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INTRODUCTION

Basic American policy on arms control was determined by

the President on the advice of the Committee of Principals.

This body comprised the Secretary of State (Chairman) ^ the AC.DA

Director, the Secretary of Defense, the Joint Chiefs of Staff,

the Director of the Central Intelligence Agency, the Director

of the U.S. Infomation Agency, the Chairman of the Atomic Energy

Commission, and White House representatives. The Vice President

sometimes joined the group. Nearly all arms-control policy

initiatives came from ACDA. They were coordinated at the staff

level with other agencies and often discussed by the Deputies -

the Under Secretaries or Deputy Directors - before being submitted

to the Committee of Principals. If the Principals were unable

to agree, the issue could be taken to the President.' ACDA

maintained close liaison with the leaders of Congress and the

members of key Congressional com.mlttees. Congressional viev/s

sometimes had an important Influence in shaping American policy,

e.g., on including safeguards provisions in the non-proliferation

treaty.

Instructions to American delegations at disarmament con­

ferences were drafted by ACDA or sometimes by the State Department.

In either case^ they went through the usual State Department

clearance process and were communicated to other interested

agencies. Position papers, originally submitted to the Committee

CGNFIDEIITJATr'
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of Principals^ were later usually handled by clearance at the

staff level.

The principal forum for international disarmament negotia­

tions was the Eighteen Nation Disarmament Committee (ENDC),

established by bilateral agreement between the United States and

the Soviet Union in 1961.^ It included five NATO members (the

United States, the United Kingdom^ Canada, Prance, Italy), five

Warsaw Pact members (the USSR, Bulgaria, Czechoslovakia, Poland,
I
Romania), and eight nonaligned countries (Brazil, Burma, Ethiopia,

India, Mexico, Nigeria, Sweden, the UAR). Prance did not par­

ticipate since President de Gaulle regarded the ENDC as a propa­

ganda exercise and others did not accept his proposal for

direct negotiations among the five nuclear powers. Japan wished

to join the ENDC, and we tried to get the Soviets to accept her

and several other countries. This question was still under dis­

cussion at the end of the period.

The U.S. and Soviet representatives served as Co-Chairmen

of the ENDC, with the daily chairmanship rotating among all

members. The American delegation was usually led by ACDA

Director William C. Poster or ACDA Deputy Director Adrian S.

Fisher. Formerly, ACDA also had a resident Ambassador at

Geneva. Clare II. Timberlake, the last man to occupy this post.

C

O lSee Robert W. Lambert, "The Origin of the Eighteen Nation
Disarmament Committee" (U) (Research Report 6 8 -5 1 ), Secret.

^MFIDEN¥jr^—
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was reassigned In 1966 and not replaced. Thereafter our delega­

tion was headed by ACDA General Counsel George Bunn or ACDA

Assistant Director Samuel De Palma when both Mr. Foster and Mr.

Plsher were absent.

Since various efforts to establish working groups failedj,

all business was conducted In the Co-Chairmen's meetings^ In

plenary meetings, or In occasional Informal meetings. In 1962

the ENDC adopted an agenda for general and complete disarmament

discussions,! but It was not until I968 that It worked out an

overall agenda Including collateral measures.^ While any dele­

gation was free to speak on any subject at any time, the questions

discussed usually expressed the Interests of the Co-Chairmen or

resolutions adopted by the General Assembly. The ENDC reported

to the General Assembly and the Disarmament Commission, usually

at the end of each session.

The theoretical basis of negotiations was the Joint State­

ment of Agreed Principles approved by the United States and the

Soviet Union In 1961.3 The Joint Statement provided for the

continuation of negotiations until general and complete disar­

mament was achieved and outlined the general character of peace­

keeping, balance, and verification. Agreement on verification

iDocuments on Disarmament, 19^2 , vol. II, pp. 679-681.
2ENDC/2 3 5 .
3See Robert W. Lambert, "Historical Review and Analysis

of the Joint Statement of Agreed Principles (u)" (Disarmament
Document Sei'ies, Memo I98), Secret,

Ai.
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was Incomplete, however, since the Soviets refused to accept

verification of levels of retained forces and armaments during

the disarmament process. The Joint Statement also allowed for

"collateral" measures. I.e., measures to reduce International
\

tension and facilitate general and complete disarmament. Although

the Soviets showed a tendency at one point to shelve the Joint

Statement, because we criticized their proposals for violating the

"balance" principle, they did not persist In this.

Disarmament questions were also discussed by two U.N. organs,

the General Assembly and the Disarmament Commission. In the

General Assembly, the principal debate usually took place In the

First (Political and Security) Committee. The Disarmament

Commission, which comprised all U.N. members, rarely met but

was convened at Soviet request in 19^5 after the General Assembly

had been unable to play its usual role because of a dispute over

the financial obligations of its members at the 19th session

(1964). The permanent U.S. representatives to the United Nations-

Ambassadors Stevenson, Goldberg, Ball, and Wiggins during-this

period-led the U.S. delegations in the General Assembly. Most

of the disarmament work, however, was done by Foster, Fisher,

De Palma, and ACDA officers assigned on an ad hoc basis.

Communist China did not belong to the ENDC or the United

Nations. The only direct diplomatic contact between the United

States and Communist China was m.aintained through their Ambassa­

dors in Warsaw, who had been holding talks on various Issues

X O^fflDEMTI-a.L
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since 1958. Although these talks were usually polemical^ we

were able to use this channel for communicating disarmament

proposals we had advanced In other forums.

When It became evident that the Chinese were about to enter

the ranks of the nuclear powers, the nonallgned nations developed

great Interest In bringing them Into the general disarmament

negotiations. The Cairo nonallgned conference (1 9 6 4) called for

a v/orld disarmament conference. Shortly after this declaration,
\

the Chinese exploded their first nuclear device and proposed a

world summit conference to discuss complete nuclear disarmament

and a ban on the use of nuclear weapons. This proposal got a

mixed reception. The USSR was the only nuclear power to accept

it. We made no formal reply, and Secretary Rusk called It a

"smokescreen."^

At the Disarmament Commission (1965), Yugoslavia, with strong

support from the UAR and India, sponsored a resolution for a

world disarmament conference. We abstained from voting on this

resolution, which was approved by a large majority.^ A similar

proposal was later adopted by the General Assembly. Although we

doubted that the Chinese had any serious interest in disarmament.

O

^See Robert W. Lambert and Jean Mayer, "Recent Proposals
for a World Disarmament Conference" (Disarmament Document Series,
Ref 4 0 0).

2see James S. Bodnar, "Report on the Debate in the United

C Nations Disarmament Commission, April 2 1 -June 16, I965" (Research
Report 6 3 - 3 ) , pp. 52-58.
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we expressed willingness to participate In an exploratory group

as a preliminary step and supported the resolution on this basis.^

¥e later informed the Chinese through the Warsaw channel that

we would be vjilling to participate in an exploratory group,

but they replied that they would not attend a disarmament

conference or join an exploratory group. They linked their

refusal to the Vietnam w a r . 2 They also declared that they

would not participate in the ENDC, vjhich they had not been

*invited to join.-^

Since Eisenhower, the United States had had general and

complete disarmament as its ultimate goal, and the Kennedy

Administration introduced an elaborate plan for general and

complete disarmament in a peaceful world (1962). This plan

received its last revisions in I963. It remained on the table

but no longer occupied the center of the stage. American policy

was soon almost entirely occupied with partial disarmament

proposals, or "collateral" measures. Characteristically, the

first major new initiative of the Johnson Administration - a

proposal to freeze strategic nuclear delivery vehicles - emerged

during discussion of an ACDA attempt to revise the first stage

of the U.S. treaty outline on general and complete disarmament.

^Documents on Disarmament, 1 9S3, pp. 5 2 9-5 3 0 , 5 3 7, 585.
2To Warsaw, tel. 1 7 5 2, May 2 3, I966, Confidential/Limdis;

O from V/arsaw, agm, A 877, May 3 0 , I966, Confidential/Limdls; from
V/arsaw, tel. 5 3 9 ^ Sept. 7, 1966, Conf.identlal/l.imdis; from
VJarsaw, agm. A-2 0 5, Sept. 8, I966, Confidential.

3Documents on Disarmament, 1966, pp. 3 5 5-3 5 9 .

ĈQMFIDEnlTIAL-

- -

- -

-



     

    

          

        

       

      

         

          

      

  

 

V ■ . / ,

- 7 - ■■

In his first message to the ENDC (January 2 1 , 1 9 6 4), Presi­

dent Johnson proposed the strategic nuclear delivery vehicles

freeze, a fissionable materials production cutoff, observation

posts to guard against surprise attack, a non-proliferation

agreement, and a comprehensive test. ban.^ Except for observation

posts, these proposals were to remain basic elements of American

disarmament policy during the next four years.

^Ibld., pp. 7-9.

ACDA/IR:RWLambert:mm
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NON PROLIFERATION OF NUCLEAR WEAPONS

Background^

The first non-proliferation proposal, was part of the _
Western "package" disarmament plan of August 2^, 1957.^ In
the follov;ing years Irelandj Sweden^ and other nonaligned coun
tries took an increasing interest in the question. The United
States was initially cool toward treating non-proliferation as
a'separate problem^ since a non-proliferation agreement might
interfere with Western nuclear defense arrangem.ents or be evaded
by the Soviet Union. It was with some reluctance that the
United States supported the Irish resolution of 1959^ and it
did so largely on procedural rather than substantive grounds.
The United States and most NATO countries voted against the
Irish resolution of 19^0^ but four allies joined the USSR and
the neutrals in supporting it.^ In I96I the General Assembly
unanimously approved still another Irish resolution^ which was
the starting point for subsequent negotiations. In this resolu
tion the General Assem.bly called on "all states, and in particu
lar upon the States at present possessing nuclear weapons, to
use their best endeavours to secure the conclusion of an
international agreement containing provisions under which the

C

C

^Unless othei'v;isG indicated,, the "Baclcground" section
of this chaptei is based on J„ J. Kadilis (Stat^EUR/RPM),

r A History of Noii Disseiiiination Negotiations (1965 )̂ Secret.
^Documents on Disairmarn̂ 'nt”,'lS i5 “1959/ vol. II, p» 15̂ 'Y.
3ll)ido, 191)0, p. 373o Canada, Deru fiark, Iceland, and Norway

supported the resolution.
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nuclear States v/ould undertake to refrain from relinquishing
contro], of nuclear weapons and from transmitting the Information
necessary for their m.anufactiire to States not possessing such
weapons^ and provisions under which States not possessing
miclear vjeapons would undertake not to manufacture or otherwise
acquire control over such v/eapons. ^

Although the United States and the Soviet Union both
supported the Irish resolution^ they interpreted it differently.
The United States believed that it envisaged an agreement banning
the transfer of "control" of nuclear weapons and that such an
agreement would be c'omi)atible with the deplo^/rnent of American
nuclear weapons on allied terx ltor>' and pex mit the formation of
a NATO multilateral nuclear force (MLP). The Soviet Union^
however, centered its attention on the Federal Republic of Germany
(PRG); it had long attacked allied nuclear defense arrangements
for giving the PRG "access" to nuclear weapons^ and it would
insist that a non-proliferation agreement must block the MLP.

Bilateral American-Soviet negotiations began in March I962 

at Geneva^ where Secretary of State Rusk and Foreign Minister O
Gromyko were attending the opening session of the ENDC. During
a discussion of the German problem... Secretary Rusk suggested a
bilateral declaration in which the United States and the Soviet
Union v?ould undertake not to relinquish control over nuclear
v/eapons or to transmit informatn on or material necessary for O

^Ibld., 196 1, p. 69'1.
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their manufacture to non nuclear states and urge non-nuclear
states to undertake not to obtain control over nuclear v/eapons.
Mr. Gromyko found the American formula unsatisfactory because it
could permit the nuclear arming of Germ.an forces under NATO
command. He stressed that nuclear weapons should not be trans
ferred either directly or Indirectly or through third parties
or military organizations. Secretary Rusk replied that the
United States had no Intention of giving nuclear weapons to the
Bundeswehr or any national forceSj either directly or Indirectly.

The NATO countries were generally favorabD.e to the Am.erican
efforts. The PRG emphasized that the agreement should not fore
close multilateral ownership arrangements^ and it also insisted
on Chinese Communist adherence. The SovietSj however^ continued
their attacks on the MLF. On Hay 19^3j they proposed a ban
on transfer into national control or "group International control"
and wished to prohibit" pennanent or temporaryj or even incidental
access." Initially vague on the Chinese aspect, Mr. Gromyko
informed Rusk and Home in September that an agreement vjould be
worthwhile without French or Chinese participation. By that time
the Chinese had made it clear that they would not subscribe to
any non proliferation agreement.

C

C

c

- — - — 

-

­

­

-



  

      

      

      

       

      

       
         

        

       

         

          

          

     

      

      

       

      

        

       

     

      

       
  

      
 

o

o
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Seventh Session of the ENDC (January 21-Aprll 28, 1964)

On January 19^4^ Mr. Poster submitted to the Committee
of Principals draft Instructions to the American delegation to
the forthcoming ENDC session. The delegation was to indicate
that the United States was continuing private discussions with
the USSR on a draft declaration based on the Irish resolution.
The delegation would avoid public discussion of the terms of the
dfcclaiatlon. It should state that the United States would not
take any actions inconsistent with the resolution. It should
also say that the United States was continuing to work toward
the establlshjnent of an MLF^ which was consistent vvith the
resolution. At the same time^ the delegation should propose a
nonacquisition agreement among the non nuclear powers. The
draft instruction also outlined related measures extension of
IAEA safeguardsj the fissionable materials production cutoffj
nuclear-free zonesj and the destruction of bombers.“ The basic
non proliferation provisions were retained in a revised memoran
dujp. of January 14^ v;hlch took preliminary comments into account. ^

The instruction was cleared and sent to the delegatlonj
but the Geneva negotj.atlons proved fruitless. Non proliferation
figured prominently in the President's message of January 21

O

li'oster to Comrtilttee of Frlnclpals, memorandum., Jan. 7^
3964, Confidential.

^Foster to Committee of Pi incipals^ m.eraorandum, Jan. l4,
],964, Confidential. O
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to the ENDCj and Mr. Foster told the ENDC on February 6 that It
would have private discussions with the Soviet Union on a non
proliferation declaration based on the Irish resolution. He
declared that the United States did not intend to take any
actions inconsistent with the resolution. The Soviets also
reaffirmed support for non proliferation but continued to
lambast the MLP.^

During this ENDC session^ the United States privately ex
plored the possibility of unilateral nonacquisition declarations
with its allies. While the British were sympathetic and the
Canadians did not think that our draft v;ent far enough^ the pro
ject foundered on German and Italian objections. Foreign minister
Schroeder had said that the FRG could adhere to a nonacquisition
agreement only after the MLP came into beings and the Foreign
Minj.stry at Bonn indicated that the FRG would pursue the same

2policy on the declarations.

New ACDA Approaches

The United States was clearly giving priority to the MLF
at this time. On April 10 the President decided that v;e should

C

'̂See International Negotiations on the Treaty on the Non
proliferation of Nuclear Weapons^ p 9•

^See J. J. Kadlllis- op. cit.j pp. 17 l8j Secret.

C
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continue to work for the MLP and try to conclude the negotiations
by the end of 1964.^

On May 20, Mr. Poster proposed a nevi approach to the
Committee of Principals. The United States would offer the
Soviet Union a choice between a revised agreement along the
lines of the proposal that had previously been discussed and
a new agreement that would deal vjith the MLF problem by leaving
out the non-transfer provision and simply prohibiting the manu
facture of nuclear weapons by non-nuclear nations. Under either
agreementj non nuclear nations would accept IAEA safeguards on
their peaceful nuclear activities. Chinese accession v;ould
not be required in either case; since the Chinese would alm.ost
certainly refuse to sign^ insistence on their participation
would m.ake any non proliferation agreement impossible.

ACDA pointed out that the danger of proliferation was
growing. If India^ Israelj or Sweden started to manufacture
nuclear weapons, the FRG would feel that it had accepted second
class status by joining the MLF. Since It v/as unlikely that the
Soviets would accept any agreement that could be construed as
sanctlona.ng the MLP̂ , the present policy meant that there could
be no progress In non proliferation until the MLP issue was
settled. "This would not be a serious disadvantage/' ACDA

O

^See Poster_, menv,'randu.m to Committee of Prlnolpals^ "U..S.
Posltloii on a Program to Inhibit., and Hopefully Stop;, Nuclear
Proliferation^" Apr, 15.'. } Secret.
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saldj "were It not for the possibility that nuclear develop
ments by other ptates might progress to a point which would
not only cause a further break in the non proliferation dyke,
but...make the German relationship to the MLF untenable."^

In a memorandum of June 15 to the Committee of Principals,
Mr. Fisher said that "we must face the fact that the Piussian
attitude toward the MLF is a major obstacle to agreement at this
tim.e," even though the United States knew that the MLF v;as not
inconsistent v?ith non proli.:^eration and could not accept the
Soviet objections. He warned that relaxation of the non prolifora
tion effort could "well result in foreclosing our last chances
to close the floodgates to national proliferation and make the
MLF "ineffective and even dangerous." If other nations concluded
that the United States was abandoning the non-proliferation
effort because of NATO needs^ the United States would have given
"a green light to states now poised at the point of decision."
Conversely, failure of the larger effort would create conditions
in which the FRG would not be content with the MLF, even if it
evolved into a European force.

Referring to the State Department view that MLF decisions
should not be taken in the context of "disarmament policy," he

C

c
‘̂Foster to the Committee of Principals, memorandum. May 20,

1964, Secret, with attached draft paper, "Nuclear Non prolifera
tion Agreement," May 19, 1964, Secret,
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pointed out that inaction would also have consequences and that
public discussion of American non-proliferation policy could not
be avoided in the disarmament negotiations. He therefore con
sidered it Important that the MLP charter contain a public commit
ment by the non-nuclear members not to acquire a national nuclear O
capabj.lity and that the United States refrain from giving the
impression that tiie ’’European clause"* could lead to an Independent
nuclear force unless at least one of the existing nuclear powers
gave up its nuclear force.

He again recommended against insisting on Chinese adherence
to a non proliferation treaty. He proposed that general non
proliferation negotiations be continued during the MLB’ negotia
tions and that the United States should now take a policy deci
sion^ "as a m.atter of highest priority/' to Initiate an intensi
fied effort to obtain a world wide.non-proliferation agreement
when the ML.P negotiations were concluded.^

The other Principals were not prepared to accept the ACDA
recommendations. At a Principals meeting of June l6, Secretary
of State Rusk noted that the FRG insisted on Chinese adherence
to a non proliferation treaty. He wondered whether the Senate
would approve non proliferation measures without it. Mr. Fisher
replied that a non-proliferation treaty would be valuable
even without Chinese adherence and that Insisting on the

J Fish(.;r to RiAsk_, memorandum^ June 13. 196''lj S:;cret.
Copies v;ei’e also sent to the other Principals.
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participation of China would mean writing off the non prolifera
tion.treaty as a viable measure,. He said that most nations
were tacitly accepting the fact that China would go nuclear.

Secretary Rusk then asked if there had been any thorough
study of the Indian problem. Mr. Pisher knew of none but^felt
that it would be more desirable to deter nuclear attack on India
than for that country to have its own nuclear capability. Secretary
Rusk did not prejudge the question but noted that there was no U.S.
position on opposing the development or acquisition of nuclear
weapons by other nations once China obtained them.

Secretary Rusk then suggested that the United States
might circulate a draft non-proliferation treaty to other nations
and get their comments v/ithout commitment. In that v;ay it could
find out what nations would be willing to join. Mr. Fisher
j.ndicated that ACDA would study this approach. Both Secretary
Rusk and Deputy Secretary of Defense Vance questioned the ACDA
recomiaendatlon for declarations by the non nuclear members of
the MLF since such declarations would not be required of other
non nuclear nations.^

Resolution of the Organization of African Unity, July 21, 1964

On July 21 a summit conference of the Organization of
African Unity issued a declaration recalling the Irish

9'

-Meeting of the Committee of Principals, June l6, 1964,
Secret; Fisher to Foster, Itr., June 19j 1964, Secret.
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^Documents on Ploaij'TiamGnt 1964 pp. 29'i '295.
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resolution. The African leaders declared that they vjcre ready
to subscribe to a nonacquisition agreement^ appealed to others
to take the same course^ asked the nuclear powers to respect the
declaration^ and proposed an international conference.^

The OAU declaration and the imminence of the first Chinese
test gave ACDA an opportunity to take the non-proliferation
question to the Principals again. On August Mr. Poster
si^.bmitted a nev/ draft position paper in which ACDA pointed out
that the Chinese test would place pressure on other states
to develop nuclear weapons for reasons of security or prestige.
Once the process started^ it might be impossible to stop it^
and the United States might soon be faced w'ith a w'orld of 10
nuclear powers and later with a v/orld of 20. ACDA recommended
an intensified effort to negotiate an agreement with the Soviet
Union and to develop the widest possible consensus in favor of
non-proliferation. In dealing witli the near nuclear* nations^
the United States should "examine on a case by case basis the
feasibility and desirability of bringing appropriate arguments^ ^
pressures smd inducements to bear." It should consider the
usefulness of "security arrangements or guarantees" where
security concerns might cause a country to acquire nuclear
weapons. India should be given high priority.
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ACDA recommended that the United States (l) consider
arrangements among nuclear suppliers to export only to coiintries
with adequate safeguards^ (2) try to prevent or delay dissemina
tion of gas-centrifuge or similar technologiesj and (3) continue
efforts to strengthen the IAEA. In the negotiations with the
Soviet Union^ the United States should drop the Chinese accession
requirement without initially disclosing this to the Soviets.
It should provide the Soviet Union, v/hen agreement was reached,
vjith a letter providing reassurance that the European clause of
the MLP charter would not be used to increase the number of
independent decision m.aking entities. It should also encourage
MLF participants to make a nonacquisition commitment. The
United States should advocate IAEA safeguards on the.peaceful
nuclear activities of non nuclear states but accept an agreement
v;ithout safeguards if the Soviet Union rejected them. ACDA
sav/ promise in the OAU declaration and suggested that the
Africans might be persuaded to sponsor a General Assembly
resoD.ution, ^

There was agreement in the State Department that the
imminence of the Chinese test increased the need for measures
to halt proliferation. They also thought that India should

11 .

Ip'oster to Rusk, memorandumj Aug. 1964, Secret/Noforn.
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be given priority^ and they agreed with AGDA on safeguards.
While they recognized that the Chinese requirement would have
to be dropped^ they opposed doing so at once because of possible
adverse allied and Indian reactions.

They strongly objected to the ACDA proposal on control of O
the MLF. Admitting that it vjas extremely unlikely that the
United States would or should give up control^ unless the
European option became a reality^ they argued that a commitment
to the Soviet Union "could damage important US Interests vjlthout
increasing the likelihood of early Soviet acceptance of a non
proliferation agreement." In their view^ it would im^pair rela
tions vjlth VJest Germ^anyj strengthen the Gaulllstsj put the issue O
into British domestic politics^ weaken European supporters of
the MLPj and disrupt progress in setting up the MLP. At the
same time;, they asserted that the ACDA proposal would give the
Soviets a club over the MLF' without promoting the chances of a
non-proliferation agreement^ since the Soviets would continue
to reject any agreement that did not bar the MLF. As an alter-
nativej they suggested assurances to the Soviet Union after
specific MLP arrangements had been worked out.

State opposed the AGDA proposal on the OAU declaration
on the grounds that it could cause resentment among the

Dyu!■!I 0ri
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allies and raised problems associated with nuclear-free
zones.^

The JCS did not think that the time vvas appropriate for
expanding non-proliferation effortSj principally because the
MLP negotiations were entering a critical stage. They wei^ also
concerned with the Implication that the United States might nego
tiate a non-proliferation agreem.ent bilaterally with the Soviet
Unlonj. v/lthout adequate NATO consultation. They v;anted full
Interagency coordination of U.S. action on the Chinese explo
slonj and they had "reservations as to whether any nonprolifera
tion agreement would be either fully effective or even acceptable
to som.e nations without the adherence of the Chinese com;munlsts."
They did not, however, object to the ACDA proposal on the OAU
declaration provided that it did not conflict with the MLP or

pU.S. transit rights.

Thompson Committee

There was no meeting of the Committee of Principals on the
ACDA paper. Instead, Secretary of State Rusk decided to esta
blish a commiittee to consider what further action should be
taken to prevent proliferation. The new committee, chaired
by Ambassador Llewellyn Thompson, comprised the Deputies to the

^ iMcmorandum by Garthoff (State G /PM), "Comments on the ACDA
Paper of Aug. l4 on Non-Proliferation," Aug. 25, 1964, Secret.

2jCS Memorandum for the Secretary of Defense (JCSM 726 64),
Aug. 24, 1964, Secret.
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Principals^ the Assistant Secretaries of State for Europe
and Near Eastern-South Aslan Affalrsj and the Chairman of the
Policy Planning Council.^

On October ih the Thompson Committee submitted a report
on the Indian'problem. It considered the following courses of O
action:

(1) To assist India to develop a nuclear v/eapon
capabilityj

(2) To be prepared to impose economic and other
sanctions in an effort to prevent India from going the
nuclear weapon route;

(3) To reinforce India's stated policy of confining
its nuclear development to peaceful purposes; and

(4) To do nothing on a bilateral basis to influence
Indian policy on nuclear matters.

Since the committee considered it to be in the U.S. national
interest to keep India from going nuclear^ it eliminated alter
natives 1 and 4. It opposed sanctions because of the importance
of preserving the relationship between the United States and
India.

In order to keep India in the peaceful nuclear path^
the committee recommended high-level consultations with Indian
leaderSj increased cooperation in peaceful nuc].ear activities^
closei‘ relations in non proliferation efforts, consultations

^'Poster to Committee of P.rlncipals, memorandum. Aug. 2k,
1964j Secret.
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with other goverraaents^ and assurances. The. United States should
privately assure the Indians "of our support If they are attacked
by Communist China and possibly^ Indicating we have no objection
to their seeking similar assurances from the Soviet Union."
The United States would respond to Indian requests for aid
against Chinese aggression^ make__a prompt response If the
Chinese used nuclear weapons against Indla^ and make a public
statement regarding Its response to Chinese use of nuclear
weapons against another Aslan state,^

Policy for the 19th General Assembly

On the day the Thompson Committee submitted its report^
the Chinese carried out their first test. President Jo'hnson
Immediately announced that the United States would continue its

I

non proliferation efforts and assured nations which did not
seek nuclear w^eapons that they would have American support
against nuclear blackmail threats if they needed it. The
Indians showed an interest in a guarantee by the nuclear powers

^ against nuclear attack. The nonaligned countries had previously
(October lO) Issued a declaration in which they endorsed non
dissemination and nonacquisition.2

C

c
^Foster to Committee of Principals,, memorandum^ Oct. l4j

1964, Secretj v.’lth attached paper^ "The Indian Nuclear Problem:
Proposed Course of Actn.on^" Secret^ v/lth Secret/Noforn attach
ments^

ee Internationa 1_Hen;otlatlons on the Treaty on the Non
proliferation'of Muclear Weapons, pp. ’ll 13o
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It appeared therefore that non proliferation would be widely
debated at the 19th General Assembly if the financial dispute
which paralyzed that session could be settled.^ The Thompson
Committee prepared a draft resolution whicli Mr. Poster sent the
Principals on November 12. He noted three questions:

(1) Should it include a nonacquisition pledge?
(2) Should it call on non-members of the United Nations

to undertake the same obligations?
(3) Should it preempt debate on the ML? by including language

which vjould not ln?iiblt the KLP negotiations?^
The question was discussed by the Principals on November 23.

Secretary of State Tiusk a.^keJ v/liether the United States should
continue to oppose proliferation. ¥hy should it be the United
StateS| which would have to use nuclear weapons against Communist

■ ler:: Q

O
China? He suggested that there might be situations where it
might be desirable for the Japanese and Indians to have their
own nuclear weapons. Secretary of Defense McNamara doubted that
they would ever have a suitable deterrent and proposed a study.
He asked v/hether a non proliferation policy meant an automatic (3*
security guarantee to all countries and commented that this
would be a major policy change.

^Since the Soviet Union and six other U,N. members had not
met certain financial obligations, they wore liable to lose their
voting rights. As it turned out, the 19th General Assembly
refraiaed""fx om taklnr any action ohat required a for̂ ial vote, ^ ^

Sposter to Comniittee of prlnalpal.s, memorandum, Nov. 12, 19o'!j_J
Secret, with attached paper, "Non-prollfei’cttlon of Nuclear
Weai)ons," Nov. 9} 196'̂ , Secret„
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Mr. Poster observed that the draft resolution would not
preclude a different policy that might develop from the proposed
studies. Secretary Rusk^ though skeptical about the depth of
Interest In disarmament among many countries, agreed that the
non-proliferation policy should continue. AEG Chairm.an Seaborg
saw no alternative, since anythz^ng else would Involve a loss of
U.S. control. The Principals approve^'the draft resolution but
added safeguards to the nonacquisition provision.^

Because of its financial crisis, the 19th General Assembly
never got down to business on disarmament. However, Secretary of
State Rusk saw Gromyko in New York and emphasized continued
American interest in non-proliferation. The Soviet Foreign
Minister was still violently opposed to the MLP and brushed
aside Rusk's remarks on possible Soviet nuclear aid to China and
the VJarsavj Pact coxmtries. Secretary Rusk said that there were
tv;o aspects of the nuclear question possession and the posi
tion of being target countries like the PRG and Italy. There
was no question of giving the Germans or Italians access to
nuclear weapons through the MLP. It was not clear to him whether
Soviet objections to the MLP were based on non dissemination or
on other factors. If it was the form.er, we could meet the

”17 '

iMemcon, Committoe of Principals, Nov. 2.3, 1964, Secret,
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Soviet concern; ai rangements would be built into the MLP to
make sure that it did not lead to acquisition.

Mr. Gromyko replied that the USSR opposed the MLP on
broad political grounds^ because of PRG revisionism. The USSR
could not rely on assurances or locks or technical devices for
its security because these were subordinate to policy. If the
United States had already taken a decision on the P/tLPj it v/as
assuming a heavy responsibility. Moscow regarded the establish
ment of the MLP in any form as a "hostile act/' and the USSR
and its allies would draw appropriate conclusions for their
security.^

Proposed Approach to New Soviet aders

On November 24_, after the ouster of Khrushchev^ Mr. Poster
sent the Principals a memorandum in which he outlined a six
point program to take up v/ith the new Soviet leaders. He pro
posed that the United States indicate willingness to include
in a ^non proliferation agreement an assurance that "the MLP
would not be used to increase the num.ber of independent deci
sion-making entities controlling the use of nuclear v;eapons."
Present American policy left open the possibility that the MLP
v/ould lead to a European nuclear force not controlled by the

■̂Prora New York, tcl. SECTO 2o, Doc. 5. ISCK, Secret
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present nuclear powers^ and the Soviets took the view that this
would he an Independent entity v/hlch could be controlled by the
FRG. Through Netherlands Foreign Minister Luns^ the United States
had inforiTied the Soviets that any such change would imply a
European political evolution involving a melding of present
national nuclear forces. It had notj however, offered to include
such a commitment in a non proliferation agreementj since this
would enable the British to veto future MLP evolution without
joining while they might otherwise feel impelled to join in order
to gain a veto right. "Given the present political situation
with respect to the M/F/' Mr. Foster observed, "this reason no
longer seems controlling.'’' ¥e should tliereforej inform the
Soviets that we v/ere willing to include in a non-proliferation
agreement "an assurance that the MLP would not be used to
increase the number of independent decision-making entitles
controlling the use of nuclear w'eapons."^

This paper was modified aftei’ informal consultations with
the Principals, and a revised version was circulated on December
3. ACDA how proposed that we indicate our willingness to Include
"an assurance that the MLF would not be used to increase the
number of independent decision-making entities controlling the
use of nuclear weapons, or altei'natively, that the U.S. will

19 

IFoster to Committee of Princixpals, m.em.orandum, Nov. 24,
1964, Secret, with attached paper, "Subjects to be discussed
with the U.S.S.R. Mov. 23^ 1964, Secret. For the Luns
demarche, see Kad:I3.1is, op. cit., p, I8.
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keep its veto over the MLF," Since the Soviets would probably
not act on non proliferation until there had been a decision on
the MLPj it vjould probably not be v/ise to offer either alterna
tive in the interim.^

AEC Chairman Seaborg generally concurred but added that
IAEA safeguards should be included in the non proliferation
agreement. Experience v/ith the Soviet Union in IAEA led him to
believe that it would be wj.lling to include safeguards.^ CIA
Director McGone thought that the whole effort might be prema
ture and proposed postponing a decision.3

Speaking for the State Department^ Ambassador Thompson
preferred to pursue the General Assembly resolution. He did
not think that it w’as desirable to make an approach to the
Soviets at this time on the European clause of the MLP and doubted
the v;isdom of offering them an assurance on "the number of
independent decislon ma.king entitiesparticularly in the

iiabsence of any quid pro quo.
The JCS objected that an ’'intensified" non-prollferation

effort at this time would preempt the conclusions of the O

^ Poster to Committee of Principals^ memorandum^ Dec. 3, 196k,
Secret^ with attached paperj "Subjects to be discussed with the
U . S . S ^ R . D e c . 3^ 1964, Secret.

