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questions on safeguards and the peaceful uses of nuclear
energy. Among other things^ they v/lshed to know whether the
European countries could build a comraon uranium separation plants
the conditions for obtaining nuclear fuel for ship propulsionj
and what sanctions would be applied to violators,^

On March 23^ Mr. Fisher gave the Italian Charge a full
reply to the questions his government had raised.^ ¥e later
gave the Italian Embassy a detailed reply to the scientists’
memorandum, ¥e said that nothing in the draft treaty would
prevent a European separation plant if it was placed under
the safeguards required by the treaty and that it would be
possible to build a nuclear ship under the same conditions. ^

Sanctions would depend on the nature of the violation. Violation
of safeguards requirements might result in the withholding of
nuclear supplies by other parties. The acquisition of nuclear
weapons or other nuclear explosives might lead other parties
to withdraw from the treaty.^

Although the theoretical European ramifications of the
treaty continued to trouble Italian leaders^ an Italian dele
gate told us in Geneva that apart from article III his country's
problems were more presentational than substantive. He did
not think that Italy would object to our tabling the draft

O

Iprom Rome, tel. ■̂r/'Ol, Mar. 13^ 19o7, Secret,
2To Rome, tel. I61326, Mar, 23. 19o7. Secret.3To Rome, tel. 166638, Mar. 3I, 196?. Confidential. ^
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if she was, assured that vie would support os." at least not object
to the Mexican proposals for Including treaty articles on the
peaceful uses of nuclear energy and denuclearized zoneSj as well
as a declaration of intent of the nuclear'p oviers to proceed with
nuclear disarmament.^

The question of providing nuclear fuel for an Italian warship
had been under consideration for some time.. Three months later^
Mr. Fisher advised Rusk to give the Italiae Ambassador a letter
and a technical memorandum, on this question.. He recommended
this procedure in order to "avoid anything that smacks of a formal
secret exchange of notes or memoranda... on this point (which
might raise possible difficulties during Sesnate ratification)."
In the memorandum, we explained that the nc'm proliferation treaty
prohibited .only the acquisition or mianufacture of nuclear weapons
or other nuclear explosive devices. It did not deal with "other
military applications of nuclear energy sue?i as the propulsion of
warships." It did not therefore prohibit tlie provision of nucJ.ear
fuel for this purp>ose. "The clarification! above concerns only
the provisions of the draft non proliferation treaty," the
memorandum concluded^ "and does not relate to other considerations
pertaining to the question of the possible provision by the United
States of nuclear fuel for the prop^f^ion of warships."^

^From Gerievaj tel. 2940,. Mar. 22, 1967™ Secret. For the
Mexican proposals, see Documents on DJ.sarm.ament^ 1967, pp. l62
168 .̂, ■ ^ .

^Pishei’ to Rusk, actj.on memorandum, "NFT Effect on the Pro
vision of Nucleai" Fuel foi' the Propulsion ef V/arships," June 13..
19 6 7, Confidential, v.'lth attached Itr. to Italian Ambassador,
Confidential, and "Memorandum Referring to Questions of the Italianr.'.r. M >ar',I; j ho Pt vnr,gf ..TIr,n.r,T̂ nl i nj'a 'P.rp.q1.v " Onrtf1dential.
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When the Italians questioned the final sentence of the
memorandumj we explained that It vms not Intended to prejudice
our decision In any vjay.^ They remained unsatisfied and asked
that the sentence be deleted. ACDA Assistant Director De Palma
replied that he did not know If this would be possible,^ He
advised Fisher not to revise the memorandum^ and the latter con
curred.^

Ambassador Aoki told Foster that Japan v/as especially
concerned about the "unequal, discriminatory" nature of the
amendments provision and said that his country's historic phobia
about "unequal" treaties matched its concern about nuclear
weapons.^ Discussing the state of the negotiations with Ambassa
dor Takeuchi on March 13 Mr. Fisher noted that we planned to
institutionalize arrangements for peaceful nuclear explosive
services and that the treaty would not Inhibit other peaceful
nuclear uses. He explained that Vve opposed a 'fixed term for
the treaty but noted the v;lthdrav/al provision. Ambassador
Takeuchi asked v/hether we intended to publish the interpreta
tions and indicated that the Diet would ask for them. Mr.
Fisher replied that the Interpretations would not actually be
attached to the treaty but would form part of the negotiating
history.5 O

In order to persuade the non-nuclear countries to accept
a mandatory safeguards article^ v/e proposed that the British

O

ll'Ieiiicon Petrignanl (Italian Embassy), Kranich (ACDA/IR),
and Stillman (ACDA/IR), July 5, 1967. Secret.

^Memcon Petrignanl, De Palma, and Stillman, July 10, 196?^
Secret.

3d6 Palma to Fisher, m.em.orandum, July 24, 19^7^ Secret,
^Frorn Geneva, tel, 26^7, Mar. 7, 1967, Secret,
SMemcon Takeuchi, Fisher, et al., Mar. 13, 19^7j Secret;

to Tokyo, tel. 154312, Mai’. 13, ^9^7, Secret/Llmdis.
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join us In voluntarily submitting civil' nuclear activities to
IAEA inspection. In response to British questionsj we stated
that we did not intend to omit any nuclear facilities except for
military and security reasons. ¥e would not include enriched
U-235 production facilities^ since v/e wished to avoid prolifera
tion of the technology. ¥e did not think that the Anglo Ameri
can offer v;ould unduly overload the IAEA system.

On March 31 we communicated all changes in the draft
\

treaty to the Belgians,, British^ Canadiansj Dutcli^ Germans^
and Italians in Washington. In the preamble^ v/e added a
paragraph on research to promote the automation of inspection.
VJe v/ould be v.’illing to delete the phrase "at the earliest
possible date" in the declaration of intention to halt the
nuclear arms race if this change won general support after the
treaty was tabled. We would consult the Soviets on adding
language on the cost of peaceful nuclear explosive services.

The first two articles of the treaty rem.ained unchanged.
^ We proposed the following text of article III:

For the purpose of providing assurance that source
or special fissionable material covered by this Article
is not diverted to nuclear weapons or other nuclear explo
■sive devices:

1. Each non nu.clear weapon State Party to this
Treaty undertakes to have international safeguards m.eeting
the requirements of this Article on all peaceful xiuclear
activities within its territory or under its jurisdiction.

C -.T--"To London^ tel, iGlGhj, Ifer. 23, 19^7 j. Confidential.
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o

In cooperating vjith any non nuclear weapon State vrith
respect to peaceful nuclear activities within the
territory or under the jurisdiction of such State^ each
State Party to this Treaty undertakes not to provide

(a) source or special fissionable material
unless the material shall be subject to such safe
guards; or

■ (b) equipment or material especially designed
or prepared for the processing., use or production of
special fissionable material unless the special
fissionable material shall be subject to such safe
guards .
2. After the original entry Into force of this

Treaty^ each non nuclear v/eapon State Party to this
Treaty which has activities subject to any International
safeguards system other than that of the Tnternatlonal
Atomic Energy Agency undertakes'to facilitate verifica
tion by that Agency of the effectiveness of-the Interna
tional safeguards system applied to such activities:

3 . To meet the requirements of this Article., Inter
national safeguards (a) shall be either those of the IAEA
or such other International safeguards generally consistent
therewith as are accepted by the IAEA under verification
procedures mutually agreed by the authorities of the IAEA
and the authorities of the other International safeguards
concerned^ and (b) shall be applied as soon as practicable
but no later than three years from the date of the original
entry Into force of this Treaty;

4. In any case where agreement on the lmple!menta
tlon of IAEA verification of another International
safeguards systemj as provided for In this Article., has
not been reached within three years from the date of the
original entry Into force of this Treaty^ the safeguards
of the IAEA shall be applied.

Me were not sure that the Soviets vjould accept IAEA verification.
If they did notj we would wish to consider with our allies as
many of the Important changes as possible. Article IV adopted
the amendment s procedure of the'outer space treaty. The review O
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conference vjould consider realization of the purposes of the
preamble as well as the treaty. There could be later review
conferences at five-year Intervals at the request of a majority
of the parties. The review conferai ces would be prepared’by a
Preparatory Commission consisting of representatives of the
non nuclear parties that belonged to the IAEA Board of Governors
and the nuclear parties to the treaty.^

We also gave the allies a revised summary of Interpretations
' Pwhich made only a few minor changes In the previous version.

The Italian Charge told Plsher that the revised draft met
some fundamental requirements but that his country would
wish further clarification on. safeguards^ peaceful explosions^
and the Preparatory Commission for the review conference. It
found some uncertainty In relying on nonaligned countries to
make some of our proposed changes. Some "essential" Italian
suggestions had not been accepted on non dlscr3.mlnatory safe
guardSj the right of withdrawal after the review conference^
nuclear disarmament,, Interpretations^ and the non-accession of
key countries. Mr. Fisher replied that certain changes^ e.g.^
a preambular paragraph on nuclear blackmail^ v/ould be m.ore
appropriately proposed by a nonaligned country than a member
of a nuclear alliance but that it would not be inappropriate
for Italy to introduce proposals after the treaty ;vas tabled. ^

^C irc . te ls J.67135 and 1 6 7 1 5 9 . Apr. 1 , 1967. Secret. The
rev ised d ra ft v̂ as communicated to a l l NATO countries and Japan,

2 Qj_pc, t e l . 167165, Apr. 1 ^ 1 9 6 7 ^ Secret. The o r ig in a l
ve rs ion appears abovej pfj.
_______p ;. 'I n7 nQ1 Arrr ^ . ,1Q n 7 . Secret ,._____
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The new draft treaty was discussed by the NAG on April 4.
The Belgian representative suggested adding a glossary of agreed
definitions of "nuclear weapons/’' etc. He wanted the periods
for the Initial review conference and the deadline for the lAEA
Euratom agreement to coincide. He was concerned that Europe ^
might be faced with nuclear blaclanall If NATO disappeared while
the treaty was stl].l In force. The Netherlands representative
welcomed article III and expressed the view that IAEA and
Euratom could work out agreed procedures. General Burns again
questioned the "discriminatory" nature of the proposed safe
guards .1

FRG Ambassador Grewe del.lvered a long statement expressing O
serious reservations. He argued for a link with disarmament and
a "balance of responsibilities" provision In the preamble^ as
well as a nuclear blackmail provision. He wanted a preambular
clause on "non defamiatlon" to stop hostile Soviet propaganda
against the PRG. There should be a treaty article on peaceful
uses. While, article III required more study. It remained
"discriminatory" and the three year deadline would weaken
Euratom's negotiating position. A treaty which could be
periodically extended would be better than a treaty with
unlimited duration^ since NATO might be weakened by the resigna
tlon of members. The amendments procedure should protect

F̂rom Paris, tel. 15^37. Apr. 4, I967. Secret. ^
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near nuclear signatories against majority decision. The review
conferences should be held every five years. The withdrawal
clause should be modified as the PRG had suggested. A "consensus
omnium" should be required for entry info force.

The PRG was not yet ready to agree to tabling the treaty:
...we can only agree to such a submission (while

fully maintaining our reservations concerning its contents)
if and when the draft text including additional American
interpretations on it meets our vital interestsj which
are NATO interests; interests of the European communities
(e.g. EURATOM) and with respect to future European coopera
tionj Integration and unification; and common interests
of those non-nuclear weapons states which dispose of an
important civilian nuclear potential.

They could not rely on others looking after these Interests
and urged that consultations be speeded up.l

Mr. Poster told the NAG that this had to be a two-sided
treaty and that it was Important to get the draft form.ulations
before the world to stop proliferation. The treaty would
specify vjhat was prohibited^ and it would be an encyclopedic
undertaking to try to include what was permitted. Even though
all allies did not participate in the ENDC^ they could exe rt
influence. The Soviets were completely obstinate on
accepting IAEA safeguards^ but we would find them no hardship.
The British representative said that the United Kingdom was
considering the suggestion that the Viestern iiuclear powers

1"Statement made by the German Permanent Representative
it the Goun,cil Meeting ori 4 April 19^7/' Secret.

8 E CrIET/W0FORTi.
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unilaterally accept safeguards on peaceful nuclear activi
ties.^

On the next day Chancellor Kiesinger told Vice President
Hiimphrey that the non-proliferation treaty was the most diffi
cult single problem in German American relations. The PRG did
not want national control of nuclear weapons,, but it did wish
to keep the European option. He did not knov/ what the Soviet
Union would have to say on this question. He was not against
the treaty as such but believed that some points vjould have

O

pto be discussed further. He said that we should have started
our bilateral consultations earlier. He also wondered whether
there might not some day be a nuclear defense system which could
not be misused for offensive purposes.

Both Vice President Humphrey and Ambassador McGhee expressed
doubt that such a developm_ent was possible. The Vice President
argued that a non proliferation treaty would create conditions
for a greater allied effort and that the signatories would gain
protection from nuclear blackmail in the NATO framework. He savj
no reason why the tru.st that had prevailed between the tv;o
countries for 20 years could not continue. While we might have
started the bilateral consultations sooner, he assured Kiesinger

O

Iprom Paris, tel. 15^137, Apr. 1̂, I967, Secret._
^From Bonn, tel,. II806, Apr. 6, 19o7;i Secret/Nodis o
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that we vjere not trying to make a "back' room" deal with the
USSRj as the press had implied. He liked the Idea of "black
boxes" but thought that "industrial espionage" was exaggerated
since most of the information was available from the open
literature.^

According to Schnippenkoetter, the Chancellor remained
unconvinced. He reportedly told the Defense Council on April
6 that he was shocked to hear that the Americans v;ere accusing
Grewe of speaking without instructions when he was only saying
just what was in Kiesinger's mind^ or at least what he had
intended to tell Foster in March. The Chancellor v;as still
troubled by the deep pn].itical implications of the treaty and
feared that we were putting the USSR ahead of Western Europe
and now found that we had more in common wlt?i the Soviets than
with our allies. Our Embassy v/as not sure hov; much Schnlppen-
koetter spoke for Klesinger but noted that he had direct access

pto him.
If the Chancellor’s position vjas not entirely clear^

Defense Minister Schroeder had a decidedly negative attitude
tovjard the treaty. He told Katzenbach and Poster that the
treaty should really be the keystone to a European arrangement

Iprom Berlin, tel. 13 ^7^ Apr. 6, 196?/ Secret/Exdis,
2prom Bonn, tel. 11938, Apr. 7 / 19 6 7, Secret/Llmdis,

-

-



        

       

         

    
           

         
       

          

     

         

   
        

    

     
      

      

      
 

      
        

         

          

        
         

          
    

SEGfffiT/NtrF©?^ O

o

with German reunification^ and he did not think that it made a
German solution easier.1 He had previously taken the same line
with Ruskj who told him that it would be quite unacceptable
to link the two questions.^

On April 7 ^ the FRG sent a meraorandujn to the United States
and other governments in which it declared that the non pro
liferation treaty should be a step toward disarmament and that
it was incumbent on the nuclear pov/ers to agree on such measures
as a nuclear delivery vehicles freeze^ a fissionable materials
production cutoff^ and a comprehensive test ban. The nuclear
powers should also renounce nuclear blackmail against non
nuclear nations. The PRG noted the security problems of the
non-nuclear nations but proposed no definite guarantees. It
stressed the need for assuring peaceful nuclear development.
It said that controls should not be "obstructive or discrimi
natory/' and reliable existing systems should not be replaced.
Finally^ it emphasized the need for equality among nuclear aa d
non nuclear nations.3

Although the FRG still officj.ally supported a treaty^
State intelligence concluded on April 8 that "the v/eight of
available evidence indicates that it may now be a considered
policy of the Bonn government to try to k.111 off the treaty

O

^Mem.con Schrocder^ Katzenbach. et al.^ Apr. J, 19&Y,
Secret; to Bonn, tel. 171593. Apr. 9, 1967, Secret. ^

2prom Punta del Este, tel. 8l, Apr. 7, 19^7^ Secret/Modis.
3pocuments on Disarmairient, 19^7. PP. 179 182.
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projectj" If it could do so without being made to bear "the
prime responsibility for wrecking an agreement." We had no
direct evidence of a decision^ but recent PRG behavior could be
"most plausibly explained on].y on the basis of such an assumption."!

Ambassador Schnippenkoetter now came to Washington for
further bilateral talkSj and the same ground was gone over again.
He told us that the FRG had not yet made up its mind to sign
the treaty and that its decision would depend on our responses
in these talks. The Gormans vjanted assurances that we would
carry through on the changes we had told them we vjould support
after the treaty v/as tabled. VJe agreed to see that the
"nuclear blackmail" provision was brought up in the ENDC but
rejected the "anti defamation"' clause because it would impinge
on freedom of expression.

The Germans v;anted the reviev/ conference to cover the
preamble as v;ell as the operative part of the treaty^ and they
v/anted the conference to have "teeth and claws." They wanted
an operative paragraph on peaceful usesj but we opposed includ
ing such "perm.issive" matters^ since the treaty v/ould deal
only vjith v;hat was prohibited. 2

In the discussion of the safeguards time limit,, we told
the Germans that the Euratom countries could protect their

197

^Hughes (State/IFR) to Acting Secretary, memorandum, Apr
3 9̂ 7, Sc;cret/Wofor n.

2To Bonnj tel. j.Ŷ lOob̂ Apr. 12, 196?j Secret.
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^To Bonn, tel. Apr. 1̂ !, 1967, Secret.
2‘To Bonn, tel. I76025, Apr. 1̂:, I967, Secret,
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interests through their position on the' IAEA Board of Governors.
Without a time limit, there would be a negotiating impasse and
other countries would delay accepting IAEA safeguards until the
arrangements v/ith Euratom had been vjorked out. Mr. Fisher said
that we were considering offering to place our civil activities
under IAEA safeguards but that we would not do so unless others
accepted the safeguards required by the non proliferation
treaty.^I

Besides proposing several changes in the interpretations,
the Germans asked for a secret understanding on treaty implica
tions for ABMs in Europe, a European Defense Community, and the
dissolution of NATO. The understanding would define control and
cover the FRG's veto on vjeapons stationed on its territory or
targeted against Germany from any location. This understanding

pwould not be communicated to the Soviets.^
As a result of these talks, we agreed to include a nev;

preambular paragraph on automated safeguards. We v/ould consider
new language on the declaration of intention to disarm. V/e
would make certain changes in article III but retain the time
limit. We were prepared to give the FRG assurances on nuclear
fuel supply, subject to adequate safeguards. We were willing
to support the British proposal for giving a veto on amendments
to the members of the IAEA Board of Governors.

O
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We were also vjllllng to make minor' changes in the interpre
tations. Although it vjould not be politically possible for us
to enter into a vjritten secret understandings v;e could make an
oral statement in the NAC.'^ Mr. Fisher said that vie intendedC to shov; the interpretations to the Soviets and tell them that
we had given them to our allies. We did not regard the inter
pretations as a reservation or understanding but anticipated
that they would become public during the ratification process^
perhaps as questions and answers. Ambassador Schnippenkoetter
envisaged a formal exchange of notes betv^een allies^ followed
by an official presentation to the Soviets. ^He suggested

r' leaving out paragraph 6, and v/e said that we would study this
suggestion,2 ^ ^

On April Yf, Ambassador Knappstein told Vice President
Humphrey that the two major concerns of the PRG a commitment
to further disarmament and the protectj.on of the civil uses of
nuclear energy had been "taken care of entirely" and that he
had advised Bonn to support the treaty. The Vice President
said that it was most important to have a political will to
conclude the treaty and emphasized thar the President attached
a great deal of Importance to Kiesinger's support of the treaty.3

^ - 199 ~

C

C
Ito Bonn, tels. 175684 and 1Y6026, Apr. l4, 1967. Secret.
^Memcon,Schnippenkoetterj Fisher, et al., Apr. l4, 19^7^

Secret .

3Memcon Knappstein, Humphrey, et al., Apr. 17, 19^7^
Confidential.

­

­

-

-

-



  

          

       

       
        

         
      

     
        

   
      

     
 

       

      
      

      

      

         

    

  
    

      

     

 

        
       

o
200

On the same day^ Secretary of State Rusk sent Brandt a
letter assuring him that the non-proliferation treaty v/ould not
prevent the safeguarded transfer of nuclear fuei.s to the PRG:

...I v/lsh to take this opportunity to assure you
that within the limits of our capabilities and pursuant to
the United States-EURATOM agreement^ the United States is
prepared to supply such material or services for any
reactors Germany may v.'ish to export^ under appropriate
fuel supply agreements between the United States and
the final consumers. Of course these assurances are
subject to adequate safeguards and to obtaining the
necessary legislative authority.

We believed that the treaty "would not burden the peaceful
nuclear program of any signatory." M o r e o v e r w e vjere pre
pared to accept IAEA safeguards on all peacefu.l nuclear acti
vities if this would help "achieve /^th_^ Inclusion of an
effective safeguards article in the non proliferation treaty."
We would make a public announcement of our intention to
accept safeguards after the ENDC Co-C’nairmen had tabled a
dl’aft treaty containing an effective safeguards provision.
The offer w'ould become effective when safeguards were applied
to non-nuclear weapon states under the non proliferation
treaty.^ Secretary Rusk sent a similar letter to Foreign
Minister Fanfani,^

ITo Bonnj tel. I76956;, Apr, 17, 196?^ Secret/Limdis
2To Rome, tel, I770 13, Apr. I8, 1967 Secret/Limdis
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The Japanese Embassy gave B'lsher a note on April 4 stating
that Japan would not oppose tabling the draft treaty but believed
that consultations shoiTld continue after the treaty vias tabl.ed.
It felt that the Interpretations would not be effective unless
they were expllcj.tly agreed on by all parties and either
attached to the treaty or issued as a separate declaration. Mr.
Fisher doubted that It would be possible to reach a formal
agreement with the Soviets on binding agreed interpretations.^

Later^ E’oreign Minister Mlki gave our Ambassador a note
proposing new preambular language and a new operative article
on nuclear disarmament. The Japanese wished to make safeguards
applicable to all states and to add language on the peaceful
uses of nuclear energy to article III. They suggested review
conferences every five years. Moreoverj they also proposed a
separate agreement on peaceful nuclear explosives^ an appeal to
all states to adhere to the treaty, and security assurances to

2non nuclear nations. They opposed unlimited duration.
Mr. Mikl sent i^jnbassador Ohno to Washington to discuss

these proposals with Rusk and Foster. Secretary of State Rusk
told Ohno that significant nuclear disarmament vjould be diffi
cu.lt to achieve until major political Issues in Europe and Asia
had been settled. He added that nuclear disarmament would pose
particular problems for Japan in viev/ of the attitude of

^To T o ky ot el , 168848. Apr. 5. 19^7} Secret,
"^Prom Tokyo j tel. 724 3̂ Apr, 10, 1967:. Secret/Limdls.
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Communist China. ¥e did not see how peaceful nuclear explo
sives could be distinguished from nuclear weapons^ as the Japanese
had suggested. Me opposed changing the unlimited duration pro
vision. The Japanese agreed that a General Assembly resolution
on security assurances would meet their problem. O

Meanwhile^ the British proposed changing the amendinents
provision because it v̂ as probably not negotiable with the Soviets
and could result in a situation v;here different parties had
different obligations. They suggested that amendments should
be approved by a majority of all parties^ including al3. members
of the IAEA Board of Governors. This would meet the concern of
the PRG that amendments might be put into force against its
wisheso We told the British that we would not object if they

pwished to advance this proposal.
The ground was now nearly cleared for a NAC meeting on

tabling the treaty. Before the meeting was held^ however^ the
French made it knovjn that they would not concur in a NAC action
approving the treaty and that they did not consider it possible .
for the others to act without them. It was finally decided that
Secretary-General Brosio could simply sum up the discussion
and make it clear that Prance had not participated in the
discussion because she had decided not to sign the treaty.^

ITo Tokyo, tel. l?7719j Apr. 10, 196j, Secret/l,irndis.
?To I,ondon and Paris, tel. 172973. Apr. 11, 19o7
■̂ Froiu Paris, tels. 1,6276, Apr. 1967^ l646’j, î pr. I8,

1967, and 16377/ Apr, 19, 1967, Secret, and 1639^^ Apr, 18,
1967, Secret/Exdis,
_________________________ SHCRETyl^OFORH >___________________
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At the April 20 NAC meetings Mr. Foster explained the pro
visions v;e proposed to meet Allied concerns. ¥e would support
a nev/ preambular paragi’aph on further disarmament steps. We
vjould meet concern on the "discriminatory" aspects of safeguards
by offering to place our peaceful nuclear activities under IAEA
safeguards. He noted that IAEA rules did not require countries
to accept inspectors of any particular nationality. He defined
the following terms:

(1) Nuclear■weapon A nuclear explosive device th at
Is^a bomb or warhead^ not a delivery vehicle.

(2) Control The Independent pov/er to use nuclear
weapons.

(3) Prohibition on "transfer" of nuclear v.'ê .pons
Interpreted in U.S. legislation to prohibit giving up
custody^ or any ownership interest in nuclear weapons.

We v/ould interpret the ban on "transfer" in the same way in the
non proliferation treaty.

Lord Chalfont said that the United Kingdom would support
the revised draft treaty and also offer to place its peaceful nuclear
activities under'IAEA safeguards. General Burns said that Canada
still had some reservations but wanted the negotiations to go
forward. Ambassador Grewe expressed appreciation for our inten
sive consultations vjith the FRG. He noted general agreement that
the allies were not committed to any particular text. He hoped
that any treaty provlsj.ons resulting from talks v/lth the Soviets
v/ould again be discussed before they v;ere tabled,, and he assumed

^ r'v. --- -
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that consultations would continue on unsettled questions. . The
Italian representative made a similar statement. ’'

In his summary^ Secretary-General Broslo noted that Prance
had not participated In the substantive discussion since she did
not Intend to sign the treaty. Most other allies v;elcomed our
Initiative. Some had suggested certain changes^ but none
v;lshed to prevent tabling the treaty. Two countries had substan
tive 'reservations which they maintained. Neverthelessj all
except Prance reaffirmed the desirability of non-proliferation
and noted our Intention to negotiate the draft treaty with the
USSPi and to table It on our own responsibility.̂ ■

The consultations on safeguards vjere still not quite
completed. Euratom vias firmly opposed to the "guillotine"
clause, of article III^ which vjould require acceptance of IAEA
safeguards If no Euratom IAEA agreement was concluded In three
years.3 In Euratom^ the FRG suggested the following substitute^
which was acceptable to us:

Agreement on the Implementation of IAEA verlflca-
tlon of another International safeguards system^ as
provided In this Article^ shall be reached as soon as prac
ticable but no later than three years from the date of the
original entry Into force of this treaty.

Ambassador Grewe repeated this proposal at the April 20 NAG

Iprom ParlSj tel. I6679, Apr. 20, 196?^ Secret.
2"Broslo Summation of NAG Action on NPT Draft Treaty,"

Apr. 20, 19^7^ Secret.
3prom P.russe.lc, tel 5260,, Apr. 12, 196Yj Confidential.
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meetings and the other Euratora countries accepted It shortly
thereafter.^

Although the PRG had finally consented to a further move
on the non-proliferation fronts Kiesinger's political.cmisgivings
were not entirely dispelled. In a public speech on April 21
he said that the non proliferation treaty played a dominant
role in German-American rel.ations. There had been some progress^
but the whole question vjas still undecided and remained "one of
the great test cases of the solidity of the alliance." Referring
again to Foster’s "erosion of alliances" statement^ he said that
the PRG was determined to do everything possible to prevent the

2V., alliance from eroding.
Shortly thereafterj President Johnson came to Germany for

Adenauer’s funeral. After a private talk with Kiesinger^ he
said that they had not reached any agreement on the non prolifera
tion treaty. The President said that we vjould make no commit
ment on a final draft before further consultations vjith the
Germans, after Kiesinger had had an opportunity to determine
the attitude of the Germ^an peopl.e. The Chancellor told him
that he was in political trouble because of the opposition of
Strauss to the treaty and publjc concern over Soviet threats

C

C
^Prom Paris, tel. 16395, Apr. l8, 19^7j to Paris, tel,

178630, Apr. 19, 1967; from Geneva, tels. 3352, Apr. 24, I967,
and 3360, Apr. 25, I967; to Geneva, tel. 1813'’̂!, Apr. 24, 1967^

it .
?̂ Prore Bonn, tel. 12664, Apr. 22, 1967^ Limited Official

Use.
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and Poster's "erosion of alliances" statement. The President
assured him that he would do nothing to weaken the alliance and
saw no reason v/hy the Germans should doubt his Intentions.^

On April 27, Foreign Minister Brandt told the Bundestag
that the FRG wished the negotiations to succeed and assumed that O
a treaty would be drafted which would not adversely affect its
vital interests. There had been many positive results from the
German Am»erlcan consultations^ but they would continue on some
questions. The future of the FRG as a m.odern state depended on
the peaceful development of nuclear energy,, and the treaty would
not hamper this if it took the FRG suggestions into account.
The United States had given written assurances that fuel supply O
would be assured. He envisaged a verification treaty between
IAEA and Euratom. He denied that the treaty would interfere with
NATO or European defense arrangements but noted the Importance
of interpretation^ where the FRG was "striving for a high degree
of certainty in regard to content and form." As the April 7
note showedj the FRG vjanted the treaty to be followed by steps
toward disarmament.^

Security Assurances and the In d ia n Problem

As we have seen^ In d ia wished to inc lude a f is s io n a b le

2m"' ' . ^

O

^■From Bonn, tel. 22845, .Apr. 26, 196?’, Secret/Nodls. Part
of the President's comments was'leaked to the New York Times.

Docuiiiouts on •Disarmament, l ĴoJ, pp. 205 21'/''.
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materials production cutoff in the non proliferation treaty and
to retain the right to develop and use peaceful nuclear explo
sive devices.^ Becaus^'of the special importance of India^ vie

gave them the draft treaty in March. ’ ^

India was especially interested in the problem of security
assurances because of the Chinese Communist nuclear threat and
had been discussing this question with the United States and the
Soviet Union for some time.
« ^In February 19^7, the Soviets gave them the following

draft declaration:
In connection with the desire commended by the

non nuclear states the Soviet Union declares that in
case there takes place an attack by a nuclear power with
the use of nuclear vjeapon ^ i c / on any state not possess
ing such v/eapon /sic/j a qualitatively new situation will
arisOj in v/hich case the Security Council^ and above all
its permanent members., having the nuclear v/eapons., v/ould
be duty bound to act immediately in accordance with the
provision of the UN Charter^ which provides for mobilizing
of further effective collective measure /sic/ with a view
to avert and remove all-danger to peace and suppress acts
of aggression or other breach /sic/ of the peace. No
aggressor daring to launch a war with the use of nuclear
weapons and thereby committing a breach of the peace and
security of peoples shall escape punisliment.

Two months later they gave the Indians a longer draft:
Taking into consideration the wishes of the non

.miclear states that in conjunction with the renunciation ■
by these States of the manufacture or acquisition of
nuclear weapons according to the treaty on non prolifera
tion of such weapons appropriate measures might be taken
to safeguard the security of non-nuclear countries and
also bear in mind that any aggression accompanied by the

ISee abovej p.
r
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use of nuclear weapons v;lll endanger the peace and secur
ity of all states tlie Soviet Union declares the following:

In case of an attack by a nuclear state accompanied
by the use of nuclear weapons against states not possessing
nuclear weapons or a threat of such an attack an essentially
new situation will arise in which the Security Council
and above all its Permanent members possessing nuclear
weapons vjlll have to act immediately under the UN Charter
which provides taking "effective collective measures for
the prevention and removal of threat /sic/" to the peace
and for the suppression of acts of aggression or other
breaches of the peace." Any aggressor who embarks on the
road of the threat of using nuclear v^eapons or dares un
leash a w'ar accompanied by the use of nuclear weapons and
thus breaches the peace and security of nations will not
go unpunished.

It goes v/ithout saying thatj as it is provided in
Article 51 of the UN Charter^ the states v/ho fall victim
to an attackj a nuclear one included^ have an inherent right
of individual or collective self-defence until the Security
Council has taken measures ultimately to maintain intei'
national peace and security.

Both Soviet drafts were given to the State Department in April
by L. K. Jha^ Secretary to the Indian Prime Minister.^

Mr. Jha explained that India had found the February draft
disappointing because it covered nuclear attacks and did not
deal with threats and also because the Security Council might
be slovj to act or become stymied by the veto. Tfcre recently^ O
Foreign Minister Gromyko had agreed to cover nuclear threats.
He insisted^ however^ that the declaration should not erode
the veto principle. To meet this problem^ he accepted an
Indian suggestion to include a reference to article 51 of the

O

iTo Genevaj tel. 179527. Apr. 21, 196?^ Secrc4'./Llmdi;
Both drafts were described as "rough translations" by tlie
Indian Embassy in Moscov/.
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Charter. He v;as evidently thinking of separate parallel declara
tions by the United States and the Soviet Unlon^ and he did not
want any specific countries to be mentioned.

Mr. Jha emphasized that India needed a more formal statement
than the 1964 Johnson statement. He thought It vjould be better
to have declarations by the United States^ the Soviet Unlon^ and
possibly other nuclear powers and a U.N« resolution endorsing them
than to have a U.N. resolution standing alone.^ He later gave
the State Department tw'o draft papers. The first paper vjas a
draft declaration v/hlch the United States might make when the
non proliferation treaty was signed. We would state that we
v.’ould "take prompt effective and adequate action to counter and
nullify the threat or the use of nuclear weapons against a State
hot possessing them and to ensure that any nation which embarks
on the road of the threat of using nuclear weapons or dares to
unleash war accompanied by the use of nuclear weapons and thus
threatens the peace and security of the nations will not go
unpunished." The second paperj dealing with general principles^
said that the guarantee should operate regardless of the merits

pof the dispute between the nations Involved.

^To New Delhlj tel. 174852^ Apr. 13j 196? j Secret/Llmdls,
2to New Delhi, tel. 176392, Apr. 17, 1967^ Secret/Llmdls,
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Rather confusingly^ he Inforraed Foster that he thought the
Soviets would Include the Kosygin proposal^ which was not
mentioned In either of the Soviet drafts he had given us. He
also said that the non proliferation treaty was not the reason
for Indian concern on security assurances^ v;hlch v/as a v/holly
Independent problem.^

On April 21j Mr. Poster told Foreign Minister Chagla In
Geneva that the draft non proliferation treaty treaty would be
subject to negotiations In the ENDC and that we would not present
the ENDC with a fait accompli. When Chagla asked what security
assurances India could obtain In return for giving up her nuclear
option^ Mr. Foster mentioned the Johjason statement and the ^
possibility of U.N. action. Mr. Chagla rejoined that India could
be bombed out of existence before the United Nations had
finished debating. Although the Chinese were "mad" and quite
capable of bombing Indla^ he believed that they might be deterred
If they knew there would be "Instantaneous" retaliation.

Mr. Foster noted the high cost of an Independent nuclear
force for India. He questioned whether It would be realistic
to expect an "Instantaneous" response to a threat and added
that we v;ould have constitutional problems on this score. He
noted that both the United States and the Soviet Union were
studying the question of a General Assembly resolution with decla
rations. 2 O

^To New Delhi, feel. I76186, Apr. I5, 19o7. Secret. Our
EVnbassy at Tokyo noted the discrepancy on the Kosygin proposal
(from Tokyo, tel. 773^ Apr. 2.6, 19^7, Secret/Llmdls) .
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Mr. Jha also made a similar approach to the United Kingdom.

