
cation of the same basic philosophy in regard to the custodians' 
obligation to defend the weapons, and his responsibilities to assure U.S. 
possession and control of these weapons. At several installations, 
custodians have been instructed to use their sidearms not to defend the 
nuclear weapon, but only in defense of their lives, or when requested by 
the host national forces to assist in repelling a threat to nuclear weapons. 
At other installations, custodians had been specifically instructed to use 
force in defending the weapons. 
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We believe that the custodians throughout the whole program 
should be assigned responsibility for providing internal security pro­
tection of the site, including frequent inspection of the weapon storage 
areas, with clear instructions to use force in protecting nuclear weapons 
in their custody. In this connection, we recommend rescinding the 
provision of Annex E, CINCEUR SUP SASP (REV.), which states: "Minimum 
custodial requirements are met by: ... Preventing the use of custodial 
personnel as security guards or.as sen~ries." The limited capabilities 
of the custodial force to resist a major assault should not preclude their 
use as a deterrent against sabotage activities involving individuals or 
small groups. Further, we cannot reconcile ourselves to the philosophy 
that U. s. personnel should not attempt to protect weapons which are 
required by law to remain in U. s. possession, 
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Inclosure 5 

DOD REPRESENTATIVES' POSITION WITH RESPECT TO CUSTODY 

The DOD members of the committee feel that any consideration of the 
legality of present custodial arrangements or postulation as to the 
appropriateness of the custodial concept in relation to u. s. - NATO 
overall military strategy is not within the purview of this committee. 
Further, such considerations were not formally discussed with the EUOOM 
representatives and the committee has not had access to or considered the 
vast volume of material which is involved. If existing arrangements are 
thought to require such extensive review, responsible officials within the 
several interested agencies should address the subject. However, we do 
not have reason to believe that such a review is i11dicatec1. Present 
custodial requirements are considered to be adequately described and 
understood within tbe DOD. Over an extended period of ti!ne the DOD has 
operated on the premise that the present arrangements are authorized by 
law and have at least the tacit acceptance of the executive and legislative 
branches of the government. We are aware of.no fundamental changes in the 
program or in the national objectives and strategies which would indicate 
a need for re-evaluation by this committee or by the DOD. 

The program for the dispersal of weapons for the use of our allies 
rests upon the mutual trust that exists between our nation and a user or 
host nation. When dispersal in support of NATO forces is accomplished, 
the U. s. agrees to rely upon the security that is furnished by an ally. 
This agreement does not contemplate a second echelon of security to be 
furnished by u. s. forces. It certainly does not envisage that small, 
lightly equipped custodial detachments should be expected to forcibly protect 
weapons. These detachments can only provide a manifestation of this nation's 
ownership, possession and control of weapons. Even heavily augmented 
custodial detachments could not themselves provide adequate protection 
against many types of threats that could conceivably exist. 

It is of paramount importance to recognize that a clear distinction 
must be made between custody and security. A custodian under the current 
concept does not have security responsibility. That responsibility is 
vested in the user nation. In any case of threat to the security of a 
special weapon the user nation is obliged to provide the amount of force 
necessary to cope with that threat. We believe this clear separation 
between custody and security is not only convenient but necessary in order 
to avoid the added confusion that would exist if security responsibility 
were to be somehow divided between u. s. and non-U, S. forces. This 
division of responsibility does not preclude the use of force by the U. s. 
custodian in a situation when all established host nation security resources 
available to him have failed or have not responded in time to prevent loss 
of custody. 
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It is possible to speculate at great length about the possibility 
of penetration of a storage location by a dissident group of nationals of 
a host nation. It is conceivable that such a group may even consist in 
part or entirely of members of the guard force th'at is responsible for the 
protection of our weapons. It is understandable that these paths of 
speculation could lead to a feeling of uneasiness about the present 
dispersal of special weapons, when followed without the benefit of full 
information on contingency plans. 

The DOD members believe that contingencies, such as those mentioned 
by the AEC members as being necessary to consider in evaluating the custody 
concept, have been considered many times by civilian and military authori'­
ties who have been empowered and required to make such evaluations. They 
have undoubtedly been weighed in the balance against U. s. and NATO 
politico-military policies and objectives. Also, any hypothesis which 
considers the repercussions from a loss of custody should recognize the 
whole body of physical, psychological and political deterrents in effect 
ant not only be related to the adequacy of the security guard force on duty. 

To the arguments concerning the legality and adequacy of existing 
arrangements the DOD can only rely on the response that the present system 
has been expressly designed to meet legal requirements and protect u. s. 
interests while at the same time making possible the responsive NATO nuclear 
capability that is generally conceded to be necessary. We feel that the 
legal requirements.are met and that u. s. interests are protected by 
providing weapons storage and operational environments that are as physi­
cally secure as practicable and in which custody is maintained by u. s. 
personnel, 

Consequently, while the DOD members believe that it is appropriate to 
recognize the wide range of problems associated with the dispersal of U.S. 
nuclear weapons in Europe, it should be the present purpose of this 
committee to concentrate on evaluating the system which has been devised 
to assure that the u. s. retains custody and control _over the arming and 
use of these weapons. The DOD members believe that a meaningful evaluation 
has been made by the committee as reflected in the conclusions and recom­
mendations of the report. 

RES'fRlffJ:GQQAlA 
A'.i'OMIC ENERGY ACf 1954 

20 Inclosure 5 
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ADDRESSBY THE PRIME MINISTER, 
7HE RIGHT HONOURABLE._L.B. PEARSON, 

TO THE INTERNATIONAL ASSEMBLYON NUCLEAR WEAPONS, 
•••sr; A.HBORQutHf,-"0NT'AltrO';..-.rt11nr2'5,••J.966, 

It is a great pleasure for me to have the o1pportun'j. ty 

to address such a distinguished gathering. On behalf of the 

Canadian Government I wish to extend a warm welcome to the members 

of other governments, the senior. -diplomatists and public :.officials, 

•scientists, newspa.permen and scholars who have come from many 

countries ·to ccnsider together the question of controll_ing nuclear. 

weapons. I also w1 sh t·o express my appreciation to the Canadian 

Institute of International Affairs, to the American Assembly, to 

the Institute of Strategic Studies, and to the Board of the Carnegie 

Endowment for International Peace, all of whom have co-operated in 

making this conference possible. 

During these last few days you have,been discussing 

the broad topic of "nuclear proliferation" and the many dangers 

arising from the threat of the further spread of nuclear weapons. 

Tonight I venture to place before you, briefly and in an over­

simplified way, my views on these dangers and on possible measures 

to reduce them. 

In recent years, arms control proposals have foundered 

on the reef of what is judged to be the national interest, without 

sufficient weight being given by governments to their broader 

responsibility to the international community as a·whole, Yet when 

the destructive-capacity of nuclear weapons makes national interest 

coincide with international responsibility, surely it is the common 

national objective of all peoples and governments, to remove the . : ., ~ 
possibility that these weapons will be used. 



There is no need for me to dwell on the frightening 

and fantastic development of military power since the end of World 

War II. By the early sixties, this development, fortunately, had 

resulted in a relatively stable, if uneasy, balance of nuclear 

strength between the United States and the Sovi.et Union; a balance 

based on the ability of each to destroy the other regardless of who 

or where the first attack was launched; the balance of shared 

capacity for mutual annihilation. The certaln knowledge that rash 

and ill-considered action by either one which threatened the vital 

interests of the other might lead to a nuclear exchange fatal to 

both, has up to the present deterred both sides from pushing any 

such act1o~s to a showdown. The frightening realities of this 

power bala4ce were revealed in the Cuban crisis of 1962. 

I One result of the reactlon to that particular 

confrontation was the subsequent agree11ent between Washington, 

Moscow and London on a Partial Nuclear Test Ban. It was agreed 

to install a direct comrr.unication link between Washington and 

Moscow. A short time later, the gr8at powers were able to agree 

on a United Nations resolution prohibiting the orbiting in outer 

space of weapons of mass destruction. 

These measures were important in themselves, since they 

were the first tangible steps towards arms control after continuous. 

debate and negotiation since 191-1-6. But beyond their intrinsic 

value, I suggest that they are also of importance because they 

mark a tacit ·,mderstano.ing by the two nuclear superpowers to avoid 

direct confrontations which would threaten the outbreak of nuclear' 

war. In this way, both East and West have acknowledged the danger 

of disrupting the existing power bc1lance. They have attempted 

to reduce conflicts of interest even if they have by no means 

succeeded in eliminating all potent:!.ally dangerous situations. 
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The''existence now of a detente between East and West -

even an uneasy one - provides us with an opportunity to re-examine 

afresh the· need to control the arms race; to question whether we 

should continue·to .devote such a tragically large proportion of 

human and material resources to the improvement of weapons whose use 

would threaten humanity's very survival. 

A thorough re-appraisal is particularly appropriate 

today, when both the major powerp face the question of whether or not 

to take a significant step in the arms race - that is,'whether to 

produce and to deploy an anti-ballistic missile system. The 

deployment of such a system would be an enormously costly undertaking 

which in the end would probably lead, as the ballistic missile· race 

did, to ever-mounting defence budgets without any permanent increase 

in national security or international stability. 

There are those who will argue that it is not just a 

question of the··two major powers agreeing not to deploy A.B.M. 

systems in relation to each other. They point to the need for 

protective measures against the looming threat of Communist1 China, 

with its potential nuclear capability. But I suggest that the day 

when North America or Europe should be genuinely concerned about a 

nuclear attack by China is still many years in the !'a.ture. Moreover, 

it is my view that fear of possible future developments should not. 

deter us from a course of action: which offers promise of substantial 

benefits in the immediate future. If tne result'of·such a 

re-assessment were a tacit understanding by the ?·S·and u.s.s.~. 
to ref~ain from the development of A.B.M.· systems - and so prevent 

a new dimension·of escalation of the arms race - the dividends in 

terms of reduced tension and enhanced international stability 

would place us all in a much better position to examine the vital 

political issues which still divide us and which so largely determine 

our prospects for reducing-armaments. 
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We accept the inevitability of change in international 

relationships and institutions. The world does not stand still so 

any balance of power which now exists is not permanently assu~ed. 

The elements of'the nuclear equation do not remain constant. New 

factors emerge, and old ones change. The major powers are continually 

refining and improving their nuclear weapons. Within the present 

decade, two additional nations have emerged as nuclear'powers. Other 

potential candidates are now weighing the advantages of joining the 

nuclear club.· Moreover, the number of states capable of developing 

their own nuclear weapons is constantly increasing. We face - not 

as an academic problem but in a very real and urgent form - the dangers 

of proliferation. These dangers are upon us. The further spread of 

nuclear weapons will increase the risk of nuclear war and so the 

insecurity of all nations. It could add· a new and threatening factor 

to historical, ethnic and territorial disputes existing between 

nations. A decision by one country to acquire nuclear weapons would 

almost certainly generate strong pressure on others·to·take similar 

action. International relations would thereby be made more complicated 

and more dangerous. Agreements on arms control measures would 

become more difficult to achieve and any prospect of progress ~n 

this field would recede. Moreover, there would be greater ris~ of 

nuclear/war breaking out as a result of human error flowing from 

defective control arrangements or through the action of irresponsible 

elements into whose hands the weapons might fall. 

Further nuclear proliferation is mostlikely to occur 

in countries faced with a conventional or nuclear threat but lacking 

the protection and security afforded by membership in a nuclear 

alliance. In such circumstances, certain non-aligned countries 

might be persuaded to create a nuclear arsenal in the vain hope of 

improving their national securfty; or in anticipation of a similar 

development by a hostile neighbour; or in order to enhance their 

national prestige and their international influence. 
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The prevention of such nuclear proliferation 11 

important and urgent. In his annual report for 1965, the U.N. 

Secretary-General describes it as "the most urgent question of the 

present time which should remain at the very top of the disarmament 

a?.enda". President Johnson has made clear th6 central place in 

his awninistration's policy of the effort to control, to reduce and 

ultimately to eliminate modern engines of nuclear destruction; 

to act now to prevent nuclear spread, to halt the nuclear arms race 

and· to reduce nuclear- .. stocks. 

In his message to the ENDC of last February 1, Chairman 

Kosygin said "If we do not put an end to the proliferation in the 

world of nuclear weapons, the threat of the unleashing of nuclear 

war will be increased many times." Unfortunately, not all the 

potential nuclear powers have tkan such an unequivocal stand. 