"^Seaborg to Poster, Itr., Dec. 10, 1964, Secret.
3lvicCone to Poster, 3tr., Dec. 10,. 1964, Secrete
'■Thompson to Foster, riiemo:eandum, Dec. 10, 1964, Secret.
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Gllpatrlc Committee and the Thompson Committee and run contrary
to the consensus reached at the recent Principals meeting.
They also warned that care should be taken to preclude any
interference vjlth the transit or deployment of US nuclear
weapons In foreign areas.^

Secretary of Defense McNamara made a more favorable response:
...I support intensified efforts to negotiate a

nonproliferation agreement. Further^ I believe the US
Government must seek to retain the veto over the MLF

* forces (expressing only a v/illingness to "reconsider"
the control mechanism after Europe is unified^ and
then with any changes subject to a veto by all concerned).^
At the Committee of Principals meeting of December 21j

AEC Chairman Seaborg said that uncertainty regarding the Soviet
Union's fulfilment of its fissionable materials "cutback" announce
ment of April 1964 underlined the need for IAEA safeguards in
non proliferation agreements. Secretary of State Rusk asked
whether a non transfer declaration by the five nuclear powers
might not be preferable to a general non proliferation agreement.
Although the consensus seemed to be that this was not a feasible .
course, he was not convinced. Mr. Foster said that a non pro
liferation agreement with non transfer commitments by the nuclear
powers and nonacquisition obligations for the non-nuclear nations,,
preferably with IAEA safeguards for the latter,, would be better.

C

c
^JCS to Secretary of Defense^ m.emorandum (JCSM-1031 64) j

Dec. U.j 1964, Top Secret,
%cNamara to Foster, Itr., Dec. I9, 19^4, Top Secret.
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In the subsequent discussion^, it was stated that there was
no chance of the PFiG signing a non-proliferation agreement unless
or until the r/ELP came Into being. It was also felt that the
Soviets opposed NATO as an alliance rather than the MLP as such.
On guarantees to non nuclear countrleSj Vfhlte House adviser
Bundj! favoi’’ed a case-by-case approach rather than a universal
guarantee. It was decided that Foster should approach Tsarapkln
in New York and suggest bilateral discussions of non prolifera
tion and other disarmament topics.^

Accordingly, AODA prepared draft instructions for Mr.
Posterj who sent them to the Principals on December 29. He
was to Indicate to Tsarapkln. tliat tliere was a good chance of
rapid proliferation unless a non-proliferation agreement was
obtained in the reasonably near future. If Tsarapkln attacked
the MLPj Mr. Poster should reply that this should not stand
in the way of agreement. He should point out that the MLP
was designed to halt proliferation and that the United States
held that the charter must require its consent to the firing
of nuclear weapons. VJhlle European unification would create a O
new situation in which the charter provisions would be recon
sidered^ the charter could be revised only by the unanimous
consent of MLP members. If the Soviet Union feared that the

O
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force would degenerate into a device giving a non-nuclear member
indirect control of nuclear weapons^ that was all the more rea
son for concluding a non proliferation agreement. He should
indicate that we would explore new forms of assurance but not
suggest any new language. He should also explore the possibility
of IAEA inspection.^

On February 24. 19^5} Mr. Foster sent the Princjpals a
draft Presidential message to the Soviet leaders. This was a
modified version of the December 3 proposal. The President would
offer to designate Mr. Foster as his representative in bilateral
talks on non-proliferation and other disarmament measures. He
would raise security assurances in connection with a non prolifera

ption agreement. ■
Commenting on the new draft, Ambassador Thompson remained

skeptical of the non proliferation proposal and recommended
prior allied discussions. He also doubted the wisdom of opening
up the question of security assurances.'^

U.S. Policy Changes (April I965)

'On April 8, 19^5, Mr. Poster sent the Principals a report
by the Thompson Committee. This report indicated that there

.. 23 

Foster to Committee of Principals^ memorandumj Dec. 29j
1964j^Top Secretj with attached draft tel.., Dec. 29^ 1964^ Secret.

2Foster to Committee of Principalsj mem.orandum^ Feb. 24^
1965^ Secret/NodiSj with attached draft message^ Feb. 24^ 19§5j
Secret/Nodis.

3Thompson to Rusk^ memorandumj Feb. 26^ 19^5^ Secret.

- -

- -

­
-

-



    
       

        

         

       

         

       

           

       

   

       

       

       

      

     

        

       

        

           

    

 

       
      

    

 

o
had been some progress tovjard further peaceful nuclear collabora
tion V7lth India. It also proposed meeting the Indian security
concerns bĵ arranging linked statements by India and the
United States^ possibly joined by the USSR and the United Kingdom.
Because of internal disagreement,, the committee presented tv/o
alternative drafts of the U.S. statement. The first v^ould not
go beyond the general assurance given by the President after
the first Chinese test. In the secondj the President vjould say
that "all free countries in Asia may be sure that nuclear
aggression by Peiping against their territory would be met by
the United States v’ith a prompt response." Over-JCS objections^
the conuTiittee also recoramcndcd Including in either version
reaffirm.ation of American support for a comprehensive test ban,,
a fissionable materials production cutoff^ and a non proliferation
agreement.^

One week later he sent the Principals another memorandum
in which he strongly recommended a renewed effort for an early
non proliferation agreement. He pointed out that it had been
assumed a year earlier that the MLF charter would be signed by
the end of 1964. This had not occurred^ and the requirement of
defending the MLF stym.ied the non-proliferation negotiations:

24

O

^ Foster to Committee of Prancipalsj.memorandumj Apr. 8^
1 9 6 5 Secret;, with attached paper^ "progress Report of the
Cominittee on Nuclear Non pro],.iferation/' Secret,

SFCr r.T/NOPO’'\N______ _
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...At present;, no firm estimate can be made as to
when agreement on an ANF/MLP will be reached. Moreover,
the minimum possible slippage from the original estimated
time for agreement on terms of the Charter would be between
a year and a half to two years. This period is critical
for the non prolifei'atlon problem.

Thus \ie may find ourselves in a situation in vjhich
we cannot take timely action in an area of vital concern
to our security the area of non proliferation because v;e
have taken upon ourselves the requirement to inject into
a non proliferation agreement a defense of the MLP/MP, an
undertaking v/hich may never come to pass but which will
linger long enough in the wings so that a continued require
ment to specifically authorize it in a non proliferation

» agreement will foreclose the possibility of such an agree
ment .

We may therefore be faced with a situation in which
we do not get an MLP/aNF, but the delays which it has
caused in arriving at a non proliferation agreement have
prevented such an agreement from ever coming into being.
To avoid such a situation^ we could privately indicate to

the Soviet Union that we vzould not exert any pressure on our
allies to agree to the MF/MLP even though we would not publicly
renounce it. The Soviet Union could then draw its own conclu
sions as to whether agreement on the multilateral force was
likely. If it was really interested in a non-proliferation
agreementj compromise language could be found v;hlch would neither
require the Western powers to renounce all possibility of an
ANF/MLP nor require the Soviets to accept it as consistent
with non-proliferation. Thus^ the non-proliferation agreement
would neither explicitly forbid nor sanction the transfer of
control of nuclear v/eapons to groups of states. It would

“ 25
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clearly recognize the right of any party to withdraw If other
parties took actions which it regarded as Inconsistent with the
spirit of the agreement.

He also submitted a draft General Assembly resolution on
security assuranceso This resolution would welcome the Inten
tion of states to "come to the Immediate assistance of any
State not possessing nuclear weapons that Is the victim of an
act of nuclear aggression."

On April 22 the Committee of Principals approved the draft
resolution v/lth certain changes to insure that It would not pro
hibit the first use of nuclear weapons. In its revised form^
the resolution v/ould mention assistance to a non nuclear state
that was "the victim of an act of aggression in which nuclear
weapons are used." Before taking any action to surface the
resolution^ however^ the Principals recommended consultation
with Congressional leaders. The Principals did not decide
between the alternative draft U.S. declara.tions submitted by the
Thom.pson Committee,

The Principals recommended continued American support for
the MLP/ANP in the context of responding to the largest possible
consensus among a.nterested European allies. We should, however,
tell the Soviets that v/e had in mind a non proliferation
agreement which would neither explicitly forbid nor permit

•''■Rnqtei' to Committee of Princj.pa].s. memiorandum, Apr. 1 5 ,
196 ,̂ Secret, with attached papei*. Secret,
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the transfer of control of nuclear v/eapons to groups of states.
Such an agreement would have a withdrawal clause similar to that
in the limited test-ban treaty^ but this clause would not be
linked with the MLP/ANF.^'

Disarmament Commission (1963)

The United States had hoped for another ENDC session in
the spring of 1965^ but the Soviets forestalled this by proposing
negotiations in the Disarmament Commission on the grounds that
the 19th General Assembly had failed to deal with the disarma
ment question and it was necessary for all U.N. members to have
an opportunity to discuss it. Non proliferation was the central
question in the Disarmament Com.mission. There was no change in
the American or Soviet positions. In his opening speechj the
Soviet representative called for condemnation of the MLP in any
formj but he never submitted any foiTr.al proposal for such
action to the Disarmament Gommissionj and it was evident that
the majority preferred to skirt this issue. Sweden^ India^ and
other non-nuclear nations showed great interest in stopping the
spread of nuclear weapons but wished to link a non proliferation
agreement with the comprehensive test ban and other nuclear
measures. On June 15_, 1965^ the Disarmament Corama.ssion adopted

“ 27

^Suuimary of Action^ Meeting of the Committee of Principals^
Apr. 22, 19^5, Secret.
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an'*omnibus" resolution^ sponsored by Sweden and 23 other coun
trlesj which covered non proliferation and other disarmament
measures. Its non-proliferation recommended "special priority"
for non-proliferationj with attention to suggestions for a pro
gram of related measures. Both the U.S. and the Soviet represen-
tatives stated that they regarded non proliferation as a
separable measure.^

Allied Consultations on a Draft Treaty

Meanwhile^ both the British and the Canadians had prepared
draft treaties. The British gave us a tentative draft in
February but refrained from pressing it^ at ouî i equest. During O
the Disarmament Gommiission negotiationsj however^ they gave us
a new version and proposed early Western consultations. In
this draft, the nuclear powers would undertake "not to transfer
control of nuclear weapons to any non-nuclear Statej or to any
association of States" and not to assist any non nuclear nation
in the manufacture of nuclear weapons. The non nuclear parties
would be obliged "not to manufacture or acquire control of nuclear(^
weaponsj or to join or to remain in any association having
control of nuclear weapons." On May 27_, Prime Minister VJllson
told the House of Commons that the United Kingdom was preparing

•̂See International Negotiations on the Treaby on the Non
prolj.feratibn TiF Muc'Fear Weaporis'7 pp' lT r6 .
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a draft treaty in cooperation vjith iis a statement which was
not accurate.

The Canadian draft did not refer to transfer to an associa
tion of nations. It contained an article requiring all parties

O ' to place their non-military nuclear activities under IAEA safe
guards. It also included a security assurances article. Under
this provision^ the nuclear parties would agree to come to the
assistance of a non nuclear party "provided the non-nuclear
state has not already received a similar assurance from /is
not formally allied vjit^ a nuclear state." Another provision
authorized complaints to regional organizations or the U.N.
Security Council.^'

The Germans, on the other hand, were much more interested'
in NATO nuclear sharing arrangements. In a press interview of
July Foreign Minister Schroeder stressed the threat of Soviet
missiles to Germany and said that "Germany could abstain from
the acquisition of her own nuclear weapons vis-a-vis her allies"
if a multilateral force or "something similar" was established.
However, a reunified Germany could accede to a world v/ide

pagreement.
In a telegram of July 11 to the U.S. representative to

NATOj the Department of State expressed the hope that the

C

ICirc. agm. OA 3 3995. June P?, 1965., Confidential
^Docuinonts on PlsanTiament, PP. 279 280.
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British would drop their draft. If they did bring It up, how
ever j we should take the following position; V/e still thought
that our I963 proposal v/as the best Western posture. We would
drop the minute attached to that draft and substitute a with
drawal clause. We saw no advantages in the British draft and
noted several drawbacks. The ban on transfer to any "associa
tion of states" hung "tenuously" on the definition of control^,
which would offer a "tempting target" to the Soviets. The
British draft v/ould eliminate a veto-free European option^ which
had been Introduced in response to apparent European desires.
We did not insist that any MLP/ANP charter must include this
option^ but we v/ished to "respond effectively to largest possi
ble consensus among Interested European allies^ and their collec
tive view of this matter is not yet clear." The telegram con
cluded as follows:

We continue to attach im.portance to having agree
m.ent cast in terms of prohibilting transferring weapons into
national control of individual states so as not to leave
any ambiguity re effect of agreement on new NATO nuclear
arrangements such as MF/MLP which In our vlev; are consist
ent with our non-proliferation objectives and should not
be precluded by non proliferation agreement,1
ACDA would not concur with the last paragraph and wished

to add the following FYI section:
FYI. US non proliferation policy is currently under

reviev/j and it is possible that new approaches and changes

sfcrf;¥/^joform O

O

^To Paris, tel. TOPOL 53, July 11, 19o5, Secret. Q
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In past position will resu.lt. Accordingly, we do not
want to give Impression that I963 draft treaty or above
points are Immutable.

During the State Department clearance of the telegram, the FYI
section was deleted without consulting ACDA. Mr. Fisher pro
tested to the Secretary of State.^ Ronald I. Spiers (State/EUR)
rejoined that Assistant Secretary Leddy had omitted the PYI
section and that ACDA should have taken Its objections to the
concluding paragraph to the Secretary or the Wilte House if it
felt that strongly about them.^

Privately, the Germans registered strong objections to the
British draft. They told the British that a nuclear-sharlng
solution should have prloi lty over a non proliferation treaty
and objected that the draft I'uled out a "federation" operating
by majority decision. They would prefer a non-proliferation
treaty accompanied by a fissionable materials cutoff and a
comprehensive test ban, and they felt that German signature of
a non proliferation treaty should be used to get some concessions
from the USSR on reunification. The British Embassy told ACDA
on July 13 that the United Kingdom did not share the German view

Ipishor to Rusk, mem.orandum, July 12, 1965;, Secret. Copies
v;ere also sent to the V/hite House and several State Department
officials.

^Spiers (State/EUR) to Weller (aGDA), memorandum, July 13j>
1965j Secret.
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on priority for the ANF/ML.F. It believed that any treaty
without the ban on a majority vote In an association vjould be
ineffective.^

On July l6j Ambassador Bnace reported from London that
British public opinion strongly favored a non-proliferation O
treaty and that the Wilson goverrirnent was coifflnltted to taking
an initiative. He Vvarned that we vjere on a "collision course"
with the British on the European option and that they might well
table their draft regardless of the outcome of allied consulta-

ptions.
This report resulted in an immediate reevaluation of

American policy. On the next day the State Department sent
Bruce a telegram^ drafted by Fisher^ in which it expressed
sympathy with the purpose of the British draft. It added, how
ever j that the language came down "unnecessarily hard on possi
ble development of MLF/ANF under European clause by appearing to
be Inconsistent with abolition of veto by a nuclear state even
after polltlca]. unity has become so absolute that v/ar making
power has passed to the European grouping from individual
nations or the individual nuclear state had abandoned its right

^Memcon Faber (British Embassy)^ Freund (ACDA/IR)^ and
De Palma (aCDA/IFi), July 13, 1965^ Confidential,

2prom London^ tel. 213 July l6j 1965.. Secret.
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to make independent decisions to a collective entity of some
kind." In order to avoid this difficulty and avoid a "confronta
tion" vjith the FRGj the follov\ilng language was suggested:

C Each of the nuclear states parties to this Treaty
undertakes not to transfer any nuclear v.'eapons into the
national control of any non nuclear State^ either directly^
or indirectly through a military alliance; and each under
takes not to take any other action which would cause an
Increase in the total number of States and other organiza
tions having independent power to use nuclear weapons.

This would mean that no European force could come into existence
unless the United P^ingdom^ Prance^ or the United States either
retained the veto or melded its own forces into a '^supra
national" organization. "In light of French attitude^" the

^ iusti uctlon suated, "this would mean, the future, development of
such a force would be under control of US UIv." It repeated the
previous argument against the British reference to an "associa
tion of states''' and the definition of "control."^ We also
proposed a complete redraft of the treaty.^

On July 1 9 , British Ambassador Dean gave Mr. Poster an
_ aide-memoire defending the British draft. The British stated

that their proposal v/as fully compatible with an AIJP and that
they had never argued that the latter should be sacrificed to
non-dissemination. But they could not agree that non dissemina
tion proposals should be postponed until an M F had been

C ''‘To London^ tel. 298^ July IJ, Secret
2to Ijondonj tel. 299.i July l.'fj 1.965̂ Secret
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established^ because of the danger of proliferation and the
possibility that others might take the Initiative at Geneva.

Mr. Poster stated that the draft should not be tabled until
there had been appropriate NAG consultations and suggested that
it should not be Introduced the day the ENDC reconvened^ While
the British seemed to think that the Soviets would be vjllling
to conclude a treaty as soon as the MLP/ANF issue was settled^
we were not of this opinion. At a later date^ we might wish
to introduce amendments on assurances and safeguards.^'

Two days later^ Lord Chalfont told our Embassy at London
that our amendments were unacceptable. The Eaibassy believed
that the Cabinet had overruled him for domestic political reasotis. O
An Embassy officer advised him not to assiune that we would stick by
the am.endments we had recently proposed.^ After consulting the
White H o u s e j 3 aCDA then informed the German Embassy that we
had unsuccessfully tried to persuade the PJritlsh to amend their
draft and that we would not support it in the NAC.^

We repeated our objections to the British draft in a
cj.rcular instruction to the NATO capitals and urged avoidance of ( 3
any public display of allied disunity. We also used the

ITo Londonj tel. 302^ July 19, 19^3^ Secret; rnemcon Dean
Faber P’oster Preund;, July 19.5 19^5) Secret.

2prom London^ tel. 313^ July 21, 19^5; Secret.
3poster to Bundy^ inemorandum; July 2].̂ 19o5j Secret.
*̂Mem.con Blomeycr-Bartenstein, Freund^ Miller,, July 21 ^ 19^5,

Secret, to Bonn̂ , tel. 19'̂ > July 2i._, 19'̂ 5j Secret.
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the occasion to comment on the Canadian draft. Although
"some IAEA safeguards provision" vjas desirablej the Canadian
formula would encounter resistance from. India and other non
nuclear states and cause difficulties for the nuclear powers. The
question of security assurances was a "complex and sensitive
matter which we were studying."^ The Canadians replied that
they would table their draft if the British submitted their
proposal.^ The Germans wanted the NAC to spend at least tvjo
weeks on the question. 3 The Italians vfere even more opposed
to the British draft than we werej although they thought that

^ the 1963 proposal v;as out of date."̂ ' ^
The British agreed to postpone tabling their draft at

Geneva and concurred in our view that a public display of
allied disunity should be avoided. Meeting at London^ Lord
Chalfont and Mr. Foster agreed to make an effort to develop
language to paper over the differences. Mr. Poster indicated
the possibility of our submitting the British draft with our
amendments and the British making a public statement that they
did not interpret it as perinltting a European option vjith a

C

icirc. tel. 114, July 22, I965, Secret.
^To Ottawa, tel. 76, July 23, I965, Secret.
3prom Bonn, tel. 239, July 23, 1965, Secret,
^From Rom.e, tel. 236, July 2 J 1965., Seci'et,
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majority vote.^
At Geneva^ Lord Chalfont gave Mr. Poster a revised draft

which contained the following version of article I:
Each of the nuclear States Party to this Treaty

undertakes not to transfer any nuclear weapons Into
Ithe national control of any non-nuclear State^ either
directly^ or Indirectly through a military alliance; and
each undertakes not to take any other action v/hich would
result in the acquisition^ by any other State or organi
zation not now possessing It^ of an independent power
to use nuclear v^eapons.

Each of the nuclear States Party to this Treaty under
takes not to assist any non-nuclear State In the manufacture
of nuclear weapons.

The Arnerican delegation found this language no better than the
original British draft and requested instructions. It suggested

/alternative formulations.
It also recommended that the first draft tabled-at Geneva

include mandatory IAEA or similar international safeguards for
the peaceful nuclear activities of non-nuclear states. It anti
cipated that the non nuclear states would object to this
'discriminatory'' provision and recommended security assurances
or scaled dov;n safeguards as eventual fallbacks. We m^lght also
consider applying safeguards to all peaceful facilities of all

ppartieSj but we should not bring that up at this time.^

O

o

o

o

^ From London, tel. 35̂ 1 j July 25^ 19^5j Secret.
SFrom Geneva, tel. DISTO 2173, July 27, 19 6 5, Secret,
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In subsequent discussions^ we maintained our position that
the treaty must permit a Eui'opean option with majority votingj
as we had proposed in our amendment to the British draft. The
Germans found our language s a t i s f a c t o r y I t was agreed that we
woiild table the treaty with our language and that Mr. Poster
and Lord Chalfont vjould publicly state their positions on the
European option. Owing to general opposition among the allies
to the mandatory safeguards provision they felt that the non
nuclear nations would reject it as discriminatory we replaced
it v;ith v/eaker language. The treaty v/ould be of unlimited
duration^ but there would be a review conference'after five

O ' years. There were no provisions on security assurances or
complaint procedures^ as the Canadians had proposed,

U.S. Policy Review

While these consultations were in progress^ Mr. Poster
asked the Committee of Principals to examine all aspects of a
non proliferation treaty. He pointed out that v/e must urgently
decide what kind of agreement we v/ould support. He again pointed
out the danger that the FRG would not be satisfied with NATO
defense arrangements if other powers v/ent' nuclear^ as some
might soon do unless there v/as an early non-proliferation
agreement.

C

C iFrom Geneva^ tel. DIoTO 2.21''l̂ 1967^ Secret.
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since an early agreement was necessary^ non-proliferation
should not be relegated to second priority as compared to the
MLF/ANP. Some would argue that a non proliferation that did
not expressly sanction an MLP/ANP would give the Soviets a lever
against later^ establishment of a multilateral force^ but this O
would mean deferring a non-proliferation agreement until it
was too late to do any good since the Soviets vjould never
accept an agreement that deprived them of such leverage. Others
thought that the non-proliferation effort would cause great
difficulties with the PRG but saw no prospect for agreement with
the USSR. Mr. Poster observed that y?e would never know until
we tried. He pointed out that the USSR and the United States
had a common interest in stopping proliferation and that failure
to make an effort could have "serious repercussions" on our
relations with the United Kingdom^ Canada^ Norway, Denmark, and
perhaps Italy,

He proposed the follov/lng basic provisions:
1. Each of the Parties to this Treaty now owning

nuclear weapons undertakes not to assist any State not
now owning them to acquire nuclear weapons by manufactur
ing them or by any other means.

2. Each of the Parties to this Treaty not now own
ing nuclear weapons undertakes not to acquire nuclear
weapons by manufacturing them or bj; any other means»
Each such Party also undertakes not to seek or receive
from any State assistance in manufacturing nuclear weapons
and not to grant such assistance to any State.
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The agreement vrauld neither prohibit nor sanction the MLF/ANPj
and it wquld not be accompanied by an explanatory minute as vje
had proposed in I963. The new language was designed to avoid
"possessionj" "controlj" or "transfer^" which fed been used in

^ the 1963 draft. The words "by any other means/' however^ were
broad enough to cover transfer.

The new draft contained alternative safeguards provisions.
The first alternative would require all non nuclear parties to
accept IAEA or similar safeguards on their nuclear activities.
Under the second, all parties would "undertake to cooperate in
facilitating the application" of IAEA or similar international
safeguards to peaceful nuclear activities. Since the first
alternative might cause serious resistance by non nuclear nations,
we should be prepared to offer the second as a fallback.

He thought that it might be necessary to include security
assurances in the non-proliferation agreement in order to obtain
adherence by India and other key non nuclear states. Members
of the Senate Foreign Relations Committee and the Joint Cornmlttee
on Atomic Energy had been consulted about the proposed General
Assembly resolution^ and had made no objection. He therefore
proposed the following treaty language:

"̂See abovej p.
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Each of the Parties to this Treaty undertakes to
provide or support Immediate assistance to any other
Party that (a) does not own nuclear weapons and (b) Is
the victim of an act of aggression In which nuclear
weapons are used.

He pointed out that the assurance would not be automatic^ since
It would be up to the assisting nation to decide who was the
aggressor and that It left open the form of assistance. It
would cover actual aggression with nuclear weapons rather than
the threat of aggression. And It protected our position on the
defensive use of nuclear weapons.

He also proposed a treaty article In which the nuclear
parties would undertake not to use nuclear weapons against
non-nuclear parties^ "except In defense against an act of
aggression In v/hlch a State owning nuclear weapons Is engaged."
This article would not be proposed until a later stage In the
negotiations. It vjould enable us for the first time to take
an Initiative on the question of the use of nuclear weapons^
where we had been on the political defensive throughout the
postwar p e r i o d . H e did not think that the Impact on U.S.'power
would be "sufficiently serious to outweigh the benefits that O
might be obtained from It." Political considerations already
Imposed such serious restraints on our use of nuclear weapons
that we would hardly use them in Asia except in the event of

O
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Chinese aggression In Korea or Vietnam. It was hard to see how
the European confrontation could lead to hostilities In v/hlch
the Soviet Union would not be__lnvolved^ and In that case^ the
treaty limitation would not apply. ^

He thought that the Inclusion of this provision would streng
then the hands of those In the non-nuclear natjons who favored non
prollferatlonj since they "xvould no longer be In a position of
asking their own countries to forego the use of nuclear weapons
at a time when the principal nuclear powers could give them no
assurance that they would not use those weapons against them."
The probable Chinese failure to sign the treaty v/ould vjeaken
the effect of this provision^ but this v/ould be offset to some
extent by the assurances action.

The treaty would come into force v.’hen it had been ratified
by the United Statesj the United Kingdom^ the Soviet Union^ and
a certain number of additional states^ Including some key govern
ments. To meet PRG desires^ there would be three depositary
governments as in the limited test-ban treaty in order to mini
mize the political effect of GDR accession.^

Presidential_FÛ c]Uest for New Program

In a National Security Action Memorandum of June 28^ the

-Foster to ConFnittee of Principals, memorandum^ July l6^
1963^ Secret^ with attached^draft position paper on non prolifera
tion agreement^ July I6, Secret.
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President directed ACDA to prepare a new proposed program^
\

Including measures to prevent the further spread of nuclear
weapons.^

Mr. Fisher accordingly sent the Principals a paper (July 31)
outlining the first draft of a program for preventing the spread
of nuclear weapons and turning down the nuclear arms race. The
non-proliferation treaty headed the list of proposed actions.

In his July 27 message^ the President had told the EI'IDC
that the American delegation was Instructed to seek agreements
to stop proliferation.^ The United States and Its allies were
now consulting on the terms of a draft treaty vjhich the British
might introduce in two v;ecks. They v;ere considering two different
approaches to the European option: the British wished to provide
that a nuclear power must retain a vetOj while the United States
v/ould meet the problem by providing that there should be no
increase in the number of states or organizations with the
independent power to fire nuclear weapons.

ACDA still felt that any agreement which clearly left
the door open to the MLP/ANP would be non negotiable with the O
Soviet Union. It favored the vague^ generalized language

INSAM 335. June 28, I965, Confidential.
^Documents on Disarmament, 19^5j p. 28l.
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proposed by the Canadiansj this vjould neither expressly forbid
nor permit the transfer of control of nuclear vjeapons to groups
of states. If the "generalized" approach was adoptedj ACDA
would recommend that we privately Inform the Soviets that v;e
would continue to state that the draft v;as consistent with our
efforts to ’Work out Allied nuclear arx' angements but that we did
not foreclose their right to make contrary statements. We would
aiso point out that the right of wlthdravjal vjould protect their
security Interests.

ACDA felt that we should make a "strenuous" effort to get
the Russians to join with us In a treaty which would m.eet the
most Immediate danger of proliferation to Nth countries and that
we should "not foreclose possibly our last chaince to act together
on this Issue by seeking to force each other via a non prolifera
tion treaty to renounce existing views with respect to the
MLF/ANB'. ACDA believed that the risk of disrupting NATO unity
was more than outv/elghed by the danger of proliferation.

An Immediate decision was necessary on safeguards. After
appropriate consultations^ ACDA Intended to propose the Inclu
sion 'of IAEA safeguards In the draft treaty. The security
assurances problem must also be resolved as a m.atter of priority.
Until It was settled^ hoxvever;, the delegation at Geneva could
Indicate that v/e vjould support a U.N. resolution of the kind

43 - -
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the Principals had approved In April.^ 'AGDA did not think that
the propofial to limit the use of nuclear vjeapons should be
advanced until It had received "the most thorough consideration"
and then only when it was clear that the Soviets were ready to
seriously discuss other treaty provisions and that the proposal
would make it possible for the Soviet Union and key non nuclear
countries to agree to a non proliferation treaty. It recommended
private communications as appropriate but opposed any public«
threat of sanctions. It suggested that a Congressional resolu

2tion might be of some use in this connection.
On August llj Mr. Fisher sent the Deputies a draft Congres

sional resolution and requested their comments.' He said that
the resolution would help crystallize sentiment In Congress^
Increase public support for non-proliferation, and underline
Administration efforts. It would raise the possibility of
economic pressures "only in a general fashion and in a lov/
key. "3 draft resolution encountered strong opposition in
the State Department, where Deputy Assistant Secretary of State
Kitchen, with the concurrence of other top officials, noted the
danger that Congressional debate could show divided opinions

^See above, p.
^Fisher to Coimaittee of Principals, memorandum, July 31^

1965, Secret,, with attached paper, "Proposed Pi'-ogram Under NSAM
No. 333." July 3 1, 1965., Secret.

3pisher to Keeny, et al., memorandu.m, Aug. 11, 1965.
Confident;i al.
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on the MLP/ANP and recommended that vie avoid anything "'v/hlch
poses such vague threats of economic retaliation^ which is at
least as likely to backfire as to assist our effort."^

AEG strongly favored mandatory IAEA or equivalent safe
guards on the peaceful nuclear activities of the nuclear powers.
It had^ however^ agreed with ACDA to obligate the nuclear powers
only to "cooperate" in facilitating the application of safeguards,
It had also accepted the fallback position of offering the non
nuclear states the weaker provision if mandatory safeguards
should block acceptance of the treaty.