Although the British saxv some merit in the idea of parallel
declarations^ they still favored our general formula. They
considered that Indian fears of nuclear blackmail were reason-

('^ able and wondered whether we could improve our draft to take
care of this.^

In May vie learned that Jha had given his draft decl.aration
to the SovietSj who had rejected it. Although the Indians were
"delinking" security assurances and the non-proliferation treaty^
our Embassy reported that a "general atmosphere of insecurity"
was one of the principal reasons for groxving Indian opposition

C? to the treaty.2
At the end of the months Secretary of State Rusk decided

to postpone further action on security assurances. He felt
that v;e vjould only need them if they were necessary to get a
treaty.3 Our position was still under study when Foreign
Minister Gromyko raised the question with him a few weeks

^ later.

12th Session of the EH.DO (May l8-December l4, I967)

Before the ENDG began the longest session in its history^

^To New Delhlj tel. l86093_, May 2_, 1967^ Secret/Limdis.
2prom New Delhlj tel. 17^50^ May , 1967^ Secret/Limdis

^ SRecord of ACDA Staff Meeting, May 3I. 19̂ 7̂. Secret.
'̂See be] oWj pp.
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the Co Chalmen met at Geneva to try to agree on a joint draft
treaty. They exchanged drafts on April 2 5. In presenting our
drafts Mr. Foster explained that we wished to add a preambular
paragraph on automation of safeguards In order to make them more
acceptable to the non-nuclear nations. ¥e also vjlshed to Include O
preambular language on the cost of peaceful nuclear explosive
services to Induce the non-nuclear nations to renounce them.
The IAEA Euratom arrangements we contemplated would fall between
the two extremes of mere IAEA review of documents and having as
many IAEA inspections as if Euratom did not exist. VJe did not
see any other w'ay of obtaining an effective safeguards article
acceptable to all the nations the United States and the Soviet O
Union vjished to have sign the treaty. We also wished to add
language to article III on the peaceful uses of nuclear energy.
Since we had received protests from m,any non-nuclear nations
regarding the nuclear power veto on amendments and the recent
outer-space treaty did not contain this provislonj we were
proposing to allow amendment by a simple majority of the parties^
with the amendments to come into force only for those who
ratified them. ¥e also called attention to our new definition
of "nuclear-weapon state.

Except for mj.nor changes in the preamble., the Soviet
draft differed little from the version the Co-Chairmen had
discussed in March. The Soviet article III, much briefer

212'- " . ^

O

^From Geneva, tels. 337'2. and 3373.. Apr, 25, 1967^ Secret.
The draft treaty was given to the allied representatives in
Geneva on. the same date (from Geneva, tel. 3376, Apr. 25, 1967^
.....Tr mn ..
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than ours_, required mandatory IAEA safeguards:
Each non nuclear Vv'eapon State Party to this Treaty

undertakes to accept the safep;uards of the International
Atomic Energy Agency on all Its peaceful nuclear activi
ties. Each State Party to this Treaty further undertakes
not to provide source or fissionable material^ or special
i ze d equipment or npn nuc].ear material for the processing
or use of source or fissionable material or for the
production of fissionable material for peaceful purposes
to any non nuclear weapon State^ unless such material and
equipment are subject to .such safeguards.

A "nuclear weapon state" was defined as a nation that had pro
duced a nuclear vjeapon or nuclear explosive as of the date the
treaty was opened for signature.^ As previously^ the Soviets
proposed a nuclear povjer veto on amendments and would provide
for am.endments to come into force for all parties vjhen they
had been ratified by a majority.

Ambassador Roshchln said that the Soviets might later wish
to add an additional article on peaceful uses^ a preambular
paragraph on the elimination of nuclear weaponsj and a security
guarantee. He strongly opposed our article III and said that
the USSR could not accept Euratom. safeguards a.n the treaty even
if the IAEA verified them. He also criticized our proposal
for not explicitly stating that IAEA safeguards would be applied
after the three-year period. Mr. Poster replied that the
Euratom countries opposed the Soviet proposal and this was the
best we could do.

Iprom Geneva^ tel. 3377,. Apr, 25, 1967^ Secret,
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Ambassador Roshchln feared that there would be no treaty.

He found our amendments proposal doubtful because it could result
j.n a situation v/here different parties had different obligations.
The elimination of the nuclear pov;er veto could impair the sta
bility of the treaty. What vjould happen^ the Soviets asked, if
a majority accepted an amendment allovJing an MLP or peaceful
nuclear explosives to non nuclear states?^
Interpretations

On April 28, Mr. Poster gave Roshchin the interpretations,
which were now in the form of questions and answers:

Questions IJ.S. A11ias Have Been Asking Together
VJith Answers U.S. Has'Given

1.Q. What may and what may not be transferred under
the draft treaty?

A. The treaty deals only with what is prohibited,
not withv.hiat is permitted. It prohibits transfer to any
recipient v/hatsoever of "nuclear v/eapons" or control over
them, meaning bombs and v^/arheads. It also prohibits the
transfer of other nuclear explosive devices because a
nuclear explosive device intended for peaceful purposes
can be used as a weapon or can be easily adapted for such
use,

It does not deal with, and therefore does not
prohibit, transfer of nuclear delivery vehicles or delivery ,
systems, or control over them to any recijiient, so long as
such transfer does not involve bombs or warheads. O

2.Q. Does the draft treaty prohibit consultations and
planning on nuclear defense among NATO members?

A, It does not deal with allied consultations and
planning on nuclear defense so long as no transfer of
nuclear weapons or control over them results.

3.Q. Does the draft treaty prohibit arrangements for
the deployment of nuclear weapons owned and controlled by
the United States within the territory of non-nuclear NATO
meiitbej s?

Iprom Geneva, tel. 3373i Apr. 25, 1968, Secret.
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A. It does not dê al with arrangements for deployment
of nuclear v/eapons ivlthin allied territory as these do not
Involve any transfer of nuclear weapons or control over
them unless and until a decision were made to go to v/ar̂
at v/hlch time the treaty would no longer be controlling.

4.Q. Would the draft prohibit the unification .of
Europe If a nuclear weapon state was one of the constituent
states?

A. It does not deal v;lth the problem of European
unltyj 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 vjould have to
control all of its external security functions Including
defense and all foreign policy matters relating to external
securitybut would not have to be so centralized as to
assume all govern.mental functions. VJhlle not dealing with
succession by such a federated state^ the treaty would bar
transfer of nuclear weapons (including ovmershlp) or control
over them to any recipientj including a multilateral entity.1
The Soviets did not comment. Since we wished to be sure

that they compl.etely understood the status of the interpretations
and the consequences of any reactions on their part^ Secretary
Rusk Instructed Poster to make the following statement to
Roshchin:

...I should like to make clear this not intended as
formal Instrument or secret understanding connected witli
NPT. Rather as I stated then^ these are answers we have
given our allies in reply their questions concerning
Articles I and II. Since^ for reasons well known to
Sov Govtj these articles deal only with what is prohibited,
our allies were naturally anxious to know how they might
affect NATO defense arrangements and procedures as v/ell as
possible future political evolution of Western Europe.

As is nov/ evident^ there are no surprises in our
< rep].lesj these points have been mentioned in our past

discussionsj beginning with FonMln Gromyko-Secretary Rusk
talks at end last year. Vie expect similar questions v/111

. ^From Genevaj te].. 3‘'‘31j Apr. 9.?>j 19^7j Secret/Limdis,
> SEP _____ _
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be asked during our Senate hearings on NPT and we have
assured our allies we will give these same responses
because they state our understanding of Articles 1 and
II. Our allies may encounter similar questions in course
parllraentary discussion on NPT and they will also be able
draw on these replies.

Therefore^ while these responses have only the status
I have indicated, they are basic to our attitude toward
the NPT. ¥e do not require any Soviet comment on these
Interpretationsj but it should be clear that if at this
late date Soviets should take an official position in
opposition to these interpretations of the treatyj very
serious problems would arise which vjould have to be
resolved.

%
Mr. Poster read this statement at the Co Chairmen’s meeting
of May 11, and Ambassador Roshchln said that he understood.^

At a later meetings hovjever^ Ambassador Roshchln made the
following statement to Foster:

In view of unofficial information from U.S. side
that in reply to its NATO allies^ U.S. has explained that
the treaty does not deal with European unity and would not
bar the succession of a nev/ federated European state to
nuclear heritage of one of its former componentSj he
would like to inform U.S. as follows: As already indi
cated to the U.S.j USSR will not be bound by any unilateral
interpretations of treaty. Nobody is entitled to give
such an interpretation. U.S. Government bears full respon
sibility for unilateral interpretations which American
side has given to its allleSj including FRG. Me onee
again drav/ attention of U.S. Govt, to fact that there is
no ground for any unilateral interpretation of the treaty.
Me reject any attempt to assume the right to give a uni
lateral interpretation to the treaty. Such attempts would
•only complicate situation with regard to completion of
elaboration of the treaty.
Mr. Foster replied that interpretations like those we

had given the Soviets would come out during the Senate hearings.
He said that it would be a very serious matter if the USSR took
and official position contrary to our interpretations. AmbassadorO

^To Geneva, tel.. 190501, May 9̂ ^9^7, Secret/Llmdis; fromGeneva, tel. 3o21, May 11, 1967, Secret/Limdis. ......

-----
- -

-

­

­

­



 

            

       

          

       
        

         

         

     

         

         

      
      

           

     

        

        

        
        

          

         

     

      

c "217'

Roshchln rejoined that It was obvious that the USSR could not be
bound by our Interpretations. It was not fo^rmally commenting
on their correctness but merely saying that it v/ould not be
bound now or in the future by unilateral interpretations.

^ Mr. Poster then recalled that it was clearly understood
during the Rusk-Gromyko talks that the treaty ^vould not deal
with v/hat was peimittedj but only with what v/as prohibited. Mr.
Gromyko had also indicated that our alliance arrangements v/ere
our own business^ provided there was no transfer of nuclear
weapons. In Poster's vieWj a united Europe would be in the same
relationship to its components as the United States toward the

O original 13 states, VJe had consistently supported European
unification and could not be a party to any treaty that prevented
it.

Soviet delegate Timerbaev questioned the legal theory
Poster had propounded. He thought that the parliament of a
component state vjith nuclear weapons v/ould have to authorize
transfer to a new state. Ambassador Roshchin again said that

i
the only Soviet concern ^̂fas to preclude being bound by unilateral
interpretations.^

On June 2_, Mr. Foster told Roshchj.n that we took the Soviet
position to mean only that no country had a right to make an
interpretation that was binding on other countr3.es without their

r Iprom Geneva, tel. Ms,y 27^ 19^7j Secret/Exdis
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agreement. With this in mlndj vie could pi'oceed to further nego
tiations. Ambassador Ploshchin replied that the Soviets v^ould
study our statement and ansvjer it if necessary. He personally
felt that there could be undesirable consequences if one side
made very Important interpretations about the meaning of the
treaty vjithout the agreement of the other side and that it might
be better to get agreement in advance.

SEG R B^^ePOf^ ■ Q

1

^To Geneva^ tel. 20666l; from Geneva, tel. 40^6^ June^2j
1967^ Secret/Sxdis: Fisher to Rusk^ memorandum^ June J, 19^7,
Secret/Exdis. .

2odrc. tel. 1Q0468^ May 19^7^ Secret/Limdis.
3 F m m P»r1s. tel. l800h. Mav 10. 1Q6? . Secret.

O

Effort to table partial draft treaty
The safeguards and am.endraents provisions appeared to be the

only parts of the draft treaty that the United States and the
Soviet Union did not agree on^ but it soon became evident that
it would not be possible to settle these issues before the con
ference opened on May I8. We therefore sought allied consent to
tabling a joint American-Soviet draft treaty leaving these pro
visions blank. If we did not table a treaty^ we feared that
public opinion might hold us and our allies responsible for the
delay. Moreover,, further delay would postpone an opportunity
for ENDG members and other governments to have a text to study, O
and it was desirable to have the treaty fully discussed before

2the General Assembly met in the fall.
When Ambassador Cleveland spoke along these lines at the

NAG meeting of May 10, the Italian and German representatives
opposed tabling the treaty with blanks. 3 The question v;as O
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also discussed at a joint meeting of thfe Western Four and allied
observers j.n Genevaj vjhere j.t became evident that Germany and
Italy v;ere the only opponents.^

In Washington^ PRG Minister von Llllenfeldj acting on Instruc
tions from Brandt In Tokyo^ tried to persuade Rusk and Fisher
to table a revised version of article III. The Germans vjlshed
to add a provision for referring the safeguards question to the
revlev; conference if IAEA and Euratoni failed to agree within
*

three yearsj and they also vjlshed to stipulate that no state
refusing to accept safeguards on its territory could administer
them in other nations. Secretary Rusk pointed out that only

CT Italy and the United States would support the U.S. draft artic.Te
if both the Soviet and the U.S. versions were tabled. Mr. Fisher
added that,the PRG would get the blame if the amended article
was Introduced. In our view, we w'ould be in a much better posi

ption if the article was left blank.
Secretary Rusk then sent Brandt a personal message stating

that our understanding with the Soviets on most elements of the
treaty would be jeopardized if we submitted a separate draft.
Moreover, this v;ould leave the Soviets free to introduce clauses
unacceptable to the United States and the FRG. V/e vjould have
private discussions with the Soviets on safeguards and amendments.

" 219

C

Iprom Geneva, tel. '̂ 6̂ 12, May 3.2, 19^7j Secret.
^ ^To Geneva, tel, 19̂ ! 023, May ] 3, 196?,. and from Geneva,
^ teJ . 3638, May 12, I967, S.3cret.
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If these discussions failed^ vje would propose our present draft
article III to the ENDC. If It nevertheless proved Impossible
to get general agreement on safeguards^ we would have to reassess
the situation. "Any such reassessment/' he v/rote^ "would be
made in close consultation wj.th your Government and vjith all our
allies in the NATO Council." He thought it "most inadvisable"
to attempt to negotiate a llm.ited duration clause at this tlme^
although this could be considered later if a number of countries
raised the question. After phoning this message to Brandt in
Tokyoj the PRG Foreign Ministry informed our Embassy that he
was satisfied that the German considerations had been fully
taken into account.^ O

On May 17, Ambassador Cleveland told the NAC that we
wished to table the draft treaty with blanks. If the Soviets
agreedj we would propose private bilateral talks on the unagreed
provisions and inform them that we would submit our present
safeguards article to the ENDC if the talks failed. The German
and Italian representatives reluctantly acquiesced and empha
sized that their governments were not committed to the draft
treaty.

When the conference at Geneva opened on May l8. Ambassador
Roshchin seemed surprised at our proposal. After Mr. Poster
explained that we did not intend to act unilaterally, however,

^To Bonn, tel. I9585I, May I6, 19^7j Secret/Exdls; from
Bonn,^tel. 13733j '̂lay 17j 19^7j Secret/Elxdis.

3to Paris, tel. 19589. May 17, 1967, Secret/Llmdis; from
Par;3. tel. 1RS6 .̂ Msv I8. 1Q67. Secret.
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he agreed to ask Moscow for instructions.^ Two days later^ he
presented Poster with a revised Soviet draft treaty. He said
that the USSR could nof accept our proposals on safeguards^
ajnendmentSj or the automation of safeguards. The Soviets claimed
that our safeguards proposal would not provide adequate verifi
cation, since it would permit continued reliance on Euratom even
after the three-year transitional period and we had unduly
narrowed the scope of control. They also felt that peaceful
uses should be dealt v/ith in a separate article. They insisted
that we go back to the draft amendinents provisions the two sides
had previously accepted.

The new Soviet draft treaty contained a preambular paragraph
mentioning a ban on the use of nuclear weapons and other Soviet
disarmament proposals. The first two articles remained unchanged,
and the previous Soviet safeguards article was retained.^ The
Soviets added an article embodying the Kosygin proposal, and
they also proposed a new article on peaceful uses:

Nothing in this Treaty shall be interpreted as affec
ting the inalienable right of all the Parties to the Treaty
to develop research, production and use of nuclear energy
for peaceful purposes without discrimination and in con
formity with Articles I and II of this Treaty, as well as
the right of the Parties to participate in the fullest
possible exchange of information for and to contribute,
alone or In cooperation with other States, to the further
developmenb of the applications of nuclear energy for peace
ful purposes.

“ "22i

C ^From Geneva, tel. 37^ll, May I8, 1967. Secret/Llmdls,
2See above, p.
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They kept their old amendments article^ 'which gave the nuclear
parties a veto on amendments and made them applicable to all
parties when ratified by a majority.

Mr. Poster commented that the Soviets had taken a loi:ig
step backwards and there would be a long summer of negotiating. O
He pointed out that our previous agreements had been ad referen
dum and hoped that there was no misunderstanding on this point.
The Soviets should know that we could not accept the "ban the

I

bomb" proposal they v/ished to put in the preamble. It v/as
unrealistic for them to reintroduce the Kosygin proposal^ which
v>re had rejected in New York. Ambassador Roshchin rejoined that
they had only acquiesced ad referendum in the earlier discussions, O

At the next Co-Chairmen's meeting,, Mr. Foster said that
Washington's unofficial reaction to the Soviet draft treaty was
very negative. VJe could not go back to the allies with propo
sals we knev/ they v;ould not accept. They would only conclude
that the Soviets were not interested in a treaty. There v,'as no
indication that the Soviets had seriously considered our propo
sals. Unless they shov/ed some flexibility^ the progress that
had been achieved would be lost.

He v/as prepared to recommend tabling the agreed articles
and blanks for all provisions where the language was not yet
agreed on. 3:n other c ases., each side would remain free to

iFrom Geneva, tels. 3Y90. May 20^ 19^7^ Secretj and 3791.;
May 20^ 1967;, Secret/Llmdis.
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state its position, ¥e might consider dropping the automated
safeguards provision from the initial drafts although we might
want to reintroduce it later. We vjould recommend consideration
of a separate peaceful uses article but thought it better to
leave this as a later concession to the non-nuclear countrieSj
since it would be better for them to argue about this than to
attack mandatory safeguards. We could not accept the new Soviet
disarmament language and it v/ould take time to get instructions.
The Senate would not ratify a treaty with security assurances.

Ambassador Roshchin noted that vie vjould leave many blanks
in the draft treaty and reduce it to a set of joint recommenda
tions by the Co Chairmen. Although he might be willing to
recommend tabling a draft treaty with a blank safeguards article^
he insisted that the amendments question must be settled.^
While he shox̂ /ed some interest in the British proposal for giving
the members of the IAEA Board of Governors a veto on amendments^
the Soviet position on this question remained unchanged.

On May 27j Mr. Foster told him that we must flatly reject
the Kosygin proposal and the "ban the bomb" clause. If the
Soviets accepted the automated safeguards clause^ however^ we
would consider accepting a modified version of the Soviet peace
ful uses article. He declared that there was no use in further dis
cussion if the Soviets did not agree. If these points were settled;,

C

C
^•From Geneva, tels. 3812^ May 22j 19^73 Secret/Limdis;

and 38i8j May 23;, 1967^ Secret/Exdis.
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VJe would be vjilllng to table the treaty with a blank safeguards arti
cle and a blank amendments provision^ if the Soviets v;ould not
accept our amendments proposal. Ambassador Roshchln replied
that the Soviet position on amendments was unchanged^ and he
made no concessions on the other points. Mr. Foster then
suggested that there might be another recess or that the two O
drafts could be separately tabled. Ambassador Roshchin objected
that tabling separate drafts would violate the tacit agreement
of the United States and the Soviet Union to work together.^
»

The Soviet delegation evidently received a considerable
jolt from Foster's firm position at the May 27 meeting and soon
shovied signs of v/illingness to compromii.se. By June 7 the Co
Chairmen vjere able to agree on a joint draft v:ith a blank
article III. The Soviets acquiesced in the inclusion of an
automated safeguards clause in the preamble and the deletion of
their '^ban the bomb" preambular paragraph^ in exchange for a
rearrangement of the preambular clauses. Mr. Foster agreed to
the Soviet article on peaceful usesj v^ith the reservation that
we might wish to make additions to it at a later stage. Two
alternatives were offered for the amendments provision:

(l) Amendments would have to be approved by a majority of
parties^ including all nuclear parties^ and enter into force
when ratified by this qualified majority. But amendments would
not obligate any nation that had not ratified them.

^From Geneva, tel. 39i7j May ?7. 19o7. Secret/Limdis. o
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(2) Arnendinents would enter Into force for all parties
when they had been ratified by a raajority. Including all
nuclear parties and all' parties that belonged to the IAEA
Board of Governors.

The Soviets dropped their article on the Kosygin proposal.
Mr. Foster proposed that the two Co-Chairmen state that they
recognized the'security problem of the non-nuclear nations and
vjere considering how it could be met by a General Assembly
resolution. ¥e would consider the possibility of separate
declarations^ as the Indians had suggested^ but we could not
commit ourselves at this time because of constitutional
considerations.^

Mr. Poster believed that v/e had gotten "the best of this
deal” and recommended approval of the package. He suggested
that the amendments alternatives be put to the NAC and that we
take the position that vje would accept either. ^ Our delegation
understood that the Soviets were recom.mending the package to
Moscow and that they tended to prefer the first amendments
alternative.3

At the June l4 NATO ministerial meetings Secretary of
State Rusk initiated a discussion of the latest draft. All
the allies except the FRG concurred, and most were willing to

Iprom Genevaj tels. 1̂114, June 7̂ 19^7j Secret/Nodls, and
4ll6, June 7,. 1967, Secret.

^ 2F:com Genova, tel. June Jj 19^7j Secret/Nodis.
Sprom. Geneva, tel. 4l32., June 8^ 3 967;, Secret/Nodis.
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accept either alternative for the araendments. Foreign Minister

Brandt said that he would have to make more detailed comments

later.1 He later informed us that he had supposed there would

be further NAC discussion before we acted at Geneva. The FRG

would not wish to be the sole stumbling block, however, and

would not object to our approaching the Soviets. It v70vild

nevertheless reserve its right to raise individual points with
2us

Secretary Rusk then authorized Foster to inform Roshchin

that we were prepared, if the Soviets approved, to table the

June 7 draft as a joint recommendation of the Co Chairnien on the

understanding that no government could be committed to the

present text. We would prefer the first amendments alternative

but accept the second if necessary.^ Mr. Foster infornied Rosh

chin on June 17 and urged the Soviets to expedite their

consideration of the d r a f t . O

There was some inform_al talk in Geneva about possible

compromises on safeguards. Albert Willot, the Belgian observer,

^From Paris, tel. 20212, June 15, 1967, Secreto
2To Bonn, tel. 211616, Jmie 15, 1967, Secret; from Bonn,

tel. 14899, June 16, 1967, Confidential.
3To Geneva, tel. 21215S, June 16, 1967, Secret.
^From Geneva, tel. 4272, June 17, 1967, Secret,
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suggested an annex to article III providing that each non

nuclear party should iriake an agreement with IAEA ’’either indi

vidually or in association with other States,” To protect their

position, the Euratom countries would state that they V7ould

not deposit their instruments of ratification until an lAEA

Euratom agreement had been worked out.^ Others noted that the

Tlatelolco treaty provided for individual or ’’multilateral"

agreements by the Latin American states with IAEA. Soviet

delegate Timerbaev reacted fcivorably to this formula.2

Pf̂ ports of these talks or anxiety about the forthcoming

Glassboro meeting led the Germans to request assurances that

our safeguards position was firm. On June 23, FRG Minister

von Lilienfeld saw Deputy Under Secretary of State Kohler, who

assured him that we would stand firm on our article III and not

agree to any alternative without prior consultations with.the

FRG and other allies.^ Mr. von Lilienfeld also gave Fisher

a paper urging us to actively support the article at Geneva

and expressing concern that the Co Chairmen might adopt a

different version ad referendtmi. It now developed that the

Ip'rom Geneva, tel.. 4271, June 17, 1967, Secret,
2From Getneva, tel. 4273, June 17, 1967, Secret/Limdis
3To Geneva, tel. 215315, June 23, 1967, Secret.
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Germans were not satisfied with the first amendments alternative,

since it would give the veto only to the nuclear parties. They

also wished to know why we had dropped from article III our

previous language on the exchange of nuclear material and O

equipment by international organizations.

Mr. Fisher replied that the commitments in Rusk's letter

to Brandt still stood. The FRG position on amendments had not

been consistent or clear, and v̂ e had already told the Soviets

that we preferred the first alternative. He noted that the

FRG did not take into account that some Euratom members besides O

France would always have a veto under the second alternative.

He explained that the FRG should not be concerned about dropping 

the reference to international organizations, since the present

language contained the phrase "alone or in cooperation with

other states,"! O
Rusk-Gromyko talks

■ In the meantime, Premier Kosygin and Foreign Minister 

Gromyko had come to the United States for the General Assembly

special session on the Middle East. Secretary of State Rusk

ITo Geneva, tel. 215891, June 24, 1967, Secret. For theRusk letter, see above, p.
O
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had several talks vjith Gromyko on the non proliferation treaty.

Mr. Gromyko told him on June 21 that it would be better to

submit a complete draft treaty than to leave article III blank.

He said that control should be handled by international organiza

tions, not blocs. He suggested that the Euratom countries would

come around in time.

Secretary Rusk pointed out that other countries were 

unhappy because they did not have a draft to discuss. He said

that the Euratom countries could not accept the Soviet safe­

guards proposal because of the French veto. He also raised the

question of duration and noted that some countries wanted a 25

year limit. Mr. Gromyko commented that the treaty must be for a

long period of time.^

Tvjo days later, Secretary Busk said that there vjould be

three principal problems after the draft treaty was tabled:

(1) assurances for India, (2) duration, and (3) nuclear disar

mament. We had a constitutional problem with the Soviet

assurances proposal and would prefer a Security Council resolu

tion. Mr. Gromyko said that the assurances should be connected

C

^ Memcon Rusk, Gromyko, et a],., June 21, 1967, Secret/Exdis;C to' Geneva, tels. 214594, June 22,, 1967, Sccret/Nodis, and 214617,
June 22, 1967, Secrct/Exdis.

-

­

-

­

­

-



          

      

     

    

        

       

      

     

          

    

       

          

       

         

        

    

   

     

          

      
     

in some way \'?ith the treaty and applicable to non-nuclear

countries in general, rather than India specifically. He

agreed with Rusk that the treaty should.be completed by October.

He rejected Rusk 's appeal for Soviet acceptance of safeguards. o
The Secretary repeatedly urged the need for early action,

and Mr. Gromyko did not exclude the possibility of tabling the

treaty with a blank article III, as we had proposed.^

At Rusk's suggestion, Kr. Gromyko discussed safeguards vjlth

Couve de Murvillej vjho told him that Prance v/oiild not stop the

other Euratom countries from accepting IAEA safeguards. Secretary

Rusk was not sure that Couve could make the final decision and

suggested that Kosygin might take the question up with de Gaulle

himself. He made another appeal for Soviet acceptance of

safeguards, but Mr. Gromyko made it quite clear that this was

completely out of the question. He acknowledged that the

treaty was discriminatory, but this was inherent in the treaty

and should be simply acknoX 7ledged.

Getting back to security assurances, Secretary Rusk said

that it was one thing to make a statement to make the Indians

l Memcon Rusk Gromyko, June 23, 1957, Secret/Exdis. For
the Soviet assurances proposal, see above, p.
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feel better and quite another thing to provide for action. It

V70uld be a very serious problem for us to make a commitment that

might involve conflict witli the USSR, e.g., if the Soviets

supported China in a Sino Indian conflict. He did not care to

have a nuclear war with the USSR just to have the Indians

sign the non proliferation treaty. Mr. Gromyko said that such

fioubts should not arise on the basis of the Soviet proposal,

which did not go beyond existing Charter obligations. He

thought that the Indians would prefer parallel declarations by

^ the United States ?nd USSR to a Security Council resolution.

Noting that the United Kingdom and France vjere also nuclear

powers. Secretary Rusk replied that he could not yet give a

positive answer and that v?e were still studying the question. 1

Safeguards (l)

As Secretary Rusk had indicated, v?e did not think that

Gromyko's report of his talk v?ith Couve settled the French

problem. On June 26, Mr. Fisher told Ambassador Lucet that

France, as a Euratom member, would be involved in the applica

tion of the treaty even though she did not sign it and that

“ 231

P
^ ^ Memcon Rusk, Gromyko, e t a l . J u n e 2/, 1967, Secret/Exdis;

circ. tel, 219533, June 30, 1967, Secret/Limdis.
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^To ParlSj tel. 216259^ June 26, I 9 6 7 , ConfIdential/Llmdis.
2to Geneva and ParlSj tel. 219715j> June 30, 196?j> Secret/

Limdis.
Sproii] Brussels, tel,. l4, July 3, 19^7, Secret/Limdls.

O

o

we were Interested in the French attitude toward the juridical
role of Euratoffl. He gave the Ambassador an Informal memorandum
asking vjhether v/e could" assume that Prance would not object to
the application of IAEA safeguards to nuclear facilities on the
territories of other Euratom mem.bers, whether they were owned by
these states or by Euratom. ¥e also wanted to know about the
French attitude toward French or p]uratom owned peaceful nuclear
facilities in Prance.^

Three days later. Ambassador Lucet informed Fisher that
France coiild not take an official position on safeguards until
there was an agreed text. Nevertheless, France would not object
to any of the other Euratom countries making bilateral arrange- O
ments with IAEA for accepting IAEA safeguards. France herself
would not accept them on any nuclear installations on French
territory or participate in Euratom arrangements with IAEA.
He said that this was what Couve had told Gromyko. He was not
clear on the question of Euratom-owned facilities.^ At Brussels,
U.S. Ambassador Schaetzel reported that French refusal to
participate in Euratom arrangements with IAEA vjould m.ake a O
multilateral agreement impossible and that none of the Euratom
countries would be willing to make bilateral agreement s.3

O
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He was Instructed to avoid "speculation about possible Implica
tion of Imprecise /WrencY^ replies" pending further clarlflca-

1

C

c

tlon.
At the Co-Chairmen's meeting of July 5^ Mr. Poster told

Roshchln that v/e were still not entirely clear on the French
attitude. He urged the Soviets to reconsider our article III
and pointed out that It was based on three principles: (l)
mandatory safeguards for all non-nuclear parties, (2) bilateral
or multilateral safeguards agreements between the non-nuclear
parties and IKEA, and (3) assistance to IAEA from existing
multilateral safeguards systemis^ provided that IAEA satisfied
Itself that nuclear material was not diverted to nuclear weapons
or other nuclear explosive devices.

Ambassador Roshchln replied that the Soviets accepted our
first principle and would study the second. They could not accept
the third principle if it meant parallel systems. They were
not trying to liquidate Euratom but wanted only one safeguards
system in the treaty. They had three objections to our draft
article: (l) It permitted more than one safeguards system^
(2) it applied only to nuclear "material" and not to "facilities/'
and (3) it did not explicitly cover all nuclear activities.^

iTo Brusselsj tel. 3098j Ju.ly 7 j 1 9 ^ 7 Secret.
2circ. te],. 224, July 3;, I967. Secret; from Geneva., tels

^ l\6 . July^5, 19 6 7. Secrot/and I'S, July 5. 196?, Secret/Exdls.
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The Benelux countries, though less mistrustful of the treaty
than the Germans and Italians, v;ere equally interested in protect
ing the interests of Euratom. In July they began to discuss
a possible alternative among themselves. The Belgians suggested
the following text:

For-the purpose ol' providing assurance that source
or special fissionable material is not diverted to nuclear
weapons or other nuclear explosive devices in violation of
Articles I and II:

1. Each non-nuclear weapon State Party to this
Treaty undertakes to accept, at least as far as appropriate
for t?'iepurpose of this Article, the safeguards of the
International Atom^ic Energy Agency in force on the day that
this Treaty is open for signature, on source or special
fissionable materials in all peaceful nuclear activities
v/ithin its territory or under its jurisdiction. In cooperat
ing v/ith any non-nuclear weapon State with respect to peace
ful nuclear activities within the territory or under the
jurisdiction, each Party to this Treaty undertakes not to
provide:

(a ) Source or special fissionable material
unless that materia], shall be subject to such
safeguards; or

(b ) PJquipment or material especially designed or
prepared for the processing, use or production of spe
cial fissionable material unless the special fission
able material shall be subject to such safeguards.
2. An agreement with the International Atomic Energy

Agency pi^oviding for an effective application of the safe
guards required by this Article shall be entered into by
each non nuclear vjeapon State Party to this Treaty, either
individually or in association with other States as appears
more convenient for the furtherance of the purpose of this
Article.

3. The safeguards required by this Ai'“ticle shall be
impj.emented in a manner designed to avoid hampering the

23T O
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economic or technological development of the Parties con
cerned or contravening prior international obligations xvhich
they have entered into. In particular^ nothing in this
Treaty shall prejudice the rights of the Parties to parti
cipate in the international exchange of nuclear material and
equj.pment for the processing, use or production of nuclear
material for peaceful purposes, under the appropriate
safeguards required by this Article.

The Belgians anticipated that neither the U.S. nor the Soviet
drafts would prevail and that pressure vjould mount for a compro
mise. If their proposal v;as adopted, the non nuclear members of
Ey.ratom v;ould not ratify the treaty until Euratom had concluded
a satisfactory agreement with IAEA. Since Euratom would be
negotiating with IAEA on equal terms, there wouD.d be no danger
of a "guillotine" situation arising.! The Benelux countries
VJere also discussing a Dutch draft and a "compromise" betv;een
the Dutch and Belgian proposals.'^

At the Co-Chairmen's m.eetlng of August 7, Mr. Foster pointed
out that IAEA was authorized by its Statute to enter into agree
ments with other organizations. He suggested that the terms
"bilateral or mul.tilateral" might meet the Soviet desire to avoid

^ explicit reference to another safeguards system. IAEA could and
should use the Euratom material accounting system since the
alternative v/ould be costly duplication. He explained that our

Iprom Geneva, tel. 328, July 27, 196Y) Secret/Limdis; to
Bonn and Bi’ussels, tel, l4f;12, July 31, 19^7. Secrot/Llmdis.

2to Bonn and Brussels, tel.. 1^511, July 31j 19^7, Secret/
Limdls. For preliminary U.S. reactions, see tel. 1^510 to Bonn
and Bi’ussels, July 31j 3 9̂ 7, Secret/Limdis.
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draft mentioned "matei’ials" rather than "facilities" because It
was the materials that could be made Into nuclear weapons. IAEA
safeguards weî e not In fact applied to facilities unless they
either contained or v/ould contain materials. Ambassador Roshchln
had no new instructions. He was interested in the "bilateral or
multilateral" .suggestion^ hovjever^ and suggested that the tv;o O
delegations start drafting a compromise article on the "expert
level.