The issues involved in this matter are so complex that 

no single measure is likely to provide a solution. Where considera­

tions of national security and international prestige are closely 

intertwined, answers must be sought in' several directions if we 

are to succeed in preventing nuclear proliferation. Measures··· 

proposed will need to take into account the factors motivating 

countries to s&ek nuclear weapons and to make provision for 

appropriate disincentives. Obviously, too, we must concentrate 

on those countries capable of achieving nuclear status - not in 

the more remote future, but over the next decade. 

The discussions at present going on - or shall I say 

dragging on - at the Eighteen-Nation, Disarmament Committee for an 

international treaty to limit the spread of nuclear weapons make 

little progress, despite the urgency of the matter. But the time 

used for argument on general principles will have been wasted 

unless it results in an instrument linking both the nuclear and non­

nuclear countries. These discussions have revealed the existence of 

two different types of problems. The first is the question of 
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multilateral nuclear-sharing. This has its origin in the desire 

of the non-nuclear members of NATO for a voice in the planning and 

management of the nuclear forces on which they feel their own security 

so largely depends. The discussion here has made plain the importance 

. of a clear and precise definition of proliferation. 

On this issue, we in Canada stand on the principles 

embodied in the Irish Resolution adopted by an overwhelming majority 

at the General Assembly in 1961. We are convinced that proliferation 

would not occur under the terms of a treaty which required that the 

present nuclear powers must retain full control of their nuclear 

weapons. Perhaps such a treaty should prohibit, specifically, the 

transfer of such control to states, groups of states or other 

entities; requiring that the present- nuclear states must at all 

times maintain the power of veto over deployment·and firing of such 

nuclear weapons. 

The nuclear-sharing issue is, of course, closely connected 

with a second and broader question, that of European security, which, 

in its turn, is concerned with the settlement of important political 

questions on that continent. 

While much _of the present lack of progress in efforts 

to prevent nuclear proliferation derives from difficulties about 

nuclear-sharing and European security, it seems to me that in the 

long run these questions may prove less intractable than the other 

problem of the national developmen~ of nuclear weapons by states 

with the technical skill, resources, and industrial base which could 

enable them to produce such weapons; and who fe~l that this 0. 
necessary for security reasons. 

For the non-aligned countries, security assurances to 

prevent this development raise complex issues affecting their non~ 

aligned status, their relations with the great powers and with their 

immediate neighbours. In India, for example, which is confronted 

I. 
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by a hostile· China, these issues are particularly acute and have 

recently given rise to public discussion. Within the last few 

weeks Foreig~ Minister Swaran Singh stated in the Indian Parliament 

tha~ if the nuclear powers wished a non-proliferation treaty, they 

must be prepared to make some sacrifices. Among other things he 

went on to recount the merits of a multilateral international 

guarantee to reassure the non-nuclear countries against nuclear 

blackmail. 

Security assurances of this kind raise important issues 

for the nuclear powers. They already have commitments to_their 

allies and the acceptance of new commitments might tend to strain 

their military resour,ces and complicate their political relations with 

other nuclear powers as well as with rivals of cduntri~s to whom a 

guarantee was extended. While the great powers might be prepared 
,;to accept responsibilities commensurate with their status, there are 

of course limtts to the responsibilities they can be expected to 

undertake. 

Attention has been given recently to this question of 

providing·· the non-aligned countries with adequate assui-ances about 

security which at the same time might help to dissuade·them from 

deve~oping their own nuclear weapons. President Johnson made a 

constructive contribution when he declar~d in 1964 that "nations 

no~. following the nuclear path will have our strong support against 

threats of nuclear blackmail". At the last session of the United 

Nations General Assembly, U.S. delegates suggested·that such 

assurances might take, the form of an Assembly resolution. 

More recently Chairman Kosygin has proposed a type of 

indirect assuran~e under which the nuclear powers would undertake 

not to use nuclear weapons against non-nuclear countries which do not 

have nuclear weapons on their territory. While this proposal may 

have certain attractions,.we must recognize a difficulty in• establishing 

as a fact whether nuclear weapons are present in certain areas. 

https://attractions,.we
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Furthermore, the additional security offered by this suggestion will 

be measured against its possible disruptive effect on the collective 

security aspects of alliances. 

Non~alligned countries, however, faced by a credible 

nuclear threat, may wish to enter into some form of collective 

security agreement with all thernuclear powers, or, if this proves 

impracticable, into arrangements with individual nations on an ad 

hoc: basis. 

A United Nations resolution signifying the intention of 

members to ·provide or support assistance to non-nuclear states 

subject to nuclear attack, or threats of attack, might also provide 

a form ·of useful collective assurance in no way incompatible with 

other and more direct arrangements. 

Mention should be made of another difficult question, 

that of safeguards. Over the past decade, considerable progress 

has been made in elaborating the concept and in developing the 

practical application of the means of preventing nuclear materials 

which are supplied for peaceful use from being diverted to the 

manufacture of weapons. As a major uranium exporter, committed to 

supplying nuclear materials only for peaceful purposes, Canada is 

much.encouraged to see the acceptance of international·safeguards 

steadily gaining gr_ound, either under the· efficient system developed 

by the International Atomic Energ·y Agency or through equivalent 

arrangements of an organization such as Euratom. In the common 

effort to contain the nuclear threat, we regard safeguards as one . ' 
of the- important instruments :,which the international community has 

at its disposal. 

Canada has participated actively in the working out of 

the IAEA safeguards system. Only this week we demonstrated again 

our support for and confidence in that system, in respect to our 

agreement with Japan for co-operation in the peaceful uses of atomic 

energy. We signed an agreement in Vienna under which the International 
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Atomic Energy Agency assumes the responsibility for administering 

the safeguards incorporated in the Canada-Japan Agreement. 

If a non-proliferation treaty is to be effective, to 

inspire confidence, and to endure, it will require some means ot 

verifyinr, t~at the obligations undertaken by the signatories are 

being carried out, This should include a provision to ensure that 
' 

peaceful nuclear activities and materials for them are not being 

used clandestinely for military purposes. 

But if safeguards are to be acceptable and effective 

they must be acceptable and applicable to all states. These 

recognized systems of safeguards which are already applied by many 

countries to transactions involving transfers of nuclear materials • 

for peaceful purposes should be applied to cover all such inter-

national transfers. In this way an important step forward would be 

taken to prevent the development of nuclear weapons by additional 

countries. We in Canada support the inclusion in any treaty of a 

provision designed to achieve this objective. 

I have suggested that the production of nuclear weapons 

by non-aligned countries would serve neither their individual national 

interest nor their col:tective responsibility to the international 

community. But I also suggest that it is unreasonable to expect 

such non-aligned countries to renounce in perpetuity modern methods 

of defence, if the nuclear powers themselves ·are not prepared to 

accept ·some restraints and parallel obligations; such as the 

extension of the nuclear test ban to underground testing. Such a 

comprehensive test ban would help to prevent the indigenous develop­

ment and h.ence the further spread of nuclear weapons. At the same 

time, it would meet some of the objections of the non-aligned to what 

they suggest are the one-sided commitments they are being asked to 

make. Moreover, the political and psychological benefits likely to 

flow from such an agreement would help create the atmosphere in which 

it would be possible to make progress on further steps towards arms 

control, 
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In order to ensure that it would not be clandestinely 

violated, however, a comprehensive test ban treaty must also make 

provision for adequate verification machinery. We must never lose 

sight of the importance of verification in agreements which affect 
•: •••:· I, 

the essentials of international security and stabilit1, 

There isafurther question - that of nuclear-free zones. 

Some efforts·- so far unsuccessful - have been made towards the 

establishment of nuclear-free zones in Latin America and Africa, 

Again, one ot the major.stumbling blocks is national interest. 

Nevertheless, it is well to remember that in 19;9, countries with 

interests in the continent of Antarctica - both nuclear and non­

nuclear states - were able to reconcile their differing viewpoints 

and to conclude a treaty which among other things established ·the 

continent as a nuclear-free zone and laid down proced\U'es whereby 

treaty obligations could be effectively verified. This required 

some surrender of narrow national interest in favour of a broader 

collective responsibility to the international community. I would 

hope that in such areas as Latin America and Africa, and perhaps 

eventually the Middle East, the Far East, Europe, the Arctic and 

·, other ~egions where political factors are admittedly far more complex 

than those obtaining in Antarctica, we shall also see the immediate 

national interest subordinated to the wider national interest of 

stability and peace. All nations should encourage the countries 

that are now actively engaged in working out the mechanism of 

potential nuclear-free zones. Should one be successfully established 

in a populated area, we shall have an important·precedent and a 

model.for further arrangements of this kind which would contribute 

to preventing the spread of nuclear weapons. 

I have already mentioned the emergence of China as a 

nuclear power and as a new factor in the nuclear equation, The 

Chinese leaders appear beat on achieving an effective military nuclear 

c:u1p-.bll.i ty hAw•v•;r lon• 1~ ~•k•• and however rnuoh 1t aea'hs, To 

.. 

t 

... 
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those seeking a peaceful world order, this prospect can only:be 

viewed with deep concern.· So long as China remains outside existing 

• international _councils, isola~ing herself from the influence of other 

governments and world opinion, she is the more likely to remain a 
. ... ·... 

recalcitrant and disturbing t~ctor in the world balance of power. 

Yet it seems cl,ar that progress towards the peaceful 

settlement of disputes and effective measures of arms control require 

that all the principal world powers - including continental China -

must be party to international discussions of these·questions. 

Therefore, we should do everything possible to bring China into 

discussions about disarmament and other great international issues. 

This may make her more conscious of her responsibility as a member 

or the international community. In this endeavour,'those who already 

have direct contact with Peking have a special and important role 

to play. 

I have spoken tonight of some of the realistic and I 

believe, acceptable measures that could at least help to solve the 

problem of proliferation. Any or all or them could be incorporated 

in an eventual non-proliferation treaty, or associated with such a 

treaty, or_agreed upon independently. 

Agreed upon in any context, they would at least constitute 

some restraint on the spread of nuclear weapons. They would focus 

world interest on the fact that the ~orld community is, indeed, 

trying to find the answer to this vital life-or-death question; 

they would reassure a world fearful of nuclear devastation that the 

world family, finally, accepts its collectiv~ responsibility for 

limiting a further spread ot these weapons which, left unchecked, 

threaten to destroy our civilization. 

Surely man, in 1966, is capable of giving at least these 

indications that our civilization is not only worth saving but, also 

capable of doing what is so qesperately wanted in the hearts of all men. 

30 
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he !·aid had contributed great- I}1,.(//1,.t­
ly _to· the lormation oC the lim- 0 , ;, 
it"!1 test ban treaty. (, ,;;'/L/ 

The _Pµgwash Conferences, 
a seri_es pf annual meetin&s, :.:~.·/
destined to allow uperts -
from various ~untrles to dis-
cuss International problems
Informally w,re oripnallY. 
1poll&Offd by U.S. lnduatrlallst 
Cyrus Eaton In Pugwuh, N.S. 

):est~rcl•y•s .~nference was 
apoDJ10redtiy the Canadian ln-
stitute of Jlitemational Af• 
faln, the Carne&!• Endow• 
ment for International Peace,. 
the !Mtltute for Stratealc 
St\ldiea • (a British organlza• • 
tion) alld 1'1.e American A1-
.. mbly,. , 

011e of tbe four Indian pertl•~:r,ii:f~:E?ti•i::::· 
~.'!ft!l.~'11t - said the ,reai­
est_ v11lue qf the conference lay 
In • communication among the 
participants 110 the)' could bet­
t~_r undt!Jt,Jld the ,1J-,,chola11i• 
cal an~ . political prtssures 
that dictate the conduct of dlf• 
ferent nations. 

Technical 4&ta coul• , be 
readily . wider-stood, he •Id, 
but It was "only wt-en you 
start dl1cusslnc the otJier as­
pect, the human motivations, 
that the whole thlq become, 
complicated." 

Tile head of the Soviet 1roup 
- V. s .. Emelyanov, chairman 
of the Soviet Academy of 
Sciences - said the confer­
encewas an Important step 
toward th, solution or the gen-
1ral. problem-of disarmament. 

'f;he communique said tliat if 
the trial' 1u,penslon Is not In­
stituted, an alternatlve. would· 
be a "lhreshold tree.ty" ban­
ning ml underground explo­
aions aboye a minimum force. 