Chalririan Seaborg was "dismayed^" however^ to learn that the
American delegation at Geneva iictd moved to the fallback after
discussion in the Western Four. He recommended that every effort
be made to restore the mandatory provision. If this could not
be done^ we should at least make it clear that v/e favored manda
tory safeguards and try to get Svieden or another neutral to

ppropose an am.endrnent which we could endorse.
The JCS favored non proliferation and commented

that any viable treaty must provide for safeguards on all
peaceful nuclear activities of non-nuclear countries. They
therefore preferred'the first alternative in the July l6 paper
but accepted the second as a fallback. Regardless of treaty

^ Kitchen to Rusk , memorandumj Aug. 1.6,^ 19^5j Confidential,
^Seaborg to Poster^ lt.v.., 13, 1965., Secret (attached

to Poster's memora.nduiii to Gomitiittee of Fr incipalSj Pob. Y f,
1966 , Secret).
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provisions^ they declared that there must be a continuing
effort to Improve our unilateral means of verification. They
preferred to consider security assurances on a case-by-case
basis. If they had to be Included In the treaty^ "they should
be general in nature and not Imply commitments that could Inter ^
fere vjlth the necessary flexibility for future US action" and
not obligate us to "any particular contingent military action."

They opposed any treaty limitation on the use of nuclear
weapons against non-nuclear nations on the following grounds:
(l) we must retain strategic flexibility^ (2) any restriction
could be used to advance a general prohibition^ and (3) Communist
China and North Vietnam could misinterpret any proposal we
made at this time.

They preferred the July 17 draft treaty to the ACDA version
since the former did not include undesirable provisions on
security assurances or limitation of use. The State draft
suffered^ however_, from a lack of safeguards. They thought that
we should not aggressively pursue a non proliferation treaty at
this time. In their vievjj any future efforts should take the
following factors into account: (.1 ) flexibility to permit inter
national or multilateral sharing^ (2) continued U.S. nuclear
dispersal and delivery arrangements^ and (3) safeguards. "No
agreement should be ob cainedj they wrotoj at the risk of weakening
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the NATO structure and dovmgradlng the credibility of the US
nuclear d e t e r r e n t •̂

Elp;hth Session of the ENDC (1963)

jAs we have seen^ President Johnson stressed non prollfei’a
ptlon In his message to the ENDC. ' On August I7 t?ie United

States tabled Its draft treaty. This would oblige the nuclear
powers (1 ) not to transfer nuclear weapons into the national
control of any country not having them^ either directly or
Indirectly^ through a military alliance^ (2) not to assist non
nuclear countries to manufacture nuclear weapons^ and (3) not
to take any action to increasG the number of states or other
entities with the independent power to use nuclear weapons.
The non nuclear countries would assume analogous obligations.
All parties would undertake to facilitate the application of
IAEA or equivalent safeguards to their peaceful nuclear activi
ties. There would be a review conference after a specified
period because of concern that the treaty should be accompanied
by progress in nuclear disarm.ament.

The U.S. draft treaty thus preserved the European option
with a majority votoj and Lord Chalfont publicly commented that

C

^McNaughton to Fisher^ Itr.j Aug. l6_, 1965:, Secret^ with
attached, memorandum from the JOS to the Secretary of Defense

C (JCSM 602 65), Aug, 5j 1965^ Secret. See also Humphries (DOD/ISA)
to Flshei'j li.lr.j Sept. I'l., I965., Secretj v;lth a.ttachcd memorandum
from tlie JCS to the Secretary of Defense (JCSM 67J 65)} Sept. lOj
19 6 5. Seci'et. For the July 19^5^ draft treaty^ see to
London^ tel. 299, July 17, I965, Secret/Llmdis,

2See abovej p.
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the United Kingdom would prefer to see this possibility closed^
since it opposed any Western defense arrangements that would
eliminate the veto of existing nuclear powers. Mr. Poster ex
plained that the option v/as preserved because v/e did not wish to
preclude a European political union at some future time. Soviet
Ambassador Tsarapkln attacked the treaty for legalizing" the
MliP and insisted that it was necessary to ban "indirect access"
tT nuclear weapons by non nuclear po'.vers.

The Eight stated in a memorandum, of September 15 that
non-proliferation measures should be "coupled v;ith or follov/ed
by" tangible steps in nuclear disarmament.^

Fanfani Moratorium Proposal

On July 29j Italian Foreign Minister Fanfani suggested
to the ENDC that the non-nuclear nations mj.ght agree to a
''moratorium" on acquiring nuclear weapons if the nuclear powers
were unable to agree on a non dissemination treaty within a
reasonable length of tlm.e. The moratorium would last a speci
fied length of tlmOj and the non-nuclear nations would

2recover their freedomi of action v/hen it expired.

O

o
ISee International Negotiations on the Treaty on the Non

proliferatlon of Nuc.lear Weaponsj pp. 17 ff.
^ P'< 3 9. '
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Secretary of State Rusk was attracted by the Fanfani proposal
and called it an "important contribution" at his August 2 press
conference.^ He also spoke of it in favorable terms to the
Italian Ambassador and observed that It might be an alternative
approach if our current effort proved unsuccessful.̂ Deputy
Assistant Secretary of Defense Barbour also Liked the proposal.3

ACDA was less enthusiastic. Our delegation at Geneva vjas
instructed to try to dissuade the Italians from pursuing the
proposal.^ After Tsarapkin’s rejection of our draft treaty^
however^ we took a more favorable view.5

The delegation reported that the British and Canadians took
a dim view of the proposal. It also doubted that key nonaligned
nations would support it; if they didj they might load it down
with "various self-serving and unrealistic conditions regarding
actions to be taken by nuclear powers conditions later likely
to be transformed into amendments to non proliferation treaty."^
Neverthelessj the Italian delegation Introduced a draft declara
tionj explaining that it was intended to remove the immediate
danger while treaty efforts continued.^

“American Foreign Policy: Current Docum ents, 19^5, PP • 302
303.

^Memcon Ruskj Penoaltea^ et al.j Aug. llj 19^3} Secret.
3Barbour to FI sher̂ , miemoi'andum^ Aug. 13^ 1965:, Confidential.
%'o Geneva, tel. TODIS I807, Aug. I8, I963. Confidential.
""̂To Geneva, tcl. TODIS 3835. Sept. 2, 1965, Confident .ial.
% r o m Geneva, tel, 2327, Sept. 3, I965, Confidential.
I'̂ Docu.mentc on D:1.SP:rTaamont,’ PP* 'l ll '̂ llS.
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20th General Assembly (1963)

In his opening address to the General Assembly^ Ambassador
Goldberg asked "first priority" for non ^prollferatlon and urged
early action on the U.S. draft treaty. He also repeated the ^
President's assurance of support of non nuclear countries against
nuclear blackmail and declared that the General Assembly could
take action on security assurances.

On September 24 the Soviet Union submitted its own draft
treaty. In the Soviet drafts the nuclear powers v/ould undertake
not to transfer nuclear weapons "directly^ or indirectly^ through
third States or groups of States not possessing nuclcar weapons
and not to accord to such States the right to participate in
the ownership^ control or use of nuclear weapons." They vjould
agree not to transfer "nuclear weapons^ or control over them
or over their emplacement or use" to military units or personnel
of nm nuclear allies^ even if these units or personnel were
"under the command of a military alliance." They would also
undertake not to help other states or groups of states to manu
facture or test nuclear weapons. The non-nuclear states would
assume similar obligations. There were no safeguards or revievj
provisions. The treaty could be amended b̂ / a majority of the
partiesj including all the nuclear parties. There was a w'ith
drawal. provision.
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Although the Soviet draft did not explicitly ban an MLF
or AN.P̂ the Soviets made It quite clear that It was so Intended.
Indiaj the UAR^ Swedenj and other non-nuclear nations still
argued that a non-proliferation treaty should be accompanied

^ by nuclear disarmament measures^ and we questioned this "pack
age" approach. Both the United States and the Soviet Union
voted for a resolution sponsored by the Eight (November 19,

1965)j which called on the ENDC to negotiate a non prolifera
tion treaty void of loopholesj with "an acceptable balance of
mutual responsibilities and obligations of the nuclear and non
nuclear Powers." The treaty should be a step tov?ard general
and complete disarjaament^ and particularly nuclear disarmament.
It should not "adversely affect" the right of states to conclude
regional denuclearization agreements.

The Soviet Union was still chiefly concerned v/ith Germany.
V/hile the General Assembly was still in session^ Chancellor
Erhard publicly stated that the If'RG still wanted some form of
"nuclear participation" in NATO defense, although it remained
pledged not to manufacture nuclear weapons on its territory and
did not wish to acquire "national control" of nuclear weapons.
Newspaper reports stated that American nuclear warheads were
mounted on PRG aircraft. A White House statement that American
nuclear weapons remained in U.S. custody and could not be used

C
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without the specific authorization of the President did not
satisfy the Soviets. In a speech of Decejnber 8 to the Supreme
Soviet^ Foreign Minister Gromyko declared that the USSR rejected
a "two key" system for controlling American nuclear weapons in
Germany and any attempt to "camouflage" FRG accession to nuclear O
weapons by setting up a NATO committee. This speech seemed to
question our existing arrangements and McNamara's plan for a
NATO nuclear committee, as well as the MLP and ANP.l

Ninth Session of the ENDC (January 27-May 10, 1966)
Before the ENDC session opened, ACDA prepared several minor

amendments to the U.S. draft treaty and discussed them with the
Britlshj v;ho concurred ad referendum. These amendments provided
a definition of '‘control" and changed "nuclear state" and "non
nuclear state" to "nuclear weapon" and "non nuclear weapon state,"
"Control" v;ould be defined as "independent power to use nuclear
vjeapons." The other changes were intended to placate the Indians,
who disliked being placed among "non-nuclear" nations when-they
had a large peaceful program.,^

After Mr, Foster had left for Europe, however. Under Secre
tary of State Ball insisted on changing the definition of "con
trol" to read "right or ability to fire nuclear weapons viithout

O

See Internat3onal Negotjations on the Treaty on the Non
pT^oIiferatio'n oF Nucl.eaf "Weapons, pp ,' 2 2 2J.

sher to Rusk/ memorandTir.i, "US Non Proliferation Treaty (U)"
Jan. 2^, 1966, Confidential, with attached papers, "Revised Draft
Artiicles I, II and IV of a Non Proljferation Treaty," Jan. 20,
1966, Confidential, and "Explanation of Treaty Changes," Jan. 21,
1966, Confidential.
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the concurrent decision of an existing nucl.ear v/eapon state."
McGeorge Bundy concurred^ and Mr. Foster vjas Instructed to dis
cuss the revised amendments v/lth the Western Four.^

In Geneva^ Mr. Foster objected to the changes and suggested
restoring "uscj" which had a better connotation than "fire."

^ He also objected to the term "concurrent decision":
More Importantly^ "concurrent decision" suggest„s tv/o

decisions. Implies situation where non-nuclear state^ or
association of non nuclear states^ would be in position to
make decision on use as well as nuclear state. Moreover
"concurrent" could be interpreted either to mean happening
at the same time or joint and equal in authority (e.g.;,
nuclear co-determination) . Believe this ^vjoul^ not be lost
on Sovs... 2

The British also objected to the changed definition of "control".
They doubted that "fire" v/ould cover dropping an atomic bomb and
suggested "commit to use" as an alternative. They preferr^ed
"consent" to "concurrent decision" and pointed out that our defini
tion of "nuclear weapon state" was circular given the nev; defini
tion of "control,"3

Washington decided to keep the word "fire" and explained that
"use" w’as vaguer. It believed that "fire" would cover dropping 'C an atomic bom»b. It preferred "concurrent decision" to "consent,"
since "control" while delegating authority in advance to use
nuclear weapons. It agreed with the delegation's view that there
v/ould be no doubt in practice of the meaning of the terms, in
spite of the circularity that the British had noted,

3To Paris, tel. 3 3̂0, Jan. 24, 1966,. Secret/Llmdis,
F̂rorn G neva, tel. 1322, Jan. 28,' I966, Secret/Llmdis.
3prorn Geneva, tel. I326, Jan. 29, 1966, Secret/Llmdis.
^To Geneva, tel. TODIS 3910, Jan. 31, 1966, Secret/Llmdis
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V;hen he ,gave the nevj draft language to the allies, both
General Burns (Canada) and Lord Chalfont (U.K.) objected to
the "nuclear weapon" and "non nuclear v;eapon" terminology.
General Burns preferred "states possessing" or "not possessing"
nuclear weapons. Mr, Foster explained that this was necessary
to avoid the Inference that the presence of nuclear weapons on a
nation’s territory could mean possession. He also explained
that "concurrent" meant "at the same time/' I.e., no nuclear
weapon could be fired until a nuclear v.’eapon state gave the
release. Lord Chalfont preferred "specific consent."! Later,
all three allies settled on "concurrent consent." The Canadians
were concerned about the definition of a nuclear weapon state
and questioned the European option. Our delegation suggested
that this might be met by defining a nuclear-weapon state as a O
"state having independent pov/er to fire nuclear v;eapons."^ Vie

decidedj however, not to make any changes in the draft amendments,
and the British, Canadians, and Italians concurred.3

Even then, the amendments encountered opposition from the
Germans, who questioned their effect on SACEUR's authority to
release nuclear v;eapons to the allies and the European option,'^
Mr. Foster was instructed to tell the German observer in Geneva
that .the new language would not affect the existing arrangements
whereby CINCEUR and SACEUR, after a decision by the President,

Iprom Geneva, tel. 13'̂ '̂ . Feb. 1, 19^6, Confidential.
Sprom Geneva, tel. 13̂ 1 8, Feb. 2, 1966, Confidential. From

Ottawa, telj. 1020, Feb. 7^ 1966, Secret/Limdls.
3From Geneva, tel. 137 Ĵ., Feb. 4, ig66. Confidential.
% ’rom BSni'r, tel. 2352, Feb. J , i960. Confidential.
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could release warheads to allied forces. If they released the
warheadsj this vjould not bo a transfer to the national control
of a non-nuclear weapon state^ but a "concurrent decision" by
the United States that the weapons could be fired. Moreover,,
the amendments did not rule out a majority voting system in a
possible European nuclear force^ provided that an existing
nuclear weapon state^ e.g.;, the United Kingdom^ merged its wea
pons into a European force. The European option would thus
remain open.^ When Mr, Poster presented this explanation to
Schnippenkoetter at Geneva^ the latter neither approved the

pamendments nor asked us to delay presenting them to the Soviets,
In the plenary meetingSj Arabctssadoi Taarapiiin continued

his attacks on the American draft treaty for permitting the
nuclear powers to give control of nuclear weapons to a multilateral
force and warned that the USSR would never consent to West German
"access" to nuclear weapons.5 After we had privately given him the
amendments, he told Fisher in a Co-Chairmen's meeting (February 28)
that the Soviets saw no real difference between the amendments
and our .original draft treaty on this point.

Later, the Co-Chairmen had an art;i.cle by article discussion.
Mr. Fisher said that the Soviet draft treaty appeared to prohibit

Ipr om Geneva, tel. 139'̂ j Feb. 7, 1.966, Confidential; to
Geneva, tel. 1355j Feb. 7, 1966, Confidential.

‘̂■Froni Geneva, tels. l4o8, Feb. 8, I966, Confidential, and
I4l4, Feb. 9, 1966, Confidential.

3j'nternationa1 Negotiations _ o t h e Treaty on the Nonprolifera
tion_jC)'f Nuj‘;].ear j^eapoiis, p. 33. '

■̂Fx̂ )Rr'Geneva7 t e l 1550, Feb. 28, i960. Confidential.
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non nuclear-weapon states from participating in alliance planning^
vjhlle we wished to assure that no non nuclear v/eapon state
could fire nuclear weapons without the explicit^ concurrent
decision of an existing nuclear weapon power. Ambassador
Tsarapkin said that our definition of "control" was unacceptable.
He maintained that it meant proliferation since it would permit
access^ ownership^ and having weapons at one's disposition. Only
the right to fire would be forbidden^ and that meant prolifera
tion lacking only the final phase,

Mr. Fisher replied that our draft would also forbid non
nuclear nations to learn how to manufacture nuclear nuclear
v;eaponSj although it would permit them to learn how to operate O
delivery vehicles. He explained that the new language forbidding
transfer to an association of non nuclear vjeapon states closed
a loophole in our original drafts which would have permitted
the establishnient of a new nuclear association of states if an
existing nuclear power gave up its weapons^ even though it did
not join the association. It also meant that a nuclear state
forming a multilateral force must either keep its veto or put O
its entire nuclear capability into the force. Ambassador
Tsarapkin said that'the Soviet draft treaty would prohibit
training allies in the use of nuclear-capable rockets or

SECRET? f̂QFOî O
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aircraft. 'He preferred to postpone discussion of safeguards
until a later stage.^

A crucial question was whether the Soviets v/ould insist
on a non proliferation treaty? t?iat would ban existing allied
nuclear arrangements and proposed consultative procedures, as
the Gromyko speech and Tsarapkln's remarks seemed to indicate.
Lord Chalfont further reported that Kosygin had told him in
Moscow that any change in NATO arrangements bringing the PRG
into closer association v;lth nuclear weapons would rule out a

ptreaty. The Soviet Premier included consultation and planning.
On the ot?ier handj O.A. Grinevsky of the Soviet delegation

at Geneva told us that the Soviets viished to ban the transfer
of the "possessionj use^ and control" of nuclear weapons to an
association of nucl.ear and non nuclear states. He insistedj
however_, that the Soviet draft treaty was not intended to cover
exj.sting arrangements and that the Sovj.et attitude tov.’ard the
NATO Special Committee v/ould depend on whether it turned out to
be more than a consultative organ. Although the Soviets would
make speeches against existing arrangements and the Special
Committeej they would not insist in the last analysis on pro
hibiting them in the treaty. He emphasized that Gromyko had

^From Geneva^ tel.s. 157'’L* Mar. 2^ 19^6^ Confidential/
LlmdlSj and 159̂ 1j Mar. 19^6, Confidentia.l/3,imdis.

?Fx om Geneva;, tel. 1550^ Feb. 28^ 1966, ConfIdcaitlal.
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not stipulated that there should be a treaty ban on the Special
Committee.^

Ambassador Tsarapkln took a tougher line in a private
discussion with Fisher and Goldberg^ who was visiting Geneva^
and registered objection to training allied military units in the ^
use of nuclear weapons. He said that existing arrangements should
be altered if they were contrary to the treaty. Ambassador Goldberg
tried v/ithout success to persuade him to accept our vjord just as
vie vjould accept theirs. 2

Shortly after these talks^ /irnbassador Tsarapkln was re
called to Moscow and unexpectedly reassigned to Bonn. Lord
Ghalfontj after a short visit to Bonn^ reported that the Gernans
felt that the ENDC should confine itself to preventing national
control of nuclear weapons and that they would not be satisfied
with consultative arrangements. They apparently still wished
to use nuclear sharing to gain leverage for reunification. He
had also talked with Tsarapkln^ vjho told him that the VJest was
wrong if it thought that it could have either a multilateral force
or^ consultative arrangements and a non-proliferation treaty. O
The Soviets accepted FRG membership in NATO but not consultatloii
with Bonn on nuclear matters.

5«

^From Genevaj tel. 1599j> Mar. 4. 19oo_, Confidential,
2Memconj Mar. J, 1966, Secret/lAmdls.
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Lord Chalfont declared that v/e should decide what kind of
non proliferation treaty and nuclear sharlng arrangements we
wanted and then tell the PRG to accept them. He suggested that
the four Western delegates at Geneva should recommend this action
to their governments. Both General Burns and Ambassador Cavallettl
agreed that the Germans were trying to block a non-proliferation
treaty. Mr. Fisher did not agree that we could tell the FRG
to take it or leave it. While he agreed that a non-proliferation
*

treaty was urgent^ he could not urge Washington to consider a
treaty that v;as not consistent with the NATO arrangements under
discussion. Moreover^ he did not think that it was appropriate
for the delegates at Geneva to take the role that Chalfont v;ould
give them.^

The amendments v;ere tabled on March 21 and met the expected
Soviet rejection. Ambassador Roshchinj who had replaced Tsarapkin
at Geneva, argued that the revised U.S. draft treaty would not
prohibit the "transfer" of nuclear weapons to allies or forbid
them to participate in "the ovmershlpj control or use of nuclear
weapons." Moreover^ he claimed that we v/ould treat nations as
"non-nuclear-weapon" states even though they "physically and
legally" possessed nuc],ear weapons. He declared that the Soviet

Iprom Geneva,, tel. 173^b Mar. I7 , 1966., Secret,
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Union and other nations could not rest their security on the
American veto. And he criticized the European option.^

U.S. policy and the Kosygin offer
Premier Kosygin introduced a new element in his February

1, 1966j message to the ENDC by offering to include in the non- O
proliferation a provision banning the use of nuclear vjeapons
against non-nuclear countries v^hich did not have themi on their
territory.2 Our delegation was instructed to avoid initiating
discussion of the Kosygin offer. We doubted that it vjould meet
the most likely contingency nuclear blackmail of non-nuclear
states by powers which did not sign a non proliferation treaty.
It would also discriminate against countries vjhich had allied
nuclear weapons on their territory.3 . . .

In a memorandum of February I8 to the Principals, Mr.
Fisher proposed the following course of action: Immediatelyj
we would point out that the Kosygin offer was inadequate and
discrlmlnatoi' y and contrast it with the more positive approach .
outlined by the President in October 1964. At the same tim.e_,
there would be great px essui' e to include security assurances in
the treaty and many non-nuclear countries w’ould not be satisfied

^International Negotiations on the Treaty on the Non-
prollfeFatlon of Nuclear Weaponsj pp. 3'5 ff’.

'documents on Disarmament. 1966, p. 11.
3To Geneva, tel. 1351. Feb. 7, 1966, Confidential.
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with the U.N. resolution we had In mind . V/e should therefore
consult our allies on including a treaty article under v/hich the
parties would undertake to provide or support Immediate assist
ance to any non-nuclear party to the treaty that was a victim of
aggression in which nuclear v/eapons vjere used and had not already
received assurances from a nuclear-weapon ally. The nuclear
parties v/ould agree to consult to assure Implementation of this
provision.^

V/hile the Principals v/ere considering the AGDA proposal^
we were discussing the Kosygin, offer with our allies. The
North Atlantic Council reacted negatively and asked the V/estern
Pour to discuss it fu.rther at Geneva. These discussions v̂ ere
inconclusive. General Burns did not see how the proposal could
be rejected^ especially if it were amended to apply only to
nonaligned non-nuclear nations^ and all agreed that it would
have much appeal to the nonaligned. Italian Ambassador Gavalletti
noted that it could lead to pressure for the withdrawal of allied
nuclear weapons from his country. The allies suggested the
argument that the Kosygin proposal would require verification to
insure that no nuclear weapons v/ere present on the territory of
the countries concerned.^ For our part^ we prepared a draft

Ipisher to Committee of Principalsj memorandumj Feb. l8j
1965, Secret!

^Fi’om Geneva, tels. .l'l88j Feb. iB, 1966, Confidentialj
1500, Feb. 21, 1Q66. Confidentia]; 1551. Feb. 28, 1966, Confidential
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General Assembly resolution which would’welcome the Intention of
U.N. members approving it to "provide or support immediate assist
ance to any State not possessing nuclear weapons that is the
victim of an act of aggression in v^hich nuclear weapons are used"
and call upon all other states to associate themselves with the
objectives of the resolution.^

The JCS opposed the Kosygin offer for the follov/ing
reasons:

(1) It was a propaganda move intended to discriminate against
and intimidate allies vjith American nuclear vjeapons on their
territory.

(2) It was another attempt to erode our alliances.
(3) It could provide impetus toward total prohibition of

nuclear weapons.
(4) It could cause us to disclose the location of nuclear

stockpiles abroad.
(5) It could alter the military balance to our detriment.

They dj.d not favor going beyond the President's previous assurances
at this time. If security assurances were required^ "they should O
be general in nature and not commit the United States to any
specific military course of action or inhibit US nuclear flexi
bility." They should take the form of a U.N. resolution rather

^T'o Genevaj tel. l448^ Fab. l8^ 3̂ 966̂ Confidential,

- -

­

­

-



      

          

      

        

          

   
        

 
      

          

      

              

        

         

            

       

         

        

       

         

      
  

      

c '■'63

than treaty provisions. They opposed any form of non-use
obligation^ since this vjould deny us the advantage we enjoyed
from "the deterrent effect of US nuclear superiority." They
thought that the inclusion of a non-use obligation or specific
assurances vjould be a cause for reappraising the desirability of
a non proliferation treaty.^ Assistant Secretary of Defense
McNaughton agreed that the draft resolution could be discussed
with the allies.^

The problem was discussed by the Principals on February 28.
Secretary Rusk did not see how certain countries could be handled
under the ACDA security assurances proposal. For example^ if
we left Iran out on the ground that it was an ally^ the Senate
might think we had made an alliance with that country without
seeking Senate approval for a treaty. On the other hand, Iran
might be alarmed if we did not classify it as an ally. In view
of Senate concern about over-extended commitmentSj he had very
strong reservations about making any new ones at this time. If
this question became a breaking pointy howeverj v̂ e could con
suit with Senators about it. Secretary of Defense McNamara
agreed that there was no poiiit in even, considering additional
undertakings.

^JCS to Secretary of Defense^, memorandum (JCSM 138-66) j
Mar. 1966, Seci^et.

^McNaughton to Fisher,, Itr. Mar. 6^ I966. Secret.
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Mr. Poster noted that pressure'was building up among the
nonaligned and even v;ith some of our allies for some kind of
action on the Kosygin proposal. At the same time, the nonaligned
showed little interest in our U.N. resolution and the Soviets
had told us that it was prem.ature.

He was unable to get much in the way of guidance for the
American delegation at Geneva;, which was to make no public comments
on the Kosygin proposal either then or later. The allies agreed with
some reluctance to try to avoid public discussion.^ As we
had expectedj the nonaligned nations responded favorably to
the Kosygin offer.3
Strengthening safoguards

As we have seen, the safeguards article of the U.S. draft
treaty was iveaker than vje would have preferred.'^ AEG regretted
that we had dropped the stronger version^ and influential mem.bers
of Congress shared this view. Wlien he introduced his non
proliferation resolutionj Senator Pastore (.Dem., R. I. recommended
that the provision be strengthened. He proposed that the nuclear
pow'ers agree not to transfer fissionable material and that the O
non-nuclear nations agree not to seek or obtain nuclear equipment

iMem̂ orandujrij "Meeting of the Committee of PrincipalSj”
Feb. 2oj 1906, Secret.

2prom Geneva^, tel. 1702^ Mar. l4, 1^66, Confidential.
3j.nt.ernat1ona1 Negotiations on the Treaty on the Nonprolifera-

11on of Nirc1ear We aponsj pp. ^2 '4"3.
. ¥SeQ above7 PP."

See below, p.
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or materialsj except under IAEA or similar international safe
guards .^

At the Principals meeting of January 21, Mr. Poster and
.-V.

Mr. Fisher opposed an AEG attempt to Insert in the President's
^ message to the ENDC an undertaking to apply IAEA safeguards to

peaceful nuclear activities. They argued that the British and
Italians would object and that this m.ight interfere with other
efforts to promote IAEA safeguards. Secretary of State Rusk and
Vice President Humphrey wished to include a reference to the

pPastore resolutionj and a comprom.ise was worked out."^

C

n

C

The position paper for the ENDC called for an effort to
strengthen the safeguards article and stated that the American
delegation should seek a revised article which would, require
the non nuclear parties to accept IAEA or equivalent International
safeguards on all peaceful nuclear activities. All parties would
undertake to cooperate in facilitating the application of safe
guards on all peaceful nuclear activities and to make nuclear
transfers for peaceful purposes only under safeguards.3

^Nonproliferation of Nuclear VJeapons: Hearings Before the
Joint Comm.ittee oh Atomic' Energy.,, Congress 'of the United States^
Eighty-ninth Congr esSj Second Session., on S. Res. 179, Nonprolifera
tion of Nuclear Weaponsj p*̂ 147.

^Meeting of Committee of Pi’incipalSj Jan. 21, 1966, Secret/
Limdls. For the President's message., see Documents on Disarmament,
1966. p. 6 .

3eNDC position paper, "Safeguards on Peaceful Nuclear
Activities," Jan. 26, I966, Confidentla]..
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In a memorandum of February I7 to the Committee of Principals,
Mr. Fisher reported that we had encountered such strong opposi
tion from-the Italians that we had not yet submitted the revised
article to the Canadians and British. He therefore felt that
a policy decision was required.^ Secretary of Defense McNamara Oagreed that the existing draft article should be strengthened
but did not think that we should "allovj this issue to prevent
achievem.ent of an otherwise acceptable non-proliferation treaty. "2

When Mr. Poster gave this proposal to Cavalletti at Geneva,
he encountered opposition on the ground that it would discriminate
against non-nuclear countries. The latter responded with a
counterproposal which wou]..d obligate all parties to accept IAEA ^
or equivalent safeguards "or to cooperate in facilitating the
application of such safeguards." Members of the American and
Italian delegations v/orked out a tentative compromise which did
not find favor with Mr. Foster or with Washington.3 Since
the Cavalletti version was weaker than we would accept, our
Embassy at Rome v;as Instructed to take up the question vvith the
Italian Government.'*^ The Italian position did not change.5 O

Fisher to Committee of Principals, memorandum, Feb. 17,
1966, Secret.

^McNamara to Fisher, Itr., Feb. 24, I966, Confidential.
3From Geneva, tels IS^S. Feb, 1, 1966, and 1356,^Feb. 2,

1966, Secret/Limdis: to Geneva, tel. 1323, Feb. 3, 1966, Secret.
+̂To Rome, te3., l603. Feb. 3j 19^5, Confidential.
^From Genova, tel. 1383j Feb. 4, 3966, Secret. O
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At the Principals meeting of February 28^ AEG Chairman

Seaborg expressed strong support for strengthening the safeguards
article of the draft treaty. Mr. Foster^ however^ noted Italian
and British opposition and doubted that we could get allied
support. He also questioned whether the Soviet Union would
agree to Impose IAEA Inspection on Its allies. The White House
representatives did not think that the attempt to strengthen
safeguards should be allowed to become an obstacle to obtaining
a non-proliferation treaty. Secretary of State Rusk assumed
that the safeguards artlclc should not be made the breaking
point but offered to try to persuade Fanfanl to accept
strengthened safeguards.^

On March 21 our delegation at Geneva was Instructed to
seek British and Canadian support for the strengthened article^
with the aim of tabling it on April 5 . The British initially
concurredj but the Canadians informed us that they could not

psupport it at that tlrnê and action was postponed. The
Canadians felt that the safeguards provisions should be nohC discriminatory as between nuclear-weapon and non nuclear-weapon
states.3 General Burns therefore suggested j.n the Western

C

iMemorandunij "Meeting of the Comml'utee of Principals,,"
Feb. 28j 1966^ Secret.

2to Geneva^ tel. 1712j Mar. 21^ 1966^ Confidential; from
Genevaj tels. I832 and 1835 Mar. 28, 3.966j Confidential; from
Gon.evaj tels. I857 and i860, Mar. 31^ 1966^ Confidential; to
Geneva., tel. 1785;, iMiir. 31, I966, Confidential; from Genev â tel
I87O;, Apr. Ij 1966^ Confidential; to Geneva, tel, 1798., Apr. 1.
1966., Confidential.

3prom Geneva, tel, IS92,. Apr. 5^ 1966 ,̂ Confidential.
" 'SECKE'l'/N&r'fmti
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Iprom Geneva^ tel. 1933^ Apr. 15^ 1966^ Confidential.
2li'rom Geneva, tel. 1426, Feb. 11, 1966,, Secret; to Geneva,

tel. 1384, Feb. 11, I966, Secret.