The Soviets now showed interest in a compromise. Soviet
Ambassador Suslov told Porter (U.K.) that he recognized the use
fulness of Euratom in keeping the Germans fromi making nuclear
weapons and considered that Belgian or Dutch Inspectors would
probably be reliable in checking German plants. The Soviet ^
Union v;as prepared to accomodate Euratom^ although article III
should specifically mention only IAEA safeguards. He thought
that some language could be added to the Soviet draft to take
care of Euratom without expressly mentioning that organization^
perhaps by using som.e of the Belgian ideas. ^

Prom his talks with the SovietSj the Belgian observer in ^
Geneva concluded that the Soviets would accept the following prin
ciples: (l) Application of existing IAEA safeguards v/ithout change^,
but only to the extent required to verify compliance with

Iprom Geneva^ tel. 433, Aug. 7^ 19&7, Secret/Llmdis.
^Frora Geneva, tel. 5^6, Aug. 17, 19^7j Secret/Llmdis, O
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articles I and 11^ (2) an uiidertaklng to make "bilateral or
multilateral" arrangements v/ith lAEÂ , (3) an lAEA-Euratom agree
ment permitting IAEA verification of Euratom records^ and (4)
allowing Euratom countries to defer ratification until.an agree
ment v/ith IAEA had been concluded.^ The Belgians now attempted
to arrange a Euratom meeting to consider the problem. The
Germans repled that they would not be interested unless the
French participated.^ The French refused^ and the project was
dropped.^

Security assurances (l)
The Indians continued to demand a "credible" security

guarantee. After the Chinese thermonuclear test of June 19^
they declared that the problem had acquired a "fresh sense of
urgency."^' Privately, they wanted a positive assurance and
took no interest in the Kosygin proposal. Six of t?ie seven other

Iprom Geneva, tel. 5^6, Aug, 17, 19^7, Secret/Limdis
2prom Geneva, tel. 59̂ 1 j Aug. 22, 19^7j Secret/Limdis
3Prom Geneva, tel. 7^7^ Sept. 8, 1967^ Secret/Limdis
From Geneva, tel. 67O, Aug. 30, 19^7^ Secret/Limdis
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nonaligned members of the ENDG wanted to Include the Kosygin
proposal or som,e non-use provision In the treaty. Sweden,,
however^ did not favor this because of the political difficulties
it would pose for the United States.^ General Burns (Canada)
said on August 3 that it would be difficult to include security

IProm Canada^ tel. 4.5l8j June 29, 196J, Confidential.
^ ' i l i j 4 ° ° ^ i 9 21 _ £ Treaty on the Nonprolifer£iticni bf 'ĵV.i'cle'ar V/eapohU;. p. Jb.
^JTUid.j p. yti.

O
guarantees in the treaty and suggested that a General Assembly

presolution with other assurances would be a better approach.

Nuclear disarmament
Indian Ambassador Trivedi wanted the non-proliferation

treaty to ban the manufacture of nuclear weapons.and obligate
the nuclear povjers to negotiate a program to reduce them. Mrs. O
Myrdal favored a "package" comiprising the non-proliferation
treaty^ a comprehensive test ban^ and a fissionable materials
production cutoff. She regretted that there vjas little chance
of adopting the latter measures. Both Lord Chalfont and General
Burns stated that the non proliferation treaty would not last
long unless it was followed by nuclear disarmament measuresj
although they did not advocate including them in the treaty.3

Fanfani fissionable m.aterials proposal
On August 1̂ Italian Foreign Minister Fanfani proposed

O
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that the nuclear powers agree to transfer fissionable materials
for peaceful purposes to the non-nuclear nations. The materials
would be sold at prices below the world market^ and part of the
payments v/ould go Into the U.N. fund for developing countries.^

Our delegation commented that Panfanl was asking the United
States and the USSR to pay an expensive "bribe" for non-nuclear
adherence to the treaty and that vje vjould probably have to pay
â greater price than the USSR. It found that the disadvantages
outweighed the advantages and called the proposal an "unrealistic
and unvjorkable grandstand play for non aligned audiences."^

Washington agreed that the proposal v/as "disadvantageous on
balance" but said that we should avoid offending the Italians.
.ACDA told the Italians In Washington that the proposal raised
very serious p roblems.3 The Soviets also disliked the proposal
but preferred to let others kill It."̂
Draft treaty of August 24, I967

Although Foreign Minister Gromyko had told Rusk on June 27
that his government would soon approve the June 7 draft,5 Moscov/
VJalted six weeks before taking action. The delay was apparently
related to the Middle Eastern crisis. At Geneva, the Soviets

klhld., pp. 76 7 7 .
Prom Geneva, tel. 467, Aug„ 9, 19^7^ Confidential.
3To Geneva, tel, 27261, Aug. 25, 1967^ Confidential.
^B'rom Geneva, tel. 467, Aug, 9, 1967^ Confidential.5Memcon Rusk, Gromyko, et al., June 27, 1967^ Secret/Exdls.
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privately told our delegation that the final decision was being
deferred until the General Assembly had adopted a resolution on
the Middle East, Since Mosccv; found it embarrassing to table
the non proliferation treaty at this time^ they were considering
submitting a separate but identical text.^

On August 7^ Mr. Poster told Roshchin that he v/ould have to
return to Washington in tv/o days for Senate appropriation hearings
but would come back to Geneva promptly if the USSR agreed to table

pthe draft. He had just arrived in Washington vjhen Ambassador
Roshchin informed Bunn in Geneva that Moscov; had approved the
June 7 draft with some changes. The Soviets accepted the pream
bular clause on automated safeguards and the second alternative O
on amendments^ i.e., the version giving the veto to all IAEA
Board members. They also accepted our language on peaceful
application of nuclear energy. They proposed a new version of
the preambular paragraph on general and complete disarmament, which
specifically mentioned the elimination of national stockpiles of
nuclear v/eapons.

Ambassador Roshchin said that the Soviets were v;illing to O
leave security assurances out of the treaty and to discuss this
problem v;ith us after the draft v;as tabled. He suggested that
the Soviet ideas could be embodied in a joint statement, declara-
■tion, or U.N. resolution. Observing that we v;ould not consider

Iprom Geneva> tel. 1Q9, July 17, 1967. Secret/Lirndis. ^
2From Goneva, tel. 433. Aug. 7. 1967., Secret/Limdis.
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the Kosygin forinulci In a different forin'atj Mr. Bunn suggested
that the draft the Soviets had given Jha In April came closer to
something the two sides could accept.

In V/ashington^, Mr. Poster immediately informed the President
and the Secretary of State. He publicly announced that he v/as
returning to Geneva and hoped that it would soon be possible to
table a draft treaty with a blank for the safeguards article.3

24l ..

Informed in advance about this statement^, Ambassador Roshchin
'' Liobjected to any publicity at this point.

Since the Soviets declined to table the draft treaty as a
joint document^ it was submitted to the ENDC on August 24 in the
form of separate but Identical American and Soviet texts. The
preamble contained clauses on facilitating the application of
IAEA safeguards, supporting the automation of safeguards, and
sharing the benefits of peaceful nuclear explosive devices. It
also included a declaration of intention to stop the nuclear arms
race and to achieve nuclear disarmament pursuant to a treaty of
general and complete disarmament under effective International
control. It stated that the treaty would not affect the right of
states to conclude regional denuclearization treaties.

The first tv;o articles contained the basic non proliferation
obligations of nuclear weapon and non nuclear v/eapon states.

^From Geneva^ tel. 48o, Aug, 11, 19^7, Secret/Exdls.
For the Aprj.l draft, see above, pp.

^Foster, m.emoranda to President and Secretary of State, Aug„
10, 19oJ, Secret, vnth attached draft pubJic statement by Foster,
no classification; draft treaty, Aug. 10, 1967, Secret, and draft
preambular paragraph on general and complete disarmament. Confidential,

SDocuments on Disa.T’rnament, 1967, pp. 323 330.
4prom 'GcnevaV^'tei r'TSlT, 'Augril, I967', Secret/Llmdls.
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Article III, dealing with safeguards, was left blank. The fourth
article assured the rights of the parties to develop nuclear
energy for peaceful put'poses. The fifth article permitted
amendments with the consent of a majority of the parties, includ
ing the nuclear v/eapon parties and all parties that belonged to
the IAEA Board of Governors. There would be a revievj conference
five years after the treaty entered into force. Article VI
contained the provisions on signature, ratification, accession,
and entry into force. The seventh article provided that the treaty
would be of unlimited duration but permitted withdrawal on three
m*onths' notice if "extraordinary events, relating to the subject
matter of this Treaty" jeopardized the "supreme interests" of a O
party. The eighth article dealt with official languages.^

President Johnson publicly declared that submission of the
draft treaty brought us to "the final and most critical stage"
of the non proliferation effort. At Geneva, the Co-Chairmen
informed the EN.DC that they w'ould continue their discussions on
safeguards and security assurances. The Chinese Communists
predictably attacked the treaty as a "hoax" and an example of O

2American Soviet "collusion."
When the draft treaty v?as tabled, vje sent out a circular

aide-memoire in which we expressed the hope that the draft treaty.

^International Negotlata_ons on the Treaty on the Nonprolifei a
tion of Nuclear VIcavons . pp. 'f8’79, 1T6 1'̂ 9•

^2T^i^7'p'p. 79-So7' ( J
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after consideration by the ENDC and other governments, vjould
result in a treaty that would be signed and ratified by '̂ the
greatest possible number of nations." Explaining the basic
rationale of the treaty, we said:

The United States is convinced^ along with most other
natlonsj that the proliferation of nuclear weapons vjould
heighten international tensions, increase the danger of
nuclear war and diminish the security of all natilons. For
over tvjenty years,, the United States has sought assiduously
to achieve international agreements leading to the elimina
tion of nuclear weapons in all countries. Despite these
efforts, additjonal countries have obtained nuclear weapons.

, The threat of further spread of these weapons caused great
concern in the international community and has prompted
a series of Ul'JGA resolutioxis which have now culminated in
the present draft treaty on non-proliferation of nuclear
weapons.1

ENDC procedures
After the draft treaty v/as tabled, the Co-Chairmen vjere

faced vjith the tasks of reaching agreement on safeguards and
security assurances and of dealing with amendments proposed by
other ENDC delegations or by governments outside the ENDC.
Although both knew that their v/ork would take some time to com
plete, t^iey wished to finish it before adjourning the current
ENDC session. It was usual, hov^ever, for the ENDC to recess
before the General Assembly convened in September,^ and there
was some sentiment in the nonaligned delegations and the U.N.
Secretariat for moving the ENDC to New York. Mr. Poster insisted

^Clrc. agm. CA 15‘̂̂ 5̂ Aug. 24, 196?;. Secret, with enclosed
alde memoii'e,' Confidential.

2ln 1962, however, the U,S. U,K.-USSR test-ban subcommittee
continued to meet in Geneva after the pl.enary ENDC recessed.
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on keeping it In Geneva.^

The question of procedure came up In a New York meeting
betv/een Rusk and Gromyko (September 27) ^ where Mr. Poster said
that the treaty could be discussed In the First Committee of the
General Assembly after the ENDC had finished Its work. He anti
cipated that the First Committee could take up the treaty In
November. Concerned about the possibility of an extended General
Assembly debate, Mr. Gromyko did not exclude the possibility
of having the treaty signed In the ENDC.^

On September 29, Mr. Fisher told Roshchln In Geneva that
he believed the ENDC should remain in session as long as
necessary, until article III had been vjorked out and the non
aligned. amendments had been considered. Ambassador Roshchln
agreed but noted that some nonaligned representatives w'ould
wish to go to New York for the General Assembly.^ it was then
hoped that the ENDC could finish Its work by the end of October,
when the First Coramlttee of the General Assem.bly usually reached
the disarmament question on its agenda. Unfortunately, there
proved to be considerable slippage in the Geneva schedule.

^From Geneva, tel. 686, Aug, 31, 1967, Secret.
2Memcon Rusk, Gromyko, et al., Sept. 27, 1967, Secret/Exdis.
SFrora Geneva, tel. 1026, Sept. 29, 1967^ Secret.
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Ainendments to the draft ti^eaty
The Co Chairmen received many proposals for amendments^

both from ENDC members and from such other Interested nations
as Japan. Since they wished to make the treaty as v.’ldely accept
able as possible^ they gave careful consideration to all these
suggestions. VJhlle they were not prepared to make changes In
articles I and II, there were few v;ho v/lshed to amend these
articles.
* Brazilian amendments Brazil, how'ever, v;lshed to amend

articles I and II to remove the ban on the development and use of
peaceful nuclear explosive devices by non nuclear states and to
obligato the nuclear powers to channel savings from nuclear
disarmament to developing countries through a special U.N. fund.
The nuclear powers would undertake to negotiate a nuclear
disarmament treaty at the earliest possible date. A revised
peaceful-uses article would permit all parties to develop peace
ful nuclear explosive devices. The revlevj conference vjould
particularly deal with fulfilment of the proposed obligation to
conclude a nuclear disarmament treaty. The Brazilians proposed
their own version of an article safeguarding the rights of
partl es to make regional treaties. Like the Romanians, they

C
^The public ENDC debate on all amendiTients is revlev^ed in

International Negotiations on the Treaty on the Nonproliferation
of Muc 1ear Weapons, pp.. '5'l' 91.
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would not make amendments binding on parties that did not ratify
them, and they v/ould delete the requirement that a v/lthdravjlng
state give an explanation to the Security Council,^'

British amendment On November 22 the British renewed their
proposal to Include both the "purposes of the Preamble and the
provisions of the Treaty" In the purview of the review confer- O
ence.^

Burmese comments Although the Burmese did not submit any
formal .amendments^ they proposed a number of changes. The Burmese
representative advocated a disarmament article obligating the
nuclear powers to take several "tangeble steps" toward disarma
ment; a comprehensive test ban, a fissionable materials cutoff,
a halt to nuclear-weapons production, a nuclear delivery vehicles O
freeze, and the "progressive reduction and final destruction of
all stockpiles of nuclear weapons and carriers." He favored
periodic review conferences and international control for the
nuclear activities of all signatory countries. And he maintained
that the treaty Itself should provide the necessary security
assurances to non-nuclear countries.3

Indian comments Indian Ambassador Trlvedl made some very
negative comments about the draft treaty. lie criticized article

O
^■Documents on Disarmament, 19^7^ pp. 5‘̂6 5^l7
^Ibid., p. 59 5.
3lbld., pp. 459 466.
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3̂ for* failing to deal with the foreign deployment of nuclear
weapons and the training of foreign troops in their use. He
also considered it defe ctive because it did not prohibit assis
tance by one nuclear power to another. All parties should under
take not to manufacture or otherwise acquire nuclear weapons.
International controls should apply to all parties and not only
to the non nuclear countries. Finally^ there should be an
article affirming the solemn desire of the nuclear powers "to
undertake meaningful measures of disarmament^ particularly of
nuclear disarmament."^

Italian amendment As indicated above, Italy had alv/ays
, questioned the unlimited duration provision.^ On October 24,

Ambassador Caracciolo submitted a formal amendment which pro
vided that the treaty should "have a duration of X years" and
then be renewed automatically for any party vjhich had not
given notice of its intention to withdrav;,^

Japanese amendments In a letter to the Co Chairmen, the
Japanese proposed that review conferences be held every five

C years and that the Co-Chairmen add a provision for a preparatory
commission to make appropriate arrangements.^ A similar proposal
had previously been discussed in NA T O .5

^■Ibid., pp. 430 440.
2See above, pp.
3lT0cuments on Disarmament, 19^7, pp. 527 529.
JiFrom Goneva, tel. 12047"'Oct. l4, I967, Secret
5S2o above, pp.
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Mexican amendments On September 19^ Mexico proposed several

amendments. It VJished to revise the peaceful-uses article so
that it would positively express the right of parties to partici
pate in the fullest possible exchange of information and that
those parties in a position to do so would have "the duty to
contribute" to the further development of nuclear energy for ^
peaceful purposes. In order to assure the right of parties to
enjoy the benefits of peaceful nuclear explosion services^
Mixlco proposed a nev; treaty article. This provided that assis
tance in carrying out peaceful nuclear explosions should be
"I'equested and channeled through appropriate international
bodies" on a non discriminatory basis. Mexico v/anted regional
denuclearization to be covered in an operative treaty article
rather than in a preambular paragraph.

Each nuclear vjeapon State Party to this Treaty under
takes to pursue negotiations in good faithj v;ith all speed
and perseverance, to arrive at further agreements regarding
the prohibition of all nuclear weapon tests, the cessation
of the manufacture of nuclear v;eapons, tlie liquidation of
all their exlBtlng stockpiles, the elimination from national
arsenals of nuclear weapons and the means of their delivery,
as well as to reach agreement on a Treaty on General and
Complete Disarmament under strict and effective Interna
tlonal control,

Ambassador Castaneda explained that the existing preambular
provision did not mention the comprehensive test ban at all and
referred to nuclear disai'mament only in the context of general

O
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and complete disarmament. He thought that some 60 nations should
have to adhere to the treaty before it became effective. He
also suggested that two nuclear powers and two non nuclear nations
be designated as depository governments.^

Nigerian amendments On November 2 the Nigerians proposed
a series of amendments covering security assurances^ peaceful
uses of nuclear energy^ and grounds for withdrawal. The nuclear
parties would be obligated to come to the aid of any non nuclear
state which was "threatened or attacked with nuclear v/eapons."
Each party vjould undertake to cooperate "directly or through the
IAEA" with others in developing nuclear technology for peaceful
purposes and in the exchange of scientific and technological
information. Through the lAEAj the nuclear parties would provide
the non nuclear parties with "full scientific and technological
information" on the spinoff from nuclear explosives research.
The nuclear parties would also provide facilities for scientists
from non nuclear parties to collaborate vjith their scientists
who vjere working on nuclear explosives devices. Each party would
report to the IAEA on its cooperation with others in the peace
ful uses of nuclear energy. An additional ground for withdrawal
would be "the failure by a State or group of States to adhere
to the Treaty," if this jeopardized the balance of pov/er in an area.^

^Documents on D i s a r m a m e n t 1967^ pp. 39'̂ '' 0̂1
2lbid., pp. 5 5 7 558T "
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Romanian amendments Romania was the onl.y Communist member

of the ENDG that did not support the draft treaty. On October
19, Ambassador Ecobesco proposed a nujnber of changes in the
preamble and several amendments to the body of the treaty. The
latter Included a new article by which the nuclear powers would
undertake "to adopt specific measures to brj.ng about as soon, O
as possible the cessation of the manufacture of nuclear v;eapons
and the reduction and destruction of nuclear weapons and the
means of their delivery." If these measures were not adopted in
five years, the parties v/ould review the situation and "decide on
the measures to be taken." Another nev; article would obligate
the nuclear parties not to use nuclear weapons against non
nuclear parties. The words "on a basis of equality" would be
added to the peaceful-uses article. Ajnendments to the treaty
would become effective only for those that ratified them, rather
than for all parties as provided in the draft treaty. Review
conferences would be held every fjve years. Wlthdravjing states
would not be required to inform the Security Council of the
reasons for their action, as the draft treaty required.^

Swedish amendment Sweden proposed a safeguards article
providing for IAEA safeguards on all international transfers of

O

llbid., pp. 5 2 1 526.

O

— 

-

­

-

-



    

          

        

      

       
     

        
     

       
     

      
      

       

       

        
       

          

        

   

  
       

         
  

fisslonable materials. IAEA safeguards would be fully applied
to the nuclear activities of the non nuclear states^ and the
nuclear powers would undertake to cooperate in facilitating the
gradual application of IAEA safeguards to their peaceful activi
ties.!

Swiss aide memoire In an aide-memoire to the Co Chairmen,
the Si'Jiss Governjnent requested a more precise definition of
certain terms in articles I and II and expressed its vlevjs on
safeguards. It suggested a treaty article on peaceful nuclear
explosive devices. In the Swiss view_, the treaty should be of
limited duration and include a security guarantee for non-nuclear
parties. There should also be a mandatory arbitration procedure

2for disputes over the interpretation of treaty provisions.
UAR amendments The UAR wished to close alleged "loopholes"

in the:first two articles. It proposed to amend the first article
to obligate each nuclear power to insure that no person or organi
zation under its jurisdiction promoted proliferation. It would
add to the second article a ban on assistance by one non-nuclear
state toanother. Plnally, it proposed a new treaty article
incorporating the Kosygin non-use formula.^

C

^Ibid., p. 368.
2lbid., pp. 572 57^K The Swiss aide-memoire was circulated

as an ENDG document, but the Co-Chairmen made no formal reply.
3lbid., pp. 421 ^128.

- - -

-

­

-

­

-
-



 

      

      

       

      

         

     
        

  
      

      

       
  

       

       

        

     

      
       

     
        

    

    
      

       
       

— " ' 252-; Q

While the Brazilian, Burmese, Indianyand Swedish proposals'
vjere obviously unacceptable, the Co-Chairmen found others more
promising,^ They gave particularly close attention to the Mexican
amendments and eventually made significant changes in the draft
treaty. Our delegation did not think that vje could accept the
Mexican peaceful uses amendment as it stood, since it "would O
appear /to/ comjnit us to an open-ended obligation to contribute
to / t h ^  development of nuclear energy in non nuclears."
Accordingly, it recommended, changing "duty to contribute" to
"cooperate in contributing." If the Soviets rejected this, we
could alter the language so that parties would simply have the
right to contribute.^

The delegation thought that it was inadvisable to have a
precise treaty obligation on peaceful nuclear expl.osion services,
as Mexico proposed. The Mexican language could be interpreted
as excluding bilateral agreements and requiring the nuclear parties
to provide excavating and engineering services, besides furnish
ing and detonating the explosive devices. Since the nonaligned
nations were likely to v:elcome the Mexican proposal, however, we

O

might add a treaty article committing the parties to negotiate a
separate agreement on peaceful nuclear explosion services. ^

O
^The Italian and Sv/edish amendments involved the problems

of duration and safeguards, which are considered below, pp.
Sprom Geneva, tel. 1002, Sept. 28, 19^7, Confidential.
3From Geneva, tel. 1003. Sept. 28, 19^7j Confidential. o
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The delegation saw no objection to the Mexican proposal on
regional denuclearization.^' It reported that there vjas widespread
sentiment for a treaty article on disarmament. The Mexican pro
posal, however, specifically referred to the comprehensive test
ban and. the delegation thought that It would be better for us to
oppose listing any specific measures. It recommended language
which v/ould distinguish between measures to halt the nuclear
arms race and complete nuclear disarmament, which would still be
linked with a treaty on general and complete disarmament, as in
the existing preamble:

Each nuclear v.'eapon State Party to this Treaty under
takes to pursue negotiations in good faith to achieve addi
tional tangible steps to halt the nuclear arras race, includ
ing the limitation and reduction of stocks, of nuclear
weapons and their means of delivery , and to reach agreement
on the cessation of the m.anufacture of nucleai’ weapons,
the liquidation of all their existing stockpiles, and the
elimination from national ai'senals of nuclear weapons and the
means of their del.ivery pursuant to a treaty on general and
complete disarmament under strict and effective international
control.^
Before he had received any instructions on these recommenda

tions, Mr. Fisher had a preliminary discussion vflth Roshchln.
The Soviet representative agreed with Fisher's personal view that
"duty to contribute" was unacceptable in the Mexican peaceful uses
amendment. He also agreed that it would be desirable to Include
a treaty article on peaceful nuclear explosive services. Mr.

Iprom Gdneva, tel, 1004, Sept. 28, 196?, Confidential.
2p.rora Geneva, tel. 1005, Sept, 28, 196Y, Confidential.

V'Jithia tlie U„S. Government, both the JC3 and the AEC were now
opposed to a co.i:prehenGlve test ban (see below, chapter G) ,
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Plsher suggested a tz^eaty article of the kind he had recommended
to Washington.

Both agreed that it would be undesirable to Include specific
measures in the disarmament article^ and Ambassador Roshchln
suggested the following language:

Each nuclear v/eapon State Party to this Treaty under O
takes to pursue negotiations in good faith^ with all speed
and perseverance^ to arrive at further agreements regarding
the cessation of the nuclear arms race and nuclear as well
as to reach agreement on a treaty on general and complete
disarmament under strict and effective international control.
Instructions were sent to Geneva on October 5 . Washington

approved the delegation’s recommendation on the peaceful-uses
amendment but suggested as an additional alternative that parties
might be "encouraged" to contribute. Since there v/ere objections
to "negotiating a separate agreement" on peaceful nuclear explo
sive services, it suggested the follovjing alternative:

Each Party to this Treaty undertakes to cooperate to
insure that potential benefits from any peaceful application
of nuclear explosions will be made available through appro
priate international procedures to non nuclear v/eapon States
Party to this Treaty on a non discriminatory basis and that
the charge to such parties for the explosive devices used
will be as lov/ as possible and exclude any charge for.
research and development.

It believed that this would meet the objection posed by the
British, who had told us that they did not expect to be in a

O

O
^From Geneva tel. 1055 Oct. 2, I967, Secret/Limdis.
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c
position to provide nuclear explosive services. The proposed ■
language v/ould also give the non nuclear nations a voice and
create "an undertaking to cooperate vrtiich might be useful in
connection with a possible future amendment to the limited
test-ban treaty dealing with PNF',D's."

Washington also proposed the following alternative article on
disarmament:

Each of the Parties to thiS'Treaty undertakes to
pursue negotiations in good faith (l) to arrive at fur

, ther verifiable agreements regarding the cessation of the
nuclear.arms race and regarding disarmament, as well as
(ll) to reach agreement on general and complete disarmament
under^ strict and effective international control.

It considered this language preferable to Roshchin’s suggestion.^C Mr. Fisher gave Roshchin these pj«oposals t\vo days later.
Ambassador Roshchin concurred in the Mexican regional denucleari
zatj.on article and said that he v/ould refer our redraft of the
peaceful uses amendment to Moscow. He said that he would consj.der
our redraft of the amendment on peaceful nuclear explosive
services. But he strenuously objected to the v/ord "verifiable"
in the disarmament article and argued that there might well be •C future "mutual example" agreements which vjould not need to be
verified. Mr. Fisher explained that "verifiable" did not
necessarily mean "international control/' since some measures
might be verified by national means, as was true of. the limited

^To Geneva,, tel. 132, Oct. 5j 19̂ 57, Secret.
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^Frorn Geneva, tel. 1121. Oct. 1, 1967, Secret. Mr. Fisher
did not include the numera]s in the text of the disarmament
article. For the fissionable materials "cutbacks/' see below,
chapter F.

^From Geneva, tel. Il40, Oct, 10, 196'J, Secret.

O
test-ban treaty and the outer-space treaty. Moreover, "mutual
example" measures v;ere not "agreements," as was shown by the
fissionable materials ".cutbacks" of 1964.^

Later, the Soviet delegation told U3 that it could not
recommend our draft on peaceful nuclear exp>losive devices to
Moscovj, since it did not think the nonaligned nations would agree
to language omitting reference to an "appropriate international
body" or procedures to be established in a "special agreement."
When Mr. De Palma objected that we did not yet knov; v;hether there
would be one international body and one special agreement, or
several of each, the Soviets proposed revised language to allov;

pfor both possibilities. VJashington proposed the following
language:

Each Party to this Treaty undertakes to cooperate to
insure that potential benefits from any peaceful applica
tions of nuclear explosions v;ill be made available through
appropriate international procedures to non nuclear weapon
States Party to this Ti'eaty on a non discriminatory basis
and that the charge to such Parties for the explosive
devices used vrill be as low as possible and exclude any
charge for research and development. It is understood that
Parties so desiring may, pursuant to a special agreement or
agreements, obtain any such benefits through an appro
priate internationa.1 body with adequate representation of
non nuclear weapon States.

This would preserve the option of bilateral services. The
delegation was cautioned to say nothing that would foreclose

O

o

o

o
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C
this option and to avoid any public reference to it. It was
also Instructed to avoid any Implication that we v;ere prepared
to elaborate any details of the proposed International body or
the terms of special agreements while th^ non-proliferation
negotiations continued.^

The Soviets remained flately opposed to including the
word "verifiable" in the d:lsarmament article: Mr. DePalma told
them that the word v/as necessary in speaking of agreements.
If the reference to agreements v;as dropped^ hovieverj v;e might
consider alternative language In which the parties would "under
take to pursue negotiations in good faith regarding cessation of
the nuclear arms race and disarmament^ and regarding an agreement
on general and complete dlsarmiament under strict and effective
international control." The Soviets indicated that this might
be acceptable if the word "measures" v/as added after the first
d i s a r m a m e n t 2 V/ashlngton approved a variant of this formula^

^To Geneva, tel. 5^177^ Oct. l4_, 1967^ Secret, AEG cleared ■
the instruction on the understanding that the nevj provision vjould
not restrict"the Commission's conduct of its experimental Plow
share program or applications in the US of peaceful nuclear
exp].osions for peaceful pui^poses," It also wished to include in
Its letter of clearance a statement that the treaty article did
not alter the traditional roles of the US agencies Involved and
that the AEC vjould "continue to have primary responsibility for
establishment and implementation" of International program for
peaceful nuclear explosions. George Bunn and Charles Van Doren
(ACDA/GC) questioned this statement in a conversation v/lth an
AEC X'epresentative and insisted that the issue should be left open
(Bunn to Poster, mem.orandum, Oct. 17, 19^7^ Secret, with attached
lti‘. from Labovrltz (AEG) to Van Doren. Oct. 13, 19^7, Confidential)

^B'rom Geneva, tel. Il40, Oct. lol 1967, Secret.'
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which provided that the parties VDuld negotiate on "effective
measures regarding cessation of tlie nuclear arms race and dis
armament ..." 1

By October 11 there vjas noticeable restlessness among the
Eight, who had not yet heard from the Co-Chairmen on any of O
their amendments and saw no evidence that progress was being
made on safeguards or security assurances. Mr. Fisher asked
Roshchln If he vjould agree to submit the Soviet redraft of the
Mexican peaceful-uses article to the ENDC. Ambassador Roshchj.n
vjas waiting to recommend to Moscovj a complete set of responses
to the Mexican amendments and would not ask for approval of this
article by Itself. He did not object, however, to Individual
statements by the Co-Chairmen that the Mexican amendments were
receiving sympathetic consideration.2

On October l6 our delegation gave the Soviets the revised
language on disai mamont and peaceful nuclear explosions. The
Soviets agreed to recommend our nev/ dlsarmam.ent article to
Moscov; Vvlthout change. They agreed with our vlevj that the bl
lateral option should be kept open in the peaceful nuclear explosloius
article but suggested dropping the words "it is understood that"
at the beginning of the second paragraph.- Our delegation

O

h'.o Geneva, tel. 5243'4, Oct. 11, I967, Secret.
Prom Geneva, tel. II69, Oct. 11, 1£'6y, Secret. The

statements appear in Documents on Disarmament,_pp. 513 521.
S'From Geneva, tel, 12J.0,” 0ct. lb, I967'“Secret.
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requested and received authorj ty to accept this suggestion.,!
but the v;ords remained in the article.

Our delegation also told the Soviets that the Japanese
proposal deserved sympathetic consideration. We thought it

^ preferable^ however^ to have any review conferences after the
first one only if the majority of the parties requested them^
rather than automatically. V/e also thought that the preparatory
commissions might comprise the nuclear parties and the non
nuclear parties vjhich would be on the IAEA Board of Governors
v/hen the conferences v/ere called. The Soviets considered this
promising but suggested that it might be hel.d In reser ve until

^ the treaty came'to the General Assem.bly.^ On October 17, Mr.
Fisher gave Roshchin draft language incorporating our revisions
of the Japanese amendments.3

Our delegation thought that a detailed discussion of the
Romanian amendments "could seriously delay NPT negotiations."
It found all the Romanian preambular changes unacceptable or super
fluous, except for a proposal to add to the IAEA safeguards
c].ause a reference to "bilateral or m.ultilaterai agreements"
and suggested that v;e might take this up v.'ith the Soviets.

C
^Prom Genevaj tel. 1237^ Oct. IJ,1967;, Secret; to Geneva;,

tel. ^6220, Oct. l8, 1967, Secret.
^From Genevaj tel. 12]0^ Oct. I6,19^7, Secret.
3prom Geneva, tel,. 1235̂ , Oct. 1 7 ,I967, Secret.
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The delegation tliought that v;e could maintain that our
redraft of the Mexican da.sarinament article and the Japanese
proposal on periodic revievj conferences took care of the Romanian
dlsai'mament article. VJhile we should oppose the non-use proposal^
the delegation warned that there could be trouble unless we soon O
Initiated discussions with the Soviets on security assurances.
Our redraft of the Mexican peaceful uses amendment should
meet the Romanian point on this question. V/e should try to get
Soviet concurrence in the Romanian amendments formula^ since
this v;as supported by other countries. Our expanded clause on
review conferences should "m.ore than meet" the Romanians on
this point. V/e should oppose the Romanian vjithdi^awal amendment.^
Washington concurred in the delegation’s analysis but believed
that consideration of the preambular safeguards clause could
avjait agreem.ent on article III. It also thought that the Romanian
amendments proposal would require revjordlng and that it should

pnot be allo\ved to hold up reaction to^ the Mexican suggestions.^
On November 2 our delegation informally told the Soviets that

we savj little virtue in the Romanian amendments and that most of
them would be covered by the response to the Mexican suggestions.

Ifi'roiu Geneva, tel. 1301, Oct, 23, 19^7, Confidential.
^To Genova, tel. 67524, Nov. 9i 19^7^ Secret. .
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We thought, however, that it vjould be difficult to oppose the
Romanian changes in the preambular safeguards clause and the
amendments proyj.sion. .Many countries were troubled by the
present amendments provision and as a practical matter the
amending procedure was so diffjcu].t that any amendment vDuld have
to be widely acceptable if it was to be adopted. The Soviets
commented that the safeguards'Clause would be less important
after article III vj'as adopted. They preferred to hold off on
the amendments provision until a later stage of the negotiations.^

A week later, Mr. Poster told Roshchin that it would be
helpful if the Co-Chairmen could Inti'oduce the amendments they had
worked out. Ambassador Roshchin hoped that this could be done
shortly. He did not oppose Foster's view that the amendments
and duration provisions should be d.1 scussed at a later time.^
In order to make a partial response to Nigeria and Brazil, our
delegation recommended to Washington that vje change the peaceful
uses article to make it explicit that information and cooperation
on peaceful applications of nuclear explosions were included in
the peaceful uses of nuclear energy.3

IProm Geneva, tel. 1476, Nov. 2, 196?, Secret.
2Prom Geneva, tel. l6]9 Nov, 9̂ 19^7,i Secret.
3Prom Geneva, tel. 1663, Nov. 12, '1967^ Secret.
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The United States did not accept the UAR amendments. V/e
remained opposed to the Kosygin proposal. Although the other
UAR amendments might win some support^ our delegation recoiled
from the thought of reopening the first two articles to renegotiation,
It suggested that we could argue that the existing language of
article I effectively cut off any significant possibilities of
assistance by nuclear povjers to non-nuclear nations. As for the
second article^ we could point out that a non-nuclear nation
that abided by the treaty v.'ould hardly be likely to assist
another country to gain a nuclear advantage.^ Washington concurred,^
When the UAR amendments were discussed by the Co Chairmen,
Ambassador Roshchln agreed that articles I and II should not be
reopenedj and he refrained from pushing the Kosygin proposal.^ 
Although Moscow later said that it would be willing to accept
the UAR amendments^ it did not insist on them in face of our
continued opposition.