Tlte _.C!)mmunlque, des'trlbed' 
a, ,e .. u~·•cep~ble t(! •.!t. 
paru~.·.:made a ·au:o,i,c 
plec for" ";~t11ty llmltln_g· tti_e 
prott~i-.-- Ufnuclear wttlJl" 
ons. .., ..~ . • 

"In ~• troubled area,.,, 
such .. ~•. th MMdl• 
Eut.,uul /Isla, the acqulsliill!l• • 
of ~:~poM by DPP!II". 
Ing •tsowirs•}\ri•ht 1'"'9_ftnltely 

, pos!.pont t- ftotptctl 'of poo 
lltiC!ltlsett!,e~ents." ' • • 

Tt\e riod~lifer_atlo_n treaq, • 
w<Jllldllav~. to be lri111edby alt 
n11tions havtair any ltu~ 
CR!"bilitj.-wheth"° for' clvU ef 
milltafy'~rposes. • ' • 

c1v1_rtl4cle•r. powl!n cou\4 
not be' expected to sillil a ttt .. • 
t¥ to 'l\itlieh the 'military ,iow• 
en ....mi~t 'J)arties, because· 
"fe,r, i,1: •1.1.r, !'(IUlltrles woul( 
find· maqj1;':i'e1!HUrance lrt Pf 
torrc,..~ :na'nmtee by «-.!!.~. 
more. iif•-~·milltary po'!fet8) 
and }e,~e the civil nuclear 
powers· In· Asia have snere 
doubts about the wisdom of 
1ignin1 a treaty 1mpo1ln1 mu• 
tual restraintl, to whlth China 
i. not a party." 
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Inspection byWorld Agency 
Set fot Big Nuclear Plant 

Special to flit Jfff York Times 

LONDON, June 1&--The Gov­
ernment disclosed today that tt 
had d~lded to bring Britain's 
largest , nuclear power plant
within Uie control system of 
the International Atomic Energy 
Agencr 

-

Lord Chalfont, the Dlsarma• 
ment Minister, ~- the an- t 
nouncement In the House of ~ 
Lords. It concerned the nuclear •':'>·
C. station at BradWeU In ~~: 

'nlent were reports last win• J , ,.'.: . 
ter that Britain: waa resist• -•l.,: 
tng appeals from U. Intern&• '-' 
tlonal agency to· bring her nu-
clear lnstaJlatlons under Ila tn- i­
spectlon. But Informed sources 
here said that there was no 
resistance, that the prlncl- • • 
pl:e of international regulation :· • . 
had- always been accepted ant .: , 

-that only ~ details had re· 
maflied. _ ~-..- • • _ • 

NevertheieSlf,' the announce• 
ment was significant: Lord 
Chalfont noted, that the Brad· 
well plant,'r(>µl(l be .the;largest 
ii\ ~e wori'd )'l!\: subm~tted to 
the contl'91 s,.tem, of the i_nter­
natlonal -agency.

Jn~tlo• a Main lslue 
Accept\nce· of _U:i• agency's 

rules includes· willin,neu, ~o 
undergo regular. µispect1on1 In· 
spectlon bP' tongbeen the heart 
of the W4tstemapproach to dls­
·armament but has thus far re· 
~jectec! by'lhe Soviet Union. 

The wllllngneu of Britain to 
join in the tnternatlonal control 
system for civil uses of nuclear 
energy was the more important
because It was a conceaaion by 
a nuclear power. • • •• 

The tnterna,tional agency has 
strong l_everage with -- non• 
nuclear powers becauae it can 
o~~L ~-- .~~I!.. , tec1 hni_cal1 

o 

nf 

• ISUIDCI< •on the uM'I! o~ 
f nuclear power. . 

''The Government hopes," 
rd Chalfont told the House 

f. Lords, "that this initiative 
11 encourage other countrlu 
take similar steps, thus. In· 

reaalng the effeett,renesa •of the 

• 

e~ iotatem,andsupport• 
the efforts mad,e w1thlnthe 

nit.eel Nations to Umtt the 
• rad of nuclearweapon&"' 

i 
mic 

stem. 

• Tbe United state. agreed
Yfl&r'to. bring lta Yankee 

electric power reactor 
ew Jllngland.wit.bin the in• 
Uona1 agency'1 . control 

' 

Teen-Agersin leraey • 
R.eer-PartyRald1 

J 
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I T'.tdll~ dlplmnat1e-
lpa1p ......., from a reaDZl.-tU.&~RGESALLIES 
ttoa that tM Helt for tntffna.. 
tlonal cii,i._ .... no loager 
an acadeJRidCJUe.ltlOllbut an im­TOBACKCONTROLS
mediate p~em. Within the 
l1ast year or ao, atomi~ power 
lhas advanced to th4f point of. IN ATOMICTRADING 

lnternationaJSafeguardsin 
ReactorSales Sought to 

Avoid Military Uses 
:1,. 

By JOHN W. FINNEY 
• Specl&l to Tllo New York Tlmel 

WASHINGTON, April 11'­
'The United States ls urging its 
Western allies to join In a com­
mon front in inlllstlJlg upon in-, 
ternatiorial controls over all 

l
1foreign sal!=i ot atomic reactors 
and fuels. 
• Behind thla diplomatic move 
is a concern that, In the develop­
!ing competition to sell atomic 
I • 

1power plants and tuel abroad, 
the Western nations may also 
spread the capability to produce 
atomic weapons. 

The Administratlqn's desire, 
therefore, is to achieve some 
agreement among the Western 
supplier nations that in all for­
eign ~es they will reqm;re in­
spection by the Inte~tlonal 
Atomic Energy Agency to as­
sure that any reactors or atomic 
fuel sold abroad are not diverted 
to military purposes. 

Agpesdve Effort.e Urged 
The deslrablllty of lnterna­

tlonal controla haa been dis­
cussed periodically with the 
Western allies ever since the 
"Atoms for Peace" agency was 
established ln 1958. But within 
some • atomic energy and Con­
gressional circles there has 
been erlticlsm that the State 
Department has not been push­
,tnr aggressively enough to get 
. the Western allles to accept 

Ithe principle of International 
control& , . 
j According to diplomats, a 

!more agJl'essive effort on be­
half of international controls 
bu. been undertaken 111recent 
weelui, .wiUaovertures made in 
Britain, Fran~e, Wes~ Ge~any 
.. .., ...,!Ulit·-·~ 
tmJal...,,... ............ 
~~ . 

economic attncUV'llltill. It 
seems likely that .~ere will 

lsoon be growtns international 
sales of atomic'.' reactors and 
,fuel. 
J Aa they have ~eel this po­
tential "trafflc 1t in atomic 
equipment, otflcl&lat have be­
~ incr~ concer;n~ 
about the .,.. Ula _. 
lg1nten.tltlnlll ... 
u.,... .... 
--V• . 

la ....... wltll 
Western ft...._ tlae U 
Statea hu inBlsted upon 
lateral oontrola, and more re­
cently tnt~tionaJ. controls. 
Within the six-nation European 
Atomio _ Energy Community 
(Eur&tom), controls over atom­
ic power plants are also set up.

There la however, no require­
ment for bilateral control, much 
leu intern&ttonal controol over 
any atomic, equipment or fuel 
that the Euratom natsona or 
other Westem countriea ~ 
sell abroad. At preeent the in· 
tem&tlonal control system 11 
only mand&toey in the cuu of 
atomic reactors or fuel.I aold 
thn>ugfl the international 
agency. 

The United Stat.a recently
adopted a firm pollq of re­
quiring intem&tlonal agency 
controla over all reactor, sold 
abroad. 

Temptatloa Cit.«! 
In principle, most of the 

Western natlona ih&ve expressed 
a wllllngneu to go along with 
with poliey, But there ls a con­
cem that without a specific 
agreement, some of the Western 
nationa, in the commercial com• 

. petition to win a reactor con• 
tract, will be tempted to relax 
the control requirements. Thea@ 
requirements have been viewed 
by many underdeveloped nations 
u a discriminatory affront to 
thell' prestige and sovereignty. 

Amoll&' the Western nations, 
France fs viewed u the one na-­
tlon •likely to resist a common 
front on ,intematlonal controls. 
France traditionally haS been 
somewhat cool and lkeptical to­
ward the international agency. 
Furthermore, there la a concern 
within France that the Adminis­
tration has an ulterior purpose
of ending the apecia1 relation:. 
ship between the United States 
andDmitOla ... elll..U 
p~-·-tabll
tlcmto tJletat. ..... ..-q. 

A taat cue ii fiouce'•atU-
tu.._ u well ... ea.da, ... 
othft pot t'aJ ....... af IW· 
ton UNI fllels, wtn·11epnamtm 
by two forelp .... D8W undar 
negotiation. One is the sale of a 
French •tomic power plant to 
S ain the other is the sale of 

...... 'M>IU .. 
• ~ ore to 
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..··Ur, 
.Pas~ioit and Fr~~y· Have ~h; 

Tlie Business,· But.1).edicated 
Men Keep Arsenal· ;Sound:· 

By Boward Simoiu and Chalmer, M. II~ 
Wulllnsta lwl ltatt Wtllln, ' 

"I'1'\.j'OBODY LIKES to work in a 
.L~ bomb faetorf." . 

Thi. comment by one of the key fls· 
ures 1nthe United States nucliar weap­
~• proanm t~1i. a part, but far trom 
a1l, of the ·.iory of America's nuclear 
11'1ena120 years after the way of the 
world was trrevOCfl]y altered when the 
f1l'lt atomic ~ exploded at Trinity 
Slte nellJ' Atamo1ordo, N.M. 

The fmizy •of fuhionlnf that. flnlt 
boml> ff fone. Tile de-termination to 
end a .world war ii gone. The excite­
ment cif aehievinl tomethln& never be­
fore aeh!eved ~ ,one. 

But American weapons deaitners are 
still bnptoVil'lf and tlnkerlnJ with the 
most ~r!ul destructive force con. 
eoetecf- m•. AJMlthere ft alwaye the 
ho~. Jiow~ltttalaC, that a new weap. 
on eontle!Ytmfght be discovered 1n 
what otlterwfsa haa settled down to a 
iirtm, ro,stina business. 

l~. 1,MII,there wu one Jce1 nuclear 
A1'$en~i;,' the Los A lam O t I NJ(. 
~lenc,!.tt Laborato17. Toda, then .Ja 
thr.~ Li>sAlamo.1, the Lawrence lbcli­
aUoe Lcbotatgry at Livermore,Calil., 
arid the· SandlaCorp. in AlbuquerflUe, 
!"f.M, ~ i'eeot visit to these cent.era 
lett· us with these impressions: 

• The Jte1 men tn these laboratorie1 
are worr.le4 about their future. They 
are appre-hens!ve about taJll:of disarm• 
afflt; about the l>ureaucracy in 
Wa~in~ton, about the Russians and 

the Chhiieteand about otht'l'.eountriel'·,. 
t.hatthet f_. wt11 join •• Nucl..-" 
Club.·, , ' ...1· 
• •But \heae 1a.m•' ._.,,, ..., 
fiercely . dedicawd to their ll't ~ te 
theh' eoneept at the natfonal intarut. 
Tile,' only WOZITUlllt:their viewama)' 

noL be adequatel1 couldlftd by a.:.,~• 
White Home, the Peataton, tbe Malit·. 
EnetV Conunilllon aDIICoqreu. 

Thoueb, there .i. DO cBnet relation­
fbip betwffll the nuclear ....,_ and ' 
the Jc1nd of WV JlOW bein& fou,M fn 
South vi.t-Nam~ tht 1enie blown out· 
of the~ OIi Ju)J 11, lNl. oentmuN 
to domiJlatewhat happem mUlwB1 ,. 
and dlplomatlcatlJ than and ....,... 
where elle. ?fflther ·:aua1a nor China 
can move 1ft V!e~am wtlltout COD• 

liderln~ whethff f.t would prcm,Jre (I) 
a United Stawl-8ovlet nuclea- war or •. 
(b) an American attack on ObJna'a atlll 
infant nuclear wea~ est«bllahment. ·, 

' ; 

A
• Treaty Has Compemation• 

GAINST THIS bllckdrop,then, what 
' are the preHnt and the futun of 
A~rtea•• nucleer weaponry? 'Jllta la 
the queltloa 11Dwhich we sought m 
answer, and what follow, 1·•what we 
heard. 'burJ, 

The limlted tell-ban treaty, whlch haw 

o,._of ~ur evly e/fort:,: 

for eumple, uya that his people 
never Jladit so good, explaining 

reatric&:11atomic weapona tests to un• 1lhatthe rerularity of under,round test• ' 
derground blat4, has not alowed Amer• ms1nauret ·• meaningful Jtiegram .. 
lean weapons deve}opmtftt as mueh aa • Slnee the treatJ was llP,ed on Aut. 
some predloted durlq the treaty d• S, lNS, the Unfted State, has an­
bate. Lo• Alamo, director Norria Brad· •. nodneed 40 Wffl)ona teat&' Russla has. 
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'.Tll~. Mt't_ROP.QLlS·_. 
/ THE NATION, 

_., 
.... 
I THE ·WPRLD 

• I 

i. 
'E.DI'l"ORIAL! 