O
Pour that all parties undertake to accept IAEA or equivalent
safeguards'on their peaceful nuclear activities. Lord Chalfont,
hov/ever, said that the United Kingdom vjould not accept safe
guards on all its peaceful activities, since this would give
international inspectors access to its military nuclear program
and jeopardize its security. Ambassador Cavalletti opposed any
change in the existing U.S. draft.^ The article was not tabled.

Peaceful nuclear explosions
We had originally intended to include a definition of

"nuclear v/eapon" in our treaty amendments, but the definition
v;as left blank in the instructions to our delegation at the
ENDC. In a telegram of February 11, Mr. Poster called attention ^
to the omission and observed that v/e now had an excellent oppor
tunity to convey to India and others that vie v;ould regard
an explosion of a Plowshare device by a non-nuclear country
as an explosion of a nuclear weapon. He noted that there, had
been hints that the Indians might claim that any device they
tested was peaceful. He requested and obtained authority to
inform the allies and the Soviets that the treaty limitations O
would apply alike to nuclear v^eapons and any other nuclear
explosions. 2
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In the Western Four^ Mr. Fisher pointed out that the
technology was similar for peaceful devices and for weapons.
He argued that  a non-proliferation treaty would be an empty
shell If It did not ban peaceful nuclear explosions by non
nuclear nations. Since the limited test-ban treaty prohibited
almost all significant peaceful uses of nuclear exploslonsj the
non nuclear nations could not reasonably argue that a ban would
discriminate against them. The British and Canadians disagreed.
Lord Chalfont argued that our proposal was unfair to the non
nuclear nations and agreed with Burns that the problem might be
solved through a comprehensive test ban. He strongly opposed
raising the question at this tim.e and favored simply tabling
the amendment with a blank for definition. If we brought up
the question at a later date^ we should decide whether the
nuclear powers would provide the non nuclear nations v/ith nuclear
devices.̂

Impressed by Chalfont's argument^ Mro Fisher recommended
to Washington that we leave the definition blank for the time
being. Alternatively^ we could propose that the nuclear powers
conduct Plowshare explosions for the non nuclear nations^ or
define "nuclear weapon" in purely scientific terms without
drav/lng attention to peaceful explosions. He considered that

C

P̂i om Geneva, tel, 1564, Mar. :i, 19 6 6, Confidentlal.. For
ear i.ler alj.ied views, see Geneva tel. I5 2 1, Feb. 2J\, I966,
Confidential.
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j From Geneva^ tel, 1596;, Mar, 1966̂ , Confidential,
2Frora Geneva, tel, 159̂ ^̂ Mar. hj 1966, ConfIdentlal/Llmdis,

SBCRKT./l IOrOTO ■

SFCRFT/NOFORN Q̂

the latter would be disingenuous and that we could not under
take a commitment to carry out Plov/share tests prohibited by
the limited test-ban treaty,^

On March 3 he told Tsarapkin that he personally thought
it v/ould be difficult to forbid the non-nuclear countries to
conduct peaceful nuclear explosions unless arrangements were
made for the nuclear powers to do this for them. He said that

most earth-moving explosions were not possible under the limited
test-ban treaty and that we might leave the definition blank
v;hen we tabled the amendments. Ambassador Tsarapkin acknowledged
that the problem existed and might have to be dealt with in the
future.^ ^

Without retreating from our basic position^ Washington
agreed to leave the definition blank for the time being. Since
the development of suitable peaceful nuclear explosive devices
v/ould be very expensiveit did not consider that the non-nuclear
countries would be treated unfairly by being deprived of them.
We recognized, however, that some non-nuclear countries would
regard this as discriminatory. In the future, other arrange
ments would be possible:

O
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If and when peaceful applications /ofT”nuclear
explosive^s_7^ under Test Ban limitations prove techni
cally and economically feasible^ nuclear pov/ers could
make nuclear explosive services available under appro
priate safeguards to non nuclear countries at cost far
below that at which they could expe ct to produce them for
themselves. Present treaty draft does not prohibit
nuclear powers from m.aking such services available to
other countries for peaceful uses if custody and control
of nuclear devices remain in hands of nuclear nation
and detonation is with concurrence of host nation. The
US record in Atoms for Peace program and the history
of aid programs should eliminate any doubt that this
country will be forthcom.ing in making such products of
advanced peaceful technology available to rest of v/orld.

The definition was left blank in the treaty amendments^^ and
no further action v/as taken at this session.

Aftei" the ENDC recessedj Mr. Fisher called the attention of
the Deputies to the Committee of Frlncipals to reports that
India was interested in developing and testing a nuclear explo
sive device for peaceful purposes. In his vievi this would be
tantamount to proliferation and should be opposed:

If any non nuclear country were to explode a nuclear
explosive device for any purpose^ that counti y w'ould have
the actual capability to manufacture nuclear weapons.
Regardless of the intended application of the device^, the
country would have^ for all practical purposes, joined
the nuclear club. It would be so regarded throughout the
world. The effect on triggering further nuclear prolifera
tion by neighbors or adversaries would be essentially the
same as the effect from testing an admitted nuclear bomb.

^To Genevaj tel. I675, Mar. l6j 1966^ Confidential
^^Documents on Disarmamentj 1966, pp. 159 l60.
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V/e should work wj_th the Canadians (who had supplied a reactor
to India) to try to prevent the Indians from taking this step.
We should take the general position that we would make a nuclear
explosive service availablej with the devices under our custody
and control^ If and when peaceful nuclear explosives proved
technically and economically feasible. The draft non prolifera
tion treaty should be made more explicit.^

The JOS agreed that the non proliferation treaty should
cover peaceful nuclear explosive devices and recomm.ended a private

papproach to Prance. Assistant Secretary of Defense McNaughton
took a similar position.3 The Legal Adviser of the State Depart
ment thought that use could be made of the lAEA.^ O

Nuclear disarmament . '
The Eight continued to link a non-proliferation treaty with

nuclear disarmam.ent measures and argued that the principle of a
"balance of obligations" between nuclear and non-nuclear nations.,
endorsed by the General Assembly in 1965.1 would not be complied •
with unless there was some concomitant progress in nuclear
disarmament. They were particularly interested in the fission
able materials production cutoff, the strategic nuclear delivery

' '7 2 "

O
Ipisher to Deputies to Committee of Principals, memorandum.

May 23, 1966, Confidential.
2jCS to Secretary of' Defense, memoranclwn, June 19oo,

Secret.
3McNaughton to Fisher, itr., June 16, I966, Secret.
"̂ Meekere to Garthoff, mefaor^anQua!, May 2'fj 19^6, Confidential.
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vehicles freeze., and the comprehensive test ban. Although these
were the measures we had been stressing for two years^ we did
not wish to tie them to the non-proliferation treaty..^ The
Soviets were not Interested In the cutoff and the freeze. In
Washington^ AGDA was trying without much success to win approval
for a threshold test ban proposal In the hope that this vjould
help to limit proliferation and make the non-proliferation
treaty more palatable to the non-nuclear countries„2

Pastore Resolution

On January l8, 1966^ Senator Pastore and 55 other Senators
Introduced a resolution endorsing the,Administration's efforts
to stop proliferation. Although AGDA had previously suggested
a Congressional resolution to the Committee of Principals,3 the reso
lution was not the result of a specific ACDA initiative. Secretary
of State Rusk, Secretary of Defense McNamara, ACDA Director Foster,
and other Administration witnesses strongly supported the
resolution in their testimony before the Joint Committee on

c Atomic Energy. Both Secretary Rusk and Secretary McNamara
declared that the United States w'ould retain its veto on the

_

^See International Negotiations on the Treaty on the
Nonproliferation of Nuclear 'Weapons^ pp . ”53 46.

2See below, pp.
3See above, pp<
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use of nuclear v/eapons In any NATO defense arrangements and that
VJ6 had no Intention of abandoning it. The Pastore resolution
was unanlmousl.y approved on May 17 ^

"Physical Access'' and the Rusk Draft OAt the beginning of the 10th ENDG session^ J. M. Vorontsov
of the Soviet delegation told us that the USSR did not Intend to
change existing NATO nuclear arrangements by a non-proliferation
treaty^ even though Ambassador Roshchln had strongly attacked

pthem in his opening speech. He stressed that it v;as "physical
access" by the FRG^ not existing nuclear arrangements or consul
tations^ vrtilch caused Soviet concern. If we amended cur draft ^
treaty to cover "physical access^" he said^ v;e should then
specifically point out exactly how the Soviet draft v/ent too
far on existing arrangements or consultations. In response to
our queryj he said that the Soviets would be ready for serious
negotiations on this basis.

At the Principals meeting of June VJ, Secretary of State
Rusk noted the Soviet emphasis on "physical access." He thought O
that the Soviets might be beginning to move and said that he

■̂ See International Negotiations on the Treaty on the Non
prollferatlon of Nuclear V^eaponSj pp. 29 31.

'SjH'rom'Geneva^ tel. 2Hjl, June l4, 1966;, Confidential. For
the Roshchln speech^ see belowj p.

SFrorn Genevaj tel. 2502. June l6, J 966, Confidential. O
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would prepare simplified draft treaty language to ban "physical
access." Secretary of Defense McNamara agreed v;lth this
approach.^

On June 23j Secretary of State Rusk sent the Principals
a short revised draft treaty. The non-nuclear-weapon parties
would undertake "not to grant, or in any other way to assist any
non nuclear-weapon states to achieve, physical access to nuclear
v;eapons." The non nuclear v.'eapon parties would undertake "not

I

to manufacture, or otherwise to achieve, physical access to
nuclear weapons." All parties would agree not to take any of
these actions "directly, or indirectly through third states or
groups of states." There i;erc also provisions for withdrawal

2and a reviev; conference after five years,
Mr. Fisher agreed that simplified language was desirable if

any progress was to be made. Although the Rusk draft would be
"an apt tactical move," he doubted that it could be reconciled
with ejcisting bilateral NATO arrangements:

For example, under our existing arrangements, troops
of our NATO allies actually transport U.S. nuclear weapons
and even perform the physical work of attaching them to
thei.r own planes and m.issiles. Thj.s procedure is safe
guarded by PALs and otherwise, (and is used under an
•undei'standing that the U.S. retains "custody" of the
v/eapon) but it would be difficult to argue that the
other nations do not have "physical access" to the weapons.

75

iMeeting of the Committee of Principals, June 17, 1966,
Secret.

2].iusk to Coinmibtee uf Pi^iucipals^ memorandum, June 23, 1966,
Confidontia j,.
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as that term is normally used. Proposing a treaty which
would ban "physical access" would be an invitation to the
Soviets to attempt to disrupt the present arrangements
and they might well find irresistible...
Instead^ he proposed the following revision of article

I:
Each of the nuclear weapons States party to the C

treaty undertakes not to transfer nuclear vjeapons to any
non-nuclear-weapons State or to any group of States^ or to
take any actionj by granting physical access or otherwise^
that will contribute to the capability of any non-nuclear-
weapons State to design^ develop or fabricate nuclear

' weapons.
The non nuclear xveapon parties would undertake "not to manu
facture or otherwise acquire nuclear weapons^ either independently
or together with other States." All parties would agree not
to take any of these actions,, "directly^ or indirectly through
third States or groups of States." The safeguards article was
still under consideration. There v;ould be a withdrawal provision
and a review conference.

Mr. 5’isher explained that this draft was based on the
principles of the Atomic Energy Actj which prohibited the
transfer of American nuclear vjeapons to any other country or
assistance to any non-nuclear country that contributed to its
capability to design^ developj or fabricate nuclear weapons.
The existing bilateral arrangements were justified on the ground
that there was no transfer of weapons and that transfer could be
made only by Presidential decision to use them "in the facc
of actiral or imminarit nostilities." It v;a: quite clear from- -
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recent Congressional testimony that' the United States had no
intention of changing this law "either now or in the foresee
able future."

The draft would neither explicitly protect nor reject
future NATO or European nuclear arrangements. It v/ould limit
the European option "essentially to a federated entity capable
of succeeding to the nuclear assets of its constituent members/'
but this was the only realistic option availab].e. He savi

no reason why we could not undertake not to transfer control of
nuclear weapons to any non-nuclear state or group of states.
"The limitation to national control in the existing draft treaty^"
he wrotej ’’does not appear relevant to possible futui'e nuclear
arrangements of the kind we now have in mind." Moreover^ Secre
taries Rusk and McNamara had recently told the Joint Comjiiittee
on Atomic Energy that we had no Intention of' relinquishing
control of our nuclear v/eapons. The British took a similar
positionj and these facts were now "abundantly clear to the
PRG."

He understood that we no longer envisaged"sharing owner
ship of nuclear warheads vnth our allies and that the British
were also undisposed to transfer ownership. Vie should there
fore be prepared to accept a ban on transferring nuclear

~ ~ - — 
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v/eapons "into the ownership of any non nuclear state or group
of states."^

Leonard Marks (USIA) concurred In the Rusk drafts on the
assumption that It would not create any operating problems for
the AEC,^ Assuming that It did not bar an ANP/MLF^, CIA Director
Helms did not think that the Soviets would accept the new
language. On the other hand, the Soviets might nov; be vjilling

O
to gamble that the MLP was dead. If so_, the new language v/ouldI
enable them to save face.3

AEG Chairman Seaborg thought that we needed an understanding
within the government on interpretation. He questioned whether
our NATO stockpile and our proposed arrangements were consistent
with a ban on "physical access." He also vjondered about the
effect on potential actions during an emiergency or a war. He
strongly urged a strengthened safeguards article.'^'

The JCS did not object to the Rusk drafts provided that
existing NATO nuclear arrangements and consultative arrange
ments were secured. They had concluded that there was no
current military need for additional NATO nuclear-sharing
arrangements. They still favored safeguards.5 Secretary

O
^Fisher to Committee of Principals^ memorandumj July 8;,

1966j Secret^ with attached memorandum for the Secretary of
State^ "Proposed Revision of US Draft Non Proliferation Treaty.,"
July 8, 1966, Secret.

^Marks to Rusk;, memorandum;, June 29, 19^6^ Confidentlal .
3Helms Co Rusk, ltr._, July 1̂ i960,, Seci'et.
^Seaborg to Rusk, Itr. . July 1, I9&6,, Confidential.
Swheeler to Secretary of Defense, memorandum (JCSM-437 66)^

June 2 9 j 1 9 6 6 j Secret,
SKGRF.T/NOFOIIr?
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of Defense McNamara concurredj provided that present NATO
nuclear arrangements vjere not changed and consultative proced
ures were' not affected. He did not think that we should Insist
on mandatory safeguards.^

In a memorandum to .Secretary of State Rusk, Deputy Under
secretary of state Johnson noted that Mr. Poster's statement
of June 28 was erroneous. It would be difficult for us to
argue that existing arrangements did not Involve "physical
access." He therefore suggested a revised draft banning the
transfer of nuclear weapons or "control over them," It would
also forbid assisting non nuclear weapon states or groups of states

"to manufacture or otherwise acquire nuclear weapons."3

Tenth Session of the ENDC (June l4-August 25, I966)

On the surface, the ENDC remained at an Im.passe during the
next session. Initial Soviet statements were even more extreme.
Ambassador Roshchln claimed that v;e would allow a non-nuclear
state to "obtain nuclear weapons, store them., position them
where it chooses on D.and or sea transport them, keep them
attached to Its missiles or in its aeroplanes, target them on

McNamara to Rusk, itr., July 5;. 19^6, Secret.
2see below, p.
3johnson to Rusk, memorandum, July 11, 1966, Secret
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^Documents on Pisarmament, I966^ p . 3ol.
Sprom Geneva^ te)l. 25T^7 J'‘ r̂ie‘I7j 1966;, Confidential
^Documents on. Disannamcnt^_1966^ p .
^'Johnson to Rusk/mera()ran.dui.rî July llj 1966, Secret.
5see above, p.
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any State or any point."^ Privately, the Soviets supported this
statement by citing a I965 press report.^

Replying on Juxie 28, Mr. Poster accused the Soviets of
adding new obtacles. Apparently, they nov; wanted not only to
ban the MLP but also to prohibit allied consultations on nuclear _
defense or the deployment of nuclear weapons under American
control on allied territory. He denied that our allies could
"obtain, store, deploy, transport, aim or attach to missiles or
aircraft any United States nuclear weapons."3 This statement,
drafted by a military member of the American delegation and
checked only by the Joint Staff in Washington, was not accurate.
Allied forces could actually do most of these things, even O
though the nuclear warheads technically remained in U.S. custody

r \ 4and were equipped with electromechanical locks (PALs). As
we have seen, it was the realization of these facts that led to
the abandonment of Secretary of State Rusk's attempt to draft
a treaty banning "physical access."^

As we have seen, the Soviets told us privately that they
wished to ban "physical access" by the PRG through the non
proliferation treatj/ but were not seeking to upset existing

O
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nuclear arrangements or prohibit allied consultations,^ Ambassador
Roshchln told Foster on June l6 that the Soviets vjere seriously
interested in a treaty and asked vjhether we could not make It
clear in the treaty that neither a MLP nor an ANP was acceptable.
Mr. Poster replied that our allies were entitled to participate
in the common defense and that our draft treaty was designed to
permit such forces under appropriate limitations. The Soviet
Union should have adequate assurance from statements by the
\

President^ Rusk_, McNamara^ and himself that we would not give
the PPiG or other allies national control of firing nuclear
weapons. Ai'nbassador Roshchln said that this was not adequate
and that the Soviets waiited a treaty coruraitraent.^ Later j J. M.
Vorontsov of the Soviet delegation suggested that general
language having a somewhat different meaning to each side might
be the only way to reach agreement.^

On July President Johnson told his nevjs conference that
we hoped the Soviet Union would cooperate with us in finding
compromise language. Acting Secretary of State Ball added that
we would not allow the Soviets to determine NATO policy and that

^See abovej p.
^Prom Geneva^ tel. 2̂ 199, June l6, 19^6, Confidential.
3From Genevaj tel. 251^1 June 17. 1966^ Confidential.-
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any agreement v/ould have to be fully satisfactory to other
nations.^

In subsequent speeches and private statements^ the Soviets
continued to emphasize the need to ban the "transfer" of nuclear
weapons and to criticize our draft treaty for falling to require
this. Noting these statements^ our delegation reported that it
was not sure whether the Soviets intended to introduce a new
formulation^ although Vorontsov's statement might suggest this.*
It also noted that they had Informally indicated that a treaty
might be possible if we could assure them that the existing
situation would not be changed. The Soviets had shovm restraint
in their comments on the McNamara committee and their concern
about "consultations" seemed to be chiefly addressed to consul

ptations on manufacturing.
On July ?.6j 1.1, Cheprov asked us w'hether we would agree

to prohibit the transfer of nuclear weapons if they changed their
draft language on consultations. He added that they could not
begin treaty negotiations with the vague hope of later finding
a compromise on the key point. 3 in the publ.lc I'UDC sessions^ O

O

^International Negotiations on the Treaty on the Nonpro-
liferation of Nuclear Weapons, pT' '47.

2Wc)m Geneva, tel. T̂l5. July 23, 1966, Coivfldential.
3From Geneva, tel. ^59, July 26, I966, Confidential.
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the Soviets declined to engage In an artlcle-by-artlcle discussion
of the treaty until the main points were settled.^

We now decided to explore the possibility of a simplified
"non-transfer" agreement. On July 27j Mr. Poster instructed
Fisher to approach Roshchin and inform him on a personal basis
that he was thinking of submitting the following version of
article I to Washington:

Each of the nuclear weapon states party to this treaty
» undertakes not to transfer nuclear weapons to any nuclear-

weapon state,, and not to assist^ encourage^ or induce any
non nuclear v./eappn state to manufacture or otherwise acquire
nuclear weapons.^

When Mr. Fisher gave him this text^ Ambassador Roshchin acknowl
edged that j.t v/as a step to meet the Soviet view and that he
would have to report to Moscow. Mr. Fisher explained that he
regarded the language as a possible compromise which would meet
both points of view. He stressed that this was a personal idea
and not a U.S. position. In response to Roshchin's queries^
he said that he would drop the other parts of our draft article
I and the definition of control. V/hen Ambassador Roshchin
raised the question of transfer to alliances and said that
nuclear weapons had been transferred to allies^ he replied that

" 'BJ

Internatioiial Negotiations on the Treaty on the Nonpro
lifera t i o n of'Nuclear Weapons^ p. 51.

’2To Gfenevaj tel. lCTl9j July 27^ 1966̂ , Secret.
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the language dealt v/lth the question of transfer to states as
the heart of the problem and that we had not transferred any
nuclear weapons to non-nuclear states.^ He made a similar response
to a later query on the MLP.^

The Soviet representative was slow in responding. He told _
Fisher on August 8 that he personally regarded the new language
as Inadequate but hoped that the Co-Chairmen's exchanges would
help to develop acceptable language. VJhen Mr. Fisher suggested
that the Soviets might regard the absence of a specific ban on
direct or indirect transfer as a missing element^ he replied
that this language was too general. It did not touch on the
transfer of weapons through military alliances or to military
contingents of other states and could therefore not serve as
the basis for successful negotiations. ^

Mr. Fisher concluded that it might be possible to nego
tiate a treaty by adding language to meet the Soviet demand
for banning transfers through alliances or allied forces.
Such a treaty would provide for IAEA or equivalent safeguards
on non nuclear v/eapon parties and a review conference. It O

^Prom Geneva^ tel. 523j July 29j, 1966^ Secret/Exdis.
2prom Genevaj tel. Aug. Ij 1966^ Secret/Exdis.
3prom Geneva^ tel. "(03, Aug. 8;, 1966^ Secret/Exdis. Rosh-

chin m.ade a similar statement on Aug. 23 (from Geneva;, tel. 867j
Aug. ?J\, 1 9 6 7 Secret/Exdis.
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would also ban peaceful nuclear exxjloslons by non-nuclear-
weapon states. He did not recommend surfacing such a draft at
this time. Instead^ he suggested that the Soviets be informed
at the highest level that we were not considering any nuclear-
sharing arrangements involving joint ovmership and that we v;ere
firm on existing arrangements and the right of consultation
among allies.'"

Allied Views

The Germans did not share the desire of our other allies
to seek changes in the draft treaty in the hope of m.aking it
more acceptable to the UGSR. On a visit to Bonn^ Mr. Foster
found Defense Minister von Hassel still wedded to a "hardware"
solution to the nuclear sharlng problem and unreceptive to his
suggestion that the McNamara committee might be able to provide

pa satisfactory substitute.^ Foreign Minister Schroeder told
Foster that the non nuclear nations would be entitled to
security assurances and some nuclear disarmament in connection
with a non proliferation treaty. He asked whether it was tlmie

From Geneva^ tel. 88lj Aug. 25^ I966, Secret/Exdis.
2prom Bonnj tel. 85^ July 2, I966, Confidential. A

"hardware" solution meant some form of multilateral ownership
of nuclear weapons.
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for a treaty or if It should not be delayed until the nuclear-
sharlng problem was settled.^

The British wished to amend the treaty to rule out a
European option with a majority vote., which they had always

popposed. VJe opposed submission of the British amendments be
,cause they would probably not be enough to satisfy the USSR and
V70uld be difficult to explain to the FRG. At the same time.,
we informed the British that our policy was under revieWj as
the President had indicated^ and that we would consult them
and others if the review resulted in a promising proposal.^
Our delegation at Geneva v/as instructed to tell them that our
review was in its .initial stage and that the outcome could not
yet be predicted.^'' The Canadians supported the British propo-
sal. ^ They also wished to amend the first two articles of our
draft by changing "national control" to "control" and eliminat
ing the provisj.on about not increasing "the total number of
States or associations of States having control of nuclear
weapons."^

. Prom Bonnj teJ . 84^ July 2., 1966j Confidential.
2Carry?
3Carry?
4to Geneva., tel. 5726, July 12^ 1S66, Secret. The

Canadians were also informed (from Geneva^ tel. 209j, July 14.,
1966j Secret).

5to Geneva., tel. 31003:, Aug. iBj 1966^ Confidential.
%'rom Geneva, tel, 721. Aug. 10, I966, Confidential.
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The Italians wished to change the European option provision
of our draft treatyj and Ambassador Cavallettl publicly distin
guished betv'/een an "alliance" and a "federation" with "defense
under a unified g o v e r n m e n t H e privately agreed not to press

Phis amendment.
He continued^ howeverj to press the Panfanl m.oratorlum and

suggested that It might run for three years and be accompanied
by unilateral declarations on security assurances.3 Our Initial
reaction was to reserve judgment since our support "v/ould certain
ly be Interpreted as US throv/lng In sponge as far as NPT con
cerned.". V/hlle the security assurances aspects were unclear^
we thought that the U.N. resolution was the best approach to
this problem In the context of a non-proliferation treaty. A

2imoratorium was a different proposition, '
On June 21 the Italians gave our delegation an alde m.emoire

proposing a three year moratorium covering "hardware nuclear
sharing/^ even though the VJest did not regard this as "prolifera
tion." They also proposed a guarantee by the nuclear powers
not to use nuclear vjeapons against non-nuclear^ nonaligned
nations and to support them "in case of nuclear attack or nuclear

^International Negotiations on the Treaty on the Nonpro
liferation of Nuclear W e a p o n p. 50J from Genevaj tel. 2464/
June 13^ 19^53 Confidential.

^B'rom Geneva^ tel. "O, Ju].y '{, I966, Confidential.
3prom Gene'/a^ tel. 2490., June I5, I966, Confidential.
■To Geneva^ tel. 2460^ June IJ, 19-^, Confidential.
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blackmail."- Ambassador Cavallettl explained that Italy did
not want nuclear "hardware" but that his proposal might suit the
Germans since the option would only be postponed for three
years.̂

^When he kept pressing this proposal^ cur delegation was
Instructed on July 27 to tell him that v/e vjould support a
moratorium In the General Assembly If we then believed that there
was no prospect for further progress on the non proliferation
treaty. We had not yet given up hope of finding a compromise.
On security assurances^ the United States could not accept a
global undertaking of the kind proposed by the Italians^ and we
did not think that the other nuclear powers vjould do so. We
had reservations on non-use which we might reviev/ In the general
non-proliferation contextj but we saw no advantage in reviewing
the question in connection with the Panfanl proposal. We
opposed Including a ban on "hardware nuclear sharing."3 After
these vlev/s were presented in Geneva and Rome., the Italians
agreed not to pi'esent the proposal in the ENDC. Ambassador
Cavallettl warned^ however^ that taking the negotiations out
of the ENDCj as reports of our policy review seemed to imply,
might mean the death of that body.'̂ l

o

o

\ J

Iprom Geneva^ tel. 2528, June 21, 1966^ Confidential.
Sprom Geneva, tel. 2555, June 23, 1Q66, Confidential.
3To Geneva, tel. 16312, July 27, I966, Confidential.
%rorn Rome, tels, 579^ July 29, I966 and Aug. , 1966,

Conflaent j.a1; from Geneva, tel. 5̂ 5.i Aug. 1, 1966, ConfIdontlal,.
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In spite of our precautionsj It became widely known that
the policy review was taking place. On August 23 we Instructed
our representative on the North Atlantic Council to confirm
that we were reviewing our non-proliferation policy and that
we were considering "the possibility of finding suitable language
which might serve to effect a compromise which would effectively
halt prollferatlonj while not requiring either the Elast or the
V/est’to accept provisions contrary to their established positions."
V/e had not yet reached any decisions^ and v;e would consult with
our allies if the review resulted in a promising proposal.^

Effort for a nonaligned draft treaty
Early in the session^ the nonaligned Eight set up a non

proliferation working group composed of India^ Brazil^ Ethiopia^
and Nigeria. Other nonaligned states were also welcome to
participate if they desired.^ Although it was not clear that
this v/orklng group actually did anything^ it was reported on
July 16 that an Indian draft treaty had been circulated to the
eight governments. This draft was based on previous recommenda
tions by Indian Ambassador Trlvedi. It included provisions
banning the transfer of nuclear weapons from one niiclear weapon

ITo Parisj tel. 33702, Aug. 23^ 1966^ Secret.
2prom Geneva^ tel. 239*^j June 29^ 19̂ 6,. ConfIdentia],
3see Documents on DisarmamGnt^ 1966,. p. 28l,
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power to another^ a fissionable materials production cutoff,
a legal obligation to reduce existing nuclear arsenals, and
safeguards on all nuclear facilities of all nations.^

Although the Mexican and Brazilian representatives assured
us that there, was no prospect that the Eight would agree on a
draft treaty, our delegation recommended that Washington take up

pthe question with the capitals of the countries concerned.
Accordingly, a circular instruction was sent out in vjhich we said
that we would consider tabling a third draft treaty "particularly
unfortunate at this juncture when we are attempting ^ o 7 find
basis for possible compromise with Soviets. 3

Such as it was, the movement foi“ a nonaligned draft treaty
soon petered out. Nevertheless, the ideas in the draft were
comm.only shared among the Eight, and many of them were reflected
in a joint memorandum which they subm.itted on August I9 .

Peaceful nuclear explosions
As noted above, the definition of "nuclear weapon" v.'as

•left bj.ank in our amendments of March 21 because of inter O
allied disagreement on hov/ to handle the problem of peaceful

O

IProm Geneva, tel. 258, July 16, 1966, Confidential.
2From Geneva, tels. 323, July 19, I966, and 346, July 20,

1966, Confidential.
3circ. toj.. 12579.. July 21, 1966, Confidential.
h_'n_terna11_crio.1 Nogiatj^qns _on the Nonprollferatlon of

Nuclear p. 53*
SECRET/nopetiM O
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nuclear explosive devices.^' On June l6 the Mexican representa
tive at Geneva suggested that he or his Brazilian co.lleague
might introduce in the ENDC t?ie definition in article III of
the draft Latin American denucl.earlzatio’n treaty^ v/hich appeared

2to permit peaceful nuclear explosive devices.
V/e took the position that it was premature to surface a

definition. Our delegation was instructed to tel3. the Mexican
representative that we assumed the Latin Americans would give
further consideration to the peaceful nuclear explosive problem..3 

Our delegation also pointed out to him that the Latin American
draft treaty recognized the need for some special apparatus to
supervise peaceful explosions and that this v;as an additional
reason for not using the Latin American definition in the
non proliferation treaty. The Mexican representative agreed
not to take any action.

On June 21 our delegation v;as instructed to prepare a
speech on peaceful nuclear explosions and to discuss the main
points with other delegata.ons beforehand. 5 The Italians^ •

'“ gr *

^See above^ pp.
2prom Geneva j tel. 2500, June l6, 1^66^ Confidential.

For art. Ill of the Latin American draft treatyj see Documents
on Disarmament, 1966, p. 258.