Since Moscow v;as reluctant to authorize the Soviet delegation 
to agree to act on any amendm.ents until the safeguards and security 
assurances questions wei’e settled, the Co-Chairmen were unable (3
to respond and time began to run out. On November l6 the EMDC

^From Geneva5 tel. ].030, Sept, 29̂ , 19 6 7^ Secret.
^To Geneva, tel. 49 1̂58,^Oct. 5. 196'7. Secret.
3prom Geneva, tels. 102b, Sept. 29^ 19^7, and 1121,

Oct, 7, 19 6 7. Secret.
LSee beiovjj pp.
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held an Informal meeting at w'hlch the nonaligned representatives
expressed some dissatisfaction at the state of affairs. The
Swedish representative pointed out that the discussions of the
First Commj.ttee of the General Assembly v/ere usually based on
ENDC reports and urged that the EHDC report and recess within two
vjeeks. The Brazilian^ Indian^ and Romanian representatives also
stressed that the General Assembly should have the right to
debate the treaty. The Romanian representative was particularly
outspoken. He declared that the ENDC should operate as a genuine
negotiatj.ng body and that dialog had been non-existent.

Ambassador Roshchin said that the ENDC had a duty to complete
the treaty and that the USSR was trying to do so. In his view,
delay vjould be prejudicial. The question of an interim report could
be considered in the near future, but it v/as not desirable to
subordinate the treaty to procedural considerations. Mr. Foster
also opposed a recess at this time but suggested that the General
Assembly could, be infoi’med in early December. He hoped that other
delegations would bear with this situation for two more weeks.

After the meeting, the Sv/edish representative told us that the
nonaligned delegations fully shared the Romanian views and that

C
^Prom Geneva, tel. Nov. YJ, 19^7^ Limited Official Use.
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•^From Geneva;, tel. 1783 j Nov. l8, 19^7^ Secret.
2See abovej pp.
3See above, p.
^See abovej p.
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there was a deep and grov/ing resentment, at the treatment of the
proposed amendments. While the nonaligned realized that the
Soviets were to blame f'or the silence of the Co Chairmen, they
were becoming frustrated over the whole proceeding and feared
that the Soviets might try to ram a completed draft treaty through
the El'IDC vjithout discussion,^

Moscow’s position on the amendments was clarified at the
Co-Chairmen's meeting of November l8. Ambassador Roshchin then
informed Foster that the USSR accepted the Co-Chairmen's draft

pof the peaceful u.ses article vjithout change. V/hen Mr, Foster
brought up the additional, changes v/e favored,^ he replied that
these were minor amendments v/hich v;ould cause difficulty in
Moscow, reopen the whole question of amendments, and delay a
response by the Co Chairmen. ■

The Soviets accepted the regional denuclearization article
v/ithout change. With some drafting changes, they agreed to the

4disarmament article the Co-Chairmen had worked out. In the
peaceful nuclear explosives article, they proposed redrafting •
the second sentence to read as follows:

O

O

o
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It Is understood that non nuclear weapon States
Party to this Treaty so desiring may, pursuant to a
special agreement or agreements, obtain any such
benefits on /a/ bilateral basis or through an
appropriate international body v;lth adequate
representation of non nuclear v/eapon States.

This was intended to make clear that the article did not apply
to nuclear states which carried out explosions on their own
territory and to explicitly sanction bilateral arrangements.

The Soviets rejected the Brazilian, Burmese, and Indian
proposals. 1 VJhile they were willing to accept the UAR amendments
to articles I and 11,^ they v.’ould forego them in order to avoid
a complete reconsj.deration of these articles. They opposed the
Japanese proposal for periodic reviev/ conferences and a preparatory
commission, on the ground that these would contradict the idea
of unlimited duration.^ They also opposed the British amendment^
because it was doubtful that the pi^eambular commitment on general
and complete disarmament could be fulfilled in the near future.
Ambassador Roshchin added that the U.S. and Soviet representatives
could tell the ENDC that further review conferences could be
arranged through diplomatic channels if the need arose. Mr.
Foster was greatly disappointed at the Soviet position on

^See above, pp.
„See above, p.
?See above, p.
See above, pp.
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periodic review conferences^ which could help remove Incentives
for withdrawal. He also pointed out that many felt that the
British amendment could serve as a substitute for a commitment to
specific nuclear disarmament measures^ which the United States
and the USSR opposed. The Soviets replied that there had O
already been many concessions on this score.

On the question of depositaries^ the USSR v;as ready to agree
to three depositaries (the United States^ the United fvlngdom^
and the USSR), as in the case of the llm.ited test-ban and outer
space treaties, or to add non nuclear depositaries as Mexico had
suggested.^ Mr. Poster noted that this could raise problems,
e.g., India would complain if excluded, but there would be a O
problem of a possible llndlan veto if New Delhi v;as made a
depositary. Ambassador Roshchin then agreed to three depositaries.

Ambassador Roshchin raised the question of the number of
non nuc3.ear accessions required to brj.ng the treaty into force,
and Mr. Foster agreed to seek instructions on this point. Both
had previously agi'eed that there should be 3 5 ‘̂ '0 non nuclear
accessions, but the exact number was as yet undetermined. On
the question of accession by key non nuclear countries. Ambassador
Roshchin said that FRG adherence was essential. Mr. Poster
observed that others v/ere also im.portant, e.g., Israel and the

z 266" ^ ^

^See above, p. _O
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UAR. Both Co-Chairmen agreed that any Amerlcan-Soylet under
standing on this point should be unwritten and treated with
great caution.

It was now clear that the ENDC vjould not he able to complete
Its vjork In November^ and both Co C?ialrmen agreed that It should
submit a short "status of work" report to the General Assembly^
without attaching any documents.^

After this discussion^ Washington authorized the delegatlon
to accept the Soviet changes In the disarmament article and to
agree to 4o as the number of necessary signatories. We should
contlnuej however,, to press the Soviets on the Japanese and

2
British amendments to the article on revlev; conferences. Vie
vjould accept the Soviet revision of the peaceful nuclear explosives
article only If the Soviets agreed with our interpretation that
It was Intended to give explicit assurance to both nuclear and
non nuclear parties that nuclear explosive services would be
available to them^ if to anyone, and that there was no implication
that non signatories vjould receive such services. The delegation

C vjas instructed to offer the Soviets one of two alternative
redrafts of the sentence on bilateral services;

iFrom Geneva^ tel, 1795, Nov. 19, I967, Secret. P01’ the
ENDC report, see belov;, pp.

2To Geneva, tel. 73686, Nov. 22, I967, Secret.
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(1 ) It Is understood that non-nuclear vjeapon
States Party to this treaty may obtain any such
benefits on a bilateral basis or those so desiring
mayj pursuant to a "special agreement or agreements,
obtain them through an appropriate intei‘national
body with adequate representation of non-nuclear
weapon States.

(2) It is understood that non nuclear vjeapon
States Party to this Treaty so desiring may
pursuant to a special agreement or agreements,
obtain any such benefits through an appropriate
international body vjith adequate representation
of non-nuclear weapon States or may obtain such
benefits pursuant to bilateral agreements.

If the Soviets insisted on their language, hov/ever, the delegation
could accept on the understanding that it preserved the option to
"meet requests for service on bilateral basis vjithout need to
await multilatera], agreem.ent or action."^'

Mr. Foster accordingly told Roshchin that v;e accepted the
Soviet changes‘in th.e disannament article and agreed to 4o as
the number of signatories nucessaiy to bring the treaty into force.^
On November 26 he took up the peaceful nuclear explosions article.
Ambassador Roshchin sav; "no difference at all" between our versions
and the Soviet draft. He could not, however, accept any of our
alternatives without authorization from Moscow, and it was
doubtful if the Soviet Govei'nment could reach a decision in time

■̂ To Geneva, tel. 7^72 !, Nov. 23, 1967, Secret.
^From Geneva, tel. l84l, Nov. 23, 19^7, Secret,
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to table the araeridments that week, as the Co Chainnen wished

to do, Mr. Foster tiien said that v?e would accept the Soviet

draft on the basis of Roshchin's assurance that it was

intended to convey the same meaning as ours. We would also

want the ENDG record to show that the language preserved the

option to provide peaceful nuclear explosive services without

awaiting multilateral agreement or action.^

The United States and the Soviet Union had now agreed

on the amendments to the draft treaty, and the Co Chairmen

planned to table them on November 30. On the 28th, however.

Ambassador Roshchin informed I>2 Palma that the Soviet delegation

had just been instructed not to table the amendments until

agreement was reached on article III. He explained that the

Soviet Union feared that tabling the amendments could lead

to a nev7 flow of amendments. Mr. De Palma replied that this

would create a serious problem for the future work of the ENDC

and arouse great dissatisfaction. He thought that the Soviet

concern about a new flow of amendm.ents was unfounded and that

it V70uld be difficult for others to change the amendments the

* From Geneva 5 tel. ]864, Nov. 27, 1967 , Secret.

- -

--

-

-



         

       

 

      

         

        

          

     

      

      

         

       

         

     

     

            

    

        

      
          
    

■̂ fiCÎ T /Nrn̂ T̂TN
270'* o

o

Un5 ted States and the Soviet Union had accepted. And he did

not see hov? the Soviet position on delaying amendments could

possibly help negotiations on article III.^

On November 30 the delegation v/as instructed to continue

to press for our amendments and revievz revisions, as V7ell as

our new duration formula.^ At the Co-Chairmen's meeting of

December 2, Mr. Foster urged the Soviets to reconsider their

position on periodic review conferences. V7e preferred our

first alternative proposal on amendments,, i.e., givi.ng each

party the right to accept or reject an amendment for itself, withOno special veto for non nuclear members of the IAEA Board of

Governors. If this was difficult for the Soviets, however,

we could simply revise the existing provision so that amendments

would bind only those parties v/hich accepted them.

Ambassador Roshchin replied that the existing provision

would make the treaty stable and that the USSPv did not v/ish

to permit different parties to have differeiit obligations.

Mr. Foster i ejoined that it was unlikely that any amendments

O
^From Geneva, tel. 1894, Nov. 28, 1967, Secret.
^To Geneva, tel. 76978, Nov. 30, 1967, Secret. For the

duration formula, see below, pp.
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could be adopted without universal support. If an amendment

should be forced on a country against its V7ill, it might

withdraw from the treaty.

Ambassador Roshchin said that he would report our

proposals to Moscow but considered it undesirable to undo

agreements previously reached. Mr. Foster replied that the

United States and the USSR could well agree on a perfect treaty

among themselves but that it was essential to obtaj.n the con

currence of others.^

After this meeting, Soviet delegate Timerbaiev asked

Samuel DePalm.a and Alan Neidle of the U.S. delegation whether

we would have any further suggestions. On a personal basis,

they replied that we had brought up all the necessary elements

for an acceptable treaty and that the Soviets were now in a

position to take an overall view of the matter. If the

negotiations continued into the next year, however, other

elements might arise. They stressed that acceptance of oui*

C
^From Geneva, tel. 1945, Dec. 3, 1967, Secret. For the

first amendments alternative, see above, p.
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proposals on periodix revievv?, amendments, and duration. v;ould

facilitate agreement on other provisions, including article

IIlJ

At the last Co Chairmen's meeting of the session

(December 15), Mr. Foster proposed the following amendments

provision:

2. Any amendment to this Treat}^ must be approved
by a majority of the votes of all the Parties to the
Treaty, including the votes of all nuclear v;aapon
States Party to this Treaty and all other Parties
v;hich, on the date the amendment is circulated, are
members of the Board of Governors of the International
Atomic Energy Agency. The amendment shall enter into
force for each Party that deposits its instrument of
ratification upon the deposit of i.nstruiuents of
ratification by a majority of all the Parties,
including the instruments of ratification of all
nuclear v;eapon States Party to this Treaty and all
■other Parties x/nich, on the date the amendment is
circulated, are m.embers of the Board of Governors
of the International Atomic Energy Agency. There
after, it shall enter into force for any other
Party upon the deposit of its instrument of
ratification.

Ambassador Roshchin said that he wovxld report this to Moscow.^

O

o

o
^From Geneva, te. 1979, Dec. 6 , 1967, Secret/Limdis.
^From Geneva, tel. 2078, Dec. 15, 1967, Secret/Limdis.

O
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Duration

While the draft treaty v?as to be of unljjnited duration,

the United States was not irrevocably wedded to this idea

and some of our allies had strong objections. Just before

the draft treaty was tabled, Italian Ambassador Ortona told

Rusk that unlimited duration caused serious concern to his

government, which felt that a permanent commitment by the
I

non nuclear countries would imply a political disparity between

them and the nuclear pov/ers. Italy wanted the treaty to last

for 15 years, subject to renewal. On the basis of his June

talks with Gromyko, Secretary of State Rusk replied that the

Soviet Union would probably not accept less than 25 years.^

In September, President Saragat said that the treaty should
2run for 20 years.

In an October 4 talk with Dobrynin, Mr. Foster learned

that the Soviet Union had not given any serous consideration

to the question. Nor did he see any purpose in the Japanese

proposal for five-year review conference, which we v?ere

^To Geneva, tel. 24609, Aug. 22, 1967, Secret. At the
ENDCj Caracciolo made the same points to Foster (from Geneva,
tel. 593, Aug. 22, 1967, Secret).

^ To Rom.a, tel. 42922, Sept. 23, 1967, Secre t/Liradis.
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pushing as a substitute for limited duration.^ The Soviet

Ambassador remained uncominunica tive .^

The Germans were also concerned about duration. On

October 6, Under Secretary of State Rostow told von Lilienfeld

that we xv̂ ere not inflexible on the issue and would not object O

if other countries wished to raise the question at Geneva,

although V7e preferred not to sponsor an amendment. Ke, said 

that the Soviets seemed inflexible but might not remain so in

the cnd.^

On October 21 our delegatioii at Geneva suggested two

alternative possibilities to IJashington:

(1) A review conference could decide by majority vote

whether parties had the right to denounce the treaty after 25

years. This would make vrithdrawal difficult since a majority

would alsmost certainly refuse to take such a decision if the

treaty was working satisfactoril}^^. The Germans and Italians

vjould not regard this as a real right of termination since a

goverrmient could not unilaterally decide to denounce the treaty.

^Mem„con Dobrynin Foster j Oct. 4, 1967, Secret/Exdis.
For the Japanese proposal, see.above, pp.

^Memcon Dobr^min Foster, Nov, 2, 1967, Secret/Exdis.
^To Bonn, tel. 30379, Oct. 6 , 1967, Secret.

O
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(2) Each party would have a real right to denouace the

treaty after 25 years but would hiave to take its decision in

the light of the discussion of the review conference, "thus

minimizing likelihood of arbitrary action” . The delegation

thought that this would win support for the treaty in Germany,

Italy.and possibly Japan, "while achieving a treaty that

contains proli.feration problem for as long a period as we can

'reasonably foresee."^

The Italian amendment was introduced into the ENDC on

October 24.^ On the same day, members of the Soviet delegation

told De Palma that they personally saw some merit in a provision

fox' deciding on extension of the treaty after a suitably long

period. They thought that a withdrawing state should even then

have to invoke the withdrawal clause and that any period of

less than 25 years was not worth c o n s i d e r i n g , 3 At the Co

Chairmen's meeting of November 9, Ambassador Roshchin did not

oppose a discussion of the duration question at a later time,

i.e., after the other amendments had been dealt with.'̂ '

C

c
^From Ceti.eva, tel. 1300, Oct. 21, 1967, Secx'et/Limdis
^See above, p.
^From Genova, tel. 1328, Oct. 24, 1967, Secret/Limdis
^^From'Geneva, tel. 1619, Nov. 9, 1967, Secre t/Limdis.

■t^EGRET/NCvFORH
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The Italians continued to urge limited duration. On

November 9, Assistant Secretary of State Leddy advised Rusk to

tell Ortona that we V70u l d prefer indefinite duration but were

sympathetic to the problems the Italians had raised. We would

be prepared to support a duration clause in principle and would O

discuss the Italian ametidwent and alternative formulations v?ith

other states in Geneva and New York. We would not, however,

raise the issue with the Soviets until we had agr eed with them

on article III. This information would also be transmitted to

the Germans,^

Acting ACDA Director Alexander advised the Secretary not G
to inform Ortona of any change in our position until we had

received Foster's views. At this stage, ACDA did not think

that v?e should tell the Italians and Germans that \\'e were prepared

to support a duration clausa. The reference to consultations

in New York could open up the treaty to amendment at the General

Assembly after the ENDG had completed its v;ork, and ACDA

thought that this would be "very disadvantageous." Finally, the

Leddy memorandum could be construed "to prevent us from working

out a duration clause until we had our allies’ approval, and

^Leddy to Rusk , memorc.ndur._i> Nov. 9, 1967, Secret.
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this mj.ght be exploited to create further delays for the NPT.”^

Secretary Rusk apparently did not understand the scenario

of the negotiations. He told Ortona that we hoped to complete

the draft treaty, submit it to the General Assembly, and then go 

C back to Geneva, where the pending amendments v;ould be disposed

of and the duration question could be worked oxit. Ambassador

Ortona observed that Italy did not want other amendments to be 

accepted before the General Assembly stage without any action

on duration. At this point Acting ACDA Assistant Director

Gleysteen joined the meeting and explained that we vrere trying

C to complete the treaty vrith the amendments by November 30 and

get it to the General Assembly. Under these conditions,

Secretary Rusk thought that it would be desirable to deal with

duration as soon as possible. But he doubted that the treaty

could be completed by November 30 and stressed the need for a

large number of sugnatures. He told Ortona that he would get

in touch v?ith Foster and that we had a comm.iLTnent to look
2seriously at the duration provision.

^Alexander to Rusk, memorandum, Nov. 9, 1967, Secret.
2to Bonn, Rome, Tokj'̂ o, New York, and Geneva, te] . 67994:

Nov. 11, 1967, Secret/Limdis.

:i^l^r;Rl^T7lTDrCT!tt
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Geneva was iirmedlately i n f o r m e d O u r delegation thought

that the Soviets' decision would be influeiiced by their judgraent

on whether a limited duration clause v;as necessary to make the

treaty a success and insure FRG accession and also by the amount

of serious pressure we were prepared to apply. While the Soviet£r."3

would probably prefer the first of the two alternatives the

delegation had suggested on October 21, there was a "fair chance"

'that they might go further. If we seriously intended to achieve

a reasonable limitation on duration, the delegation believed

that V7e should first approach the Soviets with the second

alternative.2 The U.S. Mission to I'lATO agreed. It considered

it important to meet tVie Germans and Italians on the duration

issue, particularly because article III remained unresolved and

there were indications that we raight not be as successful in

protecting allied interests in that article as we had hoped.

On November 30 the delegation was authorized to present

the second alternative to tlie S o v i e t s . A t the Co-Chairmen's O

To Geneva, tel. 68010^ Nov. 11,1967, Secret/Llmdls.
^From Geneva, tel. 1770, Nov. 11, 1967, Secret/Limdis.

For the Oct, 21 suggestions, see above, p.
^From USN/xTO, tel. 529, Nov. 21 , 1967, Secre t/Limdis.
*̂To Geneva, tel. 75978, Nov. 30, 1967, Secret. O
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meeting of December 2, Mr'. Foster said that this proposal would

gain much support for the treaty without making it unstable

and be of great assistance in m.aking it acceptable on other key
1C

c

issues ^

Later, Soviet delegate R. M. Timerbaev asked De Palma and

Neidle what would happen if the special conference was unable to

decide whether to extend the treaty. Would it continue in

force or be considered to have lapsed? He aj.so asked whether

the six months period for denunciation would begin when the

conference adjourned or v;hen it made a decision. The preliminary

reaction of the Americans was that there was only a hypothetical

and remote chance that the conference would fail to reach a

decision. If difficulty did ai'ise, the conference would

presumably continue until it made some decision. They under

stood that the six months would run from the date the conference

^ adjourned. In the light of this discussion, the delegation

recommended that it be authorized to inform the Soviets that

the treaty would continue in force indefinitely until, the confer

ence reached a decision, since no fixed dui'ation V70uld be

C
ospecified in the treaty.

'̂FroDi Geneva, tel. 1945, Dec. 3, 1967, Secret.
^From Geneva, tel. 1979, Doc. 6, 1967, Secret/Limdis.
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At the last Co Chairmen’s meeting of the session

(December 15), Ambassador Roshchin wondered i.f others vrauld

suggest shorter periods once 25 years was mentioned. Mr.

Foster explained that we were not proposing to lijnit the treaty

to 25 years but to provide for its extension after that period.

He thought that the United States and the Soviet Union could

stand pat on this and resist attempts to vShorten the period,^

As we have seen, the safegtxai'ds article vzas left blank

in the draft treaty because the United States and the Soviet

Un3.on were unable to agree on the relationship between TAKA

and Euratom. In August, however, the United States, the

Soviet Union, and the Benelux countries began to informally
2discuss possible compromises.

A t the August 26 Co-Chairmen's meeting, Mr. Foster-

pointed out that the Soviet draft did not recognize the need

for an agreement bet:ween 'CAEA and Euratom. All fissionable

^From Geneva, tel. 2078, Dec. 15, 1967, Secret/Limdis.
'̂ See above, pp.

O

O
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materials for peaceful purposes in the Euratom countries were

actually owned by Euratom, and there were four Euratom facilities

which could not even be inspected by officials of the countries

where they were located v?ithout pAiratofn consent. An IAEA

O Euratom agreement was therefore essential if the USSR v/anted

these materials and facilities covered by safeguards tmder

the non proliferation treaty.

The Soviet Union had previously argued against the phrase

"source or special fissionable materials” in the U.S. and

preferred the V7ord "activitiessince IAEA safeguards coveredC facilities as well as materials. Mr. Foster pointed out,

however, that it was the raaterials which could be used to make

bombs and that the U.S. language would not prevent the application

of safeguards to facilities v/hsre materials were stored or used.

He asked whet:her the Soviets would object to "all source or

special fissionable materials in. all peaceful nuclear activities."

We believed that the treaty m.ust permit the continued existence

of Euratom safeguards and that a transition period vms essential,^

C
^From Geneva, tel. 629, Aug. 26, 1967, Secret/Limdis.
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Shortly aftei: this meeting, M. V. Axityasov and V, V.

Shustov of the Soviet delegation initiated a discussion v/ith

American delegates George Bunn and Culver Gleysteen. The

Soviets suggested adding the following language to their

draft article: O

The above-mentioned guaranties shall apply to
the States as provided for in the Statute of the
IAEA and the docujnent on safeguards. ^

They argued that the Euratoni countries could enter into "bilateral

or multilateral" arrangements V7ith IAEA because these were

permitted by the Statute and the safeguards document. The

Americans replied that this V7as inadequate because it lacked O

the follov?ing elements of our draft: (1) a clear statement of

the purpose of safeguards, (2) the right of Euratom members

to conclude an agreement vzith the IAEA through Euratom and

related provisions recognising Euratom’s role, (3) the provision

on the apx^lication of safeguards to "source or special fissionable

material," (4) a three-year transiti.on period, (5) langiiage on

economic and technological development and the international

exchange of nuclear materials and equipment, and (6) more

^For the IAEA safeguards document, see Documents on
DisariTiam̂ n̂t, 1955, pp, k\6 '460. o- - -
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precise laiigtiage on exports.

Later, the Soviets said that they ceuld not accept our

statement of purpose because it referred to "source or special,

fissionable materials,” rather than "principal nuclear facility,"

which Moscow would prefer. Other U.S. language, however, might

be acceptable. Although they could not agree to our reference

to other safeguards' systeras and a verification agreement for

*Euratom, they understood that Euratoru V7ould enter into an

agreement with LAEA on behalf of its members. Moscow would

reject the word "multilateral" but would probably agree to

"individually or together with other states" in connection with

agreements bet\';een parties and the IAEA. A three-year

transition period would be too long, since the Soviet delegation's

guidelines permitted only 1% years.

Soviet Com.promise, September 1, 1967

After these discussions. Ambassador Roshchin offered the

following compromise at the Go“Chairmen's meeting of

September 1:

^From Geneva, tel. 703, Sept. 1, 1967, Secret/Exdis.
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1. Each non nuclear v/eapon State Party to
the Treaty undertakes to accept International
Atomic Energy Agency safeguards X'jith a view to
preventing dive^rsion of nuclear energy fi om
peaceful uses to nuclear weapons or other nuclear
explosive devices for the exclusive purpose of
verification of the fxilfillinent of the obligations
assumed under this Treaty. As provided in the
Agency's safeguard system, procedures for the
safeguards required by this article shall be
follov7ed v/ith respect to source or special
fissionable material v^hether it is being produced,
processed or used in any principal nuclear facility
or outside any such facility. These procedures
shall also extend to facilities containi ng or to
contain such materials, including principal nuclear
facilities. The safeguards required by this Article
shall be applied on all source or special fissionable
material in all peaceful nuclear activities within
the territory of such State, under its jurisdiction,
or carried out by it anyv/here.

2. Each State Party to the Treaty undertakes
not to provide; (A) source or special fissionable
material, or (B) equipment or material especiall}^
designed or prepared for the processing, use or
production of special fissionable material, to
any non"nuclear“weapon State for peaceful purposes,
unless the source or special fissionable material
shall be subject to the safeguards required by
this Article.

3. The safeguards required by this Article
shall be implemented in a manner designed to comply
with Aorticle IV of this Treaty, and to avoid
hampering the economic or technological development
of the Parties or d.nternational cooperation in the
field of peaceful nuclear activities, including the
international exchange of nuclear material and
equipment for the processing, use or production of
nuclear material for peaceful pua'poses in accordance
with the provisions of this Article.

O

O

o
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4. Non miclear weapon States Party to the Treaty
may conclude agreements with the IAEA to meet the
requirements of-this Article either individ’aally or
together with other States as provided in the Statute
of the IAEA. Negotiation of such agreements shall.,
commence within 180 days from the original entry
into force of this Treaty. For States depositing
their instruments of ratification after the 180~day
period, negotiation of such agreements shall commence
not later than the date of such deposit. Such
agreements shall enter into force not later than eigh
teen months after the date of initiation of negotiations.

Ambassador Roshchin explained that he had tried to take

into account our views on the special problems of Euratom.

While he would recomm.end the com.promise to Moscow, he was not

sure that his suj^eriors would otpprove it. Mr. Foster replied

that he would send the draft to Washington but that he \'7as not

sure that either the United States or its allies would find

it satisfactory. He recognized that it v/as a considerable

departure from the earlier Soviet position and v;ould advise

Washington to try it out on the allies.^'C In a message to Rusk and Fisher, Mr, Foster recommended

that we try out the Soviet proposal on the allies and advise

them to consider it expeditiously. He believed that it

V

C
^'Ibid.; from Geiieva, tels. 703 and 704, Sept. 1, 1967,

Secret/Exd'is. To Paris, tel, 31863, Sept. 4, 1967, Secret/Limdis,
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represented the best jiossi.ble compromise we could reach with

the Soviets and was a "reasonable bri.dgiag of /th^/ Soviet

position on safeguards and special interests of our Euratom

allies, as well as US national interests." It contemplated

that IAEA safeguards would be used to verify the .Euratom system.

It was understood on both sides that Euratom v;ould be able to

negotiate V7ith 1A.EA. The tx*7o-year transition period was better

than the Belgian idea^; it wTould permit the Euratom states to

begin negotiations immediately if they wished and to v7ithhold

ratification "if negotiations became sticky." There was no o"guillotine" provision^ The emphasis v̂ as placed on safeguarding

materials, and safeguards V70uld be applied to "facilities"

under the circumstances required by the IAEA safeguards docu“

ment. The "carried out by it anyv/aere" language meant "owner

ship amounting to clear control, or complete domination'of the

activ'ity by other means," Moreover, the draft could be inter

preted as meeting the Belgian ideas on not contravelling"prior

international obligations" and permitting change in the IAEA.

O

^See above, p.

o
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safeguards system without amending .the non proliferation treaty.^

On preliminary examination, Wash5_ngton concluded that the

new draft showed "considerable movement" from the earlier

Soviet position and recognized Euratom interests on the follov^ing

^ points:

(1) It specified that the "exclusive purpose" of IAEA

safeguards would be "verification" of the fulfillment of treaty

obligations.

(2) It expressly permitted agreements to be concluded

with L A M by the non nuclear parties "either individually or

together with other States as provided in the Statute of the

IAEA„" The Soviet delegation understood that this language

would permit the Euratom countries to negotiate with the IAEA

through Euratom. The particular IAEA procedures that would

actually be applied would depend on the results of these

negotiations. The relevant provisions of the IAEA safeguards

document were "quite general and subject to iaiterpretation or

delegation in particular agreements."

C
^From Geneva, tel, 705, Sept^ 1, 1967, Secret/Exdis.
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(3) It would perinlt arrangements under v/hich "IAEA could
make use of t?ie Euratom system."

(4) It provided for a two-year transition period.
(5) It emphasized "source or special fissionable material"

rather than nuclear "facilities." O
(6) It accepted the substance of our export provision.
(7) It accepted the substance of our provision that safe

guards should not hamper economic or technological development
or international cooperation.
Finally^ the Soviets had told us that they understood that IAEA

“ r"288'̂’ .

Osafeguards vjould not be applied to the joint Franco German
facility at Grenoble.^

These comments vjere communicated to Ambassador Clevelandj,
who was instructed to present them to the allies at an early
NAC meeting, VJe were concerned about the Swedish amendment^ which
managed to "step on almost every... sensitive toe within reach
and ^jas7 distinctly unhelpful." Moreoverj the Italian represen
tative at Geneva m.ight have conveyed the impression that the
United States and its allies were considering dropping the
safeguards article. Since we wished to settle this question
before the ENDC adjourned and the General Assembly took up the

To Paris_, tel. 31868;, Sept. 19^7, Secret/Limdis.
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non proliferation treaty, a prompt allied response was desir
able .^

Ambassador Cleveland presented the Soviet proposal and our
cominents to the NAC, and Mr. Poster informed the Western Pour

pat Geneva. Later_, we asked the Commission of the European Econo
V

mic Community (EEC) to furnish its vievjs as soon as possible. 3
Talking to Antyasov and Shustov on .September 11, George

Bunn emphasized that it v;as essential for Euratom to be able to
negotiate with IAEA and that we would not consider any other
arrangement. The Soviets understood this but were not sure that
Euratom would be able to sign an agreem.ent without Prench
participation. Mr. Bunn replied that this would be up to
Euratom. The Soviets agreed with his viev; that article III
could only establish general principles, leaving the exact terms
of safeguards to be worked out in later negotiations vjith lAEA.^
In Moscow, Foreign Minister Gromyko told Ambassador Thompson
that the Soviet Government had not yet fully analyzed or accepted
the Roshchin proposal.5C

C

iTo Paris, tel. 31867, Sept. H, 1967, Secret/Limdis. The
Swedish amendment is described above, p. For the Italian state
ment, see Documents 'on Disarmament, 1967, pp. 360 36l.

2prom Paris, te],. ^77, Sept. 6, 19^7^ Secret/Limdis;
from Geneva, tel. 732, Sept. 4, 1967, Secret/Limdis.

3Prom I3russels, tel. I522., Sept. 12, 1967, Secret/Limdis.
^From Geneva, tel. 799j Sept. 12, 3967, Secret/Limdis.
5r<'rom Moscow, tel. 103̂ 1, Sept. 12, 19^7, Secret/Exdis.
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Preliminary Allied•Reactions

At the NAG meetings.of September 13^ FRG Ambassador Grevje
observed that the nevj Soviet proposal v/as the first indication
that the USSR understood safeguards. He still considered the
Soviet proposal discriminatory, however^ and more objectionable
than our draft, since the latter provided for verification of
Euratom safeguards and v/as mitigated by the Anglo-American
safeguards offer. The principal PRG problems vjith the Soviet
proposal were:

(1 ) It applied to facilities as v;ell as source and fission
able materials,

(2) It apparently excluded verification of other safeguards
systems.

(3) I’he "together v/ith other States" language did not mean
that Euratom could work out an agreement with IAEA, since the
European organization v/as a supranational entity.

Ambassador Alessandrini said that Italy had not been able
to accept the U.S. draft and that the Soviet proposal v;as even
more objectionable because it was based on discrJraination;, pro
vided only two years for implementation rather than the five
years Italy suggested^, failed to call for "equivalence" betv;een
Euratom and IAEA, and extended safeguards to facilities. V/hile
the proposal could permit a verif j.cation agreement betv;een IAEA

o

o

o

o

o
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and Euratom^ this should be stated unequivocally. He thought
that there was still a "guillotine" in the Soviet proposal and
that IAEA safeguards would be automatically applied if no agree
ment was reached in tv;o years.

The Bel.gian representative thought that there should be
interpretations of article 1 1 1 ^ as there v/ere for the first two
articles. The Netherlands representative suggested a memorandum
of understanding between the Co-Chairmen to guarantee that the
modalities of safeguards for Euratom vjould be worked out in
negotiations between IAEA and Euratom. The British representa
tive suggested preliminary discussions vjlth IAEA before the'treaty
entered into force. The Canadian representative said that his
country was prepared to reconsider its previous objections to
the "discriminatory" character of safeguards because the Soviets
simply would not accept them, provided that the United States
and the United Kingdom publicly undertook to accept safeguards
on their peaceful nuclear activities.^’

Our delegation at Geneva now prepared tentative interpre
tations , which took the form of "talking points" based on the
information vje had previously given to the NAC. These talking
points were given to allied representatives in Paris on September

C
From, Paris^ tel. 333^’> Sept. l4, 1967, Secret. The Dutch

vievjs are described rl.n more detail in Paris tel. 325^^ Sept. 13^
1967, Secret. At Geneva, Caracciolo echoed Alessandrlni's ob
jections (from Geneva, tel, 837j Sept. 196?, Secret),
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1 5 . The Diitch v;ere concerPxed about three points: (l) the
application of safeguards to the peaceful, uses of a non-nuclear
vjeapon state "carried out by it anywhere/' (2) the materials vs.
facilities issue^ and (3) the imprecision of the Euratom negotiat
ing role in the Soviet draft. Their representative at the NATO
Disarmament Experts Meeting, which was then going on at Paris, O
told us that the Netherlands would sign the non proliferation treaty if
these three points could be met and there was a public written
understanding xvith the Soviets that the treaty would permit lAEA
Euratom agreement on the miodalities of control in the non-nuclear
Euratom countries,

Albert Willot, the Belgian observer in Geneva, was also in
Paris for the Disarmament Experts Meeting. He too questioned the O
"carried out by it anywhere" language. We interpreted it as
covering facilities in which a non nuclear party had effective
control, but he preferi'ed the Soviet interpretation that nuclear
facilities in France v/ould not be covered because France was a
nuclear weapon state. He feared that our interpretation might
be used by Euratom to prove that its non nuclea.r v/eapon members
could not build and control nuclear facilities in France because
that nation v?ould not permit non proliferation treaty safeguards
to be applied there. This could give Euratom a basis for objec
ting to the signature of the non-proliferation treaty by Euratom

.. SEe REVj^^QgOF.̂ 1____ O
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members on the ground that It vjould. conflict vjlth their obliga
tions under the Euratom agreement.^

Ambassador Clevelaind novj advised Washington to take a definite
position on the Soviet proposal^ and our delegation at Geneva
agreed. It recommended that we tell the NAG that v;e would be

•j

prepared to publicly state in the SNDC that the Soviet draft
allowed safeguards agreements between the IAEA and other interna
tional organizations. We vjould take a similar position in the
IAEA Board of Governors when the issue came up there. Any agree
ment should be acceptable both to IAEA and to Euratom. We would
be prepared to state in tlie ENDC that such an agreement would be
based on the three principles v/e had previously outlined to the
Soviets:

(1) There should be reliable safeguards for all'non-nuclear-
weapon parties.