·'""'- t 

COLUMNISTS. 
' { ' 

PAGE El 

.£Or.Love: 
■-na. nllJ have learned durinl their 
1ut atmOIJ)herietest •eries 1n 1962, 

' whea the• apparently' pitted nuclear •
\ • ,, I

w8headl. anothft' hi&h_asatnst one at 
aIUtude1. ··r:,. . 

'· Thi• kind el"'lnf~Uo• could tel\ 
design~n j~t how,eff~Uve a nuelear 
blut can be 1~ crippl.!q an incom1n1 
miNile and 1how: be■t to protect war­
h..- ~t ■_ueh a po.11ibility. ~ • 
spite Wubin,ton judrments that the 
Ruuianl learned nothing to upset the • 
preaent balance ol knmedge, weapon, 

. deai&Jien re,na1n uneasy, for they live 
' • In the rem ofpouiblilty as well as of 
. :probeblllty. . • ., ... • •. • • . . 

~P•~•· :T;.ta'Lacking 
;· ... ANOTHER , KlNJ>. ·o.cunea1lnes1 la' 
:\ 9hown fly those reaPonsible- for • 
, operational nuelear arm■. WW they 
, workt,' Some of the deaip in the Na• 
., Uoil'■' 9tocltpllei have never been teat-

ed. Others have been tested pieeefflffl; 
. thllt ii. the warhead and its delivery 

1_iyatem (such u the rocket) have been . 
ie,ted aeparatet,. • ., 
• Of :,r11 our key defense weapena. 

however, only tht! Polari ■ ha, been 
''proot-te11ted":' that is, fired from a 
submarine and exploded "on tar,et" u 
it wou1d be in actual warfare. Yet 
United States defense ii bued not· only 
on 418 Pol■r11 missiles but also on 800 
(soon to be 1000) Intercontinental bai• • I 
llltic missiles buried in , remote. ■teel 
and concrete ailos. Nor bu the Davy I 
Crockett atomic bazooka, the .Army's 

I chief nuclear weaPon, been tested IS • 
half dozen or so. nuclear bl-alts on rad• and coramuni;aina'lt package. • 
does limit what can cations and on other nuclear weaPolll, This uneuineN over operational reu. 

' testers of the en­ and about whether the warhead• and,. ablllty it reflected In a number ol 
weapons would be' delivery 1y1tem1 will work in •ume of way■. Strategic AJr Command officer, I 

not fought under­ need. • , express a preference for SAC'• 710 SU• •
ly, some weapon■ One of the niggling concern ■ of some 

bout the effects of weapons designers is what ,the Rl;I• See BOMB:-Pare E3. Column 1 
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BOMB, Frt'11 Pa,e El lose the skills to repair them, we will and the Atchison, Topeka and Santa Fe 
• h I 11 lose confidence in our stockpjle." Railway.P ~bombers-whlchihey can P ys ca Y • BradbUl')', Schwartz, Foster and oth• 

control-over untes d mlasllea. On the , era nonetheless concede that their Perhaps the most ex<.iting area of • 
other hand, the M ch 1 teat firing of .., techniques could aurvlve even a com• physics today is high-energy research • 
a Minuteman mis e (mlnua nuclear 
warhead and most f it.s fuel) from an prehenslve test ban for a time, just u which probes atomic nuclei. That is 

. they IUl'Vived the 1958-61 moratOl'ium why Los Alamos is fighting hard to 
underground silo in South Dakota gave • on atomic te1tlng. BradbUl')', for exam- win a "meson factory," scientific jargon 
the Air Force the same kind of good pie estimates that Ideas now kicking afor high.energy atom-smasher. 
feeling about its wea~on that the Navy aro~d could keep hla weapons people With this kind of tool, Los Alamos 
got when the Polaris (with warhead) • busy for two to three years. feels that it will be able to attract thewas fired off Johnston Island in 1962. 

talent it needs. And the experience o!
In contrast, the weapons designers Lo, Alamos Diversified both Los Alamos and Livermore has 

are highly confident of the reliability IN SOME RESPECTS, Los AlaJnoa been that even those most negative
of their atomic products though less so (older than Livermore by ten years) about working in a "bomb factory"
about the complicated electromechanl- la sufferinl ft-om the same doubta that find weapons work exciting and scien•
cal delivery 1y1tem1 that will put the pla,ue a mlddle-a,ed man • who won• tlfically challenglne once they get their
warheads on . tar1et Sandia Corp. pres- dera whether he 11 as secure u he hands dirty, 10 to speak.
ident Siegmund P. Schwartz says of thouibt Perhap 1 thla explains why Loa Meanwhile, there is the continulne
the atomic devices In the atockplle, Alamos. where It all began, atarted to problem of keepin&: the morale high
"The reliability l• not 100 per cent, but diversify 1n the late 19501 and today la among th,_e scientists and the engineers
it's damn close." • only half .a weapon1 laboratory. The who have devoted their careers to

Sandia, a nonprofit subsidiary of other half, In tenna of, annual dollars weapons work. Foster aay1, in effect,
Western Electric under contract to the ($50 million). if not m'manpower, ls' that hla people must believe that their
Atomic Energy Commiaaion, designs r devoted to civilian pursuita of atomic contributions have an Jnfluence on thethe arming, fWJlnl, fh:lnl and safety • enerc,. • changing balance of power. The fact is,
features of the nuclear explosives pro: At Livermore, however, 90 per cent of course, that the kind of work und!!r• 
duced at Los Alamos and Livermore of ita roughly comparable budget still taken In the weapons laboratories ~ 
end fashions . the shell • caslnp Into goes to weapon. work. Perhap1 that determined by Washington and Mos­
which It all muat fit. explain• the ICl'appier, mOl"e youthful cow, and soon, perhaps, by Peking. 

attitude• there •bout the futur~ • of There is no clear line of innovationTotal Ban Oppo1ed atomic weapons. . in nuclear weaponry. Sometimes the 
• ESPITE A TREATY that limits test• . Thia doe, not mean that Livermore
D military will ask for a weapon that can 

tn11 American atomic weapons ex- • doesn't worry about ill future. Like do a 1peclflc job. Sometimes the weaP:­
perts are not overly unhappy with • LOI Alamos, It is having a ~flcult ons researchers come up with a con• 
·their present lot Their tone chances time attract1n1 flr1t-rate. youn1 phyai­ cept that appeals to the military.
draatically, however, when the poasibll•· cilts and engineers, hence the Foster 1it'aa continuing effort that includes 
tty of a comprehensive • test ban i1 comment that "nobody likes to work in dusting off old ideas to see if technolo­
mentioned. • • • a bomb factory." The chief reason, It lY that was lacking a decade ago has

Loi Alamos'• Bradbury, who support-· seems, is that few young scientiats and caught up with theories once cast aside 
ed the limited teat b4n, implied that he . engineers regard nuclear weapons as impracticable. Hlgb-speed compu­
would • balk at a comprehensive. He work as the cuttiDI edce. 1tf science as ten, for example, now make it possible 
poln·ta ou.t that the limited test ban has: it w .. when Fermi and Oppenheimer, to tlnkei' with a host of ideas in a way
had no effect In stopping the spread of Rabi and Teller were at Loa Alamos .. that wu not pouible in the 1950s. 
nuclear weapons. The weapon -makers would like to 

. John Foster, the youthful director of counteract the cum of the bomb by A Hiroshima Miniature 
ry,HE UNITED STATES is not now 
.I. actually fashioning new tactical or 

battlefield weapons. The Davy Crockett 
(originally_ designed to be fired from a 
throwaway fiber glas, launcher) re­
mains the smallest weapon in the Nil• 
tion's arsenal . 

Jn a warhead about the size of a 
•ketball, lt carries a nuclear punch 
.-&mated at from 20 to 40 kilotons and 
'"bably closer to the smaller figure 
tun the larger. A 20-kt. warhead 
WCM1ldhame 111000th the punch of the 

. Hiroshim·a bomb. 
The physicists say that even sma~r 

weapons are possible but so far there 
i1 no Pentagon request for them. The 
problem 11 less one of physics or even 
..,....,u.aa,~·e1.irale&)r 
_. taeua: Hew -Wf• lhMIII Aeh ':'........~.-

ONawnU.U utmer, ... ..... 
atller&l'-■ ........... wttllU!dMlll 
aueleer weepons. Offletals ffl! rehletea& 
to unleash nuclears in a jungle war 
such as in Viet-Nam, where they prob-
3bly would not be very effective, and 
the late President Kennedy's concept of 
the "pause"before using nuclear weap­
ons in the event of a European war is 
still the military rule. 

At the other end· of the spectrum is 
The "Fa, Man." a pluton~m bomb 1imilar to that wed on Na1raclci. • the superweap<?n, the 100-megaton 
"' • J, • , •,. • • • r 

the Lawrence Radiation Laboratory._ atreslinl today's peaceful use,, such u 
opposed even the llmUed te1t ban and radiolaotopea in medicine and alrlcul· 
bellevu that continued under,round ture, electrie power from the atom and 
testing, at leut, 11 necessary to main-. the productive application of nuclear 
taln technical competence. , • expl08ives. FOi' example, Livermore is 

"TheN 1adget1 cannot be put fnto a plu111n1 for Carryall, a proposal to ex-
1110 or onto a shelf Indefinitely," he ~vate a 10,QOO.foot-lonc,3IIO-foot-deep 
..W. ~ rN U111IQ..., -- Qril81,..•1 ~~--
eleetnaapetie .... ,.... ..... ' ..... blmltk "'!• •• 

\ ,, 
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..... ALTDXATlff. .• .__. 1lr 
••_J. the weaponmakera, ls to mix' the 
,~erlcan . deterrent ' This would in• 

• olve not only continually chanlinl· 
arheads but malntainin1 a variety of 

, ·f.lelivery systems, such as the manned 
', bomber. The effect of this would be to 
·~-catter the Russian defense research 
: fort and keep the Russians off bal· 
'.·•ance: • .- • .-· . · 
~, Administration., officials maintain 
~at this 11 ieall)' what has been hap-

, \' 

monster •that the Russians boast is in 
tllplr arseriaL There has never been ·• 
'*·ong interest in a like American weap-

1, even though there ls no trick to 
f ·h1oning one. Pentagon strategy 

.-:u•· that k would make for more 
~ i""place 100 one-megaton war• .. 
ad.t ~urately on a variety of tar• 
ts. ·;i • .. 
All lhla does not mean that atomic 

• •aponmakers today busy Uiemaelves 
th Uttle more than adding chrome to 

t eir baste pr_oduct, though there ad• 
r 1ttedly Ja an ele,nent of this. They do 
, !nit of more exotic weapons: the neu• 
ton bomb (which worries the wes; 

rmans because neutrons can 'pene-
t ate tank, armor without destroyin1 
t e tank), concentrated beams of U1ht • 

lied lasers and an antimatter bomb. 
t few appear to believe that either 

t e 'United States or Ru.ula la liltely to ' 
ake the quantum jump into such ·q. 
·c concepts. • 

Job of Tailoring • 
Hl.T IS IT, then, that the weapon­

, maters are doin1? ·For the moat 
rt; they· are 1hap1n1· new warheads 
r new delivery mtema and reshap­
g old warheads for • ~proved de-
ery mtema. 

Livermore, for eumple, is expendln1 

ork on a warhead for Lance, an Army 
rface-to•surlace guided missile with 
range of 30 miles, and on atomic·. 

per cent of ltl time and talent on 
e warhead for Minutem,an Il, an !m­
oved Minuteman intercontinental 
llsUc mlulle with ll'eater ra,n1e, 

eater accuracy and a more powerful 
lear punch. Another 25 per cent of 

vermore's time and talent , ls bein1. 
ent on the warhead for Poseidon, 

hich will be to Polarl.l what Minute-; 
an II ii to Minuteman I .. • 
Other , weapons -;-aoUviUea include l • 

emolition devices which, for example, 
uld be placed on a railroad cat, run 
to a- tunnel and set off. • 
The weaponmaken also worry about 
ategy. One of the 1trate1ic concerns 

~pressed to us la the poulbWty that 
the United States may come to rely 
too heavily on 1!)00 fixed Minuteman 
.ssile1. . ' . 