^^To Geneva^ tel. 2527^ June 25, I966, Confidential.
4From Geneva, tel. 2579, June 27, I966, Confidential.
5to Geneva, tel. June 2]., I966,. Confidential.
6pr om Geneva, tei. 8, July 1, I966, Confidential.
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reacted favorably. The British also agreed on the substance
but not the timing. They thought it important to stress the
follov/ing points: (l) there was no intention of contravening a
limited test-ban treaty^ (2) we planned to proceed with the
development of nuclear services for the benefit of all^ and (3) ^
we should avoid giving the impression that Plowshare services
v/ere an obstacle to a comprehensive test ban. At the same tim.ê
they feared that introduction of this issue v/ould have a bad
effect on the non-nuclear countries. The Canadians also
anticipated an unfavorable nonaligned reaction and felt strongly
that we should check with important nonaligned delegations before

Omaking the statemiont.^
At this point the Pakistanis charged that the Indians

were planning to conduct an underground test before their
February I967 elections and call it an explosion for peaceful
purposes. These charges were set forth in a letter to the
U.N. Secretary-Generalj v./ho sent it to the ENDC Co Chairmen.
It was not, however_, circulated as an ENDC document.2 We did O

^From Geneva^ tel. 210̂ , July l4^ 1966^ Confidential.
2prom Rav;alpindij tel. 211j July 21^ 1966^ Confidentialj

from Geneva^ tel. 436^ July 25^ 1966^ Confidential; to Genevaj
tel. 15922, July 27, 1966, Confidential; from Geneva, tel. 5^7.
July 30, 1966, Confidential; to Geneva, tel. 24498, Aug. 9,
1966, Confidential: from Geneva, tels. 704, Aug. 8, I966, 7IO,
Aug. 9, 1966, 754, Aug. 12, 1966, and 78I, Aug. 16, I966,
Confidential.
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not have any evidence that India had yet decided to develop or
detorB te a nu.clear device,, and we took a dim vlev/ of the Pakistani
demarche j vjhich was In.kely to exacerbate Indian sentiment. ^ The
Indians strongly denied the charges.^

Our delegation thought that the Pakistani charge made it
all the more urgent for us to get our position on record and
received authorization to do so.^ Before making the statement^
Mr. Fisher explained to the Indian delegation that vie had been

\

studying the problem for some time and that our statement had no
relationship to the Pakistani cliargej v;hich we considered
unfounded. The Indian delegation did not question the substance
of the statement but asked F:‘sher to reconsider the timing.
The Sv/edish delegation concurred^ and Anbassador Roshchln made
no comment.

On August Mr. Fisher told the ENDC that peaceful nuclear
explosive devices were indistinguishable from, nuclear weapons
and should be covered by the non proliferation treaty. VJhen
such devices became technically and econom.lcally feasible^
the nuclear-weapon pov;ers should make nuclear explosive services

ITo Tawalpkindl, tel. 13929^ July 9 7, 19^6^ Conf;1 dentlal.
^From Genevaj tel. 60h, Aug. 2., 1966;, Confidential; to New

Delhi^ tel. 20320^ Aug. 2, i960. Confidential.
oFrom. Geneva^ tel. 563.1 Aug. Ij 1966^ Confidential; to

Gonevajtel. 22869^ Aug, 5, 1966, Confidential,
%i'rom Genevaj tel. 725, Aug. 10, I966, Confidential. The

U.S. delegation had previously given Roshchln a memorandum (from
Genev ;apya. A“5''7', Jul.y 3 , .I966) but received no answer.
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available to other countries "under app2:^oprlate International
observation^ vJlth the nuclear device remaining In the custody
and under the control of the State which performs the service."
The British and Canadians publicly supported this approach.^
Ambassador Roshchln told the press that Fisher's statement was
"thoroughj accurate and forceful."^'

Security assurances
As noted above^ we opposed an Italian attempt to float a

moratorl'um proposal Including a non-use assurance. 3 Vfe did not
Intend to take any action on security assurances beyond continu
ing to suggest General Assembly action. In spite of widespread
nonallgned support for the Kosygin offer^ we questioned whether
security assurances should be Included In the non-proliferation
treaty'^ although v/e might later review our position v;hen we
had agreed with the Soviets on basic non proliferation obliga
tions. We doubted that wa would be able to find an assurances
formula vjhlch completely satisfied the nonallgned;, and the
absence of Chinese support would make the Kosygin offer of little

liuse to India.^ The other members of the Western Pour,, hovjover.

O

^Internatlonal I ]egotlations on the Treaty on the Monprolifera
tlon of Nuclear Weapons, p. 52.

"^From Geneva, tel. 725;, Aug. 10̂ 1966^ Confidential.
3See abovej p.
'■KPo Genevaj tel. I 696I , JuJ.y 28,, 19^6^ Confidentia’J..
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favored modifying the Kosygin formula to ecxclude the allies of
nuclear povv’ers and felt that some positive response was needed. 1

Although the allies continued to press thefse vievjSj vje did not
change our position.

An Ethiopian memorandum of August 22 jproposed a ban on the
use of nuclear '.\reapons j.gainst denuclearizisd areas or countries
and a guarantee of such arrangements by thee nuclear povjers.^
Washington doubted that v;e could convert Euihiopia into a supporter
of the kind of General Assembly resolution .we had in mindj as
our delegation had suggested^ and took the jposition that the
Ethiopian move could cause us much difficuD.ty if it won support
among the other nonaligned. It hoped that th^ fact that it v?as
"badly conceived and drafted" would deter others from supporting
it.3 This .turned out to be the case.

Safeguards
After prolonged consideration^ the Can:adians finally agreed

^̂ /ith us on a revised safeguards article. TIhe Britishj however^
were not ready to have it tabled in Geneva and suggested that

Z|.Fisher give a speech out.lining it as a U.S.., position. It

^Frorn Geneva^ tel. 3^1, July 29^ 1 9 ^ 6 Confidential
^Internatloaa] Negotiations on the Tre;.Hty on the Nonprolifera

tion of Nuclear VfeaponSj p. 53
3From Geneva^ tels. 8;i.0j Aug. l8^ I96S, and 848^ Aug. 22,.

1966,,Confidential; to Geneva., tel. 317^'h Aug. 19, 1966 ,̂ Confidential
^■From London, tel. 456, July 19, 1966^, Confidential.
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was decided to adopt this course^ and he was Instructed to avoid
Implying that we were proposing to amend our draft treaty at
this tlme.l On July 28^ Mr, Fisher told the ENDC that we believed
the non nuclear weapon states should accept IAEA or equivalent
safeguards on their peaceful nuclear activities and that all
transfers for peaceful, purposes should take place under safe
guards. He did not think It would be useful to cover the peace
ful activities of the nuclear-weapon powers unless there was

2agreement on a cutoff.
Ambassador Trlvedi told him privately that India could

accept our proposal in the context of general and complete
disarmament and re.ciffirmed his proposal to Include a cutoff in

•3the non proliferation treaty. ^ In a public speech^ Mrs. Myrdal
(Sv;eden) suggested that safeguards should be applied to all
international transfers. She also said that a cutoff would

4simplify the control problem.

Nuclear-free zones
The Mexican representative proposed that the non prolifera

tion treaty include an article on the right of states to conclude

O

O

o
^To Geneva, te].. 15655^ July 26. 19^6^ Confidential.
International Negotiations on the Treaty on the Nonproj.ifera

tion of Nuclear MeaponS;, p, 5J •
^Prom Geneva, tel. 488,. July 27’̂ 19^6^ Confidential.
^International NsgoW^c^ion.s^ on the Treaty on the Nonprolifera

tion of Nuclear_J/lê .pon;, p. 52. O
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regional dermclearlzation agi’eernents. Ambassador Roshchlri took
a "positive vlev/' of the Mexican proposal.^' Although our dele
gation recommended supportj Washington did not see why the
language was needed. It was clear that our draft treaty would
not hamper the right of parties to establish nuclear-free zoneSj
and v/e did not wish to encourage proposals from other quarters
which would complicate negotiations and v/ould be resisted by
Mexico itself. We were not unsympathetic^ however_, and v/ould

I

wish to discuss it further v.'hen negotiations had reached a
pmore definitive stage.

American-Soviet Bilateral Talks

Mr. Fisher concluded from his private discussions v:ith
Roshchin that it v;ould be possible to negotiate a treaty vjith
the Soviet Union on the basis of a sim.plified "non transfer"
formula^ provided that we met the Soviet demand to ban transfers
through alliances. He also recommended high-level action to
clear up the allied nuclear-sharing problem,.

Mr. Foster accepted these recormnendations and informed
Secretary of State Rusk on August 30 that we might be able to

j:Ibid., pp. ^2-53.
^From "Genevaj tel 3‘50. July 20. I966, Confidential; to Geneva;,

tel.^1318 5, July 22, i960. Confidential.
3See above, p.
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negotiate a treaty "which does not .ban consultative arrangements
within NATO and which does not embarrass our present bilateral
arrangements."' He forwarded to the Secretary a short draft
treaty based on the language Plsher had given RoBhchin^, plus a
ban on "other nuclear explosives/' i.e.^ Plowshare devices.
A new article^ adapted from the U.S. and Soviet draft treaties^
would prohibit indirect transfers through alliances. The
safeguards article, previously vjorked out wi.th our all.ieSj
would obligate non nuclear-weapon parties to accept IAEA or
equivalent international safeguards on all their jjeaceful
nuclear activities and require safeguards all international
transfers of nuclear materials for peaceful purposes.^ Other

O

o

oprovisions were carried over from our draft treaty.
Mr. Foster recommended a letter from President Johnson

to Chancellor Erhard indicatang that a NATO force involving
mixed ownership did not appear to be feasible and t?iat a
European nuclear force could probably only "come into existence
in the context of ti“ue political federation Involving one of
the existing nuclear povjers." The President v/ould therefore
say that v;e no longer felt it desirable to hold open an unrealis-

2tic option at the expense of a non prollferatjon treaty.

^This articlej not yet surfaced because of allied objec
tionSj was described in general terms by Mr. Plsher in an ENDG
speech (see abovo;, p. ).

^Foster to Rusk^ memorandum, Aug. 30, I966, Secret/Exdis. O
S'EC;■V *
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Later j Mr. B’oster set forth these views In a memorandum
to the President. He advised the President to inform Erhard
immediately and then to vjrlte to Kosygin in order to begin
serious negotiations when Gromyko came to this country for the
General Assembly session.^

Leonard Meeker^ the State Department Legal Adviser,, held
that the Fisher draft did not foreclose any of the nuclear-
sharlng options we v;ere considering. VJe had already excluded
joint ownership of warheads^ and the draft did not rule out a
collective force in which the participants owned delivery systems
and control of nuclear weapons remained subject to the veto of
a nuclear power. He did not agree with the view of the Bureau
of European Affairs^ vjhlch regarded the draft as a radical

pdeparture. He v^arnedj however, that the Russians would not
be likely to subscribe to an agreed understanding of this
interpretation. He therefore suggested that we avoid specula
tion and state our interpretation to the Soviets and Congress
at some appropriate time.3

^Foster to RostoWj memorandum^ Sept. 15, 1966, Secret/
Exdis, with attached memorandum for the President, Secret/Exdis,
draft itrs. to Erhard and Kosygin, Secret/Exdls, and memorandujn
for the Secretary, Sept. 15j 1966, Secret/Exdis.

SMeokGr to Rusk, memorandum, Aug. 30, 1966, Secret/Nodis.
^Meeker to Rusk, memorandum, Sept. 9:. 1966, Secret/Kodls.
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On September 9̂ ACDA General Counsel Bunn told J. M.
VorontsoV;, a Soviet Pintiassy officer who had been at Geneva^
that we had no intention of changing our legislation prohibit
ing the transfer of U.S. nuclear weapons and that there had been
no transfer of possession to anyone. VJe did not;, howeverj intend
to agree to a treaty that would change existing arrangements or
prohibit allied consultations on nuclear defense. The McNamara
committee would not become a forum for voting on the use of our
nuclear v;eapons.

Mr. Vorontsov said that Roshchin had reported Fisher's
suggestion to Moscow. He insisted^ hov/ever_, that the MLF
problem must be dealt with in the treaty or the negotiations.
He asked what we could expect the Soviets to do when we were
publicly stating that the MLF option remained open.^

The MLF issue was still very much on the mind of Foreign
Minister Gromyko when he discussed the proliferation problem
w'ith Rusk on September 22. He said that the USSR had not
discussed the private proliferation talks with its allies ahd
that contacts must be carried on on the basis of complete
discretion. The nuclear powers must be forbidden to transfer
nuclear vjeapons into the national hands of any non ni'!c].eai*

^Memcon Vorontsov Bunn^. Sept, Qj 19^6^ Secret/Exdis.

aKciTFr;/iT0i''0!ii'!
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country^ dii'̂ ectly or inclii.i'ectly. Similarlyj they must be
forbidden to grant non nuclear countries access through blocs^
alliancesj or military organizations. He asked whether the MLF
or M P plans were still under consideration. If there were no
such plans in existence and the United States was v.'illing to
ban direct and indirect proliferation.j the Soviet Union vjould
be satisfied and all loopholes would be closed. The Soviet
Union vjas convinced that the United States would not lose by a

\non proliferation treaty.
Secretary Rusk assured him that we would not transfer nuclear

weapons to non-nuclear countries or assist them to develop or
fire nuclear weapons. Our nuclear v^eapons could be fired only
at the command of the President^ who would retain sole authority
to fire them if the United States joined an alliance. VJe were
willing to sign a treaty not to transfer nuclear weapons into
the control of non nuclear countries^ not to put any non-nuclear
country in a position to fire them^ to give assurances that they
would be fired only on Presidential order, and not to help
any other country acquire the technology to produce nuclear
weapons or assist any other country in firing them..

Ambassador Roshchin and Mr. Poster then attempted to
work out agreed treaty language. It developedj hovjever, that

'Memcon Rusk Gromyko,, Sept. 22^ 19^6^ Secret/Exdi;- -
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^Merncon Roshchlnj P o s t e r e t al., Sept. 23j 19<55.. Secret/
'2:

Exdis.
>;xdls.

^Memcon Roshchliij Fosterj et al.^ Sept. 2Uj 1966^ Secret/
■mcon Roshchinj Fester, Meeker^ et al., Sept. 2Hj 1966,

Secret/Exdls.
oEUKJllT7'r'iOi’'OIuj^ ’

O
the two sides could still not agree on the meaning of "access"
and "control/' and Ambassador Roshohln wished to include a ban
on giving non-nuclear countries "access" to nuclear weapons. Mr.
Foster thought that the Soviets m.ight weaken on the "access"
point.^ On September 24 he Suggested that they report the
following working language to Foreign Minister Gromyko and
Secretary Rusk:

Each nuclear-weapon State Party to this Treaty
undertakes not to transfer nuclear v;eapons or other
nuclear explosives or control over such weapons or
explosives^ directly^ or indirectly through military
alliances or groups of StateSj to any non nuclear weapon
State; and not to assist, encourage, or induce any non
nuclear-weapon State to manufactui‘e or otherwise acquire
nuclear weapons or other nuclear explosives, or control
over such v/eapons or explosives.^

Later that afternoon. Ambassador Roshchin suggested changing
the word "through" to "to" in the first sentence. Mr. Foster
opposed this change on the ground that it would rub salt into
the wound in view of our past discussions with the FRG. Leonard
Meeker, the State Department Legal Adviser, suggested saying
"shall not transfer" without specifying the recipients. I't was
then decided to suggest as a third alternative "to any recipient O
whatsoever."3

O
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That evening Foreign Minister Gromyk o noted that there
had been a certain rapprochement bet^veen the tvjo sides but
that it was still not clear hov̂f this could be expressed in
mutually acceptable language. The Soviet Union would not sign
a treaty v/hlch could be open to m.lslnterpretatlonj and It was
therefore not enough to word It In general language. It was
the question of indirect transfer and "access" that concerned
him, and he did not think that non nuclear-weapon states should

\participate in the decisions of an alliance, in the ownership,
control, and use of nuclear weapons. He again asked whether
the United States Intended to create a joint force. He was
not, however, raising the question of consultation, and he
declined to answer Rusk's queries on VJarsaw Pact arrangements.

Secretary Rusk emphasized that President 'Johnson was
seriously determined to settle the non proliferation question.
If we found mutually acceptable language, we would have to
consult our allies before we finally S£ild we agreed. He reminded
Gromiyko that many of our allies were also opposed to giving the
FRG an Independent nuclear cap>abillty. While he agreed that it
was Important not to use language that concealed the true
points of view, he hoped that the language would be simple
v;lt}iout trying to cover every possibi'e future contingency,

y'"
however remote. It seemed to him that the two sides already

' 0̂ ,1
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agreed on three simple propositions-: (l) no transfer to any

non nuclear v/eapon r.tate directly or indirectly; (2) no assist

ance to any non nuclear state to become a nuclear pov;erj and

(3) no delegation of the right to fire U.S. nuclear weapons.

He thought that this covered 99 percent of the problem. He
added that ve could not tell our allies that they v/ould not
have any voice in any decision to go to war. Access was another
difficulty.^

After the second Rusk Gromyko talk. Mr. Poster unsuccess
fully tried to persuade Roshchin to accept a revised draft
prohibiting the transfer of nuclear v.'eapons to any non nuclear
state "directly^ or indirectly by virtue of its membership in a
military alliance or group of States." Ambassador Roshchin
maintained that it VJas necessai' y to ban transfer to an alliance
or group of states since such action would give the participants
the right to participate in the ownership^ control, and use of
nuclear weapons. The Soviets info.rmally suggested the words

2"individually or collectively."

At the September 28 meeting, Mr. Foster agreed to add

these wordSj and a new draft of article I was tentatively

adopted. This banned the transfer of nuclear vjeapons or other

O

%emcon Rusk., Gromykoj et al.. Sept. 24, 2.966, Secret/Exdis.
^Meracon Poster, Roshchin, et al., Sept. 27, 1966, Secret/

Exdis; memcon Mendelevich, De Palma, Sept. 2 7, 1966, Secret/Exdis.
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nuclear explosives or control over them to a non nuclear-weapon
state "directly or Indirectly^ either individually or collec
tively vjith other members of a military alliance or group of
States." The draft vjould also prohibit assistance in manufac
turing nuclear v;eapons^ and both sides thought that public state
ments should be made at a proper time explaining that the ban on
assistance included the transfer of information constituting
assistance. A similar version of article II was also prepared.^'

Meanv^hilOj Chancel.lor Erhard and Foreign Minister Schroeder
had been in the United States and discussed nuclear sharing and
non-proliferation with the President^ the Secretary of State^
and the Secretary of Defense (September 26 27). The Germans
indicated that they were not pressing for a hardware solution
at present but needed assurance that they would have'a voice in
a credible deterrent. They hoped that the outcome of our non
prolj feration talks vjith the Soviets would not make this
impossible. In the public communique^ President Johnson and
Chancellor Erhard agreed on the need to check the proliferation
of nuclear weapons into the national control of non nuclear
states and favored alliance nuclear defense planning arrange
ments consistent with this objective. They welcomed the

^Memcon Poster,, Roshchinj et al.j Sept. 28^ 19^2^ 4:30
p.m.^ Secret/Exdis, An earlier meeting the same day was incon-
clusivej see rnemcon Poster^ Roshchinj et al.. Sept. 2S, 1^66,
Soc re t/Exdls.

^Cli'C, tel. 62l8Sj Oct. 7;, 19o6. Socret/Llmdis.
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^Department of State Bulletin, Oct. YJ, I966, pp. 583 585.
^Fisher’"to Moyers and VJ.W. Rostov;, memorandaj Sept. 30,

1966, Secret/Exdls, with attached paper, "VJorking Group Language
for the Non-Prollfei’atlon Treaty: Relationship to Existing and
Possible Allied Nuclear Arrangements," Sept. 30, I966, Secret/
Exdls.

O

o

work of the McNamara committee.1
The September 28 draft aroused immediate opposition in

Washington. On September 30, Mr. Fisher sent the White House
a memorandum in which he argued that the draft would not affect
bilateral arrangements or consultation and planning on nuclear
defense. He pointed out that the latter vjere stressed in the
Johnson-Erhard communique. The draft would, however, preclude
an MLP in the form previously considered. While it would not
technically foreclose a force in which the delivery systems but
not the warheads were collectively owned, he believed that the
Soviet Union would withdravj from the treaty if such a force vjas
established. The draft would permit a European federation to _
succeed to the nuclear status of a former nuclear-weapon power
that joined it, but it would ban the transfer of nuclear weapons
to any "partial defense community" that European states might
establish. It vias his opinion that no treaty could be nego
tiated with the USSR if we returned to "national control" and
eliminated the v;ords "individually or collectively," as some
had suggested.^
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ACDA lost the argument. On October 2j Alexander I. Zinchuk^
the Soviet Charge^ asked Ambassador Thompson if the September 28
draft had'been cleared. The latter replied that it had not and
seemed to be open to different interpretations^ which Gromyko
had said he wished to avoid. Mr. Zinchuk suggested that this
could be clarified by an exchange of letters. Ambassador Thompson
told him that the Soviets should be satisfied with Rusk's assur
ance that we would not give the West Germans the right or possi
bility to fire nuclear weapons by their own decision. If the
Soviets v/anted us to hold a public funeral for nuclear sharing
arrangements^ the political price would be too high and we would
not be interested.^

The President's views^ as reported by Ruskj were as
follovjs:

We are opposed to the proliferation of nuclear
weapons. We are not going to turn our vjeapons over to
any other nation. To stop the spread of nuclear weapons
is urgent. The responsibility for firing U.S. nuclear
weapons rests with th.e President of the U.S. This is
true as a matter of laWj policy and intent. We see no
prospect that it will or can be changed. But we cannot
undertake a treaty obligation v/hich commits us to act as
If there were no alliance. The United States has committed
itself to collective security^ beginning with the Ul\f
Charter. We cannot say to our allies that these matters
are none of their business.

^MemcoU;, Zinchuk Thompson;, Oct. 2, I966, Secret,

11]■'lVi/j'i0i'V'Îi.''i
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There Is no great thrust at present that we move

quickly to alliance nuclear arrangements. But we should
not preclude by treaty arrangements in the futui'e not
Involving proliferation which migVit be necessary to
restrain allies and preserve the alliance. 1

Since Washington would not accept the September 28 draft,
Mr. Poster and Ambassador Roslichin postponed further discussion
of the first two articles until the next Rusk-Gromyko meeting. O
In a preliminary exchange of views on the other treaty provi-
sionsj Ambassadoar Roshchin questioned the need of including
safeguards and noted that there v/ould be trouble v/ith non
nuclear countries. Mr. Foster explained that safeguards were
necessary for Senate approval and expressed the belief that
India wouj.d accept them in the end. He also said that the
safeguards v/ould have to be truly equivalent and cited Euratom.

Ambassador Roshchin disliked our revievj conference provi
sion and was concerned that it might produce an unstable treaty.
On entry into forcej Mr. Poster suggested a bilateral under
standing that neither the United States nor the Soviet Uiiion
v/ould deposit their Instruments of ratification until the rion
nuclear-weapon states they wanted to include had acceded. He
questioned the Kosygin offer which Roshchin v/ished to include 
since there was nothing in it for allies with U.S. nuclear

108

^Note dictated by the Secretary^ Oct. 3̂ I966, Secret.

OPQntT' '
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vieapons on their territory or for the Indians^ because Comrnunist
China vjould not adhere.̂

On October 10^ Secretary of State Rusk told Gromyko that
each side had a legitimate Interest In insuring that the nuclear

Ipov/ers did not transfer nuclear \veapons to non-nuclear nations.
This v/as the heart of the problem. He felt that the Soviet
concern should be met by our v;lllingnes3 to coiiimit ourselves
not to do this. We could notj however^ consent to an arrange
ment tantamount to telling our allies that the nuclear problem
Mas none of their business. Mr., Gromyko should understand that
this v;ould be an absolutely untenable position for us and v;ou] d
not be supported by our allies. Secretary Rusk suggested that
the problem! m.ight be miet by simply saying that the nuclear powers
would not transfer nuclear weapons v/ithout indicating "to vjhom,"
or by adopting Poster's "to any recipient whatsoever" language.

Mr. Gromyko objected that this formula did not preclude
transfer into "collective" hands. This was v/hy the Soviets
wanted a ban on transfer "individually or collectively." They
were concerned that our control and possession might be shared
with others. He was not satisfied with Rusk's assurance that
no Ger inan soldier would ever fire a nuclear weapon without
our consent and said that the Soviet Union wanted an absolute

Iprorn Kev: York,, tel, 1335;. Oct. 7, 1966^ Secret/ldmdi s,
Per the safeguards article^ see Itr. froin I)e PaJma to Tl;fier
baoVj Oct. jS C 6 .. no classification.
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o

guarantee. He felt that the MLF and AN? would give the Germans
a participating role, and it was this, not the prospect of German
or allied "voices" in nuclear defense planning, that bothered
the Soviet Union.

In that case. Secretary Rusk said, there should bo no
problem. He suggested that language could be found whiqh v/ould
commit the nuclear povjers not to give nuclear weapons to anyone
or allow anyone else to use them. Mr. Gromyko still could not
see why we could not accept treaty language banning the sharing
of control, if it was indeed our intention not to share it.^

Mr. Gromyko also talked to the President, and both of them
made optj.mistic public statements. It was announced that O

pdiscussions v/ould continue.'^ The highlights of the Rusk-Gromyko
talks were communicated to our allies.^ The Germans were not
long in showing some uneasiness. Ambassador Knappstein told
the Acting Secretary of State that it was unclear whether
the options v/ould be left open or limited in a compromise
with the USSR, He asked v/hether our old EWDC draft was still
valid and what limits we would place on concessions. The PRG O

Memcon Rusk, Gromyko, et al., Oct. 10, i960. Confidential/
Exdis^.

^Internationa]. Neg otiati ons on the Ti‘eaty on the Nonprolifera
tion of Nuclear Weapons, p. ^b.

■̂ To Paris, teJTT 5b589j Oct. l4, 19^6, Secret/Limdis.
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position remained unchanged. They favored banning new national
control of nucleai weapons. They had agreed not to produce
nuclear weapons and would not acquire them. They did not^
howeverj want to see the right of mutual nuclear defense pre
cluded or European unification Im.jjeded. They would not partici
pate In a non proliferation treaty unless there had been a
satisfactory solution of the nuclear problems of the alliance.
The defense of Europe should take priority over accomodation 'with
the USSRj which could have unpredictable consequences for
Germany.

The Acting Secretary replied that vie still supported our
ENDO draft but that this did not prec].T.ide a search for language
which correctly expressed vjhat each side meant. Vie were still
limited by our own law_, which Congress had not the remotest
intention of changing. There would be no agreement without
appropriate consultation with our allies^ and we would not do
anything to damage NATO.^

After the last meeting vjith Gromyko^ Mr. Fisher and '
Secretary Prask were able to agree on new draft language j which
v/as described in an October l4 memorandum for the President.
The nuclear powers would be obligated not to transfer nuclear

^To Bonn, tel. 73J^\6j Oct. 2.6j 1966^ Secret/Llmdls.
Schnippenkoetter made a similar demarche to Poster at the same
time (from Now York^ tel. I87I, Oct. 2J^ 1966, Secret/Llmdls),

•--- --------------------------

-

­
­

-



      

           

        

      

      

         

        

     
         

       

          

         

         

           

          

     
         

       

        

        

           

   

 

      
    

      

weapons "directly or Indirectly to a non nuclear-weapon State^
either Individually or by virtue of its membership In a military
alliance or group of States" and not to relinquish their control
over their nuclear weapons. This draft would not disturb
existing bilateral arrangements^ a NATO planning and consultative
committeej or an allied decision to go to war. It would not
preclude assignment of Polaris submarines to NATO or rule out
a multilateral entity in which non nuclear weapon states parti
cipated "so long as there was no transfer to this entity of an
ownership interest in nuclear v;arheads .(as opposed to delivery
vehicles) and so long as the United States retained control over
the nuclear warheads." The participants in such an entity could
have their own vetoes. A federated Eiuropean state could succeed
to the nuclear status of one of its former components^ but there
could be no transfer of control to a European defense community.
This "v/ould keep open enough options for the present."^

The President and the Secretary of State v;ere out of the
country on an extensive B‘ar Eastern trip^ and AGDA did not
receive authorization to resume the bilateral talks and present
the new draft article I until November 9* Even then^ Secretary
of State Piusk told Elsher_, "This whole operation has to be
renounceable by us if need be."^

112' ■ O

^•Fisher to Piusk. memorandumj Oct. I966, Secret/Exdis,
with attached iriemorandujn for tlie Pi'osident. Sec:oet/B]xdls.

^Fisher to Poster, rrtcmori ndu;?., Nov. i960, Secret/Exdls

O

o
------- -

- -

-

- -- ­

-



 
  

          

          

          

       
            

      

          
          

      
        

     

  
          

        

        

        

      

         

      

      

        

    

        

^EGRgPT^r'OIvIt
" "■“■'■"113 .

On the following day, Mr. Postei' gave the di’aft to Roshchin
in Nev/ York. He explained that it had been considered at the
highest levels in the U.S. Government and v;as based on Gromyko's
principle that the treaty should only deal vjith what was prohi
bit ed, not vjhat was permitted. VJe could not finally agree to any
language until vje had fully consulted with our allieSj and this
had not been done. Mr. Poster said that the draft was a compro
mise which both sides should be able to live with. It was
consistent with the principle of collective self-defense recog
nized by the U.N. Charter. ¥e believed that the question of
whether agreement vms possible depended on Soviet v/illingness
to accept this language.^'

At the request of the Soviets, we also gave them a draft
article II. According to this draft, the non nuclear parties
would undertake "not to accept the transfer of nuclear v;eapons
or other nuclear expl.osives directly or indirectly from any
nuclear weapon State, either Individually or by virtue of
its membership in a military alliance or group of States" and
not to "accept the relinquishment of control over nuclear weapons
or other nuclear explosives..." The underlined words were
questioned by R, M. Timerbaev of the Soviet delegation, v/ho
suggested to ACDA Assistant Director De Palma that "accept"

■̂Prom New York, tel. 2227, Nev. 10, 1966, Secret/Nodis,

­

­

­

-

-



       

      

         
        

        

    

   

       

      
     

      

        
       

         

     
      

          

         
        

   

        
     

  
        

BBeTtET/NOFORM

be changed to "receive." He also found the "relinquishment of
control" language confusing.^ Mr. Fisher recommended to Secretary
Riisk that ,this expi'^ession be changed to "not to obtain control."^

On November 17_, Ambassador Roshchin. gave Poster a complete
draft ti’eaty. In article 1, the Soviets now adopted the "to
any recipient v/hatsoever" language Vv'e had previously suggested.^ C D
They offered two alternative formulas for dealing with the
alliance problem;

(1) Banning transfer to any recipient "directly or
indirectly^ either individually or on a group basis."

(2) Banning transfer to any recipient ".directly or
indirectlyj either indj.vidually or together with other
members of a military alliance or group of States."

The nuclear powers would also undertake not to provide "infor
mation which could be employed for the manufacture of nuclear
weapons." Alternative formulas were also provided in article
II. The third article would im.pose mandatory IAEA safeguards
on the non-nuclear parties. As in the original Soviet draft
treaty^ amendments would come into force for all parties when ^
ratified by a majority of parties, including all nuclear-weapon
parties. There was a withdrawal clause.'̂ ''

Iprom New York, tel. 2286, Nov. 12, 1966, Secret/Nodis.
^RLsher to Rusk, memorandum, Nov. 15: 19^6, Secret/Exdis.
3See above, p.
''̂E.com Nev; Yoric, tel, 2'>h6. Nov. 17, 1956, Secret/NcMilis. O
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The draft treaty did not Include a revlev/ article^ and
Ambassador Roslichln maintained that none v;as needed because
of the amendments provisions. He pointed out that the Soviets
had accepted our Ideal of a notice of vflthdravjal to other
parties and the Security Council, The Soviets did not Include
the Kosygin offer although It had wide support In the General
Assembly. They were w'llllng to deal v;lth security assurances
In a U.N. resolution after the treaty was agreed on^ but he did
not Indicate vrtiat kind of resolution they had In mind.

Mr. Foster's Immediate reaction was negative. Both sides
had agreed that the treaty should deal only v;lth what was
prohibited;, and wc considered that "information" was covered by
our language. He was concerned aboi.it the Soviet method of
dealing with Individual or group concepts. If our language was
not clear_, he v;ould add that no multinational arrangement w'ould
be permitted Involving the transfer of nuclear weapons by a
nuclear weapon state or the relinquishment of control over Its
nuclear weapons by a nuclear-weapon state.

The Soviet delegation stressed that they attached great
Importance to the words "any recipient whatsoever" and hoped
that Foster's comments did not apply to this phrase.^

1--3 ..