(2) The non nuclear v;eapon parties could negotiate safe
guards agreements with IAEA "bii.aterally or together with other
parties.”

(3) IAEA should satisfy itself that nuclear material v;as
not diverted to nuclear weapons or other nuclear explosive

2devices.

Ifrom Paris^ tels. 350'̂'!^ Sept. l6, 19^7, Secret ^ and 3508j
Sept. l6_, 1967:. Confidential.

^For the three principles^, see above, p.
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Moreover, the IAEA safeguards document made it clear that the
so].e purpose of reviewing the design of facilities was to permj.t
IAEA to satisfy Itself that the facility would permit the effec
tive application of safeguards.

If the NAC was satisfied with the substance of the argument
but remained dubious about the Soviet language, we would be pre- O
pared to go to the Soviets and suggest adding the underscored
language to the third sentence of their draft;

These procedures shall also extend to facilities con
taining or to contain such materials^ including principal
nuc3.eaX’ facilities^ for the sole purpose of making possible
the effective appllcatio'n of safeguards to such materlal
produced, processed or used in such facilities.

On the "carried out by it anywhere" phrase^ the delegation
thought that the Soviets had agreed that treaty safeguards would
not be applied in any nuclear weapon country, e.g.. Prance.
VJhile the Soviet draft could be am.ended to make this explicit,
the change would raise av/kward questions about unsafeguarded
activities in nuclear vjeapon countries. The delegation there
fore thought it preferable to delete the phrase and substitute
"or control," so that the sentence v;ould read:

The safeguards required by this Article shall be
applied on all source or special fissionable material
in all peaceful iiuclear activities within the terra.tory
of such State, under its jurisdiction or control.
As for the time factor, the delegation pointed out that the

two-year transition period v/ould not begin until the treaty

O
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entered Into force and that would.probably not occur for 1 l/2

years. Euratom could therefore begin exploratory talks vjlth
IAEA at any time and have over three years to conclude an agree
ment. V/e v/ould;, hov^ever, try to persuade the Soviets to accept
a tliree year transition period if the al].:ies so desired.^

Germanj Italian^ and Japanese Objections

On September 19^ PRG Charge von Lilienfeld gave Under
Secretary of State Rostov; an oral statement setting forth the
position the PRG Cabinet had taken on the Soviet proposal. The
PRG further developed the objections Grewe had raised in the
NAG and said that it "would mean a considerable step backvjard"
to accept the Soviet proposal instead of the U.S. draft. The
Germans feared that the current IAEA safeguards system would be
frozen if it v/as incorporated in the non proliferation treaty,
which could be modified "only by following a rigid amendment
procedure," Euratom would be able only to negotiate for the
application of IAEA safeguards and not for verification of its

^ ov/n system. This would jeopardize Euratom safeguards and permit
Prance to free herself from any controls if Euratom broke up.
It would also endanger the future of jointly owned facilities

r
iProm Geneva, tel. 859j Sept. 18/ 1967^ Secret/l,imdis.
2See above, p.

­

-

-



    
         

        

          

          
          

           

          

          

  
       

          

      

           
         

         
  
      

        

         
        

       

          
     

       

SEeRST/lfOr:TmN
296 ' Q

and Euratorn facilities in France. The Soviets were in a v;eak
position and the procedure Rusk had proposed in his message to
Brandt would be a good basis for efforts to gain Soviet acceptance
of the substance; if not the language^ of the V/estern proposal.
This meantj as the Germans later explaj.ned;, that they no longer
held us to the exact language of our draft. If agreement could O
not be reached^ the United States could table its draft and
pin the responsibility for failure-to agree on the Soviets, as
Riisk had contemplated.^

Under Secretary Rostow commented that v?e had not yet taken
a position on the Soviet proposal. liVe had always been concerned
that Euratom and other European institutions should not be weakened.
Vffiile we would take the PRG statem.ent into account, the tim.e O
element was important, and he thought it better to try to improve
the Soviet proposal than for the United States and the Soviet

pUnion to table separate drafts.
The Italian attitude remained negative. During a visit

to the United States (September 18 21, 19 6 7), President Saragat
asked v;hy we v/anted the treaty in the absence of convincing evi
dence that the Communists had changed their policy aims. He
raised questions about the effect of article III on Euratom

O
ITo Par;is, tel. 1̂0393. Sept. 20, 1967, Secret, from Bonn,

tel. 3240, Sept. 22, I9673 Confidential.
2To Paris, tel. 40397. Sept. 20, 1967, Secret.
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but Indicated that Italy vjould sign the treaty, though v;lthout
enthusiasm, if the draft treaty v/as improved.^

Roberto, Gaja, the JDirector General for Political Affairs of
the Foreign Ministry, was even more critical. He told Assistant
Secretary of State Leddy and Robert Kranich, C?iief of the
Political Division of the ACDA International Relations Bureau,
that the Italians believed the Soviets were out to destroy the
European Community. He called the new Soviet draft article
III a "little half step," which was even v/orse than the U.S.
draft. Referring to the "discriminatory" aspect of safeguards,
he said that the Italian Constitution prohibited the acceptance
of treaties v/hich imposed obligations without adequate quid pro
quos. Italy was concerned that Euratom might be undermined and
that Prance might get out of the Euratom safeguards system and
thereby gain a commercial advantage by attracting nuclear invest
ment. Mr. Gaja questioned the "facilities," "carried out by it
anywhere," and transition provisions of the Soviet proposal.
It was not clear v;hether it would really permit a verification
arrangement between IAEA and Euratom. The Italians would study
our view that there was no difference between the Soviet proposal
and the U.S. draft on coverage of non-weapons military use.^

C
ITo Rome, tel. 42922, Sept. 23, I967, Secret/Llmdls,
.2see above, pp.
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Assistant Secretary Leddy said that it was hard to believe
that the Soviets vjere still trying to destroy the European
Community, since most believed that their new proposal was an
attempt to accomodate Eui^atom. V/e had repeatedly stressed that
we would not allow the treaty to threaten NATO or European
unifilcation. We had done what vjc could to get an acceptable O
article 111, and it was also up to the Euratom countries to try
to vjork this out affirmatively. The Soviets simply v;ould not
a<i'cept safeguards^ and to insist on this vjould block agreement
on article III, ^vhich the United States and most other states
felt to be necessary. Our aim was to achieve a framev.'ork for
an lAEA-Euratom agreement. He questioned Gaja's viev/ that
nuclear investment would flow to France. Mr. Kranich explained
that the "facilities" problem could be solved by simply endorsing
existing IAEA procedures. He also noted that the l8 months
transition period would not begin until iBO days after the
treaty was ratified and that negotiations could begin much
earlier.^

Japan also had misgivings about the Soviet proposal. In
Geneva, Ambassador Tanaka told Fisher that Japanese industry
did not like the existing IAEA safeguards document and feared

iTo Paris, Rome, Geneva, Brussels, New York, tel. 40712,
Sept. 20, 1967? Secret.
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that the Soviet proposal v/ould freeze It and enable the Soviets
to demand inspection of all facilities. While he agreed in
principle that a facility should bo inspected if this \*jas'
necessary to effectively verify the material, he maintained that
it would be enough for the treaty to state that safeguards were
intended to check the flow of materials. Mr. Fisher told him
that we Vj'ere thinking of adding the follovjing language at the
end of the "facilities" sentence:

...for the sole purpose of making possible the effec
tive application of safeguards to such material produced^,
processed or used in such facilities.

Ambassador Tanaka also took the same line vjith Roshchin and told
him that the Soviets were demanding too much. The Soviet repre

C sentative noted that the Soviet "facilities" language came from
the IAEA safeguards dociraent and merely said that he would report
the Japanese demarche to Moscow.^

NAC Meetings September 20, I967

C

C

Ambassador Cleveland was noiv instructed to tell the NAC
that we did not yet have a position but that we shared some of
the allied concerns. The key qiiestlon vjas what the Europeans
considered necessary to preserve the verification concept. It
would be better to agree on possible amendments to the Soviet

P̂rom Geneva^ tels. 856, Sept. 16, 1967; 885;, Sept. 19,
1967; 91̂ , Sept. 21, 1967, Secret.
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proposal and not to rely exclusively on agreed interpretations.
Vie couldj hov/everj publicly indicate our understanding that the
Soviet draft permitted ^agreements betvjeen the IAEA and other
organizations^ and we could publicly enunciate the three princi-
pleS;, as our Geneva delegation had recommended. The Ajnbassador
could respond.to the allied queries on "facilities" and "carried O
out by it anyvjhere" along the lines the delegation had suggested.
And he should point out that more than three years would probably
be available for concluding an lAEA Euratom agreement.1

Ambassador Cleveland made a statement of this kind at the
NAC meeting of September 20. The PRG representative took the
same line as von Lllienfeld^ and the Italian representative
reiterated his previous position. The Germans told us privately
that they could agree to our starting talks with the Soviets
VJlth a view to clarifying or modifying the Soviet draft on the
basis of the comments the allies had already made^ without

pvjaiting for further NAC action.

]>atch Amendments

The Dutch representative's instructions arrived too late
for him to present the amendinents his country had decided to

ITo Paris, tel. 40391. Sept. 20, 196?, Secret.
^From Paris, tel. 3736, Sept. 20, 1967. Secret,
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propose. The Diitch would change the first sentence of the
first paragraph to read as follows:

Each non nucl ear vjeapon State Party to this Treaty
undertakes to accept International Atomic ICnergy Agency
safeguards for the exclusive purpose of verification of
the fulfillment of its obligation assumed under this Treaty
not to divert source or special fissionable material to
nuclear vjeapons or other nuclear explosive devices.

The second and third sentences would be deleted. In paragraph
the last word would be changed from "Arti.cle" to "Treaty". In
the last paragraph, the words "under multilateral arrangements"
would be added after "together vJith other States." ^ The D atch
would also replace "carried out by it anyv;here" v;lth "under its
jurisdiction."^

Euratom and the French Problem

301 ■

The Euratom countries novj began to take some action.
The EEC Commission sent the Council of the European Community
a note in which it analyzed the Soviet proposal and the allied
objections at some length and concluded that the Community v/as
competent to negotiate with lAPJA. It did not think, however,

^ that the Community could enter into an agreement providing for
more IAEA verification of IAEA safeguards than the United
States exercised over the fissionable materials j.t fux’nj.shed

'From Paris, tels, 3736 and 37̂ !lj, Sept, 20, 19^7^ and 3816,
Sept.^21, 1967^ Sceret.

""Prom Paris, tel. 4287, Sept. 29, 1967, Secret.
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Euratorn.^' ACDA 'believed that there would be "virtually no
chance of obtaining mutual agreement" if the Council adopted

pthis position.
At this pointj vje encountered new difficulty with the French,

Pox'eign Minister Couve de Murville told Ambassador Bohlen that
it was up to the signatories to make their individual or collec O
tive arrangements with IAEA. He was very positive that Euratora
could not act without French x:)articipation and Prance w’ould not^
of coui’se^ participate since she would not sign the treaty. 3

Our delegation at Geneva was greatly alarmed and saw "no
advantage in going to great effort to making Euratom option more
explicit if Euratom /ls7 unable to exercise it." It therefore
recommended that we immediately bring the French view to the
attention of the Five and ask them to explore the problem with
the French.'^ Ambassador Schaetzel disagreed and recommended

3 Prom Geneva, tel. Sept. 2.2, l^'o^, Secret. The
original French text contained this sentence; "Mais la Communaute
ne saurait conclu.rre riMmporte quel accord avec 1'A. I.E. A." This
v;as initially translated as "But the Community could not con
clude any agreement with the IAEA." Our Geneva delegation pointed^ ,,
out, hovjever, that the words "n'importe quel accord" could also
be translated as "just any sort of agreement" (from Geneva, tel.
925. Sept. 22, 1967. Secret).^Alexander to Acting Secretary of State, mem.orandujn, Sept.
25, 1967, Secret.

3Prom Paris, tel. 3631^ Sept. 19, 19^7^ Secret. On the other
hand, French .''jnbassador Goldschmidt told Smyth in Vienna that
Prance v;ould not object to an lAEA Euratom agreement after the
treaty was signed (fi'om Vienna, tel. 111̂ 1, Sept. 23, 1967;. Con
fidential ).

Î From Geneva, tel. 898, Sept, 21, 1 9 ^ 7 Secret. O
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that we stay out of Euratoin activities. He did not think that
the French position had hardened since the Lucet talks, and he
cited recent evidence that Euratora might find a v/ay to act
by a qualified majority.^

Ambassador McGhee observed that the French mj.ght not wish
O ' to block the treaty once the other Euratom members had agreed.

He advised VJashlngton to proceed to the next stage of negotiations
as soon as possible, since delay could prompt the Ger irian opposi
tion to raise the ABM issue as still anoth.er objection to the

y
treaty. In his vievf, the Germans v/ould consider it better for us
to work out a nev7 draft than to negotiate on the basis of the
Soviet proposal.2 He agreed v/ith Schaetzel on the need to avoid

C ^a Franco American confrontation, ^
Washington called the French position "disquieting" but

noted that Gouve had not been specific. It was possible that
Euratom might be able to act by a qualified majority or devise
a formula enabling the French to abstain. We should not call a
meeting of the Five, since that "could provoke /^a_7 pi’emati.ire
hardening of /th.^ French position." Since we should not remain
completely silent, however, it instructed McGhee to approach
Brandt, recall the President’s talk with Klesinger on German

C
^From Brussels, tel. 4103,) Sept. ?:1, 196?:, Secret. For the

Lucet talks, see above, pp.
2prorn Bonn, tel. 3173, Sept. 21, 1967. Conf:Idential.
3prom Bonn,' tel. 3'? 2S, Sept. 22, I967, Secret.
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American consultation.?^ and express the hope that the FRG would
play a leading role In bringing about a constructive European
position. Ambassador McGhee vias to Infor iii Brandt of the Couve
talk and suggest that the FRG might be able to deal with the pro
blem "with active diplomacy.”^

Ambassador McGhee noted that the Instruction conflicted O
v/lth his previous advice and asked Washington to reconsldei‘ it.
He thought that It might cause the French to harden their
p^osltlon and expressed the view that there was enough interest
on the part of the Five "to ensure that they will do their best
to bring the French to accept some kind of solution^ such as
French abstention." Moreover^ the proposed demarche v;as poli
tically unrealistic:

For us to propose to the FRG that they take the
lead in bringing the French to a reasonable position on
article Illj Is^ hovjever^ not realistic either in term^s
of the German/French relationship or the German attitude
tov/ard the NPT. ..

On balance, he thought that the Germans still took a negative
attitude toward the treaty;

...Any admonitions on our part to the Germans that it
js their duty to come forth with constructive proposals _
vjill fall on deaf ears. Tte y vjould consider that ^It Is/
the US vjho is responsible for having got the NPT to its’
present stage and that it is consequently up to us to
'negotiate it out..,^

}'To Bonn, tel. H2hOJ, Sept, 23, 196?', Secret.
2prom Bonn, tel. 32L')0, Sept. 25, 19^7j Secret
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Co Chalrinen's Meeting,, September 22, 1 967

Although the September 20 NAC meeting had not given us a
formal "green light" for further discussions v;lth the Sovietsj

C

c

the Germans had privately told us they vjould not object to our
going ahead.^ In the Western Pour, Mr. Fisher found that the
Italians and British wished to drop the "facilities" references
in the Soviet draft. Although he doubted that the Soviets v/ould
accept this change^ he agreed to present it and other allied
comments to Roshchln.^

Accordingly, he imparted some of the main allied concerns
to Roshchin at the Co Chairm.en's meeting of September 22. On
the French aspect. Ambassador Roshchin said that there might be
an understanding that article III did not apply to nuclear-weapon
states. He did not object to Fisher’s statem.ent that the IAEA
Statute permitted an agreement vjlth Euratom. While he would
study Flsher'.s comments, he emphasized that the fourth paragraph
of the Soviet draft had been produced with great diff;1 culty and
that there would be very serious difficulties if we attempted to
change it. If we tried to Introduce Euratom, the whole project
would be in great danger. The two-year transition period v/as
taken from the Tlatelolco treaty and therefore had some interna
tional standing. He v/ould object to lengthening It.^

^ See above, p.
C 2r‘roiri Geneva, tel. 913, Sept. 21, I967, Secret.

3From Geneva, tel. 92'!, Sept, 22_, 19^7, Secret/l,imdis.
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Mr. Plsher reported that it would probably be possible to
persuade the Soviet delegation to add language making it clear
that the sole purpose .of inspecting a facility v/as to make possi
ble the effective application of safeguards to the material to
be used in that facility. While it would be more satisfactory
for the allies to leave the "facility" problem entirely up to O
IAEA, he did not think that this would be negotiable with the
Soviet delegation. He therefore suggested that Secretary Rusk
might take up the question with Gromyko. If the latter proved
receptive, the Secretary might propose the follow'.!.ng language
to replace the first three sentences of paragraph 1 of the
Soviet proposal.: ^

Each non-nuclear-weapon State Party to the Treaty
undertakes to accept International Atomic Energy Agency safe
guards, as provided in the Agency's safeguards system, with 
a view to preventing divers:!on of nuclear energy from peace
ful uses to nuclear w'eapons or other nuclear explosive
devices ,for the excj.usive purpose of verification of the
fulfillment of the obligations assumed under this Treaty.
He thought that the question of changing the IAEA safe

guards system should be covered by interpretation rat?ier than by
treaty language. The Soviets agreed that a treaty amendment
would not be necessary to change the safeguards and apparently 
would not object to saying so. They might accept "activities
carried out by it in any other non-nuclear-weapon State." He
considered it extremely unlikely that the Soviets would agree
to treaty language tying down the verification concept, since
they v/ere still denouncing EuT'atorn safeguax'ds as "self 3nspec
tion.” We could poss.ibjy m.ake a public statement on the

O
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factors to be taken into account in the lAEA-Euratom negotia
tions ^ but this vjould be a sensitive point for the Soviets. It
remained to be seen V;hether they v/ould be adamant on the two
year transition period. He shared Cleveland's viev/ that the
Soviet proposal vjas no different on the "guillotine" than the
U.S. draft the allies had previously accepted.'^ Tliese views
were communicated to the Actang Secretary of State just before

pthe Rusk G romyk.o talks took place.

Rusk Gromyko Talks

On September 25^ Foreign Minister Gromyko gave Rusk a
slightly revised version of the Soviet draft. The only change
v/as in the first sentence of the last paragraph, which now
read:

4. Non nuclear v;eapon states party to the Treaty
shall conclude^ in accordance v;ith the Statute and the
safeguards system of the IAEA, agreements vjith the Agency
to meet the requirements of this article either individually
or together v;ith other states.

He said that the USSR vjould agree to this text if we accepted ■
it. Secretary Rusk replied that the principal problem was not
the United States but the Euratom countries and that we would
wish to have their views before reaching a final decision.
He found Gromyko unprepared to discuss the "facilities" problem.3

^From Geneva^ tel, 933^ Sept. 23, 1967^ Secret/Limdis.
^Alexander to Acting Secretai’y of State, memorandum, Sept.

25, 19 6 7, Secret.
3Prom Mev; York, tel. 998, Sept. 26, I967, Secret/Exdls; to

Genova, tel. 4̂ 4705., Sept. 27., 19o7, Secrc;t/Nodls.
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Mr. Foster them discussed the nev; draft vjlth Lev I.
Mende].evich^ the Soviet Deputy Permanent Representative to the
United Nations, and told him that it made it less clear that
Euratom would be able to negotiate vrith lAICA. The Eiiratora coun
tries wished to be sure that elim.zl.nation of the word "Euratom"
did not mean ‘that the organization could not represent them.
We felt that it wou].d be better to move the words "in accordance
with the Statute" to the end of the sentence and to om.it the
reference to the safeguards system.

When Mr. Poster reported on these discussions at the
September 2J meeting between Rusk and Grom.yko, the Soviet Foreign
Minister said that he would take another look at the language and
asked whether the draft could be completed if he and the Secretary
could reach agreement in 2! hours. Noting that Grom.yko v/ouJd
leave next day. Secretary Rusk replied that it could not be
completed before the October 2 meeting of the European Community.
Mr. Poster thought that it v/ould have to go back to Geneva.

Reporting to the Under Secretary of State, Mr. Poster did
not find any of the Soviet changes "really unacceptable provided Q
a proper negotiating record is 3_aid." He warned, however, that
they vjould cause further delay and arouse allied susi)icion of

%emcon Rusk, Gromyko, et a'J., Sept. 27, 1967, Secret/Exdis,
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Soviet intentions. This vjas v;hy he'had suggested to Mendelevich
that the reference to the IAEA Statute be dropped from the revised
sentence. The Soviet representative savj nothing v;rong with this
but said that Gromyko VJould have to make the decision. Mr.
Foster concluded that the time had come'for us to be more forceful
in recommending the Soviet draft "as a practical basis for final
agreement V7ith such improvem.ents and interpretations as we may
be able to negotiate." There were indications that the Euratom
countries m.ight be preparing completely non-negotiable amend
mentSj and it vjas time for us to explain our position in an aide
memoire to the allies.^

Ambassador Mendelevich to.ld him that the Soviets would be
very flexible in considering any revisions v;e might recommend.
They v/ould find it difficulty howeverj to accept our proposal to
drop the reference to the IAEA safeguards system in the last
paragraph.^ Foreign Minister Gromyko later accepted Poster's
earlier suggestion to change the position of the phrase. At
Foster's request^ Ambassador Dobrynin agreed to recommend its
deletion.3

The British, who had previously shown shovj reservej made
a sympathetic statement at the September 26 meeting of the NAG.

. . 3 0 9

IPoster to Under Secretary of State^ memorandumj Sept.
28, 1967, Secret/Exdis.

2Memcon Mendelevich-Foster, Oct. 3, 19^7; to Geneva, tel.
48870, Oct. 5 , 1967; to Brussels, tel. ^9637, Oct. 6, 1967,
Secret/Exdis.

3To Ger/ovcij t?'l. Oct. l ‘̂, 1967, Secret/hlxdis.
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Ambassador Burrows said that the Soviets had come a long way
tov/ard meeting the Western posa.tlon. The ambiguity of the
draft might even be advantageous^ since the Soviets might be
able to acquiesce in interpretations they could not accept as
treaty language, as they had done in the case of articles I and
II. The Soviets v/ould be in a weak position when it came to
IAEA negotiations, since potential friends of Euratom v/ere in
the majority on the IAEA Board of Governors. While the United
Ktingdom had reservations on the "facilities" language, it was
not concerned with the "guillotine" problem. In fact, British
analysis suggested that our draft had a "guillotine" and that
the Soviet proposal did not.

The FRG representative said that German concerns had not
been fully met and that our interpretations were not adequate.
Even with the interpretations, the Soviet draft did not actually 
prescribe IAEA verification of Euratom safeguards. On the
"guillotine" question, the decisive point for the Germans was
not the time limit but the obligation to introduce IAEA safeguards,
and the Soviet draft contained this obligation. The "discri
minatory" aspect was a weak point in the Soviet position, and
we should keep pushing them on this. The FRG felt that Euratom
consultation should be completed before proceeding further
in the EMDC.

O
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The IX;itch representative said that future discussions with

the Soviet's should be based on their draft and that efforts
should be made to improve, it. He v/arned that a stiff Euratom
attitude could block the treaty and that further delay v>'ould
promote support for the non-nuclear conference and the Swedish

^ amendment. The Canadian and U.S. representatives stressed the
need to settle the question before the First Committee of the
General Assembly took it up.^’

U.S. Aide-Memoirej October 5^ 19^7

After this meeting., Mr. Fisher sent Poster a draft position
paper and recom.mended that v.'e immediately circulate it in the
NAC.2 As noted above^ Mr. Foster was already thinking along
these llnes.'^

Mr. Fisher advised Rusk and Foster that there vjas one key
question to be decided:

...this problem has nov/ been reduced to one main
question vjhich you and the President will have to decide.
That question is whether the U.S. is so committed to
spelling out in article III the concept of an agreement '

_ between IAEA and Eu.ratom, vjhich is different in kind from
the safeguards agree:nents wlja.ch IAEA will enter into v;ith
other countries parties to the treaty^ that we are prepared
to insist on this point even though this may well result
in our not obtaining a non x)roliferation treaty.

C

^Prom Parisj tel. 4Q99j> Sept. 26, 196j, Secret.
2prom Geneva, tel. 1022, Sept. 29, 1967, Secret,
3see above, p.
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While It was clear that the Soviets would recognize that their
coiTiproraise allov^ed an lAEA-Euratom agreement and were vjilllng
for us to say so publicly;, they would not agree to amend their
proposal to explicitly provide for IAEA "verification" of Euratom
safeguards. Mr. Fisher believed that the Soviets would be supported

Oon this issue by most countries that did not belong to Euratom.
He also pointed oirt that IAEA v/ould have to rely heavily on
Euratom in practice^ both because it had effective safeguards
and because IAEA's own workload v/ould be substantially increased
when the treaty entered into force.

On October 2., Mr. Poster recommended to Rusk that w’e make
our position known to the allies and advised him to raise the
problem with the President. He warned that it would be dangerous O
to wait another veek, since we might have to begin the First
Committee debate with a blank article III^ and this "would encourage

pnon aligned countries to make other unacceptable suggestions."
V/hile Assistant Secretary of State Stoessel agreed that we

should press ahead, he vjished to avoid the appearance of dictat
ing to the allies or undercutting the European consultations.
He was "especially concerned about German sensitivities" and
warned that "attempts to force the Gcniian hand could vjork

O
iFrom. Genevaj tel. 1054, Oct. 2, 19^7, Secret/Nodis
^Foster to Rusk, memorandum, Oct. 2, I9S7 Secret,
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against our over-all objective." He therefore opposed the tight
deadlines 'ACDA had in mind and preferred to viait until more
information had been obtained on the European discussions.^

There was no indication^ hov;everj that the European Community
would make an early response. It ‘was decided to drop the dead
lines but to send out the aide-memoire at once. The aide
memoire^ delivered in the NATO capitals on October 5̂ closely
followed the lines of Fisher’s draft position paper.^ It stated
■t̂ hat we would be prepared to accept the Soviet draft as it stood,
since v?e believed t?iat it v.'ould permit the non nuclear-weapon
members of Euratom to negotiate collectively with IAEA and allow
a verification concept along the lines of the three points we

O ' had previously made to the Soviets.^ In the light of the allied
consultations, hov/ever, we considered it advantageous to seek
Soviet agreement on cex'tain changes and understandings:

(1 ) The Soviet "facilities" language tended to prejudge
an issue that had long been under discussion in IAEA and to make
it difficult to amend the safeguards document or to reduce the
intrusiveness of safeguards, as the preambular treaty paragraph
on automated safeguards contemplated. We v/ould therefore
propose replacing the fjrst three sentences of the Soviet

C

C
^Stoessel (State/EUR) to Rusk, memorandum, Oct. 3, 19^7^

Secret.
^See above, p.
3See above, pp.
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draft with the neutral language previously recommended by Mr.
Fisher.^ We did not Include the Dutch language because vie did
not think that the Soviets v;ould accept it, since it was very

2similar to the U.S. draft they had rejected. If this did not
prove negotiable^ v;e would point out that the Soviet draft did
not adequately describe the present, IAEA system and propose the
follovjing fallback am*endraent to the third sentence of the first
Soviet paragraph:

...These procedures shall also extend to facil.ities
containing or to contain such materials, including princijjal
nucleai' facilities,, for the sole purpose of making possible
the effective application of safeguards to such material
produced^ processed or used in such facilities.
(2) The Soviets had told us that a treaty amendment would

not be required to change the existing IAEA safeguards document
and this vjas the clear "common sense interpretation" of the
language they had proposed. Hence we did not consider it
necessary to change their language, but we would make an appro-
priate statement v/hen ai’ticle III v;as tabled and try to have
them make a similar statement.

(3) Since it v/as essential to prevent evasion of the
ti’eaty and the "carried out by it anyvihere" language was also
included j.n the limited test-ban treaty, 3 ^e would find it

O

o
^See above, p.
^See above, pp.
3See art. I (2) of the treaty (Documents on Disarmament,

1963. p. 292. O
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c

difficult to argue that the phrase should be omitted. We vjould,
hov/ever, attempt to obtain an understanding that It would apply
"only to facilities under the dominant and effective control of
a non nuclear vjeapon state party to the treaty." Past discussions
indicated that the Soviets would be amenable to such an under
standing.

(4) It was our opinion tliat the Soviet draft permitted an
lAEA Euratom agreement. To make this clear^ we would state in
the ENDO and the IAEA Board of Governors that the language
permitted the IAEA to enter into an agreement with another
organization.

(5 ) Although the exact nature of an lAEA-Euratom agreementC remained to be determined^ Euratom would not be in a weak
bargaining posi.tion and IAEA safeguai’ds could not be applied to
Euratom countries until the tv/o organizations had reached an
agreement. The exact nature of the agi'eement could not be
spelled out in advance, but v;e thought that it vjould fall
between two extremes (l) a duplication of Euratom safeguards
by IAEA cind (2) a "paper inspection of the records of Euratom"
by IAEA. At an appropriate time^ vje would publicly state the
three principles which should be taken .Into account:

A. There should be safeguards for all non nuclear
v/eapon parties of such nature that all parties can have
confidence In their effectiveness.

c
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B . In discharging thej.r obligations under article
IIIj non nuclear v/eapon parties may negotiate safeguards
agreements v/ith the IAEA bilaterally or together with other
parties^ and specific ally^ an agreement covering such
obligations may be entered into between the IAEA and
another international organization the work of which is
related to the IAEA and the membership of v;hich includes
the parties concerned.

C. In order to avoid unnecessary duplication, the
IAEA shQuld make appropriate use of existing records and
safeguards;, provided that under such mutually agreed arrange ^^
ments the IAEA can satisfy itself that nuclear materia]
is not diverted to nu.clear weapons or other nuclear explo
sive devices.
(6) V/e would not try to change the transition period the

Soviets had proposed. As we had previously pointed outj this
vjould give Euratom "substantia],ly more than tivo years" to work
out an agreement with lAEA.^'

Allied reactions varied. The French avoided taking a clear C D
2position on Euratom's authority to negotiate with IAEA. The

Canadians interposed no objections.3 The British disliked the
first U.S. amendment and suggested three alternatives:

(1) Each non nuclear v/eapon State Party to this
Treaty undertakes to accept safeguards as set forth in an
agreemicnt to be negotiated for this purpose with the IAEA.

(2) Each non nuclear vjeapon State Party to this Treaty
undertakes to accept safeguards as set forth in an agree
ment to be negotiated for this purpose with IAEA as provided ^
in the Statute of the IAEA.

(3) ICach non nuclear vreapon State Pai'ty to this Treaty
undertakes to accept IAEA safeguards as set forth in an
agreement to be negotiated for this purpose with IAEA.

^Circ. tel. 48868. Oct, 4_, 3.̂)6'f, Secret.
^Prom Par:lSj tel, 484l, Oct. 7, 19^7^ Secret.
Sprom Ottav;a,, tel. 211n. Oct, . 1S)57. Secret.

.''j; '[______
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They also suggested some minor drafting changes.^
V/hlle we did not consider the first two British alternatives

negotiable, the third alternative might be negotiable if the second
and third sentences were retained. The first three sentences
might be revised to read as follows:

Each non nuclear weapon State Party to the Treaty under
takes to accept Internation Atomic Energy Agency safeguards,
as set forth in an agreement to be negotiated for this
purpose with the IAEA, with a view to preventing diversion
of nuclear energy from peaceful uses to nuclear xveapons or
other nuclear explosive devices^, for the exclusive purpose
of verification of the fulfillment of obligations assumed

' under this treaty. As provided in the Agency's safeguards
system, procedures for the safeguards required by this
article shall be followed with respect to source or special
fissionable material whether it is produced, processed, or
used in any principal nuclear facility or is outside any
such facility. These procedures shall also extend to
facilities containing or to contain such material,
including principal nuclear facilities for the sole
purpose of making possible the effective application of
safeguards to such material produced, processed or used
in such facilities.^
When Ambassador Burrov;s presented the British viev/s to the

NAC on October 10, he said that it might be possible to keep
the second and third sentences of the Soviet draft if the first
sentence was changed as we had proposed. The Canadian repre
sentative wanted our interpretation of the "carried out by it
anyv/here" phrase and the three principles Incorporated Into a

317

C

^From Geneva, tel. 1120, Oct. 7, 19^7, Secret. B'or the
U.S. delegation's views, see Geneva te],. 1123, Oct. 7, 1967,
Secret.

2To Geneva, Paris, jjondon, etc., tel. 51151^ Oct. 9. 19^7,Secret.
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formal statement of interpretation. Ambassador Grev;e said that
the PRG could not take a formal x>osltlon until Euratoin consulta
tion was completed. He referred sympathetically to the Dutch
amendment and said that a "verification" solution to the Euratom

I

problem could not be covered in an interpretation. He agreed
with the Dutch that "carried out by it anyvjhere" should be ( 3
deleted.

The Italian representative said that his country was not
ready to take a definite position. Italy still felt strongly
about "discrimination" and v/as not satisfied v/ith the Anglo
American offer.. There v;as also a need for an explicit American
assurance that the treaty still covered only what was prohibited^
not what was permitted^ especially in the field of nuclear
energy.

Ambassador Cleveland said that we would not negotiate vjith
the Soviets until we had a clearer word from Euratom but that
we expected this would be accomplished within a reasonable time.
In his concluding remarks^ Secretary-General Brosio felt that v;e
could conclude from the discussion that the situation was ripe
enough to table, a treaty but noted Cleveland’s statement.^ O

Iprom PariS;, tel. 5050, Oct. 11̂ 19^7^ Secret.
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Euratora Developments

We had not yet heard from the European Community^ and there
appeared to be no prospect of an eari.y reply. Mr. Poster advised
the Secretary of State that this could have serious consequences:

...If we do not get a green light from the October l8
NAC meeting to begin negotiations vjlth the Soviets, v;e
shall have to consider some tough alternatives: (l)
further demarches to our allies to speed-up consultations:
(2) negotiating v.’lthout a green light, which poses the
question of past commitments to allies; (3) the possibility
of having to go to New York with a blank or three versions

' of Article III; or (4) further sliippage in the EMDC/UNGA
schedule vjhich in my opinion would be extremely difficult,
if not impossible.!