Essentially, the view ls that in time 
e Russians can pinpoint each cf .the 
uile sites and then concentrate on a 
~epse against • such ·mlssile1. What 
akes Uiis possible l1 the imbalance 
tween what the Russians know about 

'.~weapons and what we know about 

l
,...i-,.._ • .,....., 

a.naa1a.,.. 

A Lleid11Mpie Tarp& 

pening. .They cite the improvements 
being made in the Min1Jteman and Po­
laria and the investment in devices to 
·help warheads penetrate enemy de-. 
fenses, and they declare ·thM the 
United States has not made' a final de-

•clslon to scrap the manned bomber. 
• At the same time, Wuhln1ton offf. 
ciala put far more trust in the Nation's. 
intelligence-gathering ability than do 
the weaponmakers, who often don't 
have acceu ~o all of the intelligence 

Smalle.t nuclear weapon in the Na1ion'1 ar,enol, the Davy Crockeu pack, 
about 1/l000th of the punch of the Hiro,hima bomb in iu warhead. 

picture. Perhaps most .important, 
Wuhington must weigh the relevant 
political factors in decidln1 what weap­
ons to develop and deploy, a concern 
outaide the purview of the weapon; 
makers. 

The very interest of these physicists 
and en~eer, in America's nuclear 
atratea, however, is a token of their . 
hope that wise mana1ement of the 
deadly hardware they b1;1ild can pr~ 
vent the use of such a weapon. 
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FOR: Mt. Walt Rostow 
I 

Tlr White House 

FROM: B~njamin H. Read 
E1ecutive Secretary 

! 
As pe~ our conversation this 

rmorning Jfor possible lunche.on 
discussion. 
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DEPARTMENT OF STATE 
ASSISTANT SECRETARY 
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UNITED STATES MISSION 
TO THE UNITED NATIONS 

So 
FOR RELEASE AT 4 P.M. E.S.T. Press Release No.44-W 

SUNDAY, DECEMBER 13, 1964 December 12, 1964 

An Address by the Honorable Harlan Cleveland, Assistant 

Secretary of State for International Organizations Affairs, to 

the United Nations Association of the U.S.A., at the Hotel 

Wald~rf-Astor1a, New York City, Sunday, December 13, 1964 

at 3:30 p.m. 

THE EVOLUTION OF RISING RESPONSIBILITY - --_;;,.~-----

I. 

Somewhere in his writings, Ralph Waldo Emerson advised 
young people to be very careful about what they really wanted 
for themselves, as they are more than likely to achieve it. 

As the UN stands on the threshold of a twentieth birthday
called International Cooperation Year, every member of the 
United Nations will do well to think hard about what kind of 
UN we want, for that is what we are likely to achieve. 

The Year of International Cooperation opens at a moment 
of political drama and constitutional crisis. I do not propose 
to detain you with yet another description of the tangled and 
fascinating issue that has grown up around Article 19 of the 
UN Charter. The issue is essentially whether the Assembly
will hang on to its power to tax the membership for the costs 
of maintaining a peace which is in every member's interest. One 
way or another, I hope and believe this parliament of the 
world's peoples will defend the powers it has -- as every
parliamentary institution in the long history of free 
institutions has had to do from time to time to stay in 
business at all. 

But for the purposes of our discussion this afternoon, 
I would like to assume that the UN's broad membership will 
work out a way to clear up its debts and start afresh. The 
Nineteenth General Assembly, now in a state of suspended 

animation 
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animation and animated suspense, has much important work to 
do. The UN system 
mankind which are 
to work together, 

as a whole has opportunities 
limited only by the capacity
and keep on working together. 

to serve 
of its members 

II. 

We can see the danger to our working together in many
walls and barriers -- walls of brick and steel, and walls of 
paper which limit the flow of people and goods for the benefit 
of all. 

And we can see danger most clearly these days in the 
loosening of civilized restraints on international behavior. 

The ugly book burnings in Europe a generation ago are 
matched now by the burning of books as a political instrument. 
When responsible governments organize or permit mobs in their 
own streets to attack foreign embassies, we are witnessing 
not just the breakdown of diplomatic niceties, but an uglier 
process, in which racial and national passions break through 
the fragile crust of civilization itself. 

Almost fifteen years ago, when I was working for Paul 
Hoffman 1n the Marshall Plan, I had to substitute for him in 
making a speech at Colgate University. Remembering Edmund 
Burke's famous commentary on the turbulence of his time, I 
called this speech "Reflections on the Revolution of Rising
Expectations 11 • The phrase has since been attributed to nearly 
every literate American of our time but I think this was the 
first time that phrase saw the light of day. 

In the decade and a half since then, the revolution of 
rising expectations has swept across the colonial world and 
doubled the count ofnational sovereignties. Men and women 
who fifteen years ago were students or revolutionaries, or 
both, are today in charge of their countries' governments -
or have already given way to younger students and more 
effective revolutionaries. 

The aspirations that have risen so fast were well 
described in the Charter of the United Nations as 11better 
standards of life in larger freedom". How the passions of 
our time have been aroused by passionate versions of that 
sober and balanced phrase J' 

. It is 



- 3 -

It is surely time, as Pope Paul said this week, to 
"raise a dyke" against the passions of men, for they threaten 
to swallow up in passionate indignities the natural dignity 
of individual men and women, on the perverted theory
individuals belong to the state, rather than vice versa. 

Nationhood is heady stuff. Every nation, and every 
national leader, can be expected to overindulge once in a 
while. But continued overindulgence in nationalist emotion 
can lead to much senseless killing, and to the death of common 
sense itself. 

The question about our world, and the question about 
the UN in this International Cooperation Year, is this: 
Can we all graduate fast enough from the Revolution of 
Rising Expectations to the Evolution of Rising Responsibility? 

III. 

The need for a rising standard of responsibility is 
most evident in the UN, because the UN is a magnified mirror 
of the tensions and dilemmas of the world at large. I cannot 
even mention here all the divisions in our divided world, East 
and West, North and South, political and economic and 
philosophical too. But as we look ahead to the UN's next 
twenty years, four kinds of issues stand out as most likely 
to ~hreaten the peace -- because they threaten to unstick 
the glue that holds the world community together. 

One of these issues is the proliferation of nuclear 
weapons. Another is the growing practice of unsolicited 
intervention by nations in each others internal affairs. 
A third problem is how the international community does 
something effective about internal human rights. And there 
is finally, a constitutional question about the organization
of the UN itself. 

IV. 

First, then on the problem of nuclear weapons: 

The world is face-to-face now with a disturbing trauma. 
Advanced science has made the instruments of murder and . 
destruction so efficient that ''there is no alternative to 
peace". The nuclear powers have learned, or are learning, that 

their 
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their inconceivable power could only be used in the presence 
of almost inconceivable provocation. 

And now the prospect is that within the next few years, 
half-a-dozen countries, or perhaps as many as ten or twelve, 

happen. And the that it could happen is that there is 

could readily 
the scientists, 
to do the job; 

develop their 
the industry, 

own nuclear weapons. They 
the imagination, and the 

have 
will 

Nobody thinks this would make any sense. But it could 
reason 

no agreed machinery for making it unnecessary. 

Ever since we offered to give our atomic weapons to the 
UN under the Baruch Plan, the United States has been looking
for an agreed way to prevent the spread of these weapons 
around the world. There has been a little progress --
a ban on tests in the atmosphere, a UN resolution against
putting bombs in orbit, a "hot line" to reduce the danger 
of war by accident or miscalculation. We will keep on working 
at disarmament, which is always more important than it is 
discouraging. But meanwhile, something can surely be done 
to prevent a rapid decline in the prospects for any general
disarmament at all. 

That something is to get agreement that no further 
nations will develop their nuclear weapons capabilities. 
For in a world already oversupplied with destructive capacity,
both the ease and the madness of further proliferation is 
evident to every person that studies the matter with 
thoughtful attention. 

That the Chinese Communists poured resources and 
talent into building a bomb is sad, and in the long run is 
very dangerous. But the worst thing about the Chinese actlon 
is that it is contagious. Peiping's neighbors, and Peiping's 
adversaries in world politics, can hardly be expected to 
watch another nuclear power develop nearby without thinking 
hard about what this means for their01n security. The world 
community must either stop the further growth of nuclear 
weaponry altogether - which is what we have been trying to 
do in the Geneva disarmament talks - or it must scmehow give 
assurances to the non-nuclear countries against domination 
by those nations that can make and deliver wholesale destruction. 

The debate 
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The debate on the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons
will doubtless be used by many nations this year for their 
own purposes. But beyond the sounds of Assembly debate, 
there are the silent prayers of men and women who don't 
understand very much about nuclear energy but know only 
that they do not want their homes destroyed, their children 
burned alive, and their hopes snuffed out by the miscalculated 
rivalries of .their political leaders. Here in truth is 
a problem for all the world -- and all the world had better 
start treating it with the urgency it deserves. 

v. 
For the moment, we are all precariously protected

from the largest war by the nuclear confrontation called mutual 
deterrence. But the alternative to world war is unhappily 
not necessarily world peace. It can be a world full of 
small wars and near wars. 

Here we have made some real progress in limiting the kinds 
of warfare that killed so many people and occupied so many

citizens in times gone by. Nearly all nations have come to 
believe now that it is unfashionable to raise a flag, roll 
the drums, and march across an international frontier onto 
the t~rritory of another nation. Looking back on the story 
of man from the beginning of things, the outlawing of formal 
advertised aggression is no mean accomplishment. There are 
plenty of boundary disputes left in the world -- forty-nine 
of them, if the State Department's researches are up to date. 
But there is a presumption against overt military operations 
in somebody else's country, and that is one up for the 
progress of civilization. 

But the very fact that formal invasions are unfashionable 
has led to a new practice -- the more or less hidden inter­
vention by nations in the internal politics of their neighbors. 
Most of the fighting and killing that goes on in Asia, in 
Africa, and in Latin America can be traced to outside inter­
ventions designed to overthrow governments by violent means. 

In Asia, Africa, and Latin America, ne'arly every country 
wants and needs the help of outsiders in actleving those better 
standards of life in larger freedom which are the goal of their 
rising expectations and the promise of their political
independence. So outsiders are bound to be involved to some 
extent in their internae...,.. affairs. The question therefore 
is: Under what restraints will the outsiders operate on the 
inside? 

Over the 
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Over the years, more through the practice Qf nations than 
teachings of scholars, we have developed a rough and ready
ethic to guide this widespread practice of mutual involvement. 

Where the legitimate government, the constituted authori­
ties nf a nation asked for outside help as a sovereign act, an 
expression of their own independence, then the involvement of 

rutsiders is all right. 

But where outsiders come in without the permission of the 
national government, to help dissident insiders in an internal 
struggle for power, that is not all right, it is all wrong. 

It is not an easy line to draw. The principle that 
outsiders should be invited, not crash the party, is far from an 
infallible guide to good conduct. Invitations can be forged, 
and the government officials who issue them can be bribed or 
seduced. But still, the principle of permission is the best 
ethic mankind has yet developed to prevent a reversion to 
imperialism and foreign domination. 

This is, in a nutshell, the issue in the current Congo 
affairs. The hostages were removed by permission of the 
Cong~•s legitimate government .. The stanleyville rebels are 
being aided without any such permission. 

Yet it is, surely, in the interest of the independent
and developing Africa to have some rules that prevent
intervention. 

If the principle is established that the outsiders not 
the insiders decide when intervention is right, the fragile
fabric of nationhood will come apart at the seams. in dozens 
of nations in Africa and elsewhere. Every nation has its 
dissidents, its internal struggle for power, its internal 
arguments about who should be in charge and how the country 
should be run. But if every internal rivalry is to become 
a Spanish Civil War, with each faction drawing in other Africans 
and great powers from other continents, the history of 
independent Africa in this century will be blooqy-and shameful, 
and the aspirations of Africa's wonderful peoples will be 
cruelly postponed into the 21st Century. This is why we 
supported the UN operation in the Congo and were sorry that it 
had to be withdrawn, its mission incomplete because of the UN's 
financial difficulties. And that is why we oppose, and must 
continue to oppose, foreign intervention in the Congo. 

VI. 
The moment 
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VI. 

The moment will come, I hope and believe, when the third 
great issue of the UN's next twenty years is how -- and indeed 
whether -- to bring to life the human rights provision of the 
Charter. 

It is not yet clear that the national leaders in the 
world, either in the large countries or in the small ones, 
really mean to promote (as they have agreed in Article 55 of 
the Charter to promote) the universal respect for an observance 
of human rights and fundamental freedoms for all without 
distinction as to race, sex, language, or religion. Nor is it 
clear that the governments of the members of the UN intend to 
take (as Article 56 enjoins us to take) "joint and separate
action in cooperation with the Organization for the achievement 
of the purposes set forth in Article 55". 