STAJti::!!./M itOIlC! ^

^From New York^ tel. 2^37^ Nov. 1?̂ 1966^ Secret/Nodl:
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In Moscow, Foreign Minister Gromyko told our Charge that
he was surprised to find our draft silent on non transfer to,
and non-production groups of states. He had understood
from his discussions with the President and the Secretary
of State that all channels should be covered. V.Tille he recalled
Rusk's remark about not rubbing salt Into wounds, there was a
limit to circumspection and our formula missed the essence
of the problem by falling to clearly ban transfer to associations
\

of states. Our "not to relinquish" language did not exclude
participation In joint control of nuclear weapons. He believed
that the Soviet draft could be the basis for agreement since It
took Rusk's preoccupations and desires Into account.^ In reply.
Secretary Paisk expressed the hope that semantic differences would
not prevent conclusion of a treaty. In the New' York and
VJashlngton meetings, they had agreed on three simple propositions:

(1 ) that we would not transfer nuclear weapons to any
non-nuclear-weapon State directly or Indlrectlyj (2) that
we would not assist non nuclear weapon State to become a
nuclear power In any possible way, and (3) that we would .
never delegate the right to fire our nuclear vjeapons to
anyone else.

He did not see that there was really any disagreement, since
v;e had indicated that our draft vjould not permit any "multi
national arrangement...which would Invol.ve transfer of nuclear

O

O

o

^Prom Moscow, tol. P297, Nov. l8, I966, Secret/Nodls,
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weapons by a nuclear v/eapon State or rellnqulsl ijnent of control
over Its nuclear weapons by a nuclear v.'eapon State." Our formula
on "relinquishment of control" was the clearest and strongest
way of insuring that the right to fire nuclear weapons could not
be delegated. Under this formula^ "no U.S. weapon could'ever
be fired unless the U.S. itself made the decision that this be
done . "1

The next New York meeting (November 28) found Roshchin
repeating Gromyko's criticism of our draft. He claimed that we
had reverted to our position of the previous summer and no
longer offered to ban transfer "to any recipient whatsoever/'
as Secretary Rusk had suggested in his talks v/ith Gromyko.
The Soviets had thought we had agreed to banning transfers (l)
to individual non nuclear states^ (2) through groups of statesj
or (3) j.ndirectly on a collective basis. They maintained that
our draft covered only the first two channels^ v/hile theirs
covered all three. Mr. Poster replied that their draft caused
us problems. He did not knov/ v/hether we would now be willing to
accept the "to any recipient whatsoever" language that Gromyko
had previously rejected.

The Soviets now offered two tentative alternatives for
article I. The firsts a revised version of the September 24

^To MoscoWj tel. 88826^ Nov. 21^ 1966^ Secret
"oTv.'.': JL..M
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draftj read as follows:
Each nuclear weapon State Party to this Treaty under

takes not to transfer to any recipient whatsoever nuclear
weapons or other nuclear explosives or control over such
weapons or explosives directlyj or indirectly; and not in
any way to assist, encourage, or induce any non-nuclear
weapon State to manufacture or otherv/ise acquire nuclear
weai:ion3 or other nuclear explosives, or control over such
weapons or explosives.

The second alternatj.ve was a revised version of our current
draft:
' Each nuclear w'eapon State Party to this Treaty under

takes not to transfer nuclear weapons or other nuclear
explosives to any recipient v/hatsoever directly, or indirect
ly: not to relinquish to any recipient whatsoever its
control over its nuclear vjeapons or other nuclear explo
sive sj and not in any way to assist, encourage, or induce
any non nuclear-weapon State to manufacture or otherwise
acquire nuclear ;'veapons or other nuclear explosives. 1

O

oOn Novernber 28, Mr. Eisher and Mr. Meeker asked Secretary
Piusk to approve a memorandum for the President recommending
the second alterntive. The memorandum stated that the nev;
language v;ould have the same effect as our current draft, except
that it would prohibit the transfer of nucleai' weapons or
other nuclear explosives to the United Kingdom. But the Atomic
Energy Act already prohibited the transfer of completed weapons,
and we had for months taken the position that nuclear explosive
devices were indistinguishable from weapons. And the clause

^Prom New York, te] . 26^)6, Kovo 2^j 1966, Secret/Nodis.

O
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prohibiting assistance In manufacture applied only to aid to
non nuclear weapon countries and would therefore not affect
the kind of cooperation we now engaged In with the British.^

While awaiting further Instructions .on article Ainl5assador
Roshchln and Mr. Poster agreed to change "other nuclear explo
sives" to "other nuclear explosive devlcesj" and Washington

2approved. They went on to discuss other treaty provisions^ or
"underbrush." They agreed on the withdrawal clause and the
article on treaty languages. Mr. Foster explained that we
could not Ignore the existence of Euratom or expect its members to
shift to IAEA overnight. The Soviets vjould not accept Euratom
safeguardsj v;hlch in their view amounted to members of the
same military bloc inspecting each othei'. V/hen we asked them
how Euratom acceptance could be obtalnedj they suggested thatI
Euratom countries might have both kinds of inspection. Ambassador
Roshchln explained that the safeguards article was our idea
and that the Soviets were still willing to leave it out. They

3 ■could notj however^ accept a dlscriminatory safeguards article.
Mr. Foster reported on November 30 that we had nov; reached

the point vjhere we had to decide whether to drop the safeguards

'11q

^Fisher and Meeker to Rusk^ memorandum^ Nov. 23, 1966̂ ,
Secret/Exdls^ with attached memorandum for the President^
Secre;^Exdis.

^Prom New Yorkj tel, 2JJ9, Nov.̂ 29, 1966, Secret/Nodlsj
to Nev; Yorlrj tel. 94400, Dec. I, 1966, Secret/Nodls. Agreement
on "devlccs" was recorded Dec. 1 (frora New York, tel. 2S58,
D c. 1, 1966, Secret/Nodls).

3prcm New York, tel. 25^9, Nov. 25, I966, Secrct/Nodis.
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article or accept much of the Soviet point of vlevi. He felt
that it should be retained:

In our judgi'nent safeguards clause Is as important
as any in treaty from arms control point of view. It
offers us opportunity to achieve world VJide applica
tion of IAEA safeguards in non-nuclear countries on both
sides iron curtain^ in Middle East and Asia, Africa and
Latin America. It would be major step tovjard achiev
ing long-standing US goal of single, world-wide safe
guards system having support of whole v/orld.

120 “ O

O
The Euratom problem could be met by the Soviet proposal for a
transition period. Such arrangement should be more acceptable
to the PRG than the Polish Czechoslovak proposal, since there
v;ould be no "discrimination,"''

AEG Chairman Seaborg, always a strong supporter,of safeguards,
agreed with Poster. He thought that the non-proliferation treaty
offered "the best, and perhaps the last, opportunity" for
getting general acceptance of safeguards accepted by non-nuclear
countries. Vrnile AEG had cooperated with Euratom, it regarded
the latter as a collective enterprise for developing the peace
ful uses of nuclear eneiî gy and the success of that effort did
not depend on Euratom safeguards. The im.portance of the wider
goal seemed to him "to outweigh the im.portance of preserving a
special status for Euratom safeguards."^

O
Iprom New York, te3. 2817, Nov. 30, I966, Confidential/

Limdis. For the Polish Ozechoslovak proposal, see belo'w, pp.
^Seaborg to Ru.sk, Itr., JJec. 23, 19^6, Secret.
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The Soviets simply vjould not accept Euratora safeguards,
as equivalent to IAEA safeguards. Ambassador Roshchln suggested
that some countries could sign a protocol or declaration showing
the time of transition_^o the IAEA system. He objected to the
application of safeguards to uranium or reactor shipments to
nuclear vv eapon countries. By December 2, Mr. Timerbaev v/as
telling De Palma that the Soviets had novj decided that safe
guards vjere desirable after all. Mr. Poster suggested a pre
ambular paragraph on IAEA safeguards and "effective international
safeguards" in article III. The Soviets would not accept the
latter.

Ambassador Roshchin tentatively accepted most of our draft
preamble and concurred with our suggestion that the preamble
would be a good place for amendments by non nuclear nations. He
asked whether we could accept the Soviet amendments provision if
they accepted our review conference proposal. Mr. Foster pointed
out that the Soviet proposal gave a veto to the nuclear powers
and asked whether the Soviets vjould also give a veto to India
and perhaps other near nuclear nations. Ambassador Roshchin
replied that the Soviets did not favor this. Mr, Timerbaev
suggested to De Palma that the two countries might start with
the Soviet amendi^ents article and use our review conference as a

c
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fallback to meet the demands of the non-nuclear nations.1 With
some reluctance^ Mr. Poster agreed to combine the review con
ference provision with the Soviet amendments article.^

Secretary Rusk told Poster on December 1 that it v;as time
to talk to our allies and see where they stood. Me should tell,
the Russians that v/e were going to do this v/ithout discussing
an exact formulation of the treaty.^ The Russians were concerned
that vje were consulting the allies without a firm, position on
article On the following day^ Mr. Poster told the other
members of the VJestern Pour that progress had been miade. The
major unresolved Issues were safeguards and Soviet preoccupation
with PRCt "access" to nuclear weapons. He thought that PRG
acceptance of the NATO Special Committee and renunciation
of the MLP v/ould sev/ up the treatyalthough Soviet Insistence
on formalizing PRG renunciation remained a stumbling block.^

V/hile Vlashington was about to endorse the second Soviet
alternative^ Moscow decided in favor of the first. On December

O

Iprom New York, tels. 28l8, Nov. 30, 1966, Secret/Limdis;
2877. I)3C. 2, 1966, Confldential/Limdis; 2933. Pec. 5. 1966,
Confidential/Limdis; from New York, tel. 3129. Dec. 12, I966,
Secret/Nodis,.

2prom New York, tel. 2933. Dec. 5. 1966, Confidential/
Limdis.

3Meracon Rusk-Poster, Dec. 1, I966, Secret/Exdis.
^Prom New York, tel, 287S, Dec, 2, I966, Secret/Nodis.
5prom Nev; York, tel. 2876, D^c. 2, I966, Secret/Limdis.
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Ambassador Roshchln told Foster that the Soviet side was
now ready to consider the first alternative^ and we concluded
that he was speaking on Instructions. Mr. Poster recommended
to Secretary Rusk that we accept the first alternative and
pointed out that there was little difference between the two
drafts. While the use of the word "relinquish" in the second
alternative might better protect the right of the FRG to
h a v e a "veto" on the use of nuclear weapons dep].oyed on
Its territory,, we could protect that option under the other
version by orally giving our Interpretation to the Soviets.^
Aip.bassador Goldberg also favored accepting the first alternative.

At the NATO ministerial m.eetlng (December 12 14) ^ Secretary
Rusk gave the first altei^native of article I to the Foreign
Ministers of the United Kingdom^ Canada^ Prance^ the PRG^ and
Italy. Willy Brandt^ the new German Foreign Minister^ told
Rusk to forget the "European clause." If there ever was a
united Europe^ it would either be a successor to the present
nuclear powers or lead to a renegotiation of a non proliferation
treaty. He had no objection but v;as not sure that he could

Prom Nevj Yorks^ tels 243^^ Dec. 1966j Secret/Nodls and
2981^^Dec. 7 . 1966^ Secret/Nodls.

2prom New York^ tel. 3106j Dec. 10, 1966^ Secret/Nodis; to
Paris tel. TOSEC l6?, Dec. 12, 19 6 6, Secret/Nodls.
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Foster to Read (State S/S RO), memorandum^ Dec. 19, 19^6,
Secret/Nodls j with attached mernorandura from Rusk for the
President^ n.d.^ Secret/Nodls,; from Parlb^ tel. SECTO 87^ Dec.
1 5 j 1966, Secret/Exdis .

2prom Bonn, tel. 73^13j Dec. 20, I966, Confidentlal/Limdls.
Bprom Nev; York, tel. 3189, Dec, l4^ 1966, Secret/Nodis.

O

124

carry his Cabinet,^ Some of his colleagues were obviously cool
toward a non proliferation treaty. Gerhart Schroeder^ now at
the Defense Ministry, did not want the treaty to come to a
head before the new NATO Nuclear Planning Group had been tried
out. He also told our Ambassador that Germany vjould need

padditional assurances if she was to sign a treaty.
At the last meeting (December l4), Mr. Poster accepted a

Soviet change in the review provision. He explained that
we would need some tim.e to consider the safeguards article and
expressed the hope that the Soviets would consider his previous
suggestions. When Ambassador Roshchin again brought up the
Kosygin proposal on security assurances, Mr. Poster said that
this created difficulties for us. There were problems in trying
to devise any universal guarantee covering different allies,
nonaligned countries,, etc. He suggested that the United States
and the Soviet Union might later study the possibility of a
bilateral U.N, resolution.

Thus, by the end of this round of bilateral discussions,
Mr. Foster and Ambassador Roshchin had reached tentative O

o
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agreement on almost all provisions of the treaty except the
safeguards article. Neither government v;as yet committed to the
draft language they had prepared. The next steps v/ere consultation
with the allies and approval at the governmental level in M o s c o v j

and Washington. If these hurdles could be surmounted, it would
be possible to present a joint draft treaty to the ENDC v/hen that
body reconvened in February 19 6 7.

Polish Czechoslovak Proposal

As we have seen^ the original Soviet draft treaty did not
provide for safeguardsj and it was not until November i960 that
the Soviet negotiators began to insist on T.ASA safeguards for al 1
non nuclear parties. This change in Soviet policy was preceded
by a proposal to ajjply IAEA safeguards to Central Europe. In
a message to the 10th IAEA General Conference (September 21 28),
the GDR offered to accept IAEA safeguards if the FRG did like
wise and the GDR was admitted to the IAEA. Poland and Czecho
slovakia also offered to accept IAEA safeguards if the FRG'
accepted them. The Soviet Union supported these proposals.
At the conferencej the FRG made a non-committal statem.ent.,
recalled its 1954 non-production pledge, and cal.led attention
to tlie Euratom safeguards it had already accepted.^

j3‘nternational Negotiations on the Treaty on_ tĥ o Nonpro
iiferation of~Nuclear waupons, pp. 5̂ 1 55.
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We explored th.e possibility of getting something construc
tive from the Pollsh-Czechoslovak proposal^ if it could be
separated from the GDR offer. The Polj.sh Czechoslovak proposal
could be a step toivard expanding the coverage of international
safeguards^ provide a precedent for Inspection behind the iron
curtain, and contribute to East-West rapprochement. We hoped
that Bonn would give it serious attention and not reject it out
right. After some prodding on our part^ the PRG issued a
statement indicating that it was seriously studying the propo
sal.^

Although the French delegates at the IAEA General Conference
had been very sympathetic^ the Qua! d'Orsay gave the proposal a
cooler reception. The French would not accept parallel IAEA safe
guards in Euratom territory, v;hich they feared would open the door

to espionage by East European inspectors. Our Embassy at Paris
concluded that the only hope would be to v/ork with the Euratom.
commission for some kind of verification arrangement betv;een
that body and lAEA. ^ With our encoui' agement, the comm.ission
took some preliminary steps in that direction. At the beginning
of 1967 we vjere still hopj.ng for some progress on the Czechoslovak-

2iPolish proposal. '

6•>,.PP * 1 •
pFi'om P a r is , uriiiuriib j'j' id V.el.^ O ct. 'c.o, 1966, C o n f i d o n t l a l ,
^ G i r c . t e l . i l l 4 6 o , J a n , 3. 196?, C o n f i d e n t i a l . ^
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21st General Assembly

The 21st General Assembly witnessed a marked decline In
the polemics between the United States and the Soviet Union
that had cliaracterized previous sessions. We joined the Soviets
in cosponsoring a resolution appealing to states to refrain
from actions hampering agreement and to take "all necessary
steps" for conclusion of a non proliferation treaty. After
the Rusk-Gromyko conversationsj Ajnbassador Goldberg was able
to tell the First Committee that a new and more hopeful situa
tion had arisen. The Soviet-American resolution, amended by
the nonaligned Eight, v/as approved on November 4 by a vote of
110 to 1, with 1 abstention. Albania voted against it, and
Cuba abstained.^'

I
NonalIgned resolution

A nonaligned draft resolution of October 27 reaffirmed
the 19^‘j General Assembly resolution, urged all states to take
the necessary steps to conclude a treaty, and called on the
ENDG to give high priority to the question. It also cotitalned
a paragraph inviting the nuclear powers to pledge not to "use,
or threaten to use, nuclear weapons against non nuclear-weapon
States."^ Befoie introducing the resolution, most of the Eight

1Interm ito^nal Negotd.atiaris_ on Treaty on the Nonpro
life i' a tion ol' Niicleai VJeapons, pp.

2J F M . p . 59"....
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had planned to Include a full endorsement of the Kosygin propo
sal.^ Although the sponsors dropped "which do not have nuclear
weapons In their territory/' the language remained unacceptable
to uSj and they rejected our compromise suggestions.^ The
Soviets told us that they would have been happy to have security
assurances left out of the resolution. Now that they had been
introduced^ however^ the Soviets v/anted to include the whole
Kosygin formula.3

Aware that the resolution w'ould have overwhelming support^
ACDA proposed that ne support it and take the occasion to declare
that we would not use nuclear weapons against a non-nuclear
party to a non proliferation tr eatĵ that was not engaged in _

li Oaggression supported by a nuclear power. ‘ A draft instruction
in this sense was cleared with the Acting Secretary of State
and the Secretary of Defense. It encountered opposition from
the JCSj w'ho opposed any form of non-use assurance. The ques
tion was referred to the President and the Secretary of State;,
Vvho were then in Seoul. They were Informed that the instruction

^From New Yorkj tel. 1836^ Oct. 25^ I966, Confidential.
'Fî om New York^ tels. I863 and l886_, Oct. 27^ 1966^ Con

fidential. Our alternatives vjould have invited tte nn.clear
weapon povjerSj in consultation v;ith the non nuclear-weapon
nations^ to give urgent consideration to (a) "hov; they might
assure the security of non nuclear-weapon states which renounce
the acquisition of nuclear weapons.," or (b) "how the secui ity
of non nuclear v'eapon States^ which renounce the acquisition of
their ov/n nuclear weapons, might best be assured against m.i.clear
ago;ro3sion or the threat thereof."

■ 'From Nev; Yo.i k̂ tel.?. 1916, Oct. 2.8; 119̂ 6̂ 19:>0j Oct. 31j
1966;. and 20 1̂3, Nov. 3, 19^6^ Confidential.

■̂B’isher to WcNamaraj memorandum^ Oct. 31j 1966, Confidential.
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would be sent unless they sent contrary orders.^ The instruc
tion was never sent. Although Secretary Rusk vjas lA/llling to
approve a slightly modified version of the ACDA drafts Soviet
insistence on restoring the Kosygin formula made it impossible

pfor us to support the paragraph at all.
On November 3̂ Lord Chalfont suggested adding "and any

other proposals that might be made" to the non-use paragraph, and
Ambassador Roshchin concurred.3 This proposal was well received
by the E i g h t . W e attempted to use the Chalfont proposal as a
basis for developing a more elaborate paragraph in which the
Et'JDC would be requested to consider;

(a) the proposal that the nuclear v;eapon powers should
give an assurance that they will not use^ or threaten to
use, nuclear weapons against non-nuclear weapon states
without nuclear weapons on their territory,

(b) the proposal that nuclear weapon powers should
express their intention to provide or support Immediate
assistance to any non nuclear weapon state that is the
victim of an act of aggression in which nuclear weapons
are used and that is a party to a non proliferation treaty,

(c) the proposal that nuclear v/eapon powers should
refrain from the use, or the threat of use of nuclear
weapons v;hich may conclude treaties of the nature defined
in para 2 (E) of Resolution 2028 (XX), and

(d) any other proposals that may be m.ade for solu
tion of this problem.5

129

^To Seoul, telo 76255, Oct. 31j. 19^6, Secret/Llmdis.
^Record of ACDA Staff Meeting, Nov. 3j 1966, Secret.
3li'’rom Nev7 York, tel. 2043, Nov. 3j 1966, Confidential.
%''rom New York. te].. 207^, Nov. 4, I966, Confidential.
3To N e w York' tel. 793^^3. Nov. 5, 1966, Confidentia].

&Ecr.;i'nv^Nor'C44^
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^From Nev/ York^ tel, 2131;, Nov. 7} 19^6^ Confidential.
^Record of ACDA Staff Meetingj Nov. 9^ 19^6, Confidential;

to New York, tel. 816OO, Nov. 9 , 1966, Confidential.
ternational No^otlations on the Treaty on the Nonpro

1 iferation 6f Nuclear a p o n s p . '61.

O

The Soviets opposed this proposal^ and the Eight also rejected
it. Apparently some of the nonaligned objected to "positive"
assurances because they did not want to be placed under a
^^protectorate" of the nuclear powers.^

The sponsors' rejection of our proposal put the delegation
in an awkward position^ since it desired to support the resolu
tion as a whole while registering dissent on the security para
graph. Secretary Rusk^ who initially favored abstaining on the
resolutionj concurred in Foster's recommendation.^ In the First
Committee, Mr. Foster said that it was premature to recommend
a specific security proposal to the ENDC and associated himself
v/ith Italian and Canadian criticj.sms of the Kosygin proposal. O
At his request, the First Committee took a separate vote on this
paragraph. It was adopted by a vote of 98 to 0, with 4 absten
tions (United States, Spain, Cameroons, France). The plenary
General Assembly approved the resolution on November 7 by a
vote of 97 to 2, with 3 abstentions. Albania and the Central
African Republic voted against it, and the Democratic Republic
of the Congo, Iceland, and B’rance abstained.3 O

Resolution on non nuclear conference
Pakistan introduced a resolution calling for a conference
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of non nuclear states to meet by July I968. The conference
would consider security assurances^ cooperation to prevent
proliferation^ and the use of nuclear devices for peaceful
purposes. Both the United States and the Soviet Union had grave
doubts about this project^ which could prove a potential threat
to their efforts to work out a non-proliferation treaty in the
bilaterals and in the ENDC. They abstained on the resolution^
which was adopted by a vote of 48 to 1 (India), with 59
abstentions.^

Reso].ution on effects of nuclear weapons
The General Assembly unanimously adopted a resolution

requesting the Secretary-General to prepare a report on the
effects of the possible use of nuclear weapons and on "the
security and economic im.plications for States of the acquisition
and further development of these weapons."^

The Indian problem
In the First Committee debate., Indian Ambassador Trivedi

declared that a balanced non proliferation treaty should prohibit
nuclear weapons production and provide for safeguards on the
nuclear activities of both nuclear and non-nuclear nations.

’ r 131 I

"Slbid. ,"p.
^International Negotiations on the Treaty on the Nonpro

liferation of Nuclear Weapons, pp. & o2.
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He questioned our proposal to ban the development of peaceful
nuclear explosive devices by non-nuclear states on the ground
that it vjould haraper the technological progress of developing
nations. Ho said that real security lay in disarmament^ not in
obtaining protection from the nuclear powers.^ Dr. Vikram A.
Sarabhaij the Chairman of the Indian AECj mentioned the disarma
ment link in a private conversation vjith Fisher and was not
convinced by the latter's argument that a non-proliferation
treaty would create an atmosphere in v/hich it would become
feasible to conclude additional arms-control agreements. He
also feared that IAEA safeguards might promote dissemination by

O

providing information to the inspectors and hamper nuclear j

development.
After.a trip to India^ Lord Chalfont reported that India

took the position that she would sign a non proliferation treaty
only if it contained clear guarantees against nuclear blackmail
and was somehow "coupled" with disarmament measures. He believed,
howeverj that she would ultj.mately sign v/ithout conditions. 3
This was our general assessment, but it was called into question
when Brajesh C. Mishra, the Deputy Indian Permanent Representative
to the United Nations, told our delegation that his country

^Ibid.,,pp. 58 60.
^Memcon Sarabhai, Pisher, et al., Oct. 17, 1966, Confidential.
Sjorom London, tel. 3069. Oct, I3, I966, Secret; from New

York, tol. 1672, Oct. 19, 1966, Socret/Limdis. Q
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would not accede to a non-proliferation treaty unless China
adhered.^ We recognized that this vjould be a serious bl.ow to
treaty prospects and took steps to clarify the question.^
It appeared^ hovjever^ that India had not taken a firm position^

\

although she would obviously prefer Chinese adherence.^
On October 27,.we sent out a circular instruction summarizing

the recommendations of an interagency study of the Indian nuclear
problem. Noting that the desire for increased prestige was a
motive for going nuclear^ we should avoid the use of the term
"nuclear power.” Nations v/hich had developed nuclear weapons
should be called "nuclear weapon pa jers” and states with a nuclear
weapon potential v;ould be labeled "civil nuclear po;;er3 ." ¥e
respected the latter for choosing an "intelligent and honorable
course" that vjould help promote their economic development and
peaceful nuclear programs. On the Chinese Communist threat^
we would emphasize our primacy in "strike back power/' the
vulnerability of China to nuclear attack^ and the great cost
of the Chinese nuclear-weapons program. We should try to
explain the enormous costs of a nuclear-weapons program."^
While the study was devoted to India^ its results were obviously
applicable to other near nuclear countries. ACDA took a pro
minent part in the study.

^Prom New York^ tel. 1825^ Oct. 23, 1966, Confidential.
'̂ To Now Delhi, New York^ etc., tel, 7'̂ 372, Oct. 27^ 1966.,

Secret.
SFrom New Delhi^ tel. 6270,, Oct. 28, i960. Confidential;

from New York, tel. 1920, Oct. 28, lyoo, Confidential; memcon
Shah, Gleysteen. Kirby, Nov, 9̂ i960. Confidential.

^̂ Circ. tel. 73836, Oct. 27, I966, Secret.
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&ECRET/j4Q:fe*̂RI>f
■■13 1̂ ^

Allied Consu3,tations (X)

As we have seen_, the allies were given some Information on
the American-Soviet bilateral talks while they were going on^
Secretary of State Rusk showed the tentative draft of article I
to several Foreign Ministers at the North Atlantic Council
meeting.^ On December 20 our Ambassadors at LondonOttawa^
Rome^ and Bonn were given all the draft language that had been
worked out during the bilaterals. They were instructed to
explain to the allied Foreign Ministers that the draft would
not disturb existing bilateral arrangements^ since these did
not involve any transfer of warheads or control unless a deci
sion v;as made to go to vjar. It would not have any bearing
on an allied decision to go to war or on the NATO committee on
nuclear planning and consultation. It v/ould not keep states
from havingva'veto on the launching of nuclear weapons from
their territory. It vjould not foreclose the establistim.ent of a
"multilateral Atlantic entity...so long as there was no trans
fer to this entity of an ow’nership interest in nuclear warheads
(as opposed to delivery vehicles) and so long as the United
States or other participating nuclear-weapon State retained
control over its nucD.ear warheads." Since the draft would pro
hibit transfer to "any recipient vrhatsoeverj" it would not

- - -
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discriminate against the FRG. It would not bar "succession by
a federated European state to the nuclear status of one of its
former components." Without such successlonj no European force
could acquire nuclear weapons. There couldj hov/ever, be a
European force with joint ov>/nership of delivery vehicles pro
vided that a participating nuclear nation retained control of
its nuclear weapons.

It was noted that the safeguards article had not been
resolved. Vie were considering a stronger article that would
specify the IAEA. Although this would bring the lAEA-Euratom
problem to a head^ it would not discriminate against tlie ERG.
We had to decide whetlier to liave IAEA safeguards or none^ and
failure to include them "might seriously jeopardize political
acceptability of treaty in U.S. Senate."

The formulations had not been accepted by the U.S. Govern
mentj which wished to have "the most discreet and thorough con
sultation with its allies before deciding its position." All
previous steps had been ad referendumj and the consultations
were to be carried out "v/ithout pre commitment^

A similar message was sent to Tokyo.^ Before our Ambassador
was able to delivery itj Ambassador Takeuchi gave Postei’ a note
that follovjed up an earlier talk between Secretary Rusk and

^To London^, etc.^ tel. Deo. 28;, 1 9 ^ 6 ^Secret/Nodis
2To TcicyOj tel. j.09 130,. JJijC. 20^ 19’S6j Seci' et/Nodls.
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Foreign Minister Miki.l Vmile the Japanese agreed on the
urgency of a non proliferation treaty, they felt that "the
views of the non-nuclear weapon states should be fully respected
since this problem would affect to an extreme degree the basic
national interests of non nuclear weapon states." It v/as "of O
the utmost Importance" to secure the participation of all nuclear
powers and the majority of nuclear nations, especially those
"with nuclear development capabilities." Pull consideration
should be given to the security problems of non nuclear states,
and a non-proliferation treaty should not impair existing
collective security systems. A non proliferation treaty should
"stimulate progress in the field of nuclear disarmament" and not
weaken the political role of non-nuclear nations. It should not
affect the peaceful uses of nuclear energy.

The Japanese strongly desired that the follov,/ing points be
considered:

(1 ) That the nuclear weapons states clearly express,
in this Treaty or In the form of a Declaration, their
Intention to bend henceforth all efforts toward the ful
fillment of disarmament. In particular nuclear disarma
ment.

(2) That this Treaty do not Include any provisions
which may obstruct any function of the present Treaty of
Mutual Cooperation and Security between Japan and the
United States of Am.erlca.

Iprom Tokyo, tel, SECTO 12. Dec. 6, 3.966, Secret/Exdls.
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(3) That conferences of member states be enabled to
be held perlodjcally as well as when the occasion arises^
in order to review all problems (including disarmament
efforts of nuclear weapon states) pertaining to the en
forcement of the Treaty.

(4) That an opportunity be created to enable each
member state to re exainine its positlonj including v/ith
drawalj after a fixed period of time (e.g., five years)
from the coming into force of the Treaty.

(5 ) That an international guarantee system be per
fected in order to secure peaceful uses of atomic energy.

(6) That this Treaty do not include provisions pro
hibiting solely non nuclear states from, conducting nuclear
explosions for peaceful uses.l
The Germans came up with a host of objections to our draft

treaty language. Ambassador Schnlppenkoetterj the FRG Disarma
ment Commissionerj told Ambassador McGhee on January 6 that the
interpretation of the treaty should be clarified. He objected to
the review conference because of the possibility of GDR partici
pation. 2 Ambassador McGhee recommended that we try to meet the
Germans on the latter point by dropping the provision, providing
for separate conferences in the three capitals, or making the
conference optional rather than mandatory.3

VJe commented that we had already made knovm to the Soviets
our vievjs on the meaning of many points of the treaty. Other
aspects v;ould be clarified in later discussions, or vje would

^Japanese note, Dec. 28, I966, Secret/Nodisj to Tokyo, tel
110302, Dec. 29, 1966, Secret/Nodis; from Tokyo, tel. 4693,
Dec. 30, 1966, Secret/Nodls,

^From Bonn, tel, 7B7I, Jr̂ n. 6, 196?,. Secret/Nodls.
SFroni Bonn, tel. 7o72, Jan. 6.. 19^7 :> Secrot/Nodis.

&.̂:rstApoforn ,
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-138""-“ O
explain our vievjs to the Senate after the treaty was signed.
On the European option^ there could be succession by a federated
European state to the nuclear status of a component. Such a
state would not have to be completely centralized^, but v/ould
only have '̂ to control all of its external security functions,
including defense and all foreign policy matters relating’to
external security." Since the Soviets understood that the treaty
permitted what it did not prohibitj and it did not prohibit a
consolidation of states or require the destruction of nuclear
weapons, "it must permit the creation of a federated state v;lth
its own nuclear v/eapons."' By the same token, non nuclear weapon
nations would not violate the treaty by joining' the nev; state, O
On the review conference, we pointed out that this provision was
derived from the limited test-ban treaty, and we had previously
informed the Germans that we would oppose any GDR participation
in a conference under that treaty.^

When he gave these com.ments to Brandt on January 10, Am
bassador McGhee said on a personal basis that we might give the
Germans the statem,ent on interpretation that v;e would provide
the Senate v;hen it held hearings on the treaty. Noting the
concern of the Germans for additional assurances, he could not

O

^To Bonn, tel. 1D52?^8, Jan. 9, 19^7, Secret/Nodis. The
argument on the European option ’A'as repeated in an oral note
given to Knappstein in Jan, 13 (to Bonn, tel. 12 176 7, Jan.
19. 1967. Secret). Q
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understand v^hat we could give them beyond the NATO guarantee^
the storage of 7^000 nuclear vjarheads In Germanyj and German
membership In the NATO Nuclear Planning Group.