C

C

Acting Assistant Secretary of State Stoessel concurred in
Foster's report but v/arned that negotiating without a "green
light" vjould precipitate a "major political confrontation with
Germany and Italy, possibly even supported by 'the Benelux coun
tries" and that the Germans v/ould consider our action a violation
of the President’s commitment to Kiesinger and Rusk's pledge to
Brandt. He felt that we would have to vjalt for an allied response

peven If it took a week or two. '
Later, ACDA opposed Stoessel's suggestion for a memorandum

of understanding between Euratom and IAEA before the treaty was
signed. ACDA feared that this v/ould mean that most states v;ould

Iposter to Rusk, memora.ndum, Oct. 10, 19^7, Secret,
^Stoesse] to Rusk, memorandum, Oct, 11, 19^7, Secret

For the U,S.. commitments, see above, pp.
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delay signing the treaty until this agreement had been concluded.
While It agreed that ratifications v/ould probably be delayed
until the Euratoiri states had actedj It did not believe that v̂ e
should propose "procedures which v;ould delay signing the treaty^
thus adding t.o the delay before It becomes effectlve. " O

On October 12 the EEC Commission replied to Inquiries from
Euratom members. It held that the Dutch amendment to paragraph
1 "vjould risk bringing In purely and simply a superposition of
IAEA controls on those of Euratom."^ In its vievĵ another path
should be taken:

The Commission on the contrary believes that a
solution could be sought by the negotiation of an agree-
ment vjlth the IAEA v;lth a view to permitting a verification
of the effectiveness of Euratom control and its equivalence
v;ith that of the IAEA, by mutually approved scientific
methodsj such as those in operation in the framev^ork of the
Euratom/US accord...

Nor did it think that the Dutch proposal to include the v.'ord
"multilateral" in the last paragraph v/ould permit the conclusion
of an lAEA-Euratom agreement. The Benelux countries had proposed
making a reservation v>;hen the treaty was signed^ stating that
Instruments of ratification would not be deposited until a satis
factory agreement had been concluded. The Commission thought it

^ ACDA memorandum to Stoessel, Oct. l6, 19^7, Secret;
Stoessel to Foster, memorandumj Oct. 6, 1967? Secret.

2p'or the Dutch amendment, see abovej p.
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better, hovjever^ to make a reservation dealing only with article
III:

■ The application of Article III of the present Treaty
on the territories of member States of Euratom who are
Parties thereto is dependent on the conclusion of a verifi
cation agreement betvjeen the Community and the IAEA assuring
the safeguarding of the rights and obligations of the said
States resulting from the Treaty concluded at Rome^ March
25j 1967;. and of the authority granted to Euratom by this
Treaty.

If this reservation v;as accepted by other signatories when the
treaty was signed^ it would permit the Instruments of ratifica
tion to be deposited. If the other parties rejected the reserva-
tion, however, the Five v/ould declare that they could not deposit
the instruments until a satisfactory agreement was concluded,^

The U.S. Mission to Brussels now recomm.ended subst^ltuting
"international safeguards" for "the safeguards of the International
Atomic' Energy Agency" in the first sentence of the first
paragraph and dropping the "carried out by It anywhere" language.̂
Mr. Fisher believed that this draft would be non negotiable and
inadvisable. He recommended that we maintain the position we
had taken in the aide memoire, possibly v;ith the third amendment
suggested by the British.3

From Geneva, tel. 1198, Oct. 13,. 19^7^ Secret.
2prom Brussels, tel. 2391, Oct. 20, 196?, Secret.
3prom Geneva, tel. 1302, Oct. 22, 19^7, Secret, See above.
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iFrom Bonn, tel. 1̂103̂ Oct. 12, 19^7, Secret/Limdls
2See above, p.
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Brandt-Rusk Letters

On October 12, the FRG Cabinet Defense Council discussed
the non proliferation problem. Science.Minister Stoltenburg and
Defense State Secretary Carstens reportedly advised Chancellor
Kiesj.nger to sink the treaty. They argued that France vjould be
able to free herself from safeguards if Euratom vjas undermined.
Foreign Minister Brandt, hovjever, persuaded Kiesinger to agree
to a more moderate line.^'

Acting on instructions from Brandt, Ambassador Knappstein
told Rusk and Poster on October 12 that the FRG v;as concerned
about the v/ay discussions viere going. It did not feel that
Euratom interests were sufficiently taken into account in the
Soviet proposal or.in the U.S. amendments and interpretations,
and our aide-memoire did not dispel this impression. ¥e should
understand that the European Community procedures took time,
and there v/ould be unfortunate consequences if the Euratom
countries got the impression that they were being pressured or
that their good faith was being questioned. The FRG continued
to rely on the assurances Rusk had given Brandt in May.2

V/hen Mr. Poster pointed out that the Soviet draft tried to
meet our position that Euratom must be protected and the Soviet

O

o
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position tViat it should not be named in the treaty., the Ambassa
dor replied that t?ie PRG would not object if Euratom. was not
mentioned^ but it wanted Euratom to be in a position to make
agreements with IAEA similar to those IAEA made with individual
countries. Mr. Poster observed that Euratom would not be asked
to accept anything more than the United States if we offered to
put our peaceful activities under IAEA.

Secretary Rusk said that v;e did not yet have an article
III v/hich the Soviets would accept and that we had not accepted
the Soviet draft. Time was important and we could lose control
over the treaty if vie took an incomplete draft to the General
Assembly. Mr. Poster noted that vie v/ould have trouble vjith the
non nuclear conference scheduled for the spring of 1969 if the
General Assembly failed to act.l

Poreign Minister Brandt folloived up this demarche with a
personal letter to Rusk defending the PRG position:

...The German Government and the other non-nuclear
EURATOM states cannot seriousD.y be reproached with a lack
of willingness for 'give and take'. VJe have already done
much to advance the negotiations concerning the non prolifera
tion treaty. In consideration of the Soviet demands, we
have, for our part, put aside the requirement of universa
lity of safeguards;, then that of establishment by treaty of
the principle of nondiscrimination in the field of peaceful

O .SEOaCTŷ IjQ.I.̂Oraf

C

c

%emcon Knappstein^ Rusk, Poster, et al., Oct. 12, 1.967;
Secret; to Geneva, tel. 53'’l99, Oct. ],3, 1967> Secret/Exdis.

C y.i.1^
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uses. The verification solution In the American draft
worked out In the Western consultations represents. In
the opinion of the German Government., the extreme posi
tion beyond which we cannot go without far-reaching nega
tive consequencesT'
The Germans v̂ ere concerned about the extension of safe

guards beyond the limits required by the non-proliferation treaty 
and about the need to protect their Euratom interests and
obligations. Foreign Minister Brandt complained that the
"verification" solution was being relegated to the background 
and was "astonished at the ever m.ore frequent insinuations that
are made against us because of our faithfulness to the ETOATOM 
treaty."

In his vlev/j the safeguards system should be so arranged 
as to avoid "any additional risk of dislntegretlon of Europe."
VJhile the non-proliferation treaty would inevitably divide
states into nuclear-weapon and non nuclear v/eapon groups "for
the time being/' it need not necessarily extend this discrimina
tion against the non-nuclear nations by "placing controls only
on them concerning peaceful uses of atomic energy," Because 
of the Soviet attitude, however, the FRG was willing to accept O
an arrangement in which the United States and the United Kingdom 
would voluntarily accept controls and France would remain bound
by Euratom controls. But it vjould not accept "double controls,"

o
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v;hlch v/ould amount to "unacceptable discrimination... and wuuld
additionally burden European coherence as a result of the special
nuclear position of Prance."

Ambassador Cleveland did not see hovj we could press for a
"green light" from the allies at the next NAG meeting in the
light of this letter without provoking a "major blow up" from
the Germans and Italians. At the October 18 meeting of the
NACj Ambassador Grewe said that the PRG had submitted amendments
in Euratom. and vjas trying to speed up action. Ambassador Cleve
land commented that vie had hoped to have a joint Euratom vievi

by now. We recognized the complexity of the Euratom problems
and had no desire to establish arbitrary deadlines. But the
General Assembly scheduj.e put pressure on all the allies^ and
vie would be in a better position to protect Euratom interests
if there was a complete draft treaty when the First Committee
began its debate.^

Mr. Fisher advised the Secretary to Inform Brandt that
we understood hov; the FRG might feel that it could not sign
an article III without iridicating that its ability to ratify

C

Ifirandt to Rusk , ].tr., Oct. ].3̂ 19^7 (German Embassy trans
lation), no classification given/Exdis; to Bonn, tel. ^4381,
Oct. ih, 1967, Secret/B^xdis.

2prom USNATO, tel. l4, Oct. 17, 1967, Secret/Exdis.
3prom USNATO, tel. 26, Oct. I8, 196?, Secret.
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would depend on Euratom approval In the "light of agree
ment or understanding of basic principles worked out betvjeen
Euratom and the IAEA." While this decision would be for the
Germans to make and vje could not recommend it to them^ it v;as
I.egally sound and politically supportable,^

In his reply to Brandt^ Secretary Rusk said that v;e had been
guided by the two fundamental concerns of maintaining the
Integrity of the alliance and facilitating the development of
the European Community. VJe believed that the non proliferation
treaty w'ould be beneficial to the alliance:

We believe that an equitable non proliferation treaty
is important to the whole v;orld. It will reduce tensions
betv^een the two sides^ and the likelihood of nuclear v/ar.
If a non-proliferation treaty satisfies the basic concerns
of our alliesj it will c],early be in the interest of the
alliance as a whole...
As w’e had Indicated in our aide-memoire, we considered

the Soviet draft compatible with the verification concept the
alliance had worked out provided that the Soviet Union accepted
certain amendments. ¥e had discussed our interpretations with
the Sovietsj and we would "expect the Soviets not to object to
them."

" SEC KET/MC)1'0HiT *
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Secretary Rusk stressed the urgency of obtaining early NATO
agreement and warned that failure to submit a complete draft treaty
to the General Assembly would probably result in sending it back
to Geneva with many unacceptable recommendations. Indeed^ a
large majority would probably support the earlier Soviet draft
artlc3.e III. VJe believedj hoviever, that the allied consultations
would succeed, and v;e vjould be guided by their result. If this
approach was not successful, we were "fully prepared to carry
out the assurances" contained in his May message to Brandt.

VJhile we understood the German view that the Soviet draft
did not sufficiently take Euratom. interests into account, we
also hoped that the Euratom reply vjould "take into account, inso
far as possible, the complicated negotiating situation in Geneva"
and offer alternative suggestions which had some chance of accept
ance if our own proposals were not considered sufficient.^

Mr. Fisher had advised the Secretary to tell Brandt that
v/e did not expect the lAEA Euratom negotiations to adversely
affect the continuation of Euratom safeguards in Prance, because
v/e strongly supported the PJuratom safeguards system. Our
influence as a supplier of raw material to Western Europe would
be directed "tov;ards supporting the continued application of

327'“

iTo Bonn, tel. 567^t2, Oct. 19, I967, Secret/Exdis,
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Euratom safeguards ̂ vjlthin the framework cf an agreement with
IAEA;," and v/e would oppose "any attempt to substitute In this
area national safeguards for those of Euratom."^

Against ACDA's wlshesj the French role was not discussed
In the Secretary's letter, ACDA then proposed that Ambassador
McGhee be instructed to deliver an oral statement on the subject.^ '
Assistant Secretary of State Leddy did not concur. He pointed
out that the Germans were already aware of French dependence on
us and would probably leak the Information to the French. More
over^ they v;ould probably take the question up with them in any
case. Basically^ he felt that any U.S. intercession would be
counterproductive.3 This argument was decided in ACDA's favor,
and Ambassador McGhee was instructed to tell the Germans that
we had no intention of reverting to bilateral safeguards w’ith
France.^ Foreign Minister Brandt vjas absent from Bonn when
Ambassador McGhee delivered the letter and made the oral
statement to the Foreign Ministry on October 20. The Ambassador
considered the letter a "fair and adequate reply. 5

^From Geneva;, tel. 12^8, Oct. l8, 19^7 j Secret/Exdis.
^Alexander to Rusk, memorandum, Oct, 19^ 1 9 ^ 7 Secret.
^Leddy (State/EUR) to Rusk, memorandum, Oct. 19^ 19^7,

Secret.
■̂ To Bonn, tel. 57167j Oct. 20, 19^7^ Secret/Exdls.
5From Bonn, te].. 4460, Oct. 20, 19^7^ Secret/Exdis.
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If as.ked^ Ambassador Schaetzel was authorl.zed to make the
following oral statement on U.S. nuclear fuel supply policy:

The U.S. will continue to fill its present and pro
spective fuel obligations to the Euratom member states via
Euratom and the Euratom fuel supply agency.

Our agreements for cooperation viith Euratom provide
that the Commission will carry out certain safeguards respon
sibilities as a condition for the receipt of the materials.
This being the case^ we do not intend to revert either to
a bilateral channel for supply of materials to Euratom state^;;^'
or the application of US bilateral safeguards.^

' In Geneva^ General Burns (Canada) obtained a copy of the
Brandt letter from the PRG observer and discussed it with
Fisher. When the_^.latter summarized Paisk’s replyGeneral Burns
expressed concern that this might give the Germans a "green
light" to persuade Euratom to adopt non-negotiable amendments.
He was disturbed over the possibility that article III might
not be settled before the General Assembly debate began.^

The Canadians also heard of some German amendments which
Mr. Pisher considered to be quite non-negotiable. If Euratom
adopted them^ he thought that we would either have to try to

^ get the Euratom countries to reconsider them or bring them up
in a Co Chairmen’s meeting in the knowledge that "they would

^To Brusselsj tel. 57919, Oct. 21, 19^1, Secret/Exdis,
2prom Geneva;, tel. 1 2 Q j, Oct. 2.0, I967, Secret/l^xdis.
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undoubtedly be rejected." Since he saw a danger that the Germans
could use the Rusk letter as an argument that we supported their
position^ he recomraend ed to Rusk that we inform all Euratora
members of the Rusk-Brandt correspondence and explain that the
Secretary did not mean to express a judgment on whether any
particular am'endment was reasonable. V/e should also say that O
amendments of the. type we had heard were being considered would
not be negotiable and that their adoption by Euratom "would onl.y
serve the purpose of delay that would adversely affect long range
Euratom and NATO interests."^

Ambassador McGhee opposed this recommendation. He did not
think that Brandt vjould show Rusk's letter at the Euratom meet
ings or use it to prove that the reported German amendments had
our support. "To infer to others that Brandt would do so and
to attiempt to intervene at this late date... by lobbying against
a presumed German draft/' he wrote^, "would;, in my judgement,
run a very grave and unjustifiable risk of alienating not only
Germany but other Euratom m.embers."

O

IProm Geneva, tei. 1296, Oct. 20, 196?j to Brussels,
Bonn, USNATO, tel. 58IO3. Oct. 23, 196?. Secret/Exdis.

2prom Berlin, tel. 5I0, Oct. 23, 19̂ 7', Secret/Exdis.
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In Geneva^ Mr. De Palma told the representatives of Belglurrij
the FRGj Italy^ and the Netherlands that he hoped the Euratom
members would seek negotiable formulations vjhlch vjould allow
agreement on article III in time for the General Assembly debate.
He v/arned that further delay in response could result in going
to the General Assembly v/ith a blank article III and that this
v;ould be adverse to Euratom interests. A non-negotiable response
would have the same result. Prom these discussions^ it v;as
I
clear that the PRG was seeking a stronger minimum position than
the Benelux countries. It also appeared that Italy might take
a more moderate position^ since the Italian Parliament had
recently given the Government a vote of confidence on the
non proliferation treaty.^

German Amendments

Meanwhile^ our Mission at Brussels learned that the
Germans were proposing to replace the first paragraph of the
Soviet draft with the following language:

I In order to prevent diversion of source or special
fissionable materials from peaceful uses to nuclear weapons
or other nuclear explosive devicesj each non-nuclear

.weapon State Party to this Treaty undertakes to have
safeguards as set forth in agreements negotiated and con
cluded with the IAEA bilaterally or under multilateral

C

C
' Iprom Geneva^ tel. 1320̂ , Oct. 23, '19̂ 1, Confidential.
During his September visits Saragat had told us that Parliament
was more favoi able to the treaty than the Government.
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arrangements or by organizations vjhose v/ork is related to
that of the Agencj^. Conclusion of agreements V7ith such
organizations shall be facilitated by IAEA members and
members of respective organizations^ Parties to this
Treaty.

Procedures for the safeguards required shall be
followed v;ith respect to source or special fissionable
material whether it is being produced;, processed or
used in any principal nuclear facility or outside such
facility. The safeguards required by this Artj.cle shall
be applied on all source or special fissionable material
for all peaceful nuclear activities v/lthin the territory
of such Statej under j.ts jurisdiction.

The words "non-nuclear weapon State" would be omitted from the
second paragraph^, thus requiring safeguards on transfers between
nuclear powers of nuclear materials for peaceful purposes. In
the third paragraph^ the Germans vjould add a reference to a
preambular paragraph on safeguards. The first sentence of
the last paragraph would be eliminated and replaced by a refer
ence to "the agreements referred to in paragrap?i 1." All speci
fic time periods would be deleted from the last paragraph.^

Euratom Five Principles (October 2Uj 196?)

On October 24 the Foreign Ministers of the non-nuclear-
weapon Euratom countries agreed on the following five principles:
(l) safeguards only on materials, (2) the necessity of a Euratom

O

O

o

.9KnPT?.T /MnT?or;KT _

Iprom Brussels, tel. 2390, Oct. 20, 19^7j Secret/Llmdls.
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lAEA agreement, (3) the verification concept, (4) the continuance
of fissionable material supply until the Euratom IAHA agreement
vjas reached, and (5 ) no guillotine clause.

At the October 25 NAC meeting, the Italian representative
' presented the five Euratom principles and asked the NAC to defer

further discussion until the experts had presented a draft.
Ambassador Grewe presented an "ll.lustratlve draft" similar to
tihe proposal the FRG had Introduced In Euratom.^ The Dutch
representative stressed that the five principles v/ent beyond the

pproposals his country had p^ evlously made but that the Eura'com
countries v/ere unanimously agreed. Ambassador Cleveland said
that he v/ould be concerned If the Euratom governments endorsed
the experts' recommendations without consulting the United
States, since It v;as the United States v;hlch v/ould have to nego
tiate v;lth the USSR. The representatives of the Euratom coun
tries stated that the experts' draft v;ould be am.endable vn'thin
the framevjork of the five principles.^

Mr. Fisher observed that the FRG "ill.ustrative draft"
v;as non-negotiable and unlikely to gain general international

^ 333'
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ISee above, p.
2See above, p.
3From USNATO, tels. 105 and 108, Oct. 25, I967, Secret
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acceptance. He thought that we should immediately make this
clear to the Germans and tell them thai; it would not serve as
a basis for the allied negotiations.^ Ambassador McGhee disagreed.
He objected that Fisher was concerned only about negotiability
with the Soviets and did not consider the "reasonableness of the O
German draft in the light of genuine German and Euratom interests
and concerns." We should give the Germans and other Europeans
time to vjork out their own proposal and then discuss the result
with them. Once they had gone as far as they felt they could go^
we should present their position to the Soviets and support it.
In his viev.'j Immediate progress on the draft treaty did not
warrant "jeopardizing the confidence v/hich we still enjoy with O
the FRG, as perhaps our most crucial ally."^

As Mr. Fisher saw it^ the real problem, vjas not that the
Euratom countries had been given insufficient time but that
there were basic differences among them. He considered it im
portant for us to assert leadership and settle the question in
time to finjsh the treaty negotiations by the end of the year. oThis meant that we must have a "definite and reasonable response"

^Prom Geneva;, tel. 1366, Oct. 26, 1967^ Secret/Llmdis.
2prom Bonn, tel. ^568, Oct. 26, 19 6 7, Secret/Llmdis,

^__S£CfiET/l40 F Q R a ____ _
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from the Euratorn countries 'no later, than November 1. Even If
all went well^ we could not expect to table article III until
November 20^ and the EPJDO would not close until the end of the
month. He warned that delay could have'dangerous consequences:

With strong tendency developing in ENDC tov/ard
free swinging attacks on present NPT draft and prospect of
more amendments to come designed to delay conclusion of

treatybelieve we face critical decision. As seen
from here^ believe it no exaggeration to say that NPT
already somewhat over rj.pe and in danger of being made
subject of InterTTiinable negotiation^ not unlike GOD. VJe
think its chances of emerging in acceptable form from
another round of negotiations in 1968 would be considerably
diminished.

He therefore recommended that we try to prevent any delay and
get an early response from the Euratom countries.^

As completed by the experts on October 2J, the five princi
ples were as follows:

1. Safeguards undei’ the NPT must be applied to source
and special fissionable material and not to facilities.

2. There should be no mi sunder standj.ng that as far as
EA member States are concerned;, safeguards under NPT
VJill be applied on the basis of an agreement to be concluded

' between EA and IAEA.
3 . This agreement should be based on the principle of

verification of Euratom safeguards by IAEA; the implementa-
^ tion of this principle shall be negotiated between the two

organizations.
. Pending the conclusion of the agreement between

Euratom and lAEAj EA member States concerned wish to stress
that there should be no misunderstanding, that the obliga
tions w3th regard to Euratom (or to its member States)
entered into by any Party to a NPT shall not be affected
by provisions of Article III dealing with supply.

^Pi’om Genevatel. 1332 Oct. 2b, 19 ‘̂7, Secret/Exdis,
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5. Jiuratorn member States concei'^ned^ determined to
act in common^ have to be sure that the position of Euratom
when negotiating to arrive at a satisfactory agreement with
IAEA will not be prejudiced by any eventual provision of
Article III;, as for example on a time period.

O
In further remarksj they vjould express their doubts about the
legal possibility of assuming an obligation to apply safeguards
on activities carried out "anywhere" and declare that nothing
in the non-proliferation treaty should hamper the application of
the Euratom treaty.^

VIhen British Ambassador Beeley told him that the five
principles should not be too difficult for us to live withj
Wr. Fisher replied thaz it would depend’on how they vjere imple
mented, The German "illustrative" draft would not be negotiable^
but we might be able to negotiate along the lines of our aide-
memoire^ as modified by the third British amendment. Ambassador
Beeley thought that this vjas reasonable and suggested that we
could proceed to negotiate with the Soviets on the basis of the
five principles even if the Euratom countries came up with a non
negotiable proposal. Mr. Fisher advised VJashington that this
might be a feasible approach.^ In London^ the Foreign Office O
told our Emuassy that it would be better to advance the Euratom
texts in Geneva even if they proved to be non n e g o t i a b l e ,^

Iprom Brussels j tel. 2529, Oct. 2J , ISGj, Confidential.
The further remarks were not accepted by all the Five (from USNATO,
tel. 193. Oct. 3 1. 1967, Secret).'

^From Geneva, tel. 1386, Oct. 26, 19 6 7, Secret/Limdis.
3proin r,ondon, tel. 3^04, Oct. 27. 19^7, Secret/Llmdis.
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Getting the "Green Light"

Mr. Poster novj made three recoinmendatlons to the’Secretary
of State:

(1) We should begin negotiations vjith the Soviets immediately
if the Euratom countries came up with negotiable proposals by
October 30 or 31.

(2) Vie should even try out any non-negotiable proposals they
might make by that time. If they v/ere rejected^ however,, v;e
v;ould proceed to negotiate on the basis of our aide-memoire plus
British suggestions. In that casej we would advise the Euratom
coimtriies that they could withhold ratification of the non
proliferation treaty in order to protect their Euratom obligations,

(3) If the Euratom countries did not respond by October 30
or 31i ACDA believed that it would be impossible to complete
article III in time for the General Assembly. We should there
fore propose recessing the ENDC and suggest reconvening it in
Nevj York in late November, If this was not possible^ we Should
table separate but identical draft treaties at the General
Assembly with a blank article III. If we vjere then unable to
agree with the Soviets on that article^ we were probabl.y com
mitted to table our earlier draft,

Iposter to Rusk, memorandum;, Oct, 27, 196y, Secret/Limdls.
xvith attached paper^ "Possible Alternative Procedures/' Secret.
See also draft teJ., to Fisher re "Draft Instruction to Cleveland
Under Discussion Here," Secret,
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Assistant Secretary of State Leddy did not concur. Even
If we reached agreement vjith the Soviets^ he did not think that
article III should be tabled until we vjere sure that none of the
allies had any objections. We should not negotiate v;lth the
Soviets on the basis of our alde raemolre^ since the Euratom
allies, especially the FRG and Italy, had found It Insufficient.
Moreover, It vjould be Interpreted as "acting counter to the
assurances" in Rusk's letter to Brandt and thus "imperil the
whole treaty." He favored a harder line v;ith the Soviets:

...We believe we should make It quite clear to the
Soviets in tabling the NAG agreed Article that the allied
position is firm and that if they want an NPT they will
either have to accept It or m.ake another long step in the
direction of the allied poslLion v/hlch vje could then take
back to the allies.

If Euratom did not respond, vie should continue to leave the
article blank and try to work out a compromise solution with
the Germans to provide a basis for negotiating with the Soviets.^

On October 28, Foreign Minister Brandt sent Rusk a memorandum
statiing t?iat the European Comm.lsslon had ruled that none of the
existing American or Soviet drafts were compatible with the
Euratom treaty and that any article prescribing IAEA safeguards
would be incompatible with that treaty. The FRG could not there
fore "adopt any other attitude on this question" than It had

^ Leddy (State/EUR) to ?\usk, memorandum, Oct, 27, 1967, Secret.
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done so far. It intended to Introduce a modified version of its
amendments in the ENDC7 and these wordings should be negotiable
with the Soviets. It was better to submit a draft article accept
able to the PRG as a mem.ber of Euratom than to resort to theC "makeshift of ratification reservations or the like." Although
Mr. Brandt did not describe the new German amendments in detail^
he stated that the PRG would accept the time periods in the last
paragraph of the article.^

On the follov;ing day, Mr. Pisher reported that he had
happened to sit next to the Belgian expert Willot on the plane
from Geneva to Brussels and that the latter had showed him the
text of an Illustrative draft which t?ie Germans and the Belgians
might present to the next NAG meeting. The draft was very
similar to the previous German draft except for the time periods.^
Mr. Poster informed Rusk that the new PRG draft was even wox se
than its predecessors. He doubted that the Germans would hive
time to renegotiate it with the other Euratom countries before
the NAG meeting scheduled for October 3 1. He did not believe
that there should be any further delay in sending instructions
to Cleveland.'^’

C

C
iBrandt to Rusk . Itr., Oct. 29, 19^7, Secret, with attached

memorandum. Secret; to Geneva, tel. I38O, Oct. 2y, 1967, Secret/
Limdis.

.. 2prom Geneva, tel. l4l4, Oct. 29, 19 6 7, Secret/Exdis.
oster t;o };u,sk , mcmoranduni, Oct. 30, ' 19^t , Seere 1;.
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Befoi’e the instructions were sent, however, our Embassy

at Bonn reported that the PRG had changed the first paragraph of
its "illustrative draft" to read as follows:

With a view to preventing diversion of source or special
fissionable material from peaceful uses to nuclear v;eapons
or other nuclear explosive devices, each (non-nuclear-
weaponsState Party to the Treaty undertakes to have safe
guards as set forth in agreements negotiated and concluded
with the International Atomic Energy Agency as provided in
its Statute. Conclusion of agreements with organizations
the \ Jork of which is related to that of the Agency shall be
facilitated by members of the IAEA and members of respective
organizations Parties to the Treaty. Procedures for the
safeguards required shall be followed with respect to
source or special fissionable material whether it is being
produced, processed or used in any principal nuclear facility.
The safeguards required by this Article shall be applied
on all source or special fissionable material for all peace
ful nuclear activities within the territory of such State,
under its jurisdiction.

In the second paragraph, the vjords "non-nuclear-weapon" would be
placed in parentheses. The time periods would remain in the last
paragraph.^'

Our delegation at Geneva was also informed of the proposed
changes by the German observer, who indicated that Italy was

prefusing to agree to any common Euratom language. In Rome,
the Foreign Ministry told our Embassy that the Five would only
present their principles to the NAG and leave the exact language

^■From Bonn, tel. 465'̂ !, Oct. 30, 19^7, Secret/Lim.dis. Cf.
above, pp.^Fi’ora Geneva, tel.l4l5, Oct. 30, 19^7, Secret/Limdis.
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protecting the principles to be negotiated by the United States
with the Soviet Union. The Italians hoped that we vjould give
them credit for the outcome and assumed that this was v;hat we
wanted.^

Ambassador McGhee still believed that it would help to
overcome Gennan objections to the treaty as a whole if we used
the German draft in our discussions with the Soviets. In his
opinion^ Mr. P’isher v;as wrong to assume that the German proposals
v;,ere necessarily non negotiable. On the contrary^ it seemed to
McGhee that the Soviets were serious].y interested in getting
a successful treaty and might well make concessions to Euratom
and the Germans.^

Ambassador Cleveland was nov; instructed to tell the ENDC
that the time had come to act. We had accepted several delays,
but the ENi)C and General Assembly schedules required an "imme
diate NAG consensus," The ENDC could not be kept in session into
November unless the nonaligned delegations had grounds to hope
that agreement could be reached on article III. V/e understood
that the Five had not been able to agree on the ERG draft.
If it v;as presented^, the Ambassador should say that it would

C

c

c

lErom Rome, tel. 22J0, Oct, 30. I967, Confidential.
2Erom Bonn, tel. Oct. 30, 19^7, Secret/Limdis. For

the second sentence of the first German draft, see above, p.
The second German di'aft retained the same language but omitted
the word "such."
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"pose difficult problems" in the Co-Chairmen's negotiations.
We vjould nevertheless "make a serious effort /to/ obtain Soviet
acceptance" if there xvas general allied support for the PRG
proposal. If the Soviets rejected it or the allies did not
support it^ vie v/ould negotiate vjith the Soviets "making / a ^

effort to protect the five principles." The Ambassador should
point out that our aide-memoire^ as supplemented by the British
amendment, "vjould go a long vmy to protect / t h ^ five principles."
The Euratom countries would be free to "follov/ procedura], arrange
ments. e.g.^ v;ithholding ratifications/' to protect their obliga
tions under the Euratom treaty. Q'he allies would run greater
risks in failing to act at this time:

...¥e see equal if not greater danger in further delay
in completing article III, which involves interests of non-
European countries, including US allies like Japan. It
/is/ unnecessary / t ^ point out /t'^e/ obvious point that
if there is further delay in NAG consensus on article III
Soviets will accuse NATO of blocking submission of complete
NPT in time for UNGA consideration this year.

¥e vjould continue to consult wi ch the allies, and we v;ould not
table the article without consulting them in Geneva. Moreover,
governments remained uncommitted, either to the language vje had O
already tabled or to the unagreed portions of the treaty.^

ITo USNATO, tei. 61705., Oct. 30, I967. Secret.

•secret/nofo ĵ
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Allied representatives in Washington vjere given advance

notice of our desire to get an immediate "green light." Berndt
von Staden;, the Counselor of the German Erahassy^ asked Acting
ACDA Assistant D-irector Gleysteen how this v.’ould affect Rusk’s
commitments to Brandt to table the o].d U.S. draft if no acceptable
alternative could be found. Mr. Gleysteen replied that this
point had not yet been reached, and Mr. von Staden agreed. The
latter argued for more time and expressed the view that Bonn
would not react favorably. Later^ he talked to Bonn and learned
that the modified FRG draft would probably not be supported by

C

C

c

all the Five. In that events he told Gleysteen^ the FRG would
not press It.^

In fact^ the FRG draft did not win the support of the Five.
At the NAG meeting of October 31^ all of them' reaffirmed their
support of the five principles^ and Ambassador Cleveland said
that we would have the principles very much in mind. We believed
that we thoroughly understood the allied interests and concerns.
He stressed the difficulties in some of the "illustrative" drafts
Yie had received. Our aim w’as to achieve a result that all cou.l.d
live with. Vie would not tab.i.e the article in the ENDC v/ithout

iMemcon von Staden^ Gleysteen^ et al.j Oct. 30, ■196j, Secre'./
Limdis.
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further allied consultationsj but vje v;ould prefer to consult In
Geneva to the greatest possible extent.

Ambassador Grev;e said that the principles v;ere the minimum
demands of the P’lve and made it clear that the PRG would prefer
the old U.S. draft or either of the German "illustrative" drafts.
He would expect us to report back to the NAC on our talks with the
Soviets. He expressed skepticism about the reservation approach,,
whj.ch the Dutch representative defended.

Secretary-General Brosio concluded that the NAC had noted
the intention of the United States to negotiate with the Soviets
on article without commitment on the part of the allies.^ ¥eOhad finally gotten the "green light."

U.S. Proposal^ November 2, 19^7

At long lastj we were able to reply to the Soviet proposal
of September 1. At the Co Chairmen’s meeting of Novem^ber 2,

Mr. Fisher gave Roshchin the follovjing draft:
1. Each non-nuclear weapon State Party to the Treaty

undertakes to accept safeguards^ as set forth in an agree-
ment to be negotiated and concluded with the IAEA, in accord
ance with the Statute of the IAEA and the Agency's safeguards
systemj for the exclusive purpose of verification of the ful
fillment of its obligations assumed under this Treaty with a
view to preventing diversion of nuclear energy from peaceful

^Prom USNATO, tel. 193. Oct. 31. 196?. Secret.
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uses to nuclear v.'Ccipons or other nuclear explosive devices,
Pi'ocedures for the safeguards required by this Article shall
be followed with respect to source or special fissionable
material whether it is being producedj processedj or used
in any principal nuclear facility or is outside any such
facility. The safeguards required by this Articl.e shall be
applied on all source or special fissionable material in all
peaceful nuclear activities within the territory of such
Statej under its jurisdiction, or carried out under its
control ‘anyvjhere.

2. Each State Party to the Treaty undertakes not to
provide: (a ) source or special fissionable material, or,
(B) equipment or material especially designed or prepared
for the processingj use or production of special fissionable
material, to any non nuclear vjeapon State for peaceful pur
poses, unless the source or special fissionable material
shall be subject to the safeguards required by this Article.

3. The safeguards required by this Article shall be
implemented in a manner designed to comply with Article IV
of this Treaty, and to avoid hampering the economic or tech
nological development of the Pai'ties of intei national coopera
tion in the field of peaceful nuclear activities, including
the international exchange of nuclear m*aterial and equipment
for the processing, use or production of nuclear material
for peaceful purposes in accordance with the provisions of
•dhis Article and the principle of safeguarding set forth
in the Preamble.

4. Non nuclear weapon States Party to the Treaty
shall conclude agreements with the IAEA to meet the requix e
ments of this Article either individually or together with
other States in accordance vjith the Statute of the IAEA.
Negotiation of such agreements shall comm.ence within l80
days from the original entry into force of this Treaty.
For States depositing their instruments of ratification after
the l80 day period, negotiation of such agreements shall
commence not later than the date of such deposit. Such
agreements shall enter into force not later than eighteen
months after the date of initiation of negotiations.1

^Prom Geneva, tel. 1.503,. Nov. 3} 19^7, Secret/Exdi;
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The first sentence of the first paragraph was based on the

language Fisher had proposed in September, as modified by the
second British amendmeRt which he considered to be non negotiable.̂
The second sentence, taken from the German amendments, was vir
tually the same as in the Soviet proposal, except for the elimi

pnation of a reference to the IAEA safeguards system. The third O
sentence of the Soviet draft was dropped. The last sentence was
revised in an effort to meet the allied objections to the "carried
out by it anywhere" phrase in the Soviet draft. The only other
major change was the addition of a reference to the preambular
paragraph on safeguards. This had also been suggested by the

Germans. O
Mr. Fisher also gave Roshchin a "talking points" paper con

taining the five principles. It was noted that these were
Euratom principles and that the United States and NATO were not
involved in their formulation:

VJe believe that the Euratom principles are consistent
with the approach on a satisfactory and generally acceptable
safeguards artic].e and we will, of course, want to take
them into account as representing the views of these allies.
Hovjever, insofar as oiir Co-Chairmen discussions and the
ensuing ENDC negotiations on Article III are concerned, the
U.S. position will be reflected in the actual language
proposed for Article III and the accompanying statements
we propose to make about the article.