The· w.ords I have just quoted from the UN Charter are not 
very familiar ground to most Americans -- or to the citizens of 
other countries, either. The reason is simple: they are the 
underdeveloped area of the Charter. 

Part of the trouble, I suppose, is a confusion between 
nationhood and freedom. Self-determination, that noble goal
which brought a billion people out from under foreign rule, 
was sometimes a racial as well as a national battlecry. Too 
often in the modern nationalist revolution -- let us say it 
with all honesty - the promise of freedom was a promise of 
"separate but equal" status in the world. 

Thus, the leaders of most nations were perfectly clear 
that they wanted a UN to protect the achievement of nationhood 
by pressing for the self-determination of groups and peoples. 
But there is a good deal of uncertainty as to how far we --
and our fellow members -- want the UN to go in criticizing
and correcting the ethical delinquencies of peoples once they
have declared their national independence. 

It is this uncertainty, this confusion between nationhood 
and freedom, this feeling that national and racial and ethnic 
groups, not individual men, women and children, should be the 
beneficiaries of the continuing struggle for freedom -- which 
in the longer run may prove to be the most divisive and 
troublesome threat to a viable world organization. 
central question about freedom is man's humanity 
reevance to our future will partly rest on what 
neglects to do, about individual human rights. 

Yet if the 
to man, the UN's 

it does, or 

VII. 
While the 
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VII. 

While the General Assembly is sorting out the ethics of 
nuclear weapons, non-nuclear intervention, and international 
attention to human rights, a great constitutional issue will 
be increasingly discussed in the corridors of the UN and 
the chancellaries of the world. We might call it the inter- . 
national apportionment issue, because this word "apportionment··
has come to mean something to Americans through the actions of 
our own Supreme Court and our own state legislatures in recent 
months. 

And indeed, the constitutional issues that now-face the 
UN are not so different from those which almost tore our own 
Constitutional Convention apart, in Philadelphia, nearly two 
centuries ago. There the problem was how to reconcile the 
sovereign equality of states in an infant nation, with the 
fact that some of the states were very small and others were 
very large. 

Here in the United Nations, today, there are two clearly
discernible facts which nobody disputes, but which are not easy 
to combine into one political system: On the one hand the 
sovereign equality of nations, an immutable principle of the 
Charter; on the other hand the uneven distribution of real power
and real resources in the real world. Somehow the small number 
or large and powerful countries must come to terms with the 
sovem.gn equality of nations. And somehow the small-country
majority in the United Nations must come to terms with the 
minority of nations that make the UN, not a debating society but 
an action agency for peace. 

The issue comes up in all sorts of ways. One day it's 
an argument about how the new UNtrade institutions will be 
set up -- whether there will be voting by an automatic 
majority, or a conciliation procedure by which the developing
countries and the industrtalized countries try to persuade
each other to change their own economic and commercial policies. 

On another day, it may be a budget argument; recently
in one Specialized Agency, a budget was voted by a large
majority of votes which, however, represented less than thirty 
percent of the funds that had to be raised to make the budget 
a reality. 

But the 

https://sovem.gn
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But the most striking example of this constitutional 
issue is the Soviet claim that all peacekeeping matters should 
be handled solely in the Security Council. 

I think it's fair to say that no non-communist country 
in the world agrees with this extreme position. Peacekeeping 
is the UN's most important function, and it is clear that the 
membership at large intends to have something to do with the 
function. 

But on the nther hand, the command and control of UN 
peacekeeping operations must pr~vide an adequate voice for those 
nations which provide the troops and the airlift and the money 
to carry out UNdecisions. 

So we're going to have to work out a compromise somewhere in 
the mainstream between the view that wants to give the peace­
keeping monopoly to the Security Council, and the view that wants 
the General Assembly to be the main reliance of a turbulent world. 
I think that we will sooner ~r later find a middle way. Because 
,:there is not alternative to peace there is also no alternativeIi 

to workable peacekeeping machinery in this fragile and dangerous
world. 

There are many ways in which the Security Council and 
the Oeneral Assembly can share the responsibility for keeping 
the peace. The search for the best way -- that is to say,
the way that can work in practice, however messy it may look 
in theory -- may be the most important single thing going on 
in the UNduring International Cooperation Year 1965. 

VIII. 

These four great issues 

.. the spr-ea.d of nuclear weapons, 
. the ethics of intervention, 
. the dilemma of human rights, and 
. the reconciliation of resources with 

representation 1n the UN's system 

-- these are, it seems to me, major issues visibly ahead of . 
us in UN affairs. As we grow beyond the revolution of rising
expectations toward the evolution of rising responsibility, 
you and I, as Americans, have to face these complex and 
difficult issues squarely. For on their outcome depends the 

success 
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success or failure of the primary aim of American foreign 
policy - to help create a world safe for diversity. 

This vision of a world of cultural pluralism, of inde­
pendent nations following their own his~orical bent, diverse 
in social systems, economic orders, and political creeds -­
participating nonetheless in mutual enterprise based on consent, 
constructing by stages a new system of world order based on 
common interest, defending the human rights of individual men 
and women and children -- this vision is anything but visionary. 

What is visionary-~ because it cannot come to pass -- is 
the Communist conception of a monolithic one-world suffocated 
by a universal dogma, impossibly boring in its bureaucratic 
uniformity and its predetermined history, implacably stifling to 
gay and colorful variety and the "natural dignity" of 
individual human beings, implausibly operating under a 
plutocratic elite that calls itself -- of all things -- the 
party of the masses. 

The vision of a world safe for diversity is the sounder 
conception -- the more practical goal -- the more realistic 
prospect -- as the record of recent years makes wholly clear. 

That is why those nations which do not yet have fFee 
institutions· -·- in which men and women are not yet accorded 
the right of life, liberty, and the pursuit of happiness -­
can look forward to a mighty turbulent time until they do. 

And that is why, on the other side of an increasingly 
porous Iron curtain, the once monolithic communist bloc is in 
political disarray -- and philosophical ferment as well. 

Indeed, the old fixation that there is something somehow 
immutable and irreversible about communism has gone the way of 
other delusions, a casualty of that simple irresistible idea -­
that all men are equal by reason of their natural dignity. 

There is nothing inevitable about our future. The real 
world has little room, and less patience, for the Communists' 
claim they are bound to succeed, or for tired and discouraged
voices who say we are bound to fail. 

We who 
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We who believe in human dignity have hold of a hard 
reality. We can see the realism of saying a cheerful ''yes" 
to a world of diversity -- and the plain necessity to make 
common cause with others in the United Nations to save that 

voted him the mandate of the 

world from poverty, conformity and war. 

This task, which is the task 
recently called "the assignment of 
want to get on with this task, the 

of peace, the President 
the century':. To show they 
American people have just 

century. 

* * * * * * * 
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IMMEDIATE RELEASE January 21, 1965 

Office of the White House Press Secretary 

THE WHITE HOUSE 

The President met today for an hour with his Committee on 
Nuclear Proliferation, headed by :tv'ir. Roswell Gilpatric, and 
discussed its work. Present at the meeting, held in the Cabinet 
Room shortly: after 1:00 p.rn., were the te11. members of the ad­
visory cc;mmittee and the President• s principal advisors in the 
national security area. 

The Comr.nittee was estaV-1ished by President Johnson in 
November to study the problems for world peace and security 
posed by the increase in the ~i\lmber of nation;s capable of building . 
nuclear weapons. At that time, the Committee was asked to 
present its findings during the month of January. 

Mr. Gilpatric was formerly Deputy Secretary of Defense under 
Presidents Johnson and Kennedy and is now a New York attorney. 
Other members of the Committee are: 

l\ir. Arthur H. Dean, formerly Chairman, U. S. Delegation to 
the General Disarmament Conference. 

Mr. Allen W. Dulles, formerly Director of Central Intelligence 

General Alfred M. Gruenther, formerly Suprenle Allied 
Commander, Europe 

Dr. George B. Kistiakowsky, formerly Scientific Adviser to 
President Eisenhower 

Mr. John J. McCloy, formerly High Commissioner for Germany 
and Co-ordinator U. 3. Disarmament Activities 

Dr. James A. Perkins, President Cornell University 

Mr. Arth1:1r K. Watson, Chairman of the Board, IBM World 
Trade Corporation 

Mr. William S. Webster, President, New England Electric 
System 

Dr. Herbert F. York, formerly Director, Research and 
Engineering, Department of Defense 

# # # # # # 



IMMEDIATE January 1965RELEASE 21, 

Office of the White House Press Secretary 

THE WHITE HOUSE 

STATEMENTBY THE PRESIDENT 
TO THE COMMITrEE iN NUCLEAR 

PROLIFERATION 
Yesterday the Nation reaffirmed its dedication to the pursuit 

of peace. Today, we find that problem, once again, first on our 

national agenda. 

Tomorrowand in the years ahead, our future and the future of 

the world will be shaped in no small measure by what we now do in the 

face of the complex and difficult problems posed by the spread of 

nuclear weapons . 

I am grateful, therefore, that such distinguished and ex­

perienced men have today given me and my advisors the benefit of their 

patient and searching counsel. 

# # # # # # 
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SELECTIVERELAXATION TO CONTAIN OF EFFORTS PROLIFERATION 

I. Actions to be Taken 

1. Should 10 ahead with the MLF on ay baaia on which 

Europeana can agr ... 

2. We llight ao ahead with a highly mobile IRBMforce 

for pot tial use in the Pacific, and train Indiana and 
~ a.LtIr~~, o" a/#c.r.,,•h~r,; 

.Japanese in the US in advance. V We ahould indicate to India 

our willinpeaa to provide now or later, at her option, lon 

range air delivery ayate1U (e.g., SAC veraion of TFX). 

3. Sale• of equipment that alght be uaeful for teatin, 

production, or delivery of nuclear weapon• would generally be 

permitted to alliea and frieDdly neutrals if auch aalea would 

help the pld flow probl .. or proaote US for i poli ob• 

jective• in any area and if ti.y did not learly violate the 

t .. t ban treaty. 

4. We probably ahould go ahead vitb an active R&Dpro• 

gram on ABM defenae looking to the deairabillty of poaeibly 

initiatiDg a deplo,-,:at and a fallout lhelter program 

deaiped to cope with a limited (Chin•••> nuclear threat 

within the poat-1975 ti.ae period or poasibly before. 

NWIJIIJ•IJJ ,....._.z-
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5. W• probably ahould go ahead with an att-.pt to 

negotiate a ooaprehenaive teat ban with aeveral on•ait• 

inapectiona. (Deairable becauaa of it• pmbable effect on 

the SOviet•US llilita:y balance. and because it might inhibit 

proliferation. thought in thia context the latter objective 

would 1111Kbe 1 ... illportant than if the teat ban were con­

sidered aJ.ona with other anti•prolifuation measures). Any 

comprehenaiv• treaty abould, if po•aible, have proviaion 

pemitting Plow•har• to ao ahead. (Wemay Juda• a treaty 

not deairable in thi• context unlua an arranaement penaitting 

Plowabare can be worked cut.) 

6. Pending ratification of a comprehenaive treaty we 

ahould probably uai1t India, France and other friendly 

countriea, who lllight wiah to conduct nuclear teats, by pro• 

vidiaa information, equip1111111tand inatrumentation that would 

facilitate their teetin& Ulldergroumlrather than in the 

atmoaphere. (D••irabl• in the interut of minud.sing the 

probability of withdrawal fr011 the partial treaty and 

fallout, and ao that the di•advantage to which parti .. to 

the treaty, auch •• India and Iarael, would .-t have been 

put,•• compared with non-aipera.lwf.11 be minimized.) 

-SBClt:ET 
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II. Th• Near Tera conaeguenc•• 

1. India will pzobably go ahead with a decieion to 

produce nuclear weapou within a year particularly if China 
l 

conducts further teata. 

2. R.elatiou between th• _MATOpowara and the Soviet 

Bloc vill become more •trained though a C0111pnbeutve teat 

ban ,if neptlated 1wuld provide temporary relief. i1 h 'f'~,_.el--~, 1 
""" ·~..,~ ·rl..i.--- v-<-X-

3. Probl ... in NATO b 111 htly lea1 acut v~~~;!;,:; >'ht#l-- }4t,f" 

<i-t/ sf"j-i,J IK<f .. •<-.J ~-f"-r'«.J ..,,1t>,_tf'k f"' JC~ 

However•V 18 more liuly to be the reault of a hard•ln& 

of Soviet attitud .. 1n reepon•e to the MLFthan to any real 

solution of fund..-tal difference•. 