Foreign Minister Brandt said that the non-nuclear nations
wanted the treaty to state that^ It had the aim of controlling
"vertical proliferation." Non nuclear nations would welcome
an assurance that the nuclear povjers v/ould not use nuclear wea
pons against them. They were also concerned about the ban on
peaceful nuclear explosive devices, which vjould v;lden the gap
between nuclear and non nuclear countries.^

He said little about interpretations^ which were taken up
by Ambassador Knappsteln in VJashington. Secretary of State
Rusk told the Ambassador that there could be no differences of
Interpretation between us and the Russians on any significant
aspect of the treaty. He said that the Senate vjould go over it
vjith a fine-tooth comb^ and this would allow for no surprises or
differences of interpretation. The Ambassador said that the
Germans vjould be satisfied with our interpretation if t?ae Soviets

Oagreed with it.“̂
At Rusk's suggestion^ he had a more detailed discussion

with ACDA Director Poster^ ACDA Deputy Director Fisher^ and

^Prom Bonnj tel. 79^2^ Jan. 10j 19^7j Confidentlal/Nodis.
^Meracon Rusk-Knappstein-Puhonj Jan. 11^ 19o7j Secret/Nodis
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o

state Department Legal Adviser Meeker on January 1 3 . He told
them that the FRG was prepared In principle to join a non
proliferation treaty but wanted to know much more about It and
needed an explanation of the basis on v?hlch options would be
kept open.

Mr. Foster recalled the Rusk-Gromyko understanding that
the treaty would state vjhat was prohibited and that things that '
v/ere not prohibited^ Including political relationships^ would
be kept open. He said that Gromyko understood that consultation
would be permitted and that existing arrangements would not be
affected. He explained that the word '^indirectly" in article I
referred to transfer of control. Mr. Meeker said that the O
treaty would allow the NATO Nuclear Planning Group to set up
contingency plans for the use of nuclear weapons and to discuss
nuclear strategy.

The Ambassador said that our previous explanation on the
succession of a European federated state to the nuclear status
of a component was clear enough^ but he wished to knov/ about
intermediate stages tov;ard European union. Mr. Meeker explained
that in such intermediate stages we would be able to transfer
velilcles but not warheads. It was explained that "nuclear
weapon" referred to a v/arhead and not to a vehicle.

ET/^NOIVOHN
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According to the Ambassador^ Secretary Rusk had told him
that the revlevj and v/lthdrav;al provisions of the draft treaty
could be used to solve"the European unification problem. The
Ambassador asked vjhether a European community could own ABMS.
Mr. Foster replied that there v;as no such thing as a purely
defensive v/eapon under the treaty and that an ABM vjould be
subject to the same restrictions as any other nuclear weapons.

Ambassador Knappstein noted that the Soviet Embassy at
Bonn disputed our view that the treaty v/ould not deprive the
FRG of a veto on the use of nuclear weapons based on its
territory. We explained that a veto was not a transfer^ but
he was still concerned that the Soviets might maintain that the
veto right implied positive as well as negative control.

On January l6, Y.M, Vorontsov^ Counselor of the'Soviet
Embassyj queried ACDA General Counsel Bunn about news stories
from Bonn and asked what we had told the Germans on the European
option. Mr. Bunn described our view that a federated Europe
could succeed to the nuclear status of a component state. Mr.
Vorontsov neither agreed nor disagreed and said that he did
not know Moscow's position.^ T'a o days later^ Secretary Rusk
made the same point .to Ajnbassador Dobrynin and added that we

%emcon Knappstein^ Poster, et al.^ Jan. 13, 19^7^ Secret/
Exdis. The German questions X'leve spelled out in more detail
by the German Embassy on Jan. 1.7; see "Further Questions Raised
by l;he FRG V/j.th Regaj;‘d to Intej' ’pretai'.ion of the Dx'aft Text of
the NPT,” Jan. 17. 1967, Seci et/Limdis,

2Memcon Vorontsov Bunn. Jan. 17., 19(̂ 7, Secret/Limdis.
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would need an agreed interpretation before we submitted the
treaty to the Senate. He also said that the President had not
yet approved the draft treaty language and would not do so until
the allied views were known. We hoped to finish the allied
consultations and be ready to talk further with the Soviets O
when the ENDC resumed.^

As Ambassador McGhee observed^ Cabinet approval "in
principle" did not mean that our problems with the Germans
were over. He thought that Defense Minister Schroeder and
Finance Minister Strauss would continue to oppose itj "through
the device of seeking clarification changes." He vjas disturbed
by reports in German circles that there v;ere "secret codicils O
and side agreements" betv;een the United States and the USSR.
He saw as a basic weakness that vie had apparently not discussed
the European option with the Soviets. Even if they signed
a treaty without clarifying this quest!on^ they vjould be free
to raise it later.^

We had in fact discussed the European option with the
Soviets^ as Mr. Poster told Knappstein on January l8. Although
they had not complained about our interpretation^ the less said
about it the better.' VJe could not expect the Soviets to be

’"142

O

iMemcon Dobryninj Rusk;, Kohler^ Jan. l8j 19^71 Secret/Nodis.
2prom Boniij te].. 8272^ Jan. IJ, 19^7^ Confidential/Nodis.

l5K(JiiEa71l0i''0[vN o
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enthuslastlc about some of-our interpretationsj but they had
agreed that those things which vjere not pi'‘.ohlblted were per
mitted. Although they might not react adversely as long as our
Interpretations were not highly publicized^ publicity might
jeopardize the treaty.

Ambassador Knappsteln stressed the German desire to avoid charges
of treaty violation after the treaty came Into force. He observed
that,Europeans were bound to discuss the Interpretation of the
treaty. In response to his queries^ Mr. Foster assured him
that the treaty v/ould not limit peaceful nuclear cooperation.
He also said that the language was ad referendum.but that
changes vjould be difficult.^

The Ambassador apparently reported to Bonn that Foster had
said that German proposals for changes would "definitely not"

I

be considered., and Chancellor Kleslnger became very angry.^
Washington Immediately denied that Foster had made such a state
ment and took steps to Inform all our NATO allies that vie had
not agreed on the treaty formulatlonSj and It would therefore
be possible to suggest changes. It should be anticipated^
however^ that "it would be very difficult to obtain Soviet
agreement on substantive c h a n g e s . "3

iTo Bonn, tel. 121338, Jan. l8, I967, Secret/Exdls.
^From Bonn, tel. Jan. 23, 19^7, Secret
3To Bonn, tel. 124771, Jan. 24, 1 967^ Secret/Exdls. McGnee

pacsed^thls on to Brandt on Jan. 27 (from Bonn, tel. 874?, Jan.
27;, Secret/Llmdls) .
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Our draft treaty language^ except for the safeguards arti
cle and the as yet unformulated preamble,, was discussed by the
North Atlantic Council on February 1. With the aid of ACDA
Assistant Director De Palma^ Arabassador .Cleveland made an effec
tive presentation. Most of the allies made favorable comments.
PRG Ambassador GrewOj privately a strong opponent of the treaty^
outlined the principal German concerns in a "somev;hat opaque
Instructed statement/' as Ambassador Cleveland reported. The
Italian representative said that his government was not yet
ready to take a definitive position. He said that the treaty
should not hamper European unity and that full federation could
not be achieved if control of nuclear v;eapons remained in the
hands of the nuclear powers during the intei'mediate stages of
unification. The French representative stated that his govern
ment would not sign the treaty. He therefore declined to
discuss the substance. ^ The Q,uai later confinned that this was

pthe official French position.
The Germans were not fully satisfied with our oral inter

pretations and requested more formal action in an aide-memoire
of February 3:

The American interpretations, given to us orally,
in order to become effective for our decisions would
have to be given the same degree of binding force as
the obligations which we have to accept (for instance

O

li'rom Paris, tel. 1].599j Feb. 1, 19^7^ Secret/Liiiidls.
^From Paris, tel. 1216t , Feb. 10, 19o7, Secret/Limdis.
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by exchange of notes). Their Inclusion into the Minutes
of the Senate which v;as said to be likely by the Ameri
can side would in our opinion not be sufficient under
the rules of International Law. The American agreement
with us, and eventually with others, defining the inter
pretations would probably have to be officially notified
to the Soviets in order not to give them the possibility
to later claim that they had interpreted the treaty
differently on the basis of their bilateral negotiations
with the American side. Their consent, however, would
not be required.

They wanted a binding interpretation from the Soviets on the
following points: (l) protection of German nuclear researchI
and industry against "inadmissible intervention," (2) a guarantee
that no one could intervene against GeiTnan cooperation with
other countries in peaceful uses of nuclear energy, (3) exclu
sion of any Soviet right to veto European integration in foreign
policy and defense, and (4) reservation of the possibility of a
nuclear anti-missile system in Western Europe. They noted our
desire to support Euratom and said that its j.nterests "must be
protected permanently." And they reserved the right to suggest
changes in the draft.^

In the meantime, vje informed Canada, the United Kingdom,
and the Euratom countries that v;e were considering exploring
v/ith the Soviets a comprom.ise safeguards article, "still ad
referendum pending further consultation with bur allies."
This draft read as follovjs:

145

^•Aide memoire from German Embassy, Feb. 3̂ 196?^ Secret,

• S J':ortET/''iiGyQRN
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Each non-nuclear-weapon State Party to this Treaty
undertakes to accept the safeguards of the International
Atomic Energy Agency on all Its peaceful nuclear activities
as soon as practicable. Each State Party to this Treaty
undertakes not to provide source or fissionable material^
or specialized equipment or non-nuclear material for the
processing or use of source or fissionable material or for
the production of fissionable material for peaceful pur
poses to any non nuclear vjeapon State unless such material
and equipment are subject to such safeguards.

There would also be a preambular paragraph in vjhich the parties
would undertake to cooperate in facilitating the application of
IjAEA safeguards to peaceful nuclear activities.

In an accomp>anying message^ v/e pointed out that the Soviets
would not accept any language endorsing Euratom safeguards but
were willing to agree to a transition period for phasing IAEA
safeguards into the Euratom area.^ Wiile they would be vjilling O
to accept a treaty without safeguards^ vje attached great im.portance
to including a "meaningful^ binding safeguards article.'' Safe
guards would help allay suspicion and provide a means of assuring
each party that the nuclear programs of others were peaceful.
The non-proliferation treaty offered "the only foreseeable chance
to achieve comprehensive worldwide safeguards coverage on both
imported and indigenously built nuclear facilities before large
quantities of plutonium are produced in many countries." Further
more j this would be a "major step in bringing the Soviet Union
to recognize the need for appropriate verification of major

^See above, p.
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ar ms control undertakings."
V/e envisaged a transitional arrangement along the follow

ing lines: Either before or after the treaty came Into forcoj
IAEA and Euratom vjould exchange technical Information on their
safeguards procedures. IAEA safeguards would be applied to
nuclear exports by Euratom countries outside the Euratom area.
V/hen IAEA had completed arrangements vjlth such advanced
countries as India, Sweden, Israel, etc., it would also apply
\ "■
them to the non-nuclear members of Euratom In accordance with
arrangements which would have been worked out by the two organi
zations. Such procedures might involve IAEA verification of the
adequacy of Euratom safegn.ards, parai.lel inspections by the two
organizations, or some form of joint inspection.^

We also believed that the chances of getting a meaningful
safeguards article would be "exceedingly slim"' unless v;e could
reach agreement before the draft treaty v/as surfaced in the
ENDC,. v/here India, Sweden, and others could be expected to make
proposals that would kil.l the safeguards article, either by
demanding the application of safeguards to nuclear as well as
non-nuclear nations or by dealing summarily with Euratom.^

Ambassador Schnippenkoetter was extremely disturbed by
our proposal on safeguards and told us that it would be better

147™'

^Circ. te].. Jan. 30, 19o7, Secret/Limdis.
^Clro. tel. 1277^^3, Jan. 30, I967, Secret/Limdis.
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Iprorn Bgnn^ tê l. 8892^ Jan. 31^ 19^7^ Secret.
^Frorn BonUj tel, 8953. Feb. 19^7 j, Secret/Limdls,
3t o Bonp j tel. 132903^ Feb. 7^ 1967^ Secret/Limdls,
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to leave them out. He said that it would be dlscrjjnlnatory to
subject Euratom countries to both Euratom and IAEA safeguards,^
Ambassador McGhee predicted that the safeguards article would
encounter serious opposition In Bonn. It was one thing for the
Germans to give up the hypothetical option of a European defense ^
force and another to weaken Euratomj "a European Institution in
being." The Germans would also raise the possibility of indus
trial espionage by East European inspectors. He thought that

\

Brandt's concern about nuclear disarmament and peaceful uses
should also be taken seriously. 2

Ambassador Knappsteln soon informed the State Department
that any safeguards article that did not recognize Euratom
safeguards as "equivalent" v/ould "deprive Euratom of one of its
essential foundations." Prance would not accept IAEA controls
and W’ould probably cease to cooperate with other Euratom members
that accepted them. As a result^ Euratom would be "transformed
into a loose research organization/'' and the FRG would be placed
at a disadvantage. Moreover, the European communities as
a whole v^ould "eventually be endangered."^ C D

The Germans were also concerned about the ban on peaceful
nuclear explosions and the inability of non nuclear countries
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to share in the benefits of technological "sfjlnoff" from mili
tary nuclear programsj as Foreign Minister Brandt indicated in a
Reichstag speech.^ In a conversation of February 8 with Rusk
and Foster^ he showed little concern on the peaceful explosions
question but emphasized that there must be no discrimination

I

against the PRG in peaceful nuclear development. Mr. Foster
explained that the industrial benefits of "spinoff" from
military nuclear programs had been greatly exaggerated and
offered to supply additional Information. On the danger of
industrial espionage by IAEA inspectors^ he noted that the
host country had the right to pass on the country composition
of an Inspection team. He added that we had no problem with
reactors vjhich we voluntarily submitted for inspection. M.r, Brandt
requested a letter of interpretation^ and Mr. Foster agreed to
give the FRG a formal note which the Soviets could see.
Secretary of State Rusk noted that there would be no agreement
if the Soviets denied our public position. V/liile we had not
definitely decided on future negotiating procedures^ he empha
sized that we would not agree to language not previousD.y cir
culated to the NATO allies .^ 'Ee'did not think that nuclear
blaclcmail should trouble our NATO allies or Japan but acknowl
edged that there vjas a real problem for India.

T49

IInternationa 1 Ne.n;otiatlons on t h ^ Treaty_on the Non
V/eaponSj p. T>
, Foster^ et.

o3J.:^raticiToT_ iTuclfcar Weaponis, p. '53.
^Merrrcon Rusk, Brandt^ Foster, et. al.,, Feb. 8^ 19^'T: Secret.
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Later^ Mr. Foster and other^ top ACDA officials gave the
Germans information showing that "spin-off” had been of little
benefit in our own experience. They also noted that peaceful
and weapons technologies were diverging and that progress
through civil applications v/as much more probable.^

We a].so gave the draft treaty to Euratom.. The officials
of that organization considered it unrealistic for us to expect
the member states to carry the burden of maintaining the Euratom
safeguards system after they had accepted IAEA safeguards. They
also echoed the German fear that Prance would gain an advantage
over the other members,, since she w’ould not have to accept IAEA
safeguards on her peaceful nuclear activities.^

At the NAG meeting of February 8^ v/e said that we v/ould
v/ish to resum.e discussions with the Soviets to try to vjork
out a draft treaty for the ENDC and that we would keep the
allies Informed. ¥e also hoped for prom.pt allied reactions on
article III^ which we wished to include in the treaty. Summing
up the meetings Secretary-General Brosio said that the NAG
had had a full^ deep^ and useful discussion. Although there
were still somie strong reservationsj the non proliferation
treaty v/as a U.S, initiative and there were no objections to

O
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our proceeding with the Soviets, He noted our intention to keep
the NAG fully Informed of further developments.^

We were not long in learning that the Euratom countries
would not be ready for an early NAG meeting on safeguards,^
We then told the allies that we would leave the safeguards
article blank when the draft was tabled at Geneva in order to
give them more time to study it. We also explained that the
tabled draft articles would not have been finally approved by
the United States or the USSR but would be submitted for con

'ssideratlon by EMDG members and other governments. ^
At the same time^ Mr. Poster told Dobrynin that we had been

consulting our allies about the version of article I which the
Soviets preferred'^ and a draft article II based on it. We were
not yet ready to discuss article IIIj and it appeared from the
allied consultations that there vjould be great difficulty in
agreeing on an article v^hich specified only IAEA safeguards.
If we vjere to gain the adherence of the non-nuclear countries^
v;e would have to make j.t clear that the treaty did not prevent
cooperation in peaceful uses and that the benefits of peaceful
nuclear explosives would be ma de available to them, if and when
they became technologically and economically feasible. We had

Iprom Paris./ tels. 12000 and 12166^ Feb, 8^ 19d7j Secret
2prom Paris, tel. 12188, Feb. 10, 1967. Secret.
3t o Paris, tel. 138125. Feb, I3, I967., Secret.
î'See above, p.
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iMemcon Dobrynin-Foster^ Pet. 9, 19^7j Secret/Exdls.
^Froin Bomij tel. 9606 ,̂ Feb. I6, 19^7j Secret/Llrndls; for

the Poster statement^ see Documents on Pi sarir,ament, 19^t)j pp.
277 278.

Blnternational Negotiations on t^e_ Treaty on the Nonpi o
llferat.ion of Nuclear VJeapoiis,, p. 64.

fStmET/TrOFertTfr
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therefore prepared preambular language on these subjects, ¥e
also believed that it v/as necessary to define "nuclear-weapon
State/’ and we proposed to define it as a state which had
exploded a nuclear weapon or other nuclear device as of the date
tlie treaty was opened for signature. He hoped that the Co
Chairmen would present all this draft language^ except for arti
cle IIIj to the ENDG when it reconvened.^

Ambassador McGhee reported that the Brandt visit had done
"little to quell" the raging public debate in Germany. Some
feared that American-Soviet rapprochement w'ould eventually lead
to the dissolution of the NATO alliance and claimed that their
fears vjere confirmed by Poster's statement in a Foreign Affairs
article (July 19^5) that a successful non proliferation program
could result in "the erosion of a l l i a n c e s . Publicly^ both
Chancellor Kiesinger and Foreign Minister Brandt expressed
grave reservations on the treaty^ especially on the peaceful
uses of nuclear energy^ safeguards^ and European unification.
On February 20 the State Department issued a public statement
on peaceful uses and safeguards.3 While this helped to meet O
some of the German concerns^ Bonn was still far from ready to
endorse the treaty.
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The Italians also had serious reservations about the treaty.
Although they had previously been willing to drop the European
option^ Ambassador Fenoaltea told Rusk and Foster on January
25 that the treaty should provide for gradual movement tov/ard
European unity and that Italy would oppose any formula that
allowed a European nuclear force only after complete unity had
been achieved. The treaty should include all near-nuclear powers
and Italy's neighbors. It should also provide for the peace
ful uses of nuclear energy. He urged the importance of not
isolating Germany.

Secretary Rusk explained our views on the European option
and said that a E\iropean defense force^ if established prior to
a full European federation^ could have nucj.ear delivery vehicles
but not warheads. He suggested that Italy could note v/hen the
treaty was signed that she wished to reserve her position until
ot?ier important states had adhered. Mr. Poster added that we
too would not accept the treaty until certain other countries
had signed and ratified. Both explained that special arrange
ments could be made for providing peaceful nuclear explosive
services. Secretary Rusk said that the Germans had a tremendous
stake in non-proliferation and understood that they wou].d break
up NATO if they went nuclear.~

iMemcon Fenoaltea. Rusk^ Poster,, et al., Jan. 25, 19^7,
Secret/Exdis.
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As noted abovej the Italian representative questioned the
European option provisions of the treaty at the February 1 NAG
meeting.^. On February J, Ambassador Fenoaltea told Rusk and
Foster that he had received his government's considered views.
Italy was disturbed because the treaty might weaken the European O
unification process or enhance France at the expense of Conti
nental relations with the United States and the United Kingdom.
The treaty could also p].ace Italy and other near nuclear nations
in a position of permanent inferiority^ especially since it
would not be accompanied by gradual nuclear disarm.ament. Italy
was concerned by possible hindrance to peaceful nuclear progress
and the effect of safeguards. She proposed a new draft article
which vvould permit the withdrawal of non-nuclear parties after
by the, review conference if no progress had been m.ade on disarma-i
ment.

Secretary Rusk commented that Italy seemed to be rejecting
the idea of non-proliferation. This was certainly true If the
Italian object v;as to prevent discrimination between nuclear and
non-nuclear countries. He could not Imagine that the spread of
nuclear weapons would be in the interest of Italy and asked
whether the Italians wished to reserve the right to become a
nuclear pov/er after five years. Ajnbassador Fenaltoa denied this

O

^See above^ p.
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but emphasized the need to keep the European option open. Mr.
Poster noted that a five-year treaty vjould not be negotiable
with the USSRj and Secretary Rusk remarked that It would result
In eight month pregnancies and a crop of nuclear powers^ since
no near nuclear country could bo sure what others would do.^

On February 15 we sent a message to Rome spelling out our
position In more detail. On the five year limitj we stressed
that this might create uncertainty about the futurej

...The absence of a reasonable expectation that the
treaty represented a continuing Inhibition against proli
feration might lead certain non nuclear countries to con
clude that their interests could only be protected by
denouncing the treaty in order to enter into competition,
for the acquisition of nuclear weapons. For this reason^
we believe that the langu.age suggested by Article V v/ould
not be negotiable.

While we hoped that "this ultimate step would never be required^"
Italy could protect her interests by invoking the withdrawal
clause. As far as Italy's neighbors were concerned^ we saw no
reason to suppose that any but Albania would refuse to partici
pate. We reminded Italy that the non-proliferation treaty would
not abrogate the North Atlantic Treaty.

VJhile we wished to move toward disarmament measures^ we
believed that "the non nuclear states should base their deci
sion to adhere on the grounds of their own national interests

*l55

"Memcon B’enaltoa/ Rusk., Foster^ et al.^ Feb. 7, 19^7} Secret/
lomdis. Japem. also suggested a five-year time llm.;it (see above;,
p. ). '

^ Sl'lOHETAjOFOliN ^
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ITo Rome, tel. 133190. Feb. 15, 19^7, Secret/LiracUs,
2prorn RomC;, tel. 4268;, Feb. 1 6 / I967, Secret/Limdls

o

-1 5 6 o
rather than on the grounds of seeking 'compensation' in the form
of general disarmament by the nuclear powers." Safeguards were
a key element in the treaty, and we envisaged that IAEA safe
guards should be applied to the Euratom area after a transitional
period. At the same time, we wished to protect the integrity
of Euratom and v;ould continue to support and assist it.^

Foreign Minister Fanfani said that the treaty had not yet
been considered at the Cabinet level. While Italy favored a
non proliferation treaty, he pointed out that the U.S. draft
had changed since the summer of 1966. The problem, for Italy
was to do nothing to permit later governments and the next
generation to claim that the country had been sold out.^

The Japanese did not have a direct interest in European
problems, but the questions they asked us about the interpre
tation of the treaty showed that the Germans had been in close
contact v/ith them. They were concerned about the effect of war
on the treaty. On February 13, Mr. Foster told Ambassador
Takeuchi that "'all bets would be off" if a nuclear power
engaged in or supported "an armed attack under circum,stances O
making the use of nuclear weapons imminent." The Soviets had
not disputed us on this point, and we felt that the treaty
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"vjould clearly and necessai''ily be suspended during hostilities
for parties engaged in individual or collective self-defense
against such an attack."

Unlike the Germans^ the Japanese were very sympathetic
toward article III and wanted it strengthened to forbid the
export of nuclear materials and equipment to countries that did
not adhere to the treaty. ACDA General Counsel Bunn suggested
that this would raise problems with the French^ who would pro
bably not adhere in the near futurej and consequently with the
Germans.

Japan shared the intense German interest in the problem of
peaceful uses. Ambassador Takeuchl warned that v;e should not
take Japan's final attitude for granted. Japan hoped that there
would be as much tim.e as possible between U. S.-Soviet agreement
and the date of signature of the treaty. Mr. Foster did not
think that this was unreasonable. He informed Takeuchl about
our plans for the ENDC and indicated that we were t?iinklng of
dealing with security assurances through a U.S. resolution
that melded the Johnson statement with the Kosygin proposal.^C

C

•11th Session of the ENDC (February 21-March 23. I967)

Mr. Poster went to Geneva a few days before the' opening

%emcon Takeuchl, Foster, Bunn, Feb. I3, 196?, Secret/
Iii.mdis,
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of the conference In the hope of getting Soviet agreement to
submit a draft treaty to the ENDC. On February I6 he told
Roshchln that we had encountered difficulty with mentioning only
IAEA safeguards in article Dili. He unsuccessfully tried to persuade
Roshchln to accept "effective international safeguards/' which
we had previously proposed.^ Ambassador Roshchln was still
willing to accept a treaty without safeguards. If there v/ere
to be safeguardsj hovjever_, Euratom controls would not be
acceptable to the Soviet Union. He again expressed vjillingness
to agree to a transition period,^

When he learned that not all our allies had accepted
article Ij Ambassador Roshchln said that it was premature to
present an agreed recommendation. Articles I and II were still
under consideration by the Soviet Government. He feared that
submission to the ENDC would stimulate nonaligned proposals for
changes v/hich would be picked up by opposing circles in the PRG
and Japan. Noting that it had taken the United States two
months to consult and consider^ he said that it would take' the
USSR a short time after a complete text had been agreed on.

This left our delegation in some doubt as to what course
to pursue at Geneva. It noted that the easiest tactic vjould be
to begin the ENDC session with a general non-proliferation
debatej although this offered the risk that the nonaligned

■̂See above j pD.
2prom Geneva/tel. 2365, Feb. l6j 19^7j Secret/Limdis.
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countries and possibly Italy v/ould harden their demands during
the discussion.^

0. A. Grinevsky^ the deputy Soviet representative^ opposed
any delay in convening the ENDC. He told our delegation that
the treaty had not yet been considered at the highest level in
Moscow and that the Soviets would have to challenge our inter
pretation of the European option. An American delegate warned
him that this could wreck the whole project.2

Mr. Grinevsky said that vie could have our own opinions on
the European option but that the Soviets v;ould have to reject
them if we stated them publicly. VJhile he understood our views
on European federation^ the Soviets couJ.d not publicly accept
an arrangement permitting German "access" to nuclear v;eapons^
even though a United States of Europe was not likely to be
formed. He insisted that safeguards should be equal for VJest
and East European countries. He suggested that the East European
countries might set up a "socialist Euratom" if the Western
European countries persisted in their objections to lAEA. ^

Our delegation concluded that private U.S. interpretations
were one thing but that public statements would force the Soviets
to reply. Since Roshchin himself did not discuss the question

Iprom Genevaj tel. 2366, Feb. l6j 19^7, Secret/Exdls.
SFrom Geneva^ tel. 2371;. Feb. 1?^ 1 9 6 ? Secret/Exdis.
l̂i'rom Geneva;, tel. 24^3, Feb, 22, 19^7, Secret/Limdis
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with PosteTj it believed that we should wait for them to raise
It formally. * Mr. B'oster recommended that we wait until the
Soviets had agreed to tabling an agreed draft treaty.^

Ainbassador Roshchln saw no difficulty with the nev; pream
bular paragraphs and the definition of a "nuclear-weapon statej"
which Mr. Poster gave hi m .3 While the Soviet Union had been
thinking of using the same signing procedure follov;ed. for the
limited test-ban treatŷ '̂ *' he finally agreed with Poster's Idea
of submitting an unsigned joint draft treaty to the ENDC after
both countries had consulted their allies. He vjas not willing^
hovjeverj to request Moscow's approval for the submission of an
Incomplete draft without a safeguards article.5

Our delegation Immediately recommended advising the NATO
allies and Japan that no draft would be tabled at the opening
of the ENDO and that we saw a delay of "several weeks" before
the safeguards artlcl.e was ready. ^ Washington concurred.7

Iprom Geneva, tel. 2391, Feb. iŜ , 19^7^ Secret/Exdls.
2prom Geneva^ tel. 2467;, Peb. 2.3, 19^1, Secret/Exdls.
3These drafts had previously been given to Dob.rynln In ^

Washington (see above^ p. ).
^The limited test-ban treaty was negotiated and Initialed

In Moscow by the U.S.j the U.K., and the USSR and then opened
for signature In the capitals of the three countries.

5prom Geneva, tels. 2392j Peb. l8, 1967:. 2'̂!57;. Peb. 23, 196?^
and 2466, Peb. 23^ 196?^ Secret/Llmdls.

^Px’om Geneva, tel. 2369^ Peb. 17j 1967j Secret/Llmdls.
7To Geneva, tel. 139668, Peb. 17, 1967; from Paris, tel.

12685, Feb, 20, 1967, Secret/Llmdls,
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Laterj Mr. .Foster gave Roshchln the draft safeguards article v;e
were discussing vjlth our allies.^

The conference opened on February 21, In a message of
that date^ President Johnson stressed the advantages of the
treaty for the non-nuclear nations. He assured them that
v/e would continue to share our knowledge with others and
that the treaty would not Interfere vjlth their peaceful nuclear
progress. He reaffirmed our support for a ban on the developI
ment and use of peaceful nuclear explosive devices by the nuclear
nations and our willingness to join other nuclear powers in
making nuclear explosive services available under appropriate
safeguards.

Mr. Foster told the ENDC that we interpreted the Latin
American nuclear free zone treaty as prohibiting the acquisition
and testing of peaceful devices/ but the Brazilian representa
tives took a contrary view. Ambassador Roshchln agreed v;lth
Foster that the non proliferation treaty should prohibit the
development and use of peaceful devices by non nuclear nations
and suggested that there could be a separate agreement on
services by the nuclear powers. Mr. Foster concurred v/ith this
approach and outlined the principles vjhich we had in mind for

C

C
Iprom Geneva, tel. 2457^ Feb, 23, 19̂ 7:, Secret/Limdls^

For the draft safeguards artj.cle,. see belowj p. . VJe had not
originally intended to give the Soviets the draft at this stage,
but it leaked to the Jou^n^l d.e_ Genevj. Tiie remainder of the
draft treaty appeared li.n Le Monde', Feb. 21, 196?.
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Myrdal (Sweden) told him that her public statements did not
iriean that It would be necessary to have a comprehensive test
ban or a fissionable materials cutoff in connection with the
non proliferation treaty. She attached great importance to
IAEA safeguards.3

ISee International Negotiations on the Treaty on the Non-
proliferation of" Nurclear Weapons^, pp. 637''!•

?OTfcT'"tel;, , 1 9 ‘o'(, Secret.
3From Genev â te.l . 2473^ Peb, 24, 19'S7j Secret.

O
explosive services if and when peaceful’nuclear explosions
became economically and technically possible.

Since safeguards were under private discussion^ there was
little public debate. The Swedish representative wanted the
same safeguards applied to the nuclear activities of all states.
The UAR favored IAEA safeguards for all non-nuclear states.