ISee above, pp.
2See above, p.
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C
Explaining the new first sentencej he pointed out that the

IAEA alv/ays entered Into an agreement with a country before apply
ing safeguards and that the agreement was "the controlling docu
ment." These agreements "incorporated by reference the relevant
provisions of the safeguards document/' and the safeguards esta
blished by agreement with the IAEA In accordance with its •
Statute and safeguards system could not "conceivably be anything
other than IAEA safeguards."

By deleting the third sentence^, we did not intend "to eli
minate any appropriate and necessary inspection of facilities."
Although this sentence was derj.ved from the safeguards document,
to include it in the treaty "would appear to make the application 
of safeguards to facilities to be an end in itself." Our language
would leave the problem completely up to the IAEA. We understood 
that the Soviets shared our view that it would not be necessary
to amend the treaty in order to change the safeguards docum.ent.
We would say so during the ENDC debate^ and it would be helpful
if the Soviets made a similar statement.C ■ Recalling the understanding Roshchin had suggested on the
"carried out by it anywhere" phrase,! Mr. Fisher did not believe

C

ISee above, p.
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that there could be an understanding "that 'anywhere’ means
anyv;here^ except In a nuclear weapon State." Explaining our
nevj v/ordlngj he said: '

...The applicable language "carried out under its
control anywhere" makes it clear that the phrase does
apply to facilities outside the territory of non nuclear

' weapon Parties if they do have control over them. If they
do not have control over them^ then there is no vay, what
ever v/e may write into the Treaty., of achieving the practi
cal result we both vjant: that non nuclear states^, having
control over an activity^ no matter where it is, use that
control to see to it that the safeguards required by the
treaty are in fact applied...
It was our opinion that the first sentence of the fourth

paragraph permitted parties to negotiate v/ith IAEA through
Euratom and that an lAEA Euratom agreement could result. We
intended to state in the EJIDC that IAEA would be permitted to
conclude an agreement v/ith another international organization,
and v/e would make our position clear in the IAEA Board of Governors
v;hen it considered an lAEA-Euratom agreement.

VJhile we did not consider it advisable to spell out in
detail the nature of any safeguards agreements at this time, we

believed that they should take into account our: three principles,
and we would state our view in the ENDC at the appropriate time.^ ^^

_^£efier/NCT^ORN

O

^"Talking points for Co Chairmen’s Meeting, Article III,"
Nov. 2, 1967, Secret; from Geneva, tel. 1507j. Nov. 3, ^9^7, Secret/ .
Exdis. For the thi'ee principles, see above, p.

SECRET/NQg o m ^

O

— 

-

-
-
­

-

-

-

-

-



   

     

         

       

         

         
            

       

         

       
        

          

        

       

     

          

        

           

 
    

        

      

       
         

c

c

^SECRET/NOFOiâ3% _

Ainbassador Roshchln objected to the first sentence because
it did not specifically say "IAEA safeguards," It v;as most
important to recognlze'a single system^ and the September 1
draft had done so. Our proposal was evasive^ and it was not
clear what kind of safeguards would emerge in the later negotia
tions. He did not know how our change could be explained to the
Soviet allies^ vjho had been persuaded to accept safeguards on
the basis of a single system. He personally suggested that each
party could undertake "to accept safeguards of lAEA^ as
set forth .in an agreement to be negotiated and concluded v/ith
the IAEA in accordance with..." Mr. Fisher saj.d that he would
report this suggestion if the Soviets accepted,the rest of our
article.

Ambassador Roshchin also questioned the deletion of the
"facilities" sentence and argued that a country might build a
facility and not declare that it had any materials in it on the
pretext that it was intended for export, Mr. Fisher found it
incredible that a state would advance such a claim for a major
industrial installatjon.

The Soviet representative apparently accepted Fisher’s
explanation that the revised "carried out by at anywhere" language
covered jointly owned Euratom facilities in Belgium. He did not
object to adding a reference to the preambular safeguards para
graph. When he brought up the changes .in the last paragraph

- - -- ______ -
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discussed by Foster v;lth Mendelevich and Dobrynin, Mr. Plsher
said that he understood vie had opposed adding the words "and
Its safeguards system" In the first sentence and that the Soviets
had not Insisted on thls.^’

On November 3, Secretary of State Rusk told First Deputy
Foreign Minister Kuznetsov that the chances of agreement were
good If both sides focused on non-dissemination and did not Intro
duce extraneous political objectives. Both he and Assistant
Secretary of State Leddy stressed that the new draft was a U.S.
proposal and did not commit Euratom, Mr. Leddy added that It had

2not been shown to Euratom or NATO.

Shustov De Palma Formula O

On the next day, V.V. Shustov of the Soviet delegation told
De Palma that Moscow would almost certainly Insist on describ
ing safeguards as "IAEA safeguards," Mr. De Palma said that
Moscow must realize that It would have to pay a certain price,
as the United States had done. If we did not complete the
treaty this year. It might slip from our grasp In 1968. Moreover,O

^From Geneva, te].. I50I, Nov. 3, 1967,. Secret/Exdls. For
the discussions on the last paragraph, see above, pp,

^Memcon Rusk, Kuznetsov, Leddy, et a].., Nov. 3:. 19^7^ Secret,
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the Soviets were hardly In a position to "insist" on others
accepting IAEA safeguards when they refused to accept any
controls. They could only wreck the chances for agreement on
article III.

On a personal basis, the two delegates then agreed to con
sider the following revision of the first sentence:

Each non nuclear v/eapon State Party to the Treaty
undertakes to accept safeguards, in accordance v;ith the
Statute of the IAEA and the Agency's safeguards system,
as set forth in an agreement to be negotiated and concluded
with the IAEA for the exclusive purpose...
Mr. Shustov then said that Moscow would have difficulty with

our second and third principles. Mr. De Palma replied that we
could not press oui' Euratom allies to accept article III without
such an understanding. He explained that we intended the th:lr d
principle to apply to any safeguards agreement, whether individual
or collective, and that we could probably make this explicit.^

Although the Shustov-De Palma redraft merely changed the
order of the words in the U.S. proposal. Assistant Secretary of
State Leddy felt that shifting the modifying clause from "agree
ment" to "safeguards" would require Euratom to accept the IAEA
safeguards system as such and preclude the possibility of a veri
fication agreement, contrary to the second and third Euratom
principles. He also thought that it vjould cast doubt on the

C
iFrom Geneva, tel. 1324, Nov. h, 1967, Secret/Exdis.
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question of Inspection of facilities. He proposed a telegram
instructing Foster to inform Roshchin that we had rejected the
proposal.. If the telegram was not approved^ we should ask the
Germans for their opinion.^

Mr. Poster and Mr. Fisher thought that the redraft might
v/ell be the only chance to obtain Soviet agreement to language O
without a specific reference to IAEA safeguards. In a memorandum
to the Secretary^ Acting ACDA Director Alexander recalled that
previous U.S. drafts had actually referred to "IAEA safeguards".
He denied Leddy's interpretation of the redraft and urged the

O
Secretary to hold up the telegram until Mr, Fisher v/as able to

pdiscuss it with him. ‘
Although the proposed telegram was redrafted after Fisher’s

return^ Assistant Secretary Leddy prevailed on the basic issue.
Secretary Rusk informed Foster that the Shustov-De Palma draft
could cause "very serious complications with /the/ Euratom coun
tries because they will feel this formulation departs too far
from / t h ^ third Euratom principle." It was hard for him to see
that the Soviets v/ould break on the November 2 proposal^ and he
thought that "as Co Chairm.an (as distinct from our national posi
tion). we should press / t h ^ other Co-Chairman very hard on

^Leddy to Rusk^ memorandum^ Nov. 6., 19^7j Secret^ with
attached draft tel. to Geneva^ Secret/Exdis.

^Alexander to Rusk^ memorandum^ Nov. 6, 1967, Secret/Exdis.
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/they Nov. 2 formulation as the most likely to-achieve / t h ^

greatest number of signatures."^

Roshchln Suggestion^ November 9, 19^7

On November S, Ambassador Roshchln told Poster that he
^ could not make a positive recommendation to Moscov; on the

November 2 proposal and that we should reconsider It. Mr.
Foster urged him not to object to our formula^ since It was
essential to obtain the accessions of all five non nuclear
Euratom states and this might not be possible if the Soviets
persisted in their objection.

^ Ambassador Roshchln replied that it might not be possible
to reach agreement and that the v/hole project could be jeopardized,
If v/e could not reconsider our approach^ he wondered j.f we could
revise our proposal along the lines of the Shustov-De Palma
formula. He offered the following variant:.

Each non nuclear vjeapon State Party to the Treaty
undertakes to accept safeguards^ in accordance with the
Statute of the IAEA and the Agency's safeguards system^

^ as set forth in an agreement to be concluded v;ith the
IAEA for the exclusive purpose of verification of, the
fulfillment of its obligations assumed under this Treaty
with a view to preventing diversion of nuclear energy
from peaceful uses to nuclear weapons or other nuclear
explosive devices...

Im

C
To Geneva^ tel. 66855j. Nov. 8, 196? Secret/Exdls,
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The order of the words vjould be changed;, as in the Shustov
De Palma draft, and the v/ords "negotiated and" vjould be deleted
from the phrase "an agreement to be negotiated and concluded
with the IAEA."

Mr. Poster said that he would report the new proposal to
Washington but that he could not recommend Its adoption since O
he believed that the Soviets should accept our formulation.
He ascertained^ hovjever, that Roshchln would accept the rest of
the article as we had amended It If we would agree to his revi
sion of the first sentence. The Soviet representative said that
he planned to make a statement in the ENDC to the effect that
his formula meant that IAEA safeguards would be generally
applicable. He would show us the statement in advance and re O
fraln from challenging our interpretations.^

While Mr. Poster firmly defended the November 2 proposal
in all his discussions with the Soviets^ he privately advised
Rusk to accept the new Soviet formula. Reviev;ing the inter
allied negotiations, he recalled that the FRG was the only
Euratom member which had suggested dropping the reference to
"IAEA safeguards 2 and that the Dutch had been perfectly willing
to retain the term:.3

From Geneva;, tel. l620, Nov. 9, 196?. Secret/Exdls.
2see above, p.
3see above, pp.
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•This record makes It clear that / t h ^ suggested Soviet
modification of our first sentence is actually better from
/the/ Eluratom standpoint than anything vje have told our
allies v/e vjere prepared to seek. Considering that our
initial Nov 2 formulation / o ^  this sentence was offered
as a negotiating move and that \ve fully expected to have
to fall back on //sl/ fonnulation which Included reference
to "IAEA safeguards j we consider it would be / aj/ substan
tial achievement if Moscov; v/ere to accept / t h ^ Sov delega
tion’s suggested formulation.

There was reason to believe that the Soviets would accept all
our other changes, whose "sum total... should come as / a// pleasant
Surprise to all Euratoiii members, more than meeting / t h ^ concerns
of all but /the/ PRG and, in our view, more than / t h ^ FB.G it
self probably expected." He pointed out that this surprise
would also be shared by most of the Eight, who had privately

^ concluded that there vjas no prospect of an agreement on article
III this year and were therefore pushing for an ENDC recess by
the end of November.^

Rusk Message to Gromyko

Mr. Poster's recom.mendation was not accepted. Instead,
Ambassador Thompson v/as informed of the negotiations and instruc-

r̂ ted to give Gromyko a message from Rusk reaffii^ming our November
2 proposal. If the Soviet Foreign Mj.nlster should mention the
Shustov-De Palma draft, the Ambassador v;as to say that this v;as
a personal observation by a member of the U.S. delegation and

C Fx*oin tsl, Nov. 9 ’ 1 9 6 SGcr*Gt/Kxd.x3ji i’̂o
Mosoovj^ tel. 68036.J Nov. 11;, 1967^ Secret/Exclls.
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that the Secretary's message represented "the consiaered offi
cial oplna on of the United States Governinent."^

In his message to Gromyko, Secretary Rusk expressed the
hope that the Soviet Government v/ould give "the m.ost serious
conslaeratlon" to the November 2 proposal:

VJe have prepared this draft after the most careful
weighing of the points of vlev/ put forv jard by your Govern
ment on the one hand and by our allies on the other. It
represents a compromise betv/een vjhat you seek and v/hat we
believe is acceptable. I must say. in all frankness, that
our draft of November 2 is the most that I can reasonably
hope for as a text which mj.ght command the support of non
nuclear weapon States whose signature, in our view. Is essen
tial to the success of the NPT. I, therefore, again express
the hope that the USSR may find this text acceptable and
thereby enable the tvjo Co-Chairmen to move forward with their
vjork.2

Vflien Ambassador Thompson delivered this message (November O
13), Foreign Minister Gromyko said that he was fully conversant
wii:h all proposals and suggestions. He did not mention Roshchln's
proposal or the Shustov-De Palma draft. He charged that the
Euratom countries were trying to evade "honest" verification
and to blackmail the USSR. Since the USSR did not like verifica
tion "en famine," it found the Euratom position unacceptable.
The United States and the USSR should reach agreement between

356 ■ o

O
■̂To Moscow, tel. 68053, Nov. 11, 19^/1 Secret/Exdls
^To Moscovj, tel. 6805̂ 3̂ Nov. 11, 1967. Secret/Exdls
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c

themselves, and he found It difficult to believe that the United
States could not convince some of Its allies that they should
not obstruct the treaty.

Ambassador Thompson replied that IAEA would verify the effec
tiveness of Euratom inspection and that the Euratom members
themselves vjould wish to be sure that there were no loopholes.
This should take care of Soviet concerns about the PRG. He v;as
surprised that the USSR should risk a breakdown in negotiations
over safeguards when it had formerly been prepared to have no
inspection at all.

Mr. Gromyko rejoined that the failure of the Soviets to
raise the issue initia],.ly did not mean that they did not intend
to bring it up at all. Euratom could continue to operate its
safeguards .system if It wished, but IAEA verification would
merely mean checking papers, and the United States had rejected
such an arrangement for reductions of military budgets. He
brushed aside Thompson's argument that several countries v/ere
involved in Euratom inspection but that the budget reductions the’
Soviets had proposed would be checked only by the country that made
them. The USSR vjas not a member of Euratom and refused to be
excluded from verification. It had already made concessions on
the first two articles, and Euratom should understand that a

C
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compromise v/as necessary. He had thought that agreement was
near and was surprised to find that this was not so, possibly
as a result of the Intervention of some "wise men" In Bonn or
elsewhere.^

On November l6, Ambassador Roshchln told De Palma that the
USSR was waiting for us to move In view of the negative reaction
by Moscow. He v/as concerned that the negotiations might reach an
Impasse. Mr. De Palma replied that we expected a more definite
Soviet response and that there would certainly be an Impasse if
the Soviets tried to revert to their September 1 draft. Both
Ambassador Roshchln and Mr. Tlmerbaev indicated that Moscow
did not seem to be favorably Inclined toward the Roshchln
suggestion.^

The status of the Roshchln suggestion remained unclear.
Ambassador Roshchln reportedly told Beeley tnat Moscow had
rejected it.^ U.K. Disarmament Minister Mulley then tried out
the third British amendment on Roshchln, who gave the impression
that the Soviets might accept It.^ The British thought that the

O

O

^Prom Moscow, tel. 1715, Nov. 13^ 1967 Secret/Exdls.
|Prom Geneva, tel. 17̂ '̂ ;̂. Nov. 17,. 1967, Secret/Liradis.
?To Geneva, tel. 7003^ Nov. l6, 1967:, Secret/Llmdis,
Trom London, tel. 3981, Nov. 17, 1967,. Secret/Llmdis.

For the British amendment, see above, p.
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^ differences between our November 2 proposal and the Roshchln sugges
tion were presentational rather than substantive, especially if
we were to add a comma between "IAEA" and "in accordance with"
in the former draft.^

At the Co-Chairmen's meeting of November l8j Ambassador
Roshchin gave Foster the official Soviet reply to our November
2 proposal. As Mr. Gromyko had Indicated, the Soviet Union
insisted on a single, generally accepted system of control by
IAEA. It was willing, however, to accept all the other sugges
tions in the November 2 proposal. Ambassador Roshchin explained
that the requirement for a single system was different from the
first sentence of his November 9 suggestion. But he would not
now insist on the first sentence of the Soviet proposal ofC September ]. or any other specific language.^

Allied Discussions

On November 13, we sent the allies an aide-memoire expound
ing the November 2 proposal in the light of the five Euratom
principles. Vie believed that the proposal protected them "to '
the greatest extent possible under the circumstances." If our
allies considered this protection inadequate, they could "follov/
procedures available to any sovereign state to insure that a

iTo Geneva, tel, 7039''̂ ^ Nov. l6, I96 7, Secret.
^Prom Geneva, tel. 17,93j Nov. 19, 1967, Secret/Limdi;
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satisfactory agreement with the IAEA Is vjorked out." Me noted O
that the provision on fuel supply was essentially the same as in

' Iour previous drafts which had been approved by the NAC:"
...the undertaking concerning safeguarded supply of

nuclear materials to non nuclear v/eapon states does not
apply until a specified period after the treaty enters into
force. This period does not begin to run until a substan
tial (30 4o) number of non nuclear Vv'eapon states have rati
fied. These ratifications will probably require substan
tial time. The U.S.^ whose ratification is also necessary

■ to entry into forcej will obviously have to take into account
the status of the lAEA-Euratom negotiations before ratify
ing. We do not expect any conflict to arise between our
NPT obligations and the supply obligations we have to
Euratom and its members. V/e believe the tj.me available
for conclusion of an lAEA-Euratom agreement is sufficient^
and vje do not contemplate failure to achieve agreement in
that period.2

3̂ 0* 

O

At the NAC meeting of November 15, the Belgian representative
asked whether there could not be a minute or separate document
providing specific assurances on supply.3 The Belgian Foreign
Ministry told our Embassy that the aide m.emoire did not answer
the basic question of our intentions if the lAEA-Euratom negotia
tions failed. The Embassy recomm.ended giving the Euratom coun
tries an assurance that we had no intention of penalizing any
state that negotiated v/ith IAEA in good faith. In Geneva,
the Belgian observer told Foster that any doubt on supply would
give Prance a perfect excuse to object to adherence to the

O

o
See a'iove, p.

^To NAÔ 'O capitals, and Tokyo, tel. 6805̂ ;̂, Nov. ]1, 1967;.
Secret. It was later agreed that hO ratifications would be
necessary to bring the treaty into force (see above, p. )

3prom USNATO, tel 4o4, Nov. 15, 196?, Secret.
^From Brutiseis, tel. 28'!J3. Nov. l4, 1967, Confidential. o
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treaty by other Euratom members. Mr. Poster saw no reason why
Euratorn and IAEA could not reach rapid agi'eement. He said that
our past record In fulfilling our commitments showed that we
would continue to carry them out.^ We did not change our position.

The Dutch representative told the NAG that he would prefer
to eliminate the reference to the "Agency's safeguards system"
and vjished to be sure that the treaty signatories would not be
t|ed to the existj.ng system. Ambassador Cleveland replied that
we could not realistically expect to be able to drop the IAEA
label unless we at least included this reference. He personally
thought that we could find a way to make it clear that the IAEA

2system would be flexible and subject to improvement.
In the NACj the Italian representative questioned the phrase

"carried out under its control anywhere" and was concerned that
this might cause a flight of nuclear actlvj.ties to non signatory
states.'^ In Rome, the Foreign Ministry told our Embassy that
the question of governmental vs. private activities would arise.
We explained that v/e did not intend to make a nev/ distinction. For
safeguards to be required^ "the nuclear activity must be under
the control of the state if carried out beyond its territory or
jurisdiction." It was presumed that states exercised some con
trol over private nuclear activities^ e.g., the United States

IPi'om Geneva, tel. I7 1 6 , Nov. 15, I967, Secret
PFrom USNATO, tel. l̂ ov. I5 . I967, Secret.
3lbld.
'̂Froni Rome, tel. 253Yj Nov. l4, 19^7, Secret,

^&ECRJgI!/MOFORM
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required private companies to obtain export licenses.^

In Bonnj Ambassador Schnlppenkoetter Immediately questioned
the reference to "the Agency's safeguards system" In paragraph 1
of our November 2 proposal and noted that there was no specific
mention of "organizations" concluding agreements with the IAEA

2 Oin the last paragraph. As we had previously stated^ It would
not be necessary to amend the treaty to revise the IAEA safeguards
df^cument. We took the position that our proposal covered "organi
zations ."

In an aide-memoire of November 23., the FRG found that our
November 2 proposal was an Improvement over the Soviet draft of
September 1. Nevertheless, the Germans thought that the European
Commleslon might fin it incompatible with the Euratom treaty.
Since they 'preferred an article III which would not "open up
possibilities" for the control of facilities, they regretted
that our proposal specifically mentioned the IAEA safeguards
document. At most, our proposal would make an lAEA Euratom agree
ment rjosslble, but it could be argued from our failure to express
ly mention "organizations" that they were excluded. Moreover, O
the Soviet Union and its allies could be expected to wage a
political fight against a "verification" arrangement betv/een

I'fo Rome, tel. 70530, Nov. l6, 19^7, Secret.
^From Bonn, tel. Nov. 13j ’̂■9̂ 1, Secret, The PRO

"illustrative" draft specifically mentioned "organizations";
see above, pp.

3To Bonn, tel. 69938, Nov. l6, 19o7j Secret.
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IAEA and Euratorn. In the German vlew^ this coul.d be inferred
from Roshchin's Intention to make a statement that lAPJA safe
guards would be generally applicable.^

The Germans deeply regretted that we had dropped the "fur
therance" or "facilitation" clause from our November 2 proposal..
If it proved impossn.ble to include it in the treaty,, we should
at least get a pledge of good conduct from the Soviet Union on
this pointy and the clause should be made binding within NATO,

The Germans still wished to delete the words "carried out
under its control anyv;here." They asked us to pledge ourselves
to delay ratification of the treaty until there, was a satisfactory
vei^i.ficat:Ion agreement between Euratorn. and lAEAc In their viev/.
the "discriminatory character of safeguards viould be miltlgated
if they were applied to all exports^ as the Swedes had proposed.
Finally^ those who refused to accept safeguards should not be
able to share in the rights^ on the principle of reciprocity.^

Mr. Fisher pointed out to the Secretary of State that the
German "reciprocity" proposal "would be clearly unacceptable to
the Soviets and vjould be regarded as a provocation by the French."
Moreover, the German concept of "verification" had far-reaching
implications which v;e could not accept:

C
ISee abovej p.

this clausej contained In section 2 of the pi'evious U.S.
draftj the Eu'ratom countries would undertake to facllritate IAEA
verification of tlxe effectiveness of Euratom safeguards (see above.
P ^Â;ido m.emoli e ,frori! German Embassy (Embassy translation), Nov.

^ 21, 19 6 7, Secret; to Geneva, tel. 72523, Nov, 21, 1967, Secret.
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A more fundamental thrust of the FRG reply however

appears to be an attempt to give the ''verification" concept
the meaning that the IAEA cannot have any inspectors at all
in the EURATOM area. This is a far cry from what we have
interpreted "verification" to mean, namely, that the IAEA
would make full use of the existing national and regional
accounting and safeguards arrangements, consistent with
assuring all parties that obligations v;ere being adhered
to; we have envisaged that verification would mean that the
EURATOM inspection system would assume an appropriate place
in a world v;ide inspection arrangement under IAEA thus
assuring its continued existence but that there would
nevertheless be an over-all IAEA inspection system. The
FRG's position raises a fundamental question of U.S. national
interest distinct from questions of negotiability of a
particular link with the Soviet Union on the NPT. We do
n o t believe the U.S. Government should or could defend the
proposition that no inspection measures involving nuclear
arms control agreements can apply to the EURATOM area. To
do so would be to preclude further efforts to achieve such
measures as the U.S. proposal for a cut-off on fissionable O
production. We would thus be in the position of telling that
world that progress cannot be made on nuclear arms control
because the VJest is not prepared to accept inspection. We
believe this point should be made forcefully to the German
Govern.ment, and we do not believe the German Government is
prepared publicly to take issue v;ith us.

He advised the Secretary to send Brandt a letter on the verifica

tion issue. He believed that v?e should go ahead v;ith the Novem

ber 9 formula or the British alternative promptly. Otherwise, O

the treaty would lose momentum, and v7hat we already have

achieved might become unravelled" at the non nuclear conference

in 1969.^

..S£^ET/Nf)FORN
Fisher to Rusk, memora.adum, Nov. 21, 1967 , Secret.

-

~ -
-

­

­

" 

-

— 



  
   

  

         

       

       

         

        

        

          

      

       

      

        

       

        

        

        

        

    

        
       

       
        
       

r

C

C

c

^ SEGRET'/M'OI'ORK
■"365 . ■■■

The Three Alternatives

Secretary Rusk did not send a letter to Brandt but decided

to try to obtain definitive responses from the NATO countries

and Japan oii three alternatives: (1) the November 2 proposal,

(2) the November 9 formula, and (3) the third British amendment.^

On November 24, Ambassador Cleveland told the NAG that we

needed the definitive views of the allies on the three alterna

tives on a "rather urgent basis." The Belgian, FRG, and Italian

representatives preferred the November 2 draft and indicated that

the other alternatives would raise serious problems for Euratom.

Ambassador Grewe advocated full discussion without time pressure.^

The Italian Embassy told us that both the November 9 formula

and the British alternative were unacceptable and urged us to

stand firm on the November 2 d r a f t . T h e Dutch informed our

NATO delegation that they could accept the British draft, although

they preferred their own proposal.^' Our Elmbassy in Tokyo reported

that the Japanese had no strong objections to any of the alter

natives but tended to prefer the British draft.^

iTo USNATO, tel. 73186, Nov. 22, 1967, Secret
^From USNATO, tel. 626, Nov,.’25, 1967, Secret
3i'o Rome, tel. 74722, Nov. 25 1967, Secret,

C ^̂ Froin USNATO, tel. 660, Nov. 27, 1967, Secret
^From Tokyo, tel. 3595, Nov. 27, 1967, Secret

^ECtrR^' /i\OFORN- - --- -
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The German Embassy had previously told us that any text

which specifically designated ''IAEA” safeguards was unacceptable

to the FR G.^ In Geneva, Ambassador Schriippenkoetter told De

Palma that the British alternative was unacceptable. He did

not comment on the November 9 formula. Mr. De Palma said that O

he saw no chance of agreement on terms vjhich the European

Commission V70uld find "compatible" if compatibility was based

on FRG demands. He had every reason, however, to believe that

a negotiable article would enable Euratom to reach a satisfac

tory agreement with IAEA. ITtiile the nature of this agreement

would be up to Euratom and IAEA, he was personally convinced that O
9 ‘it vjould involve more than paper verification.

In an effort to get the allies to focus on the November 9

formula. Secretary Rusk now instructed Cleveland to make the

following statement in the NAC:

Speaking for the US as a matter of its ovni national
objectives under the treaty, we could, of course, accept
any of the three drafts now under consideration. We have
a different role as Co-Chairmen where we must seek a draft
which V7ill command widest possible acceptance by the
principal iiuclear and non nuclear poxvers. Thi s is there
fore a iiiatter upon which we need your judgement.

O

_SJ^CRET/NOFO.^ H

ITo Geneva, tel. 72969, Nov. 22, 1967, Secret.
^From Geneva, tel. 1863, Nov. 25, 1967, Secret O
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The November 2 draft contains the maximum support vjhich
we consider feasible for the five Euratom princiiples. I
can assure you that we have been pressing tha's draft on the
Soviets up to the polnt of a personal effort by the Secretary
with Gromyko. Thus far the Soviets have refused. There is
the November 9 counter-draft proposed by the Soviets.
However, when v;e indicated to the Soviets that v/e continued
to favor the November 2 draft, the Soviet delegation with
drew support from the November 9 alternative, but since the
Soviets earlier indicated support of the November 9 version,
we do not rule out their accepting it in further discussions.
The November 9 draft may therefore be vjorth trying oh but
in considering v;hether to do so v;e would like the viev;s of
all of our NATO allies especially those v;ho are members of
Euratom. Therefore, if you have any specific problems VJlth
the November 9 draft, v;e v.’ould appreciate receiving your
individual views as soon as possible.1
After Ambassador Cleveland delivered this statement at the

NAC meeting of November 30, the Canadian, Danish, and Norv/egian
representatives said that they could accept any of the three
alternatives. The Dutch representative regretted that Cleveland
had apparently dropped the British alternative, v/hich his coun
try supported. He proposed that the five Euratom countries and
the United States joint].y prepare a draft which v;ould protect
the Euratom principles and have a chance of negotiability with
the USSR.2

^ Our delegation at Geneva saw no point in accepting the
Dutch proposal unless we were prepared to take a firm position
in favor of the November 9 formuD.a, with the British alternative

^To USNATO, tel. 76022, Nov. 29. 1967. Secret/Llmdi:
^From USNATO, tel. 750, Nov. 30, 1967. Secret.
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■3F8“ ■oas a fallback. If vie did not do this, the delegation warned,

"we would surely find ourselves resuming negotiations with no
prospect of success in ^he/ foreseeable future."^ On the otlier
hand, our Embassy at Brussels believed that acceptance of the
proposal would help win Benelux cooperation, especially if we

Ocou].d also make a more positive response to the Belgian request
pfor additional assurances on fuel supply. Secretary Rusk

decided to reject the Dutch proposal and explained to Cleveland
why he had done so:

It seems that our allies have had sufficient time to
try to pull themselves together and give us specific govern
mental position.s. Since the last effort to reach an agreed
Euratom solution was not successful, I am not to sanguine that
any multilateral session as proposed by Dutch would
produce a. favorable result. Therefore we prefer /to/ handle ^
dj.scussions on this subject bil a t e r a l l y .3

i American and British OffersI

Before all the allies had replied to our November 30 query,
it was decided to surface the American and British offers. On
December 2, President Johnson announced in a public address that
the United States would accept IAEA safeguards on all its nuclear
activities except "those with direct national security significancCv'"
when safeguards were applied under the treaty, U.K, Disai' mament
Minister Mulley made a similar statement two days later,

^P‘rom Geneva, tel. 1926, Dec. 1, 19^7, Secret.
^Prom Brussels, tel. 336̂ 1,. Dec. 19^7^ Confidential.
3To USMATO, te].. 79^23, Dec.’3. 1967. Secret/Exdis.

nterna13o n a N e gotiations _on the Treaty on the Nc
]_iferation of liuclear v/_eaponŝ p . "82.

_____________________ I'Tonp^oj
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President Saragctt Immediately vjelcomed the Johnson announcement,^
and Foreign Minister Brandt called it "a significant step in the
direction of equality and mutuality of controls.

NATO Impasse

On December Mr, Fisher reported to the President that
Japan and all the non Euratom members of NATO vjould accept any
of the three alternatives but that the FRG position was not clear.
If we vjere unable to table article III before the ENDC recess, there
would probably be "a sense of heightened frustration on the part
of the non aligned delegations," who had been kept waiting durin^^
the whole session, first by the Soviets and novi by us. If t?ie
FRG and Italy did not respond favorably at the December 6 NAG
meeting, it would not be possible to complete the treaty until
the next year. He noted that official German and Italian
reaction to the President's speech had been very favorable and
hoped that it would promote a more favorable position in those
countries.3

At the NAG meeting. Ambassador Cleveland made it clear
that there v;ere still three alternatives, even though the

iBECRET/N O FO PJ'I
_ 3^ _

C

c

c

Documents on Disarmament, 19^7, pp. 6 15 6 16.
2prom Bonn, tel” Dec*̂ ^ 1967', ,Unclassified.
^Fisher'to P̂ ostov;, memorandum, Dec, 1967, Secret, vjith

attached lti‘, from Fisher to the President, Dec. 5, 1967, Secret,
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Soviets had rejected the November 2 formula. Ambassador Grev;e
said that t?ie November 2 version v;as the only alternative that
seemed to offer a possibility of a Euratom IAEA agreement. The
FRG vjas not entirely happy even with this version^ however^ and
would want the follov/ing political assurances:

(1) The safeguards would be applied only to materials, O
(2) Progress in Euratom IAEA negotiations should be taken

into account before the United States ratified the treaty.
(3) Ti'ie Euratom IAEA talks should begin^ vjithout any Soviet

vetOj as soon as the treaty was signed.
(4) The safeguards should be reciprocal and non discrimina

tory.
V/ithout demanding any assurances^ the representatives of Belgium
and Luxembourg also said that the November 2 draft was the only
acceptable alternative. The Dutch representative still preferred
the British alternative but was willing to accept the November 2
formula. Tlae Italian representative had reservations on all
three alternatives and could not support any of them.l

Question of lAEA Euratom Technical Talks

Even before this point was reached^ Ambassador McGhee had

O
Iprom USNATO, tel. 899. Dec, 6, I967, Secret.

O
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concluded that there was'no way out of the impasse and that it
would not be possible to complete the treaty in I967. In a
telegram to Rusk and Poster^ he recommended preparatory techni
cal level talks between Euratom and IAEA on the feasibility and
general features of a verification arrangement between the two
organizations. These talks might result in a set of guiding 
principles which could be circulated to other nationsj including
the Soviet Union.^

Mr. Foster opposed this proposal. He argued that IAEA
could hardly authorize its staff to discuss verification until
article III had been a^eed on and that the Soviets would have
a valid basis for objecting, Moreover_, the Soviets would be

O invited into w?iat should be largely technical Euratom-IAEA
onegotiations.' Ambassador McGhee replied that this’argument

missed the point and explained that his proposal was intended 
to "defuse the political issue" by getting the technicians toge
ther. ^

Secretary Rusk decided that we should neither take the
initiative in proposing the talks nor stand in the way of theĉ allies if they thought that t?iey would be useful. If Ambassador

^From Bonn^ tel. 5660, Nov. 28, 19S'(, Secret/Exdis,
^From Geneva, tel. ISO?., Nov. 2^, I967, Secret/Exdis,
Sprom Bonnj tel. 5758, Nov, 30, 19^7^ Secret/Exdis.
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McGhee was asked about our position, he could state that they

would be useful but that v?e did not believe they vzould be mean

ingful until article III v?as formulated:

...We see virtue in such talks, if our allies desire
them, when such talks vjould not delay drafting art III
and after careful consideration and consultation among
our allies as to the best approach to take with the IAEA,
including members of its Board.1

SSGftET/NOFORN
- ' 3T2 - O

O
Although Ambassador Schaetzel had not been consulted on

this decision, he agreed that talks would be prem.ature and

reported that the Euratom Commission shared this view.^ Henry

D. Smyth, the U.S. representative to IAEA, also thought that

Euratom IAEA negotiations would be unproductive until agreement

was reached on article III. He anticipated little difficulty

in working out an effective verification agreement between

Euratom and IAEA if the countries concerned honestly desired it.