1. Between 1975 eel 198.5 China will poae a auffici•t 

threat to the US itaelf and to US tactical force• and friendly 

countri• ill Southeaat Mia (if any are left) so that US nuclear 

auperiority vill be abmat coapletely neutraliHd. Thia c1o.. 

not mean that the Cbineae capability vill even come clo•• to 

aatching that of the US in quantity or flll&lity. Rather it mean• 

that we would be ualikely to be able to uae tactioal nuclear 

capebilitie1 becauae our tactical fore•• (SW•th Fleet) and 

https://f'~,_.el


baea froa which they operate -,uld be vulnerable (ad generally 

far more attractive nuclear target• than moat of the adveraary'• 

force• aight offer); and while ve ad.gilt davutate Chiu in a 

atrategic attack th• threat of d .. truottoa of a few US citiu 

and tena of ailliou of Amricau would probable make th• US 

threat one of doubtful credlbilit:,. A US ABM deplo,-nt could 

probably •lpificatl1 extend the tille periocl before Chiu 

could poae a ujor atrategic threat to US. 

2. If the UShad not ,rOTWecl India wi~h ayat ... for 

delivery of veapou againat Chin••• target•, •h• would have 

dneloped her own. 

3. !he India•Pakutan diapute aigbt: be peacefully reaolved 

but thia •- ualikel:,. It would be particularly mllkel:, after 

India acquind a nuclear capability. Aa..-ina no peaceful 

r .. olution, Pald.atan vlll probably either have aon• to China 

for belp in gettf.ng a nuclear capability or will have uaed 

that threat to pt help fn,m WI• 

4. .Japan will either have acqaind a nuclear capability 

or will haft adopted a policy of MUtrali• ill the US•Cbineae 

confroncation. 

srm-



of lar r st rn union. sch a union 

fairly aubatantial nuclear capability havin& taken over the 

French, Britt.ah ad/or MLFay•t-. At 110nt auch union will 
!J 

not have proceecled with auf ficient rapidity. ID that caae 

Germany would pra ... 1:tl7 acquire a nuclur upability of ita 

own either by indepwlmt •an• (ratiollalisin& ita Tlolatioll 

of the Br118Hla treaty 1,y poilltin at th Fr ch vio lat 1o 11 -:'It..~\""<,( 
,,,. fr.....~ v~ ,. ,.,,.1( ... ~.. tk ~"'t' .J- Q "'" w• • 

('lU,.e,

tllereof) or 'by a deal with Franc \J. I 81:1!:ift!tt:' as , t 
~ 

particularly ill the latter, the aharp Eaat•Weat polari&ation 

in Europe will have continued_ 'l'here will be virtually no 
1:.1 ~ 

movement toward German reua.ification and the aatellit .. will 

move cloaer to the USSJl. It 1110uld ••em unlikaly. but not 

f.llpoaaibl•• that they wuld have c uired nuclear c p iliti ... 

( Thia prognoai1 ia r i t on no nuclear var, but that aeema 

a tenUOWIu•U111Ptionin theae circ\1118tancea. There would ••em 

to be a aoderately higb probuility that a war muld come 

about: (a) because of Soviet intervention 1n Weat Geruny 

becauae of concern about German acquiaition of nuclear oapabilitiea; 