As previouslyj most of the nonaligned Eight wished to link
the treaty in some way with disarmament measiires. Sweden wanted
*

concurrent negotiations on non-proliferation^ a halt to chemical
and bacteriological weapons productionj and a fissionable mater
ials production cutoff. With Canadian support^ Brazil and
Mexico thought that the non-proliferation treaty should include O
a "declaration of intent" by the nuclear powers. The UAR
wanted a draft treaty article. Several nonaligned countries
continued to show an interest in the Kosygin proposal.^

Without giving t?iem the draft textSj Mr. Foster briefed
pthe nonaligned delegates on the treaty formulations. Mrs.
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,Ambassador Trivedl told him that a’cutoff vjas crucial for

India. If peaceful nuclear explosive devices were to be denied
to non-nuclear countries,, he felt that the nuclear povjers
should accept a cutoff. He considered It discriminatory to

^ require safeguards only of the nuclear powers. He was encour
aged,. however^ by Foster's statement that the nuclear powers
vjould not allow India to be threatened by nuclear blackmail if
a non proliferation treaty was concluded and that assurances*
could be handled in the U.N. context. India wanted a better
formulation of the Johnson statement and considered the Kosygin
proposal irrelevant to the Chinese threat.^ The Indians

^ apparently v/anted a U.IT. resolution which would’permit assist
ance consistent with the Charter, and give them a "contingent
alliance" compatible with nonalignment. Vie suggested that
the U.N. resolution might be an "umbrella" permitting India to
get bilateral aid from the United States and perhaps also the
USSR.2

C The Ethiopian and Nigerian representatives were particu
larly concerned about peaceful uses of nuclear energy and
security assurances.3 The Burmese representative favored the
Kosygin proposal and questioned Poster on the interpretation
of the Latin American, treaty provisions on peaceful nuclear

lyrom Geneva j tel. 253S. Feb, 28 j 196Yj Secret.
^ % r o m Geneva, tel. 2u54, Mar. 7, 19^7^ Secret/Limdls.
^ 3Fr om Genova, tels. 2632, Mar. 6, 196?'. Confidential, and

26 3̂0, Mar. 7 , 1967^ Secret.
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explosive devices. Mr. Poster explained that the treaty would
not penult peaceful devices unless they could be distinguished
from nuclear weapons^ v/hlch v/as Impossible. He also said that
the limited test-ban treaty would have to be amended If Plow
share techniques were developed.^ As was to be expected from O
their public statements^ the Mexican and Brazilian representa
tives held conflicting views on the Latin American treaty.
The Mexican representative agreed v/lth Poster^ while the
Brazilian representative held that the treaty permitted peace
ful devices.2

UAR Ambassador Khallaf's Initial, reaction was favorable^
but he commented that the nonallgned nations would have things
to add to the treaty. He hoped that the Europeans v;ould change
their attitude toward safeguards^ because the nonallgned could
never accept Inspection of West Europe by Euratom and Inspec
tion of themselves by IAEA.3

Near the end of the session^ Ambassador Roshchln asked If
VJe were still v;illlng to table a draft treaty viith a blank safe
guards article. Mr. Poster noted that we had trouble with the
allies on this article and they vjoul.d think the pressure was

^Prom Geneva^ te]. 2651^ Mar. J, 196Jj Confidential.
2prom Geneva^ tels. 253̂ ! ^ Peb. 28^ 19^7j and 2559j Mar. Ij

1967, Secret,.
3prom Genevaj tel. 260h, Mar. 3_, 19^7^ Secret.
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off if we did this. He personally thought that v;e would not
leave safeguards out of the treaty.^ Ambassador Roshchin then,
rejected our proposal to have IAEA safeguards applied "as soon
as practicable." The USSR felt that safeguards must be esta

V, blished without delay and that there should be no room for
t

uncertainty. Mr. Poster replied that this vjould be technically
impossible^ since IAEA had only 12 inspectors and would be in
no position to undertake the task at the outset. It might take

^ otwo or three years to get the system into full operation."^ In
Moscow^ Foreign Minister Gromyko told Thompson that IAEA verifi
cation should be effective from the outset^ with.some tim.e allowed
for its introduction. He urged us to restudy the Kosygin propo
sal. He opposed any interpretations of the European option and
said that the USSR would not be bound by them.3

When it became evident that the allied consultations would
take longer than we had expectedj the ENDC was recessed (March
23), and the Co Chalrm.en agreed to reconvene in May.

Allied Consultations (ll)

While the ENDG was marking time at Geneva^ w’e were making
an arduous diplomatic effort to persuade our allies to consent

C

^T arry?
^Prom Geneva^ tel. Mar. ?3, 19^7j Secret/Limdis,
3prom MoscoWj tel. 4070., Mar. 2 3, 196?; Secret/Limdis,
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to tabling the draft treaty on a "np objection" basis. Although
VJ0 knew that the inclusion of safeguards would make the treaty
much more difficult to negotiate^ we thought that it was worth
the additional effort. At the same timej we recognized the com
plaint of the non-nuclear countries that it would be dlscrimina-

wtory to apply safeguards to them and not to the nuclear powers.
In order to make safeguards more acceptablcj ACDA proposed to
the major Principals on February 21 that we offer to apply IAEA
safeguards to our peaceful nuclear activities.^ Mr. Fisher
also discussed the proposal vjith the Congressional Joint
Committee on Atomic E nergywhere it got a warm reception.
Both Senator Pastore (Dem., R.I.) and Congressman Holifield O
(Dem.,. Calif.) concurred.^ Senator Pastore doubted that the
Senate would approve a .treaty without safeguards.^

We initially planned to request an early meeting of the
North Atlantic Council (NAC)j where vje hoped to get the allies
to concur in our submitting article III on a "no objection"
basisj^ but Ambassador Cleveland reported that the allied repre '

"-165- O

sentatives opposed this move and indicated that we would run
a risk of getting objections on the record from some countries.^

O
IaCDA memorandum to Secretary of State^ Secretary of DefensOj

et al.;, Feb. 21. I967, Confidential/Limdis.
2Record of ACDA Staff Meetings Feb, 24^ 1 9 ^ 7 Secret,
3to Geneva, tel. 143837. Feb. 24, 1967, Confidential.
4circ.tel. 141133. Feb. 20, I967, Secret.
5From Paris, tel. 12793, Feb. 22, 19^7. Secret.
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Our delegation at Geneva was concerned that we might lose
our negotiating momentum and be unable to regain it unless we
could table the draft treaty by the end of the current ENDC
session. It recommended that we press for an early response
from the Euratom countries. It anticipated that they would
probably come up with a proposal for IAEA to delegate its
safeguards to Euratom for their countries^ and this would not
be negotiable .v;ith the Soviet Union. It would be more construc
tive fĉ r them to come out for an arrangement which would perm.it
IAEA to"verify" Euratom procedures by attaching observers during
the transition period. Unless v/e could get a consensus on this,,
our delegation recommended a return to the "no objection"
approach^ even though the Soviets might not agree to tabling
article III before they v;ere sure that our allies would accept

I

it.^ Euratom seemed to feel that article III would mean dispens
ing with its safeguards. Our delegation did not interpret the
draft in this sense and assumed that Euratom safeguards would

pcontinue even after IAEA safeguards were accepted.
At the first VJestern Four meeting in Geneva^ Ambassador

Cavalletti restated the Italian reservations and wanted a
binding Anglo-American "explanatory note" specifying that a

157

■̂Prora Geneva^ tels. 2463, Feb. 23, 19^7^ and 249oj Feb.
2J'rj 1967j Secret.

2From Brussels, tel. 4152, ’Feb. 23, I967, and Geneva, tel
?499. Feb. 25, 19 6 7. Gonfidontlal.
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European defense community v/ould not be prevented from having
nuclear weapons. Lord Cha].font said that the United Kingdom
would not. sign a treaty vjhlch permitted a European nuclear force
without a federated European state. Mr,. Poster said that some
Italian concerns could be met In the preamble but that the
Italians might kill the treaty If they stated other reservations
publicly.- After the Canadians and British had made strong
representations In Rome^ the Italians agreed to keep quiet.

Prime Minister Moro v.'as extremely concerned that the treaty
would prevent European political unlty^ since It would give
Prance a unique position and enable de Gaulle to.block British
entry Into the European Community, He believed that the Germans
had reached similar conclusions and had decided to give Prance
priority over the United Kingdom In that event. He thought that

2Italy would have to follow the same course.
The PRG was pleased with the delay In tabling the draft

treaty. It wanted more time to deal v/lth Interpretations and
to consult other Euratom countries on safeguards. It tended
to favor an arrangement under which IAEA would satisfy Itself
that Euratom safeguards were effective.3

We lost no tlm.e In trying to clear up the Interpretations.
On February 21, Ambassador McGhee was Instructed to give

iProm Geneva, tel. 2431, Feb. 2},, 1 9 ^ 7 Secret.
2prom Rome, tel, 'l380, Feb. 23, 1967, Sccret/Llmdls,
3prom Bonn, tel. 97'31, Feb. 20, 19^7 j Secret/Llrudls.
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Kieslnger a draft summary of interpretations^ and on the next
day Mr. Fisher discussed them with Charge von Lilienfeld in
Washington. This draft summary read as follows:

1. The treaty deals only with what is prohibited^
not with what is permitted.

_'159 '“"' 7

I 2. ■It prohibits transfer to any recipient whatsoever
of "nuclear weapons" or control over them.̂ meaning bombs
and warheads. It also prohibits the transfer of other
nuclear explosive devices.

3. It does not deal v?ithj and therefore does not
prohibit, transfer of nuclear delivery vehicles or delivery
systemsj or contz' ol over them to any recipient, so long as
such transfer does not involve bombs or v/aitieads.

4. It does not deal with allied consultations on
nuclear defense so long as no transfer of nuclear weapons
or control over them results.

5. It does not deal with existing arrangements for
deployment of nuclear weapons v/ithin allied territory as
these do not involve any transfer of nuclear v/eapons or
control over them unless and until a decision were made to
go to war, at ;\rhlch time the treaty would no longer be
controlling.

6. It does not deal v/ith the problem, of European
unity^ and would not bar succession by a new federated
European state to the nuclear status of one of its former
components. A new federated European state would have to
control all of its external security functions Including
defense and all foreign policy matters relating to external
security, but would not have to be so centralized as to
assume all governmental functions. It would bar, however,
transfex’ (including ov/nership) of nuclear weapons oi* control
over them to a new multilateral or other entity lacking the
attributes of a federated state essential to bring into
play the legal doctrine of succession.

It v/ill be recalled that all elements of the draft summary had
previously been discussed with the Germans. VJe now reminded
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them that Me did not intend to seek Soviet comrnents but merely
to Inform the Soviets that vie were giving these explanations to
our allies. We also informed the Germans about the draft pre
amble which we were discussing with the Soviets at Geneva.^

:As it happened^ Mr. von Lillenfeld had just received a
lengthy Instruction from Bonn. The FPiG was ready to cooperate
on tlie treaty^ but Insisted that it must not be allowed to
deviate from its purposes and that attempts by the Soviets to
use it for their own ends must be opposed. The B'RG wished to
discuss with us interpretations of nuclear arrangem.ents^ peace
ful nuclear cooperation^ exclusion of a Soviet veto on European
unification^ and keeping an ABM option for Europe open. It
would be enough for us to inform the Soviets of our interpreta-
tion^ and it would not be necessary for them to provide an
official expression of consent.

The PRG belj.eved that the treaty should contain language
on disarmamentj assurances against nuclear blackmail, peaceful
uses of nuclear energy^ arrangements for peaceful nuclear
expl.osivesj and non d3.scriminatory safeguards. It did not' find
our draft article III acceptable and wanted it to explicitly
stipulate that safeguards were exclusively Intended to prevent
the production of nuclear weapons or other nuclear devices.

"170 O
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iTo Bonn, tel, 141946,. Feb. 21, I967, Secret/Limdisj
oral not ::, "Interpretations Regarding Draft Non-proliferation
Treat^^ Foriirulatlnns/' Feb. 22, 196?^ Secret.
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It was concerned about GDR adherence to the treaty. It v/ould
welcome a U.S. nuclear protective guarantee that wont beyond the
North Atlantic Treaty and the Athens NATO resolutions.^

In Bonnj Chancellor, Kieslnger told McGhee that he was
trying to calm down German public opinion and that it was espe
cially important for us to avoid any sign of pressure. The
Ambassador gave him. our interpretations and said that they would
be supplemented by a formal note v/hen the complete draft treaty
v;as tabled.2 In Geneva^ Ambassador Schnippenkoetter also took
a conciliatory tone and agreed that silence on the part of the
Soviets would be the best outcome vjhen they received the inter
pretations. He also queried Poster on the possible use of the
withdrav;al clause in connection with the European option. ^

German public opinion remained excited and distrustful.
Ambassador McGhee reported that "fears and accusations of
American disinterest and abandonment^ voiced by men of much
influence in Germanyj have reached disturbing proportions."*
The Germans felt that the emergence of mutual'interests betv;een
the United States and the Soviet Union could bring about a
realignment in the postwar security pattern. They were also

^Memcon von Idlienfeld;, Fisher,, et al.^ Feb. 22, 19^7; to
Bonn and Geneva^ tel. l42l6l^ Feb. 22, 19^7; to Bonn^ tel.
142987, Feb. 23, 1967, Secret/Limdis.

^From Bonnj tel.. 9817, Feb. 22^ 19^7, Secret/Limdis.
3From Geneva, tel. 2498, Feb. 23̂ , I967, Secret/Limdis.
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developing an urge to secure a more favorable vjorld position
for Germany.^ After studying this message^ Secretary Rusk
decided to send Foster to Bonn and to plan for a meeting
between the President and Kleslnger.^

The German and Italian attitudes affected the positions
of others. Even the ]>atchj who liad been quite sympathetic to
our effort^ began to fear that the treaty might be "another
Nassau" for the French and shovjed signs of drawing closer to
the Germans.3

Summing up the situation on February 25^ Mr, Fisher
advised Rusk that there were three immediate problems: (l)
the interpretation of the European optionj (2) safeguards^ and O
(3) other questions raised by the Germans. TJ.S. policymakers
differed on when xve should present the interpretation to the
Soviets. While Mr. Foster thought that we should hold off
until a complete text was agreed on^ Secretary Rusk doubted
whether we should pursue the "arduous task" of allied consul
tations if the Soviets v;ere to challenge us on an Interpretation
which the allies v/ould have to make public. In view of Grinevsky
statementsj Mr. Fisher hjmself thought that we should inform
the Soviets as soon as we were sure that the FRG was satisfied.'^

iFrom Bonn_, tel. 9959j Feb. 25j 19^7j Secret/Llmdls.
2to Bonuj tel,l4o97j Mar. 1̂ 1967 and Geneva, tel. 147825,

Mar. 1967^ Secret/Llmdls.
3From the Haŝ u:;, tel. 2109, Feb. 2̂ ), 196?. Secret/Llmdls. Q
^For the Grinevsky statements^ see above, pp.
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He recommended that article III be modified and discussed
with the allies In the context of a complete draft treaty.
Since safeguards vjould be more acceptable to the allies If we
Informed them that we vjere considering Inviting IAEA Inspec
tlonj he recommended Presidential action on the AGDA proposal.

He did not think that most of the other questions raised
by the Germans needed to be resolved before the treaty v/as tabled^
although they would have to be dealt with before the PRG
ratified the treaty. And he doubted that the Italians would
want to be the only holdouts if we got the Germans to go along.^

Two days later^ Chancellor Kieslnger m.ade a public speech
in which he referred to "nuclear complicity'' between the United
States and the Soviet Union. He said that it would be Impossi
ble for the PRG to sign the treaty unless its peaceful nuclear
development was guaranteed and the controls were clarified. He
asserted that all aspects of the treatyj including the security
considerations,had not been considered in depth by the allies.
In the future, the FRG v/ould Insist upon "a comprehensive and
thorough consultation/' which was necessary for the preserva
tion of the North Atlantic alliance.^

Our Embassy at Bonn did not think that Kieslnger's speech
was as hostile.:,as initial reports Indicated, It thoughtthat

^Fisher to Rusk, memorandum., Feb. 2^, 19^7^ Confidential
^Documents on Dlsarraament, 19^7} PP 106-107
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he was concerned to shov; his Independence and to show us that
he wanted closer consultations. It expected him to take his
time about accepting the treaty.^

The Germans indeed vjlshed to go slow. The Counselor of
the German Eiril)assy said that v/e were pushing ahead too fast and
that consultations were not the same as negotiations. Countries
like Germany and Italy should not only be consulted but allowed
to negotiate as equal partners.^ John J. McCloy^ who was in
I

Germany for the trilateral military and financial talkSj later
told Kiesinger that the President greatly resented his speech
and the implication that we had gone behind the backs of our
allies or were trying to substitute a U.S.-Soviet understanding O
for NATO.3

While .Euratom was the center of attention on the safe
guards question^ the Canadians also questioned the "discrimina
tory" nature of our proposal and felt that they might be placed
at a commercial disadvantage if they had to accept IAEA safe
guards vjhile their competitors did not. They indicatedj how
ever, that they might be satisfied if the United States and
the United Kingdom accepted IAEA safeguards when the treaty
was opened foi‘ signature.'^

O

^Prom Bonn, tel. 10155, Mar. 2, 19o7, Confidential.
2]viemcon von Staden-Garthoff (State-G/PM), Nov. 2, 19^7, Secret,
3prom }3onn,tel. 10266, Mar. 5/ 196?^ Secret/Exdis.
Ŝ Prom Genova, tel. 2 5 17, P̂ b̂. 27, 1967^ Confidential; to ^

Geneva^ tel, 145833. PeD. 28, 1967^ Secret,

- -

­
­

­
­

-

-



      

        

            

        

          

        

        

      
     

       

       

           

             

     
         

          

       

   
      

       
         

        

  

        
        
     

Both the Canadians and the British were concerned about
our proposal to define "nuclear vjeapon state" as a nation vjhich
had exploded a nuclear Domb or other device as of the date when
the treaty was open for signature^ since’this would enable India
to conduct an explosion before that date and sign the treaty as
a "nuclear v;eapon state." Our delegation at Geneva agreed and
recommended that the term be applied only to those who had
exploded nuclear bombs or devices before January 1̂ 19 6 7 .̂

Since Euratom consideration remained stalled^ Ambassador
Cleveland recommended that vie pull together a complete draft
treaty and formally present it to the NAC.^ Our delegation at
Geneva agreed. It noted that we had put the ball in the Eura
tom court and ¥/ere "novj in the position of waiting to see if
other players even interested in playing game." It
still thought that we should try for a "no objection" action
in NATOj even though it remained uncertain whether the Soviets
would agree to table a joint draft treaty without assurance that
our allies would support article III.^

We now sent the treaty textj except for article III^ to
the NATO allies and Japan. This text Included the nev; defini
tion of "nuclear weapon state" and the preamble we had previously
given the Soviets. There was some annoyance on the part of the

175 J '■''

Iprom Geneva^ tel. 2'522_, 5'eb. 28^ 19^7^ Secret
^From Faria, tol. 13î !2. Feb. 28, I96 7. Secret,
3ppom G0nt;va_, teD.. Mcir. 1, 19SfSecz’co.

-

-

-
~ 

-

­
-



        
          

      
            

         
         

        

           
   

        

       

       

        

         

     

      

       
     

         

     

         

   

      
          

  
         

  
  

allies at receiving the text of the-preamble after the Soviets.
The other members of the Western Pour at Geneva were also given
the treaty interpretations we had sent to Bonn.^

At the same tlme^ It was decided to send Poster and De Palma
to Bonn^ Rome^ Brusselsj and The Hague. Although article III
was not Included In the treaty text v;e had circulated^ Mr.
Poster would be prepared to discuss it. After this trlp^ vie

would try to get a "no objections” agreement in the NAC to our
ptabling a complete draft treaty at Geneva.

On March 8;, Ambassador Knappsteln called on Fisher in
Washington to present extensive suggestions for changes in the
draft treaty and the draft summary of interpretations.^ The
PRG wished to v^rite into the treaty language assuring a special
status for "civil nuclear powers/' vjhlch Vv'ould be defined as
those nations having nuclear reactors on their territory. In
order to prevent such nations from being outvoted^ a party would
be allowed to withdraw from the treaty if it objected to amend
ments. The review conference would be explicitly authorized to
alter or terminate the treaty by a majority vote, including all
nuclear woapon parties and the majority of parties with nuclear
reactors. The treaty would not come into force until it had

176 “ U

O

Icirc. tels. 148031 and l48099. Mar. 3. 196?. Secret;
from Geneva, tels. 2639, Mar. 6, 1967, Secret, and 2661, Mar.
7, 1 9 6 7j Confidential.

2To Bonn̂ . Geneva, etc., tel. l‘̂l 8856, Mar. 3j 1967;, Secret/
Limdis. ^ ^

3See above, p.
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been ratified by a majority of nations with nuclear reactors.
Ambassador Knappsteln also asked us to consider limiting the
duration of the treaty ̂'to five or ten years and to change the
wlthdravjal provision to permit Immediate viithdrav/al by a nation
faced with nuclear blackmail.

Mr. Fisher reacted negatively to these suggestions but
said that we would study them. He thought that the number of
nations with nuclear reactors on their territory might be so
large that It would be meaningless to set up a special category
for them,^ He considered the exlstj.ng wlthdravjal provision
adequate for the contingency of unacceptable amendments and did
not think that it should be changed to eliminate the cooling off
period. To limit the treaty to five or ten years was tantamount
to a moratorium^, and he was concerned that suspicions would
increase when the date of termination drew near.

Ambassador Knappsteln said that our draft Interpretations
were generally satisfactory and lai’gely met the PRG desires but
that Bonn wished to raise a few points:

(1) They wlslied to say that the treaty permitted any
action which v;as not "expressly and clearly prohibited."

(2) They had a .problem with warheads that were not separa
ble from vehicles.

iThere were 50 nations with reactors
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(3) They v;ould like to reinstate our 1966 definition of
"control" and specify that allies could consult on the "nuclear
deterrent" as v̂ ell as "nuclear defense."

(4) They wanted to change our language on a decision "to
go to war" to "until, the outbreak of hostilities^" since there

■ 178 '■ O

might be no time for a declaration of v;ar.^
O

When Mr, Poster and Mr. De Palma met Kiesinger in Bonn,, the
latter opened the conversation by referring to the "erosion
of alliances" passage in the latter's Foreign Affairs article.2
The Chancellor v;as convinced that erosion of the alliance was
too great a price to pay and that a non-proliferation treaty
should lead to a strengthening of the alliance. While he knev; O
that there had been extensive German i\merican talks on the treaty^
he complained that there had been no real discussion of the
broad aspects of the problem and the effects on the alliance.

Reviewing the history of the negotiations^ Mr. Poster
recalled that Gromyko had told Rusk that existing arrangements
and allied consultation would not be affected by the treaty.
We had previously consulted the Germans and would continue to
do so. We were anxious to table a draft treaty as soon as
possible^ and the nonaligned countries were becoming restless
because of the delay. We thought that the treaty would

^Memcon Knappstein^ Pisher, et al. ,̂ Mar. 8. 196?;. Secret/
Limdisj to Geneva^ te ls 151586^ Mar. 8, I 9o7j and 152585, Mar.
10, 1967^ Secret/Limdis.

2See abovoj p.
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not only promote v/orld stability but \vould also contribute to
progress in German relations v;ith Eastern Europe and the move
ment toward European unity. The insistence on safeguards did
not come from the Soviets but from us and some of our allies.

Chancellor Kiesinger commented that the FRG wanted more
time but did. not v/ish to kill the treaty. He v;anted a treaty
that he could present to the Gex man people on a sound basis and
in good conscience. Mr. Poster replied that there vms no time
table but that delay vjould be dangerous; e.g.j India could de
cide to go nuclear. ¥e would give serious thought to the
German suggestions^ although some of them could cause trouble.^'

In a separate talk with Brandt^ who took a m^ore conciliatory
tonoj Mr. Poster assured him that the consultative process would
continue after the treaty was tabled. Mr. Brandt hoped that our
interpretation of the treaty could have a broader basis than a
bilateral understanding with the FRG. Both he and Ambassador
Schnippenkoetter discussed the risk of industrial espionage from
IAEA inspection^ and the latter suggested that IAEA safeguards
should cover only the flow chart of fissionable material. Mr.
Poster agreed that IAEA procedures could be abused but pointed
out that they were subject to revision. Since the purpose of
safeguards v/as to prevent v/eapons production^ he agreed that
they should apply only to fissionable material.^

C ^Prom Bonn^ tel. 10500^ Mar. 9j 196?^ Secret.
Bonn. tcl. 105f56,. Mar. 10^ 19^7j. Confidential
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Mr. Poster concluded that v.'e must distinguish between'
"atmospherics" helpful to the German leaders and the basic
issues or find that we had rewritten the treaty and made it
acceptable to the FRG and no one else. He feared that further

Ip’rom Bonn, tel. IO502, Mar. 10, I96J, Confidential.
2prom Bonn, tel. 10530, Mar. 10, I967, Secret/Limdis,

o
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He told FRG Science Minister Stoltenberg that the treaty
would not limit peaceful uses except in regard to peaceful
nuclear explosive devices. ¥e had told the Soviets that there
could be no treaty unless our allies agreed to it, and we had
no final agreement with the USSR. Mr. Stoltenburg was concerned
about the "discriminatory" aspect of safeguards and wanted to
kno'w whether an inspection system could be automated and
depersonalized. Mr. Poster agreed that there were possibilities
along this line and noted that it only took two men two days
to inspect our Yankee reactor. He suggested that there could be
a three-year transition period, a provision for inspecting only
fissionable material, and a statement of purpose.^

During the Bonn visit, Mr. De Palma personally suggested
to Schnippenkoetter that the FRG might explore the possibility
of having IAEA verify Euratom safeguards, since the idea of IAEA
delegating safeguards to Euratom vjould probably not be negotia-
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protracted negotiations viith the FRG and hesitation on our part
could cause the treaty to fail. He doubted that either the
Germans or the Italians v/ould wish to take the responsibility
for killing the treaty. He recominended that we set aside their
non-negotiable suggestions and their ideas on alliance or
European issues which could not be settled in a non proliferation
context. ¥e would then show them how we could meet their
realistic concerns with the aim of going to the NAC at an early
date. He also urged an early decision on article III.^

At The Hague (March 15)., he reassured the Dutch on safe
guards and peaceful uses. He also told them the treaty would
not prohibit assistance in nucleai' propulsion. 2

On March 17, Mr. Fisher gave Knappstein a paper outlining
a revised article III embodying the suggestions Poster and
De Palma had made to the Germans in Bonn. If an effective
safeguards article could be adopted^ he saidj we would consider
offering to place a broad range of peaceful nuclear activities
under IAEA safeguards if the FRG believed that this would be
useful.3

He later gave Knappstein a second paper dealing with
the changes proposed by the PRG. In the preamble,, we v;ould
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not Include a disclaimer on GDR recognition because thi.s would
be non-negotiable and encourage the inclusion of other extraneous
clauseso We v/ould not change "IAEA safeguards" to "appropriate
safeguards" or Indicate that safeguards should be applicable to
all nuclear activities in all countrieSj since this would not
be negotiable vjith the Soviets. We were willing to strengthen
the language on peaceful uses but thought that this should be
left to nonaligned initiative at a later stage. We opposed a
provision on "nuclear blackmail" because we felt that this
should be handled in the U.n. context and that putting it in
the treaty would open the door to the Kosygin proposal. Pressure
by others^ however^ might later force us to find a "compromise"
on assurances in the treaty^ and the PRG suggestion could prove
useful in that event. We would be willing to consider a provi
sion on an equitable balance of mutual responsibilities and
obligations between the nuclear and non-nuclear powers but
preferred to vjait for others to bring this up in the ENDC. We
did not wish to list specific nuclear disarmament measures
since this could not be negotiated with the Soviets. V/e agreed
in principle that there should be some preambular language on
the pricing of peaceful nuclear explosive services.

In the operative part of the draft treaty^ we did not
believe it desirable to define "nuclear weapons" in article I,
although we were prepared to do so in the interpretatj.ons. To
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meet the German demand for some special status for near
nuclear nations^ wo v/ould replace the amendments provision by
the amending procedure of the outer space treaty/ i.e.^ amend
ments would enter into force when ratified by a majority but
bind only those which ratified them. We had not yet decided
vjhether the treaty should provide for a second revievj conference
five years after the first. We opposed the German proposal to
aiJ lovj termination of the treaty by a majority of the parties ■
five or ten years after it came into force.. We could not
accept the German proposals for requiring participation by
all 50 nuclear reactor countries before the treaty became
effective. We did not agree that the ground for withdrawal
should be broadened or that the three months' notice clause
should be eliminated.

We agreed to Include "planning" in point (4) of the inter
pretations but rejected other German changes. We believed that
adequate custody and control arrangements could be worked out
for all weapons systems except ADMs^ which could not be trans
ferred under the treaty. In generalj we felt that the German
proposals vjere either non-negotiable or unnecessary. We thought
that the German request for "special nuclear gu.arantees" should
be dealt vjlth in NATO^ and we understood that the question of a
veto on the use of nuclear weapons on PRG territory vias being
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184 O
discussed by the NATO Nuclear Planning Group. ¥e said that the
treaty would not affect the veto. ’L

The Germans did not feel that vie had been forthcoming enough
and complained that vje were leaving It up to the nonaligned to
sponsor even those changes \ie had accepted. They agreed^ how- O
ever_, that our amendments proposal was a "tremendous step"
forward. We reminded them that our consultations with them,
were vjithout parallel among the allies and that we had made a
major effort to meet their concerns. ¥e emphasized the need
to table a draft text when the ENDC reconvened if the whole
project was not to be jeopardized.^

Talking to FRG Defense Ministei Schroedei* on March 30,
the Under Secretary of State emphasized the importance of a non
proliferation treaty and noted that there had been some useful
suggestions by ov.r allies. He seriously doubted, hov/ever, that
there could be agreement on som.e of the problems the Germans
had raised, and he v.'ondered whether there might not be some
deeper problem.s behind their proposals. Mr. Schroeder said
that allied nuclear cooperation was vital for Germany and
that U.S. assurances would be hel.pful in German consideration
of the problem.3_

ITo Bonn and Geneva, tel. I60383, and circ. agm^ 7187,
Mar. 22, 19 6 7. Secret.2To Bonn and Geneva, tel. 162381, Mar. 25, 1967, Secret,

3ii'rom Bonn, tel. .11384, Apr. 1, I967, Confidential,

f3.K01'f ___ _

-

-

-
­

-

-



  

       

       

          

  
         

       

      

            

    

     

      

        

          

      
       

          

        
        

        
       

   
         

     

 
        
      

c . 185

At the same tlmej Vice President Humphrey assured Brandt
that the treaty did not hinder civil nuclear development. He
also indicated that v;e would help the PRG in access to nuclear
fuel when safeguards had been acted on.^

O Wlien Mr. Postei and Mr. De Palma visited Rome (March 13),
they found the Italian position still unchanged. Foreign Minister
Fanfani said that Italy favored a non proliferation treaty but
did not knov/ what the Soviets wanted. He noted that the U.S.
draft had been severely criticized in the Supreme National
Defense Council and that there was considerable Parliamentary
opposition. Although he asserted that Italy had not coordinated
her position vjith other nationSj many of the Italian questions
were identical xvith those the Germans had asked about the draft
treaty and the Interpretations. The Italians were also con
cerned about the "Albanian problem."^; since Prance and Albania
would not sign and Spain^ Switzeii and^ and the UAR might not
join, Italy would be more or less surrounded by non-adherents.
Mr. Foster said that Italy could postpone its ratification’until
the states about which it vias most worried had also ratified
the treaty. He gave them the same information on safeguards

2he had previously given the Germans.
Mr. Fanfani also gave Foster a memoi'andum by Italian

nuclear scientists in which they asked a number of detailed

C — -—
^■Prom PjonUj te] , 11̂ 30., Mar. 3O;, I967, Secret/Exdis.
2pi'’om Rome, tel. Mar. l4^ 19^’f, Secret.

- -

-

-

­

-