or (b) bacauae of Weat German internntion in reaponae to aupre•-

■ ioa of Eaat Gn'una by th USSR. ) S will prob bly cquir 

nuclear capability.
JJ ~~ ~~ 
~~~ 
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6. Th• us u.d/or the USSR•Y find it neceaaary to ,,,.,... 
withdraw from the teat ban tre ty (whichever'iia 1n force 

at the time) becauae of need to improve ABM defena•• 1n 

reaponaa to a growing Chtne.e threat 1n the late 1970a; 

or because will feel it• offeoaive eapabiliti .. vu•a•vi1 

the other'• rendered questionable in the light of the other'• 

dep t of an ABMdefense •y•t-. 

7. Iaarel will probably have dneloped and teated 

nuclear weapon.a and will have a capability for delivery 

againat the Arab atatea. They in tum-, have acquired a 

nuclear capability though unl••• pmvided by the ussa 1which 

seems unlikelytor China such acquiaition 110uld ••em unlibly 

prior to 1975. 
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A RADICAL SHIFl' IN POLICY INVOLVING EFFORTSMAJOR TO 
STOP PROLIFERATION INCLUDINGREDUCTIONIN INCENTIVES 

THROUGHARMSCONTROLAND DISARMAMENT 

I. Cour••• of Actiog 

1. We ahould negotiate a eompreh•aiw teat ban under 

wich all nuclear teats includiag Pl.ovabare are prohibited. 

- (It seems deairable 1n thu context to play down the general 

utility of nuclear weapons and the price paid in aivia.g up 
. 

Plowahare for at leut 10 to ·15 year• during mich -jor 

changea ill th• world political structure might evolve, 

aeem• worthwhile in thia connection and alao becauee it will 

make a C0111PreheDat teat ban siapler.) Note: 1n thi• context 

conaidering the other meaaurea propoaed, two or thr .. ma•aite 

iupectiou would certainly aeem to be acoeptable to the USSR. 

2. We should negotiate a non•di••-tn&tioa, non•acquiaition 

agreem-.at iaclud.iDg a prohibitioa on tranafer of nuclear wapona, 

etc., to collection• of atataa ( 1.a., MU'). 

3. A full cut-off OD fiaaionable material for allitary 

wsea ahould be negotiated to which all atatea would be urged 

to adhere. We ahould insiat on international inapection of 

A . ,(l(lf"b40.tJJ1- J 

.3.:1:...o"o'i 
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all powr and production reactor•, plutoni• •-,.ration 

facl litiee, ad diff\Ulion (and other) iaotope aeparatlOG 

pl.ant l outaide US and USSR and preferably on tho•• within 

•• wll. 

4. Then •hould be a o••••tioa of any aid ngardlq 

nuclear matter• to countri•• (andEtJRATOM)not acceptlna 

IAEA Nfeparda. 

5. If f ... lble, and -••fna the Chine•• wuld not 0 

•l.oa&with the aforwntioned agre•amta, her fiaaionabl• 

-teriala production facilitiea •hould be d .. troyed (hopefully 

with Soviet cooperation, but at· 1 ... t with soviet ac'1,lieNllce). 

6. AaaUlllia.gFrance 1110uldnot agree to go along with the 

above liaitationa, we ought at 1-t to: (a) try to get 

international agr•--t by all countriea preventin,g landiq 

or o..-ntpt b} French aircraft ,,i...ai.Jldlarly uae of poru 

•d territorial water• by ahipa • 111aupport of her nuclear 

teat progr_, (b) get international agr•--t prohlbitiq ay 

trade with Franc• that would aupport her nuclear •teriala 

pmduction pngr-. In addition we might: (a) adopt a 

polley of aeeondary boycott and encourage othen to do ao 

in connection with (a) and (b) above; (b) blockade the 

~ 



Fnnoh tut aite in the South Pacific, and (c) ac«1Qiue if 

the So'Yiet Unloa viahn to undertake the d .. truction of 

French nuclear Mteriala produetioll facilitiu. 

7. Strive to pt aar••ant.• oa nuclea' frN zone•• 

includin& pmhib1tiou on traait, in Latin ANrica, Africa 

ad the Noddle Eut. 

8. the us ad the USSR llipt offer joint guuant-

to India (and other Alia stat .. ) aga1aat Chine•• qaruaion. 

9. We■boul.d neaotiate a freeze on atrategio delivery 

ay•t- and ABMad a reduction 1D •trateaic eyat .. with 

the USSR. Probably w abould be prepared to go to 50-751 

reduatf.ona with varific&tlora of deatruotion oely. We abould 

indicate v1111-•• to a:,ve toward 111.niaua deterr•t poaturu 

under apps:opriate iupection. We abould aeek to have apace 

pngraa internatloaaliaecl, or at 1 ... c aubject to inapect1on. 

10. We .•bould Mka a •tat--t and uae any influence w can -
to get othen to reoopd• the preaant bordera of Genaay. 

11. We 1IOUldhave to have an ace••• aar•• int on BerliA. 

12. We abould begin naoval of tactical nuclu.r oapa• 

bilitiu fJ.'Oll Europe, atartiag with thoae deliverable by 
l 
I 

- =- oon•US forcea. 



13. We abould aar• to liaited withdrawal of us and 

SOvtet foroea from ~---Y• 

14. Sniet MUH/IUM'• ahould be reduced rapidly and 

aubataatially. 

15. We abould accept and try to work out with the USSR. 

and other• a progz-• for dailitari&ation ia Cmtral larope 

and rewaiflcatioll of Genlany, the latter probably to involve 

aome aort of confederation firat, ud v.l.tiM.tely policed lilllita 

on levela of Gema anaamenta. 

16. US llilitary fore .. ahould be reorpai■ed auch that 

all except SAC are duiped to fight priallrily with non-nuclear 

17. We abould try to get •tabllabed at 1-t the nucleus 

of a penaMl\t: UH police force. 

II. ConafSll!DC• W Iaplicatiou 

1. There ta likely to be a rapid growth in polyNDtrlelll 

ill laatern ~ . 

2. Weatern ~• Ullifioatiea 111DU1.d 1lowecl dom ube. I 
the pzobl• of Genao nunificatlon took preeed•c• ill Gemaay. 

3. It ~lcl &NIB liuly that a prop-• aa draatic aa that 

outliMd above would atop proliferaioll pro.-Wedt 

-SZG'ti'l'-
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'!!".-. 
a. we were able to d .. troy Chinue nuclear capabilitt.e• 

(but aee 4a below); 

b. That if there wre a major cOllflict in the Middle 

Eaat between Iar•l and the UARwe or an i.Dtemational police 

force would effeictively int_...._. to •top lt; particularly 

(ill tha intar .. t• of pr...,..ing nuclear weapons proliferation 

and aaide from question of equity) it would be MC .. •ary to 

,top Iaraal from belng defeated; and 

c. dequate aid wre provided India 1a cue of a 

aecond Chinue attack. 

4. The major riaka would •- to be: (a) that over the 

long term wuld fail to briag Chiu i.Dto .oma world co.-

amity vbenin •he would renounce nuclear abitioaa. (She 

could pmbably be prwentecl forceably froa gettillg nuclear 

wapona for not 1110rethan a decade or ao.) In that eaae a 

nuclur anacl internatioulpolice force might be a partial 

aad perbapa affaotive r .. pooaai (b) the USSR ld.gbt iaterv•e in 

Gerwny, (1) in aupport of intarul Coneemiat efforu to take 

over (pzobably draatic detarioratioD. in ecoaoaic conclitiou 

wuld be r..-f.nd to Mke thia a pl.aualble poaeibilf.ty), (11) 

becauH the •Y•t- for policiag Gu'mln arwnt• will haft 

BeRl'f-. 
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broken down and tha Soviet• will be concarud about grov1ag 

Genaan aaaagth, or (111) in reapoue to conflict that could 

break out betwen Genmly and one of ita autern nel&hbora. 
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, .-:-•.:~. . . ·.,Loosening tlie Test Ban ,. 

;,../;' ,,. 
The remarks of Chairman Seaborg of the AEC !t • • • ,, 

' •• 4
about international cooperation on the use of.: .. -~. , . ·.: 
atomic explosives will cause some un~asineu. The. tiIT:,:· ~.,:·-~.: . 
sharp distinction that now exists between conven-:'fif ·~ ·:~J)-~• 
tlonal and nuclear explosives ii a good thing. To:'..i~,+~.:• -~:; .. 
keep it we would gladly· forego for a ·few extra •";_:.~; .-.· 
years the undoubted economic ·advantagea of these \"·_-' • ;; • .1 1 these weapons to exploit the development by of.'/ 
devices in handling massive project, such as the . ~- ·., ferlng to conduct nuclear excavations for non- . ·, 

•proposed sec~nd Panama Canal. It helP.' under-' f • .. 1nuclear· countries; It might, In general, limit the 
line the idel that atomic explosives-even for. ~'.~·•. ,~ •. • ·l tendency .to think of the world as divided between . 

• , peaceful uses-are not to be considered merely a t:,· . ,; the Important countries, which have access to · ··:· , 
1more efficient version of TNT. It is not reassuring··r ., ··. · . ~ nuclear·.technology, and the second class countries. . 
• at all to find the Israelis and Egyptians among th' •l ~ which do not. For that sort of division naturally,'.· •• · 
• sm~ll list of countries the AEC has cited as being • ~; ·, . • •. l presses ~ny country which regards itself as Im• · , : 

actively. interested in these peaceful explosives. ~;-' . , portant, of which there are many, to join the club. 
, U t~e economic advantages of using nuclear l· ,,; . •, ;i And ftn~Uy, placin_g the peaceful use of nuclear ex- : · .~ 
: explosives for large scale ex~avation projects are t ... · 1plosive,, ftrmlY.within the control of an lntema-;. • : 
•• as great as the AEC believes, and if the prospects l t- :·. \:l tional organbationmight help establish the notion ·:' 

for limiting raqiation hazards are as good as the :. ~; •. _; • •I:·that no na~on hu the unilateral right to detonate • ... · . 
• AEC now reports-both of which are probably true_• •.. , : • .. < _auch devices. All of these possibWties deserve to .. ·' 
. -then interest in nuclear excavation is bound to •. •. · ~ •.. be considered, and if they seem sound then seriou, .- · 
. grow, both here and abroad. The prospect raises ·~-• . ,. ~•: • efforts to seek a feasible method of International ·' • 
•• the possibility of two very different ~rts of inter- .. • : ./. ·_:: control ought to be pushed. • , 
• national cooperation that might be sought. One ;, • ~- ., · But Jt ii not at all clear . that anything going 

would begin now to lay the groundwork for some· ·., , 10 far II this is what the AEC hu In.mind. If 
form of international organization to actually con- .. ··:. all the AEC has in mind when it talka of lnterna-
trol and conduct any pea_cetime use of nuclear ex-.' ·'<: • • . tional cooperation ii the promotion of international 
plosives. An arrangement of this sort.if feasible, interest In nuclear excavation 10 that the test ban 
m1gn, serve several useful purposes: it might serve . can be relaxed to allow essentially national, rather 
to emphasize, rather than blur, the special nature ·. -·.' • than International. exploitation of thil ·resource. ~ 

, 1of nuclear explosives; it might serve to limit the :· _.. ,; then the AdmlniatraUon w~uld0 do well to restrain 
• 1opportunities for further proliferation . of nuclear (. •. . . ·-' • the understandable enthUllum of the ABCfor ex• . 

weapons under the rationale· ~f developing merely t·· ;., : ~: 1 pJoWn1~ tecbDlt:Alaehlnemen~ ,.· .' ,. : ~\.-
1explosives ior peaceful 11111:lt might !:!~ , ; · .: . 4 • ... •. . ,.. •fc.+ . .>tf.";. 1 .'f.,sw,. . ?,, .... . , ., --
jo~~~ ,~ natlona wldda baft ':-~~. ~.~ • ::1• 
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THE SECRETARY OF STATE 
WASHINGTON 

:?Bil S!E.C,..(.....,J. 

On May 
suitabili·i:y for presentation to the President of a 
tabulation of plans for the provision of· nuclear 
support to non-US NATO forces. 

The critical question for us (noted in Alex 
Johnson's November 13, 1963 lette:: to Ros Gilpatric 

. ccmn-;enting on the proposed disp2:csal plans for FY 63-64) 
is s·cill that of the relationship of the p::-oposed plan 
·to p::evious us com.'11itmen·::s .. Purs\;.ant, to the NSC policy 
"l;J\TO. and ·tr:e Atlantic ~:ations, " State and DO,D agread 
in the spring of 1961 to t;he ful:.:illr.1ant of ·those 
commi·tmen-::s. Furthermcre, NSA!~ l~-3 reflects a corn:­
plemen-ca:-cy authorizaticr~ for dispersal· of nucle~r ·1.-12:.rheads 
in suppo:..-t of. these cor,,r,1itrn,2:n·~:3. zt is our view tl;.2.t 
these commitments sh.oulc! not be expanded until there 
has been developed a. defir:i tive concept an_d s·i:udy of 

. NF.TO tactical nuclear \,;arfare which would be. jointly 
reviewed by State and t:OD. 

-. we believe it useful ·co address ·::his subject, 
as the DOD tabulation aces, in 2, total-NATO, all 
nuclear system ·way. Hoi•;:ever, we continue to feel 
that a reccm~1end2.tion to the President concerning 
any changes.in national policy in this matter should 
be res·ted on an. agreed seneral ccncep·c w:'"lich, in tu:.:-n, 
is· .supported by_: intensive study of both military and 
:,?Ol.itical aspects' 'or the matter. The tabulation, by 
itself, coes not seem to us .adequate as an action 

The Honorable 
Roberts. McNamara, 

secretary of Defense. 

Tiii' 6!!3C..£T -
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c!ocument if the President is ·co ·oe asked to approveI 

any e:;.:pansion in exis·cing cornmitm~nts. 

There are two ar<::as i.n your 1.._etter ·,11liich call 
for e:{!)ansion in exist.ir?.S" commitments and ·which 
should, I believe, therc:fore 'be c2ferred until an 
over-all study has been completed, pa::cticula:cly in 
vie·1:1 of the President I s concerr~; noted in National 
security Action Memorandum 3051 a~cout the increase 
in nuclear weapons dispersed in support of non-US 
forces: 

(a) The rather _significant build-up in 
eigh·::-inch howitzer, Borlest John anc1 Nike Hercules 
levels. This proposed bu.ild-up goes to t:!"le •heart of 
issues which the over-all study referred to above is 
intended to resolve. 

JI .1 Ale:;<: Johnson in his 
letter of January 14, lS'.6L.:.J to Ros Gilpatric indicated 
that we could not concu:i:: j_n this proposal in the 
absence of the detailed . studv ... referred . to above. 

I also note that you:c position on tr.e recommendation 
for employment of the lj_gh.t-weight st:i:ike fighter (G-91) 
in a nuclear role is still being formulated. .A.gain our 
questions and concerns c::bou·i: such. a role were sent to 
Ros Gilpat:i:ic by Alex Johnson in the letter of May 3, 
1963. 

·Ne a:ce 1 _ of: course ready ·co consider unusual cases1 

t·Jhere special circumstances create such extraordinary 
urgency as to make it ir..feasible to at•Jait a basic policy 
review and where the scope is sufficiently limited so 
as neither to alter the level reflected in existing 

TQ"D 
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cor:~r:iitments nor prejudice the outcomz: of the basic 
policy review. v•lith regard to such cases, the 
provisions of NS.AM 197 ",,.,ould see;11 to req.iire the 
presentation of detailed justifica-tion, i .."e., an • 
explanation of the spe~cial ci:ccums·::a:i.ces which :na1<e 
it L-:.:Ee:asible to await ;:,asic policy studies and 
revie",:l. 

With warm regards, 

Sincerely, 

Dean Rusk 

., 

-. 
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. Mission of the Task Force 

The Task Force shall study the problem of preventing the spread of 
• • I 

nuclear weapons and make. recommendations to the President for action to 
this end. In the course of its work, the Task Force shall consider the following 
aspects of the problem: • 

l} The spread of_ nuclear weapons to the national control of nations 
not now·possessing them through transfer or through independent 
national programs of weapons manufacture. 

2) • 'The spre-i;d of basic nu~lear technology, materials, and .facilities 
useful for weapons research and production through the application of 
atomic ene,;gy-fo; non-weapons purposes (i.e .. , power reactors and 
peaceful use of nuclear e'xplosives). 

3) .Improvement in the military nuclear capabilities of existing nuclear 
powers (France and China) through direct or indirect assistance from 
the more advanced nuclear powers (U.S., U. K., USSR}. 

4) Attainment of additional or improve·d de1:ivery capabilities for nuclear • 
weapons through direct. sale of strategic delivery systems or through 
technical assistanc~ contribu~ing to development of such systems. 

5) Dispersal of nucle~r weapons through U.S. bilateral and multi-
lateral arrangement with ·countries not at present having an independent 
nuclear capability._·. 

6) Dispers~i 0£.nuclear· weapons outside U.S. through deployment of 
u. s. nuclear' ~~apons to u. s. units oversea_s. 

. . . 
7) Measur.es to ·maintain the security of countries affected by any 
~ctions proposed in_ conn~-~tion with the above problems • 

. '• •, 

.. 

..,.,,.---- --
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THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

December 7, 1964 

MEMORANDUM TO HOLDERS OF NSAM 320 

SUBJECT: Committee on Nuclear Proliferation 

The Presidential study group covered in NSAM 
320, formerly referred to as the Task Force on 
Nuclear Proliferation, will henceforth be re­
ferred to as the Committee on Nuclear Prolif­
eration. 

"'"' IJ.._,J
McGeorge Bundy 

• 
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THE NEW YORK TIMES 
Tuesday, November 10, 1964 

need for a thoro111h policy review bl thia field. 
There la an iDereulng dan1er that proliferation 
of at.omtc 1ft&pc>Uwill ,row out of peaceful 
•.of tu- awm,·New~ an becomin1 
as ...- al aa agreement. a~ the cllffuaion 
of nuelear anaa u IIICL 

Inctra,for dalllple, ia dem:tbairwhether to ioi. 
low Commmuat Cbma into the atomicanu race 
and Japa IOOll ID&Y ba-.. the ..... thoqhta. 
Prime llllniatet' Shubriil reiterated a day or two 
a,o that Incli lateadl to uaeatomic enera for' 
~ purpoeea oaly, bat the debate in New 
Delhi ha, been fed by an official eltlmate that & 

•first &tomie device could J,e exploded in eipteea 
monU.. ~ a edit of $368,008,an utonialdn1ly 
,man 1wn. Evidently there an •• ~lllom . 
w ~tlOf. ot effective control in •t11e 19116 
~at under which Canada built a ie.t 
,_..r nea,.- Bombay-Indi&'1 Cl!DIJ ot..source 

um-for "peaceful .porpc,aeaonly." 
... of Jtiltala'aexport,.of reaeareh 

... f.1'9 lket.cb)'· ba ufepardt qabllt 
• . And if there an any ufepard,
tit llraell teat reactor built with J'ren 
.... ce, they re~ NCrM;. ' 
Atar ,reater proliferation dancer liea • 

ia tlle approachini nuclear power era. Btc ~.,... 
..._rs 1entrate plutonium iii quaatity, 

& dozen now have been■old to co .... 
---• tbJ Communist world by 'tu n 
.... au·Canada. Ka, buyers nsiat 11111•~--.::.1 

• tlilll Incl arcue that their "aoverelp .. llral.,.IP' 
JJitnmllit&ry,-. are auffl~ Tllere 

--,.,icy f(Jt the supplying eomatries .to COIi-it 
enly in price, quality - ltJlVery date, 

._ f!lt. relaziq ufeguardll. • · • .,, 

1'!aUnited 8-ta~• in the -.eipteea ~­
hu placed all ita new atom•for-peace apNio, 

, mentll ad renewall, OQ-fhlrd. of ltl to bilateral 
qreementa, 1µ1derInternational. Atomic Euro • 
Agency safeguards ..... JQ&jot,!tori ncnr.la need,, 
'ed to pt the other Western reactor 1uppllen­
~ eanact. and ~ .. tu iame. A 
limilar agreement bit·aranhua-ct~ CQIID•_ 

tries. lhould follow. • • • 
lt bu become cle&r th,at ~ .,.....,, 

hn~ o 'tbey ~•- 4o not 10 far enoup. 
. For e,c1mple.India-with the aid of two Sritllla 
chemllta ft employed-w become the first DOil• • 

nucle-.: country to build a cbemle.i teparatl• 
plaiat. '!)at plpt, aubjeot to.no ·exterul iupec:­
tion or ~trol; now.enable■ India to extract , 
weapo~- p•~•• fro• tlte fu-1 elt-: 
men.ta fa its. r•eton~ • • 

In lookfnl Into the ate~ ~ 
peaceful ~ Pr•ldent JohJlaon't tuk force. 
ahoulcJ consider makinr inapectlon the reapon• • 
aibllity of an anu control qency other thaa 
I.A.Jl:.A. The latter la aa or1anlzation prlmarlly 
l~I 111111•.--·• dhzf DUC1'&r lmowledp. 

...... .,... .., ..... ,, t ...... 

................. ............,,.·~.,------··· t 
p,. SERVATIONCOPY 
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Ncmamber 17 • 1964 

NOTE FOR MB.. HENRY RO EN 
DEPART O DEFENSE 

Thia ia &:bem inord.lllw.uu Mr. Neu•tadt referred 
to la Al• telepbone converaatioa wttJa,-. 

Cbarle• E. Jol11u1oa 

https://inord.lllw.uu