But if some of them were determined to sabotage the treaty,
Onegotiations would become "difficult and perhaps impossible."

O
^To Bonn, tel. 79424, Dec. 5, 1967, Secret/Exdis.
2prom Brussels, tel. 3400, Dec. 6, 1967, Secret.
^Smyth to Rusk, Itr., Dec. 8, 1967, no classification

given.
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State Department Revision Proposals

When the NATO discussions reached an impasse, ACDA faced

attempts by high State Department officials to revise our basici''
policy on safeguards. Deputy Assistant Secretary of State Farley

pointed out that delay imperiled the treaty and that our role

entailed "heavy political costs" in U.S. relations with German}?
\and Italy and played into Soviet hands by putting the allies

in the position of obstructing the treaty. In order to expe

dite conclusion of the treaty, he proposed to replace the exist

ing article III vjith a hortatory provision recognizing the desir

ability of safeguards and calling on the signatories to v?ork

toward establishing a safeguards system.

While he agreed that article III was desirable, he did not

consider it essential. It provided only "marginal additional

assurance," since it covered only declared facilities and would

not be effective against deliberate clandestine activities.

Moreover, a would be nuclear power could always withdraw from

the treaty. Article III added a discriminatory element to the

treaty, and he found it incongruous for the United States and

the USSR to hold up tlio treaty because they coijld not agree
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on a safeguards provision they did not need to protect their

0’̂̂ m security. Safeguards should more properly be negotiated

by the non nticlear states V7hose interests were at stake, and

this could be done in IAEA. Congress might.be convinced by

the basic argument that "one should not let a good thing (the O

NPT) die in pursuit of uncertain or even unattainable perfection."^

ACDA disagreed for several reasons. Safegiaards were

needed to assure the non nuclear countries that their rivals

were observing their obligations, e.g., UAR suspicions of Israel

would not be removed without safeguards on Israeli facilities.

Suspicions were one of the main pressures tov7a,rd proliferation.

In the long run, vjorldwide safeguards would have great "arms

control significance." The safeguards would be applied behind

the Iron Curtain, and the Soviets would be under pressure to

accept inspection themselves.

Furthermore, ACDA felt that dropping the article would

expose the United States and its allies to criticism by the

nonaligned countries and the Soviet Union. Since most of the

^Farley to Fisher, Leddy, and Sisco, memorandum, Dec. 5,
1967, Confidential.
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C

difficulties with our allies V7ere "not primarily because of

Article III but because of Articles I and II aiid their indefi

nite application into the future," dropping article III V70uld

only exacerbate our relations v;ith them. Giving up after'all

the effort we had put into safeguards v?ould be "widely taken

as a substantial defeat of US objectives." We now had agree

ment on all except the first sentence of article III, and the

President had made a public offer. The Joint Committee on

Atomic Energy strongly supported safeguards, and we had assured

the Committee that we V70uld continue to negotiate for them.

"If the US gave up on safeguards after all this investment,

our defeat might well overshadow the achievement of agreement

on the treaty," ACDA concluded, "particularly if the UK viev7

that we ^^ere v?ithin a comma of agreement became known.

Henry Owen, Chairman of the Policy Planning Council,

thought that we should make a concerted effort to obtain

agreement on our November 2 proposal. If V7e did not succeed

by January 15, however, V7e should pull back to a hortatory

lA].exander to Farley, memorandvim, Dec. 14, 1967, Confiden
tial. For the U.K. view, see above, p.
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article and make it clear to the Soviets that this was the

only alternative. Congress would simply have to face the facts:

The Joint Committee would strongly object to such an
article. But the choice for them, as for us, may well
be this kind of treaty or none at all. The sooner we
confront them with this fact, the better the chance of
their coming around in time for an NPT to be signed in
1968.1

ACDA disagreed for the same reasons it had expressed in the
2case of Farley's suggestion.

Kiesinger Johiison Letters

In spite of the strains placed on German-American relations

by the article III negotiations, Chancellor Kiesinger sent Presi

dent Johnson a cordial letter vjelcoming the President’s

announcement on safeguards.^ Although the Soviet Union could

not be expected to follow the American example, he would find

it gratifying if it could at least agree to IAEA verification
of Euratoni safeguards. Otherwisej he feared that the "free market

for nuclear materials and nuclear energy in Europe” would

10v7en (State S/P) to Rusk, memorandum, Dec. 8, 1967,
Secret.

2p’oster to Rusk, memorandum, Dec. 21, 1967, Secret.
3Sgc above, p.
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c
suffer harm atid the movement toward European integration V70uld

suffer a setback . He j.'/as pleased that we had changed our position

on the duration of the treaty.^'

In his reply, President Johnson said that he shared

Kiesinger's hope that the Soviet Union v?ould accept IAEA,

verification of Euratom safeguards. He agreed that European

integration should not suffer:

The momentum of the European integration movement
must be maintained. A free flow, from country to country,
of nuclear materials for peaceful uses is crucial to
Europe's progress. The Non Proliferation Treat} ' must
not hamper such traffic between nations who enter into
the treaty and carry out its obligations in good faith.

Our Geneva delegation had been instructed to stick to the

Novemlier 2 proposal and to reassure the Soviets that this

proposal did not mean Euratom self inspection:

We have emphasized to them the clear and basic in
tent of this article. The agreement between IAEA and
EUPJVTOM seeks only to assure all Treaty parties that safe
guards will be effective in practice. It intends only
that IAEA can be certain that nuclear material is not
diverted to nuclear weapons or other nuclear explosive
devices. I am assured that these key principles are
consistent with the German p osition.2

C : 7 r T ? F T / T S T M T , Q p p

C

C
^•Kiesinger to Johnson, Itr., n.d., no classification given,
^To Bonn, tel. TOSEC 5, Dec. 11, 3967, Secret.
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Later, Chancellor Kiesinger indicated to M cGhee that he

considered that his letter superseded the German aide-memoire

of November 21 which Mr. Fisher had found so objectionable.^

This apparently spared \is the necessity of replying to the? oaide-memoire.

Final U.S. Effort

On December 9, Mr. Foster was instructed to tell Roshchin

that we had been unable to obtain allied agreement to the

3 7 8 ; ■ O

3November 9 formula." We therefore believed that the road to

agreement lay through the November 2 sentence.^ We understood

that Gromyko had rejected the latter because it xTOuld consti

tute "self inspection" by Euratom countries.^ This was wholly

incorrect, and Mr. Foster should point out that our three

principles made it clear that the lAEA Euratom agreement must

provide for safeguards in xvhich all parties could have confi

dence and that IAEA must be able to satisfy itself that nuclear

O

o
Isee above, pp.
2puhan (State EUR/GER) to Leddy, memorandum, Dec. 21, 1967,

Confidential.
3see above, p.
ASee above, p.
5See above, p.
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material was not diverted to "nuclear weapons or other nuclear

explosive d e v i c e s . T h i s could not possi.bly constitute "self

inspection." Time was running out, and the Co-Chairmen should
Oconcentrate on substance rather than labels.C Mr. Foster read these instructions to Roshchin in the Co

Chairmen's meeting of the same date. The latter said that he

vrould immediately inform Moscow. But the Soviet delegation had

instructions not to settle on the November 2 formula, and Moscow

had not found the November 9 version satisfactory.^ In other

contacts with the Soviets in Moscow and Washington, we learned

0^ that the Soviet Government apparently thought we were contem

plating an. lAEA Eui'atom arrangement which provided only for

"paper verification." This v?as not true, and we attempted t:o

dispel Soviet misconceptions on this score.^

At the last Co-Chairmen's meeting of the session, Mr.

Foster said that we had concluded that the road to a solution

'w lay through the November 2 formula. We had made our firm view

C

See above, p.
2See above, p.
3Froai Geneva, tel. 2019, Dec. 9, 1967, Secret/Exdis.
'^Memorandum for the r'ecord by Nathaniel Davis re lunch

v?ith Vorontsov (Soviet Embassy), Dec. 12, 1967, Limited Official
Use; to Moscow, tel. 82895^ Dec. 12, 1967, Secret.

SECS4yr/N0F0RN
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'■̂ From Geneva, tel. 2078, Dec, 15, 1967, Secret/Limdis.

O
known, and the Soviets should understand what we meant.

Euratom was a reality which must Le dealt with. IAEA verifi

cation should avoid the extremes of complete duplication on the

one hand and a mere paper check on the other. He was sure that

the IAEA agreement would provide equal treatment for non nuclear

parties on safeguards against diversion of fissionable materials

to weapons. When Ambassador Roshchin tried to ascertain whether
I

there were any other approaches we might be willing to try,

Mr. Foster repeated that the November 2 fonnula vms the only

one the allies would accept and that he could not suggest any

changes.^

Security assurances (ll)

Mr. Fisher did not receive instructions on security

assurances until October 28, when he was sent the following

draft Security Council resolution and draft U.S. declaration:

Draft Security Council Resolution

The Security Council,

1. Noting vjith appreciation the desire of a large number
of States to subscribe to the Treaty on the Non-prolifera-
tion of Nuclear Weapons, and thereby to undertake not to

O

O
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manufacture or otherwise acquire nuclear weapons or other
nuclear explosive devices, or control over such weapons
or devices,

2. Taking into consideration the concern of certain of
those States that, in conjunction with their adherence to
the Treaty on the Non proliferation of Nuclear Weapons,
appropriate measures be undertaken to safeguard their secur
ity,

3. Bearing in mind that any aggression accompanied by the
use of nuclear v^eapons vjill endanger the peace and security
of all States,

A. Recognizes that aggression with nuclear weapons
or the threat of such aggression against a non-nuclear
v?eapon State will create a situation in which the Security
Counci]., and above all its nuclear waapon State permanent
members, V7ill have to act immediately in accordance v?ith
their obligations under the United Nations Charter;

B. VJelcom.es the intention expressed by States that
they will provide or support immediate assistance, in
accordance v?ith the Charter, to any non ’nuclear-weapon
State that has undertaken not to manufact'ure or othervv ’ise
acquire nuclear weapons or other nuclear explosive devices,
or control over such weapons or devices, and that is a
victim of an act of aggression in which they are used;

C. Reaffirms in particular the inherent right under
article 51 of the Charter of individual and collective
self-defense if an armed attack occurs against a member
of the United Nations, until the Security Council has taken
measures necessary to maintain international peace and
security.

>■ 381

Draft U.S. Declaration

1. The Government of the United States notes with
appreciation the desire expressed by a large number of states
to subscribe to the Treaty on the Non proliferation of
Nuclear Weapons.

'■iTo Geneva, tel. 61529, Oct. 2.8, 1967, Secret.
c]T,̂ T?n’/ r>p_>y___
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2. We welcome the xvlllingness of these States to under
take not to mamifacture or other^j ise acquire nuclear wea-
pons or other nuclear explosive devices, or control over
such weapons or devices,

3. The United States also notes the concern of certain
of those States’that, in conjunction with their adherence
to the Treaty on the Non proliferation of Nuclear Weapons,
appropriate measures be undertaken to safeguard their
security. Any aggression accompanied by the use of
nuclear vjeapons would endanger the peace and security of
all States. The United States recognizes that aggression
with nuclear weapons, or the threat of such aggression,
against a non nuclear vjeapon State will create a situation
in which the nuclear V7eapon States which are permanent
members of the United Nations Security Council v;i11 have
to act immediately, through the Security Council in
accordance vjith the United Nations Charter, to take the
measures necessary to counter such use or threatened use.

4. The United States affirms its intention, as a pema
nent member of the United Nations Security Council, to
seek immediate Security Council action to provide assist
ance, in accordance with the Charter, to an}̂ non-nuclear-
weapon State that has undertaken not to manufacture or
otherwise acquire nuclear weapons or other nuclear explo™
sive devices, ox control over such V7eapons or devices,
and that is a victd,m of an act or threat of aggression in
which they are used.

5. The United States reaffirms in particular the inherent
right imder Article 51 of the Charter of individual and
collective self-defense if an armed attack occurs against
a member of the United Nations, until the Security Coun
cil taken measures necessary to maintain international
peace and security.

6. The United States vote for this resolution and this
statement of the way in which the United States intends
to act in accordance with the Charter of the United Nati.ons
are based upon the fact that the resolution is supported
by other permanent members of the Security Couiicil V7ho are

O

O
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nuclear-weapon States and are also proposing to sign the
Treaty on the Non-proliferation of Nuclear Weapons, and
that these States have made similar statements as to the
way in which they intend to act in accordance with the
Charter.!

Both documents were based to a large extend on earlier

O Soviet proposals.^ In the declaration, we added a reference

to measures to "counter" the use or threat of use of nuclear

vjeapons, in order to give the declaration more appeal without 

adding to the obligations. The provisions on providing assist

ance were limited by the phrase "in accordance with the Charter."

The Soviet reference to "punishment" was deleted as alien to

the Charter. There would be no new commitments:C
,...in our view, adoption of the res and issuance

of the declaration v;ould create no new security commit­
ments for nuclear“V7eapon states. Under /the/ res and
declaration, nuclear-weapon_states vjould in certain
events request meeting of / t h e / UNSC at which they would 
urge it to take some kind of action neither necessarily 
including nor excluding military measures to provide 
assistance^ and support to ^ a / victim of aggression.
Even in / t h ^ / absence of security assurances, under /the/
Charter, certain members would be expected to take _/the/

^ same kinds of steps in those circumstances.

For constitutional reasons, the declaration would be made

as an explanation of our vote for the resolution.

C Î'o Geneva, tel, 61530, Oct. 29, 1967, Secret
■̂Soe above, pp.
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the texts immediately.^

A member of the Canadian delegation at Geneva noticed

that the declaration and resolution were not explicitly tied

to the treaty and was concerned that a non nuclear country

might benefit from the assurances by simply making a unilateral
odeclaration rather than by signing the treaty. This point

v?as not immediately clear to Indian Ambassador Trivedi, who

commented that assurances should not be linked with the treaty

and that a non-nuclear country should be able to unilaterally

ITo Geneva, tel. 615 31, Oct, 28, 1967, Secret.
^From Geneva, tel. 1452, Oct. 31, 1967, Secret

O
Since the United Kingdom V7as also a nuclear power, we

proposed to invite the British i*epresentative to join the two

Co-Chairmen in discussing the declaration and resolution.

Other ENDC delegates V70uld receive the texts when the three

nuclear pov7ers had reached agreement. Since we needed "what

ever bargaining leverage v;e can muster to increase chances

qf broad adherence” to the treaty, the assurances were limited

to non nuclear states which undertook not to acquire nuclear

weapons. Our NATO allies, Japan, and India were to be given

O
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declare its intention not to make nuclear weapons. He said

that we were offering a ''rexmrd'' for acceding to the treaty.

Mr. Fisher stressed the great political importance of concerted 

action by the United States and the Soviet Union and the

^ deterrent effect that the proposed assurances would have.^

Our Embassy at New Delhi noted that the declaration re

ferred to "an act or threat of aggression," while the resolu

tion mentioned only an "act of aggression." Washington explained

that we had gone beyond the Soviet draft and were not sure whe

ther the Soviets would accept the provision in the resolution 

^ on an "act of aggression," much less add a reference to a

"threat of aggression." We would be willing to do so, hovjever,
2if the Indians vjanted it and the Soviet Union agreed. The

Indians, V7ho had formerly been the foremost advocates of

security assurances, now seemed to lose interest. Brajesh C.

Mishra, the Indian Deputy Permanent Representative to the

United Nations, privately said that events in the Middle East

and Vietnam shox'jed that no assurance had any real meaning 

when it came to nuclear relations.^

Iprom Geneva, tel. 1500, Nov. 2, 1967, Secret.
'̂From Mew Delhi, tel. 5232, Oct. 31, 1967, Secret; to

^ New Delhi, tel. 64314, Nov. 3, 1967, Secret.
3From New York, tel. 2287, Nov. 16, 1967, Secret.

^̂ r .Trr’y/ rvpjiq____ ,
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At Geneva, Ambassador Roshchin was reluctant to agree to

trilateral talks on security assurances, as \<!e had proposed,

and suggested parallel talks instead. Both the United States

and the United Kingdom found this arrangement acceptable. Sir

Harold Beeley told Foster on November 22 that the Foreign O

Office shared the Canadian view that there should be a direct

link between assurances and the treaty. Even v?ith this link,

however, parties v70vxld not be precluded from later giving assur

ances, and he asked why v;e should give away our treaty leverage

in advance. Criticizing the self-defense paragraph of the

draft resolution, he pointed out that the right of self" O
defense existed prior to the Charter and should not be restricted

to the case of armed attack. He therefore proposed the follox^

ing language:

Reaffirms in particular the inherent right of
individual and collective self-defence recognised in
Article 51 of the Charter, imtil the Security Council
has taken measures necessary to maintain international
peace and security.

When he asked xvhether we intended to imply the possibility

of military action or other assistance without creating an

actual commitment, Mr. Foster replied that this was correct

and that we had made this point in our Congressional consultations.OSECRET/ROrORN ^
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Sir Harold saw a discrepancy between the declarationj which 

referred to an intention to seek Security Council action to

provide assistance, and the resolution,•which referred to

"immediate assistance." Since this could mean that the nuclear

powers x 7ould provide assistance before the Security Council

met, he proposed to move paragraph C to the preamble of the

resolution. We pointed out 'that this would make the resolution 

less attractive.

He also noted the point raised by pur Embassy at New

Delhi on the "threat of aggression" and suggested making the

resolution conform to the declaration. And he asked why para

graph B of the resolution referred to assistance by "states"

rather than nuclear powers. Mr. Foster agreed that we meant

nuclear powers but saw no reason why other states might not be

willing to express their interest in providing or stipporting

assistance.!

Washington explained that the resolution and declara

tion already linked assurances with the treaty:

^From Geneva, tel. 1826, Nov. 22, 1967, Secret

(:R'r’T/NOFTT̂ ttf
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O

/The/ fact that /the/ draft resolution_and declara“
tion /ar^/ conceived in /.th^/ light /of the/ present NPT
negotiations and are intended to assure successful nego
tiations and general acceptance /_of_^th£7 NPT means, of
course, that_ becoming _/ a_T partj ^to th^/ NPT v7ould
satisfy /the/ requirement of /s n/ undertaking. We con
strue /the/ term "undertaken” to require an effective and
binding international obligation. We do not see how any
thing of lesser order than the IIPT or an equally effective
regional arrangement would suffice...

We did not think that our language meant that article 51 of the

Charter created rather than recognized the right of self-defense.

Nor did v?e think that anything would be gained by shifting para

graph C to the preamble of the resolution, as Sir Harold Beeley

had suggested.^

The Soviet delegates M.V. Antyasov and V..V, Shtistov told

De Palm.a and Neidle of the U.S. delegation that the Soviet

Union v?anted both to do something for the Indians and to take

steps on the non-use of nuclear weapons. While they accepted

the fact that there would be no non“Vise provision in the treaty,

as they had proposed,^ they hoped that v;e woiild be flexible in O

looking at alternatives in the context of the U.N. Charter.

^To Geneva, tel. /8o69, Dec. 2, 1967, Secret
^See above, pp.
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Mr. De Palma recalled our difficulties X'?ith non-use proposals

and said that V7e did not wish to create distinctions between

different types of weapons when the Charter did not distinguish

betvreen them but condemned all use of force for aggression.

He asked v^hether the Soviets might not be satisfied to leave

their current General Assembly proposal to be dealt with later.^

In the Co Chairaien’s meeting of November 2, Ambassador

Roshchin asked whether some non-use measure could not be added

to our assurances proposal. Mr. Foster replied that he had no

instructions but hoped to be able to discuss the question later.^

As Mr. De Palma had told the Soviets, a non-use formula

presented difficulties for us.^ We had invariably opposed

Soviet or nonaligned proposals to ban the tise or first use of

nuclear v̂ eapons,'̂ ^ and we could not accept the Kosygin proposal

because it discriminated against allied countries where U.S.

nuclear weapons were stationed.^ In 1966, however, we v^ere

______________ _

C

^From Geneva, tel. 1A76, Nov. 2, 1967, Secret. See also
below, chapter K 6 .

^From Geneva, tel. 1619, Nov. 9, 1967, Secret.
3See above, p.
^See below, chapter K"6 .
5See above, pp.
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willing to declare that we would not use nuclear weapons against

a non nuclear party to a non-proliferation treaty that was not

engaged in aggression supported by a nuclear pov;er. CKving to

the parliamentary situation in the General Assembly, this

declaration was not surfaced at that time.^ O

The 1966 formula was the basis of the amendments we now

proposed to make to the draft resolution and declaration.

These amendments, seut to Ambassador Cleveland on November 23,

read as follows:

Amendment to U.S. Draft Resolution

Isee above, pp.

OD. Welcomes the intention expressed by nuclear-
weapon States to refrain from the threat or use of nuclear
v?eapons against any non nuclear weapon State that has
undertaken not to manufacture or otherwise acquire nuclear
weapons or other nuclear explosive devices, or control
over such weapons or devices, and that is not engaged in
an arraed attack assisted by a nuclear v7eapon State.

Amendment to U.S. Draft Declaration

6 . The United States affirms its intention to re
frain from the threat or use of nuclear weapons against
any non niuclear weapon State that has undertaken not to
manufacture or otherv/ise acqviire nuclear weapons or other
nuclear explosive devices, or control over such weapons
or devices, and that is not engaged in an armed attack
assisted by a nuclear weapon State.

O
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Ambassador Cleveland was instructed to tell the allies

that these amendments were "probably necessary to achieve many 

nonaligned signatures to /,th_e7 NPT." VJe also needed some U.S.

non-use proposal to defend our position against the Kosygin 

proposal, v;hich was very popular with the nonaligned. Noting 

that the restriction on use would not apply if a non-nuclear 

^tate was engaged in an attack assisted by a nuclear power,

we explained that "nuclear weapons could still be used in the

event of a war in Europe in which the Soviet Union provided 

assistance." From the standpoint of the alliance, it was

"important to retain the nuclear deterrent to cover such

cases."^

Related to the assurances question was the German

desire to inclvide a treaty provision against nuclear black"

mail. The Qermans had pressed for such a provision in April,^ 

and on October 23 FR.G Minister von Lilienfeld gave Leddy a

memorandum proposing a preambular' paragraph in which the

nuclear powers v7ould resolve not to use i iuclear Xv eapons "for

the pui pcse of political pressure, political threat or political

^To USNATO, Bonn, etc., tel. 74017, Nov. 23, 1967, Secret
•̂See above, pp.
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blackmail against non nuclear vjeapon powers.”^ Assistant

Secretary Leddy later gave von Lilienfeld an oral statement

in v/hich he said that we believed our draft resolution and

declaration would meet the concerns of many non nuclear states.

He added that the basic guarantee for the FR.G vrauld continue
2to be "a strong and vigilant NATO military alliance."

^ When the November 23 instruction was sent to Cleveland,

Ambassador McGhee xv’as instructed to tell the Germans that our

proposals went farther than those they had advanced, since ours

dealt with the use, as well as the threat of use, of nuclear

v?eapons. As for the FRG proposals, we said;

,..We continue Ato7 find great difficulty dealj^ng_^
with either affirmative or negative assurances in /th^/ _
treaty, which we hope__will be wddely acc£pt€2d, with /,th_e/
result that, unlike /th_e/" NATO treaty, /theY Communist
bloc and nonali^^ned non nuclear states V70uld be / t h ^
beneficiaries /p^/ our treaty commitments. Moreover,
/the/ FRG proposal might be taken to prohibit us from_^
threatening j/tĥ T* use of nuclear weapons against _/ a_/
threatened conventional attack by a non-nuclear state
which was supported by a nuclear-weapon state.3

In response to a later FRG inquiry, we said that nuclear

blackmail would not be a violation of the non-proliferation

39T'

^Circ. agm. CA 3203, Oct. 27, 1967, Secret.
2circ. agm. CA 34S8, Nov. 9, 1967, Secret.
3t o USMATO, Bonn^ etc., tel. 74017, Nov. 23, 1967, Secret.

The Embassy at Bonn iramediately informed the Foreign Ministry
(from Bonn, te]_. 5535, Nov. 24, 1967, Secret).
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treaty. A serious threat to use nuclear weapons could, however,

be cited by the threatened state as grounds for v;ithdrav7al,

or it could bring about the implementation of the security

assurances. The treaty, of course, would no longer be controll

ing in the event of war.^

In the NAG, the Italian representative criticized our non

use proposal for failing to assure alliance members that nuclear

weapons v7ould not be used against them. He even suggested that

an alliance member might be more vulnerable to nuclear attack

because of its ties. Ambassador Cleveland found this suggestion

^ far fetched and com.mented that nothing in our proposal exposed

an alliance member more than all nations V7ere exposed in this

dangerovis xwrld. He also observed that Italy had the best
2possible assurance in article V of the North Atlantic Treaty.

On December 9, Mr. Foster was instructed to present

our non-use proposals to Roshchin, and he did so on the same

C date. He told Roshchin that the Kosygin proposal v?as complete

ly unacceptable because it discriminated against our defensive

C
^Circ. agm. CA A103, Dec. 12, 1967, Confidential.
^From USMATO, tels. 750, Nov. 30, 1967, Secret, and Dec

6, 1967, S.? cret/l,imdis.
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alliances. We assumed that the USSR would not wish to give an

assurance to a NATO ally which engaged in an armed attack

assisted by the United States, and the reverse would hold true

for a U»S. assurance to Warsaw Pact members. Since it had been

very difficult to develop our proposals, the chances of revis

ing them were virtually nil. If the USSR wanted a reasonable

non-use provision, it should accept them. T.n response to a

Soviet inquiry, he said that the declarations by the nuclear

powers should be as closely parallel as, possible.^ At the last

Co-Chairmen's meeting of this EISrDC session, he told Roshchin

that it would be presumed that any attack by a NATO or Warsaw

Pact country had the assistance of the nuclear all}̂ . This

would leave each nuclear power free to exercise its own judg-

m.ent, Although Ambassador Roshchin reported our proposals

to Moscow, there was no definitive Soviet reply when the ENDC

recessed.

^To Geneva, tel. 82381, Dec. 9, 1967, Secret/Exdis;
from Geneva, tel. 2019, Dec. 9, 1967, Secret/Exdis.

^From Geneva, tel. 2078, Dec. 15, 1967, Secret/Limdis.
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Recess and report

i\.s the session dr̂ \ 7 to an end, it became evident that

the treaty cotild not be completed in ti me to present it at the

current General Assembly. Except for the duration and amendments

provisions, the Co-Chairmen had agreed on a series of amendments;

but the Soviet Union refused to submit them to the ENDC until

£igreement vjas reached on article and the first sentence

of that article remained in dispute in spite of arduous American

efforts to find a compromise that would be accepted both by

the Soviet Union and by our allies.

The reports that the ENDC submitted to the Geneira] Assembly

and the Disarmament Commission usually included as documentary

annexes the papers submitted by the various delegations. In

order to prevent a premature General Assembly debate, hov7ever,

the Co-Chairmen decided that the ENDC report for this year

should not include the documents. In spite of Indian and

Brazilian protests, the other delegates acquiesced in this

decision. On December 7 the ENDC reported that it had made

^See above, p.
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substantial progress tov;ard a non proliferation treaty but
vjas unable to provide a full report at thj.s time. It would sub
mit a full reportj including documents^ as soon as possible,^
The ENDC recessed on December l4, 1967 ,̂ and agreed to reconvene
on Januai'y I8,, 1968. O

The Brazi].:lan and Indian Problems

While all the nonaligned members of the ENDC v/ished to
change certain provisions of the draft treaty, the majority favored
a non proliferation treaty in principle. Brazil and Tndia^, how
ever^ took such an antagonJ.stic attitude that it appeared likely
that they v/ould not only refuse to sig;n the treaty but vjculd
actively work against it.

Brazil, unlike the United States and most Latin /'jnerican
countries, took the position that the Tlatelol.co treaty permitted
the signatories to develop and use peaceful nuclear explosive
devices.^ The Brazilian attitude apparently stem.med from the
desire of Foreign Minister Magalhaes Pinto to exploit the peace- oful explosions issue for domestic political purposes. In May
1967, hovj0ver, the Brazilian delegation at Geneva v;as headed by
Sergio CorrSa da Costa, the Secretary General of the Foreign

ISee Ir!ternatj.ona1 Negotiations on the Treaty on tiie Nonpro
liferation' of Nuclear k^apons, pp. 9^ 9^.

'^Tbid.,'pp’, 6>7.
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M in is try , who took a more moderate l in e . In July^ AEG Chairman 

Seaborg had a v e iy successfu l v i s i t to B raz il^ and i t appeared

th a t the B r a z i l i a n s vjere becoming more reasonable.

Only a week a f te r the d ra f t t re a ty was submitted^ Ambassador

Azeredo da S i lv e ir a attacked I t in the ENDC as "one sided" and

" d i s c r im in . a t o r y s i n c e i t imposed o b l ig a t io n s on the non nuclear

nations and d id not deal w ith "verta.cal p r o l i f e r a t io n , " i.e .^ , the

g^rowth of the weapons stockp ile s of the nuc lear powers. He also

c r i t i c i z e d the tre a ty fo r banning the manufacture or a c q u is i t io n

of peacefu l nuc lear explosive devices by the non nuclear countries

and denounced the absence of security assurances.^

Mr. Poster found th is statement very damaging and advised

V/ashlngton to inform B r a z i l th a t a f r o n ta l a ttack on the trea ty

vjould ra ise a question of the extent to vjhich we could extend

nuc lear cooperation to B r a z i l . He recommended cance l la t io n of

the b i l a t e r a l ta lk s scheduled fo r mid September. ^ in Rio de

Jane iro , Ambassador T u th i l l reported th a t respons ib le B ra z i l ia n

o f f i c i a l s v/ere tak ing a miore sober view of the question and 

advised aga ins t c an ce lla t io n of the ta lk s . ^ Washington coi'icluded 

th a t i t would be best to avoid an "overly harsh react:! on" which

m.ight s o l id i f y B r a z i l i a n oppos it ion to the trea ty and decided

'̂Documents on Disarmament, 19^7; pp. 368 372.
,_From’Geneva. tel’.' 713. Sept.’4'j 19^7, Secret/Limdis.
3prom Rio de Janeiro, te'J , I628, Sept. 6, I967, Secret/Limdit
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to go ahead v^ith the talks. ^
Ambassador Tuthill told the Brazilians privately that the

speech had not dealt constji’uctively v;ith the differences between
the two countries and had actually exacerbated them because of
its emotional tone. He also v/arned them to expect a rough
meetj.ng in Washington.^ These remarks were passed on to Presi
dent Costa e Silva^ v;ho indicated that nuclear problems would
not be allowed to damage relations with the United States.^
Our delegation at Geneva appreciated Tuthill’s efforts and pre
pared a detailed analysis of the speech to be given to Costa e
Silva on a confidential basis.

Ambassador Tuthill returned to Washington for the talks
(September 12 13. 19 6 7). Daring these talks, Secretary-General
Corre^ da Costa told Katzenbach that he agreed with the basic
objective of the treaty but not with the renunciation of the
technology leading to peaceful nuclear explosions.5 in a meet
ing with Fisher^ the Ambassador taxed Corre^. da Costa with a
recent statement by Magalhaes Pin.to^ v/ho had told the press in
PUo that^ as more countries developed the bomb, it was less

39u

O
■̂To Geneva, tel, 33315^ Sept. 7, I9 6 7, Secret/Limdis.
^From Rio de Janeiro, tel. I670, Sept. 7, 19^7, Secret/Llmdis.
Sprom Brasij.rla, tel. 930, Sept „ 9, 19^7^ Secret/Limdis.
■' iFrom Brasilia, tel. 923, Sept. 8, 19 6 7, Secret/Limdis; from

Geneva, tels. 8OO and 80I, Sept. 12, 19^7, Secret/Lim.dis.
^^Memcon Correa da Costa, Katzenbacli, et al., Sept. 13, 19^7^

Conf.1dential.
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likely that it would ever be used.X Our representations to the
Brazilians did not keep them from submitting completely unaccept
able amendments on October 31.^

As previously noted^ the Indian representative at Geneva
suggested a number of completely non-negotiable changes in the
draft treaty.3 India apparently lost interest in the security
assurances v;e were prepared to offer., and the Indian Deputy
Representative at the United Nations told a U.S. delegate that
it was clear that Indj.a would not sign the non prolifera'y^pn
treaty.5

Henry Owen, Chaii man of the Policy' Planning Councilj w’arned
the Secretary of State that it mip:ht take ps long to overcome
India's objections as it had taken to meet those that the Germans
had raised. He thought that the Indians would v.’ant only a five
year treaty and that they would demand bilateral security
assurances from the United States and the Soviet Union. The
Soviets, for thei.r part, w'ould probably not accept a treaty of
such limited duration, and we would probably be unable to ’offer
the kind of security assurances the Indians w’anted. But he

^Memcon Correa da Costa. Tuthill. Pisher, et al., Sept. 12
19 6 7, Confidential.

See above, p.
3See above, p. The Indian representative at the General

Assembly took a simrllar position; see Internationa ], Negotiations
on the Treaty on the Nonprollferation of Nuclear VJeapohs, p . 9 5.

" ^See above,'
^ 5Prom New York, te] . ??.o7, Nov. t6, 1967, Confidential
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did not think that J'ndlan abstention v/ould be fatal and suggested
that we might as well accept it gracefully.^ Mr. Foster agreed
that the treaty should not be held up to obtain Indian adher
ence. He thoughtj however,, that "a strong but unhurried effort
should be made to secure an Indian signature" after the nuclear O
powers signed.^

22nd General Assembly (Part l)

ember 30 VJashington decided that it v/as time to post
pone Genera;'], Assemibly consideration of the non-proliferation
treatv. The "deadline psychology" had become less credible and Ocould backfire by givj.ng the impression that we m.ight try to
force the treaty through the General Assembly in the. last days
of the‘session. Mr. Poster was therefore instructed to seek
Soviet support in getting the ENDC to prepare a draft General
AssembD^y resolution asking the EI'IDC to continue its work and
report to a special session of the General Assembly. At that
stagej we preferred a special session^ with its greater prestige,.
because it could more readj.ly be confined to the non prolifera
tion question. We also considei, ed referring the treaty to the

lOvjen (State S/P) to Rusk^ memorandumj Dec. 8^ 19^7^ Secret.
^Foster to Ruskj memorandiuri. Dec, 2 1 19^7j Secret.
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Disarmament Commission but decided against this course since
thaT: ox gan had less status^ vjas more open to the introduction
of other questions^ ana vjould permit some to argue for deferring
the treaty to the 23rd General Assembly.’̂

At the Co-Chairmen's meeting of December 2, Mr. Foster found
Roshchln highly doubtful about the procedure v̂ e proposed. The
Soviet representative v;as not sure that the final treaty should
be sent to the General Assembly at all and suggested that it
might be signed at a high-level meeting in Geneva and then
transmitted to the General Assembly. Mr. Foster replj^e^ thu.'̂
vie did not have fixed ideas on the conclusion of the treaty but
that he sav: come psychological advantage in General Assembly endorse
ment and doubted tiiat General Assembly discussion could .be avoided.^
After this discussion^ our delegation advised Washington that it
v/ould be undesirable to draft the resolution in Geneva because
of the "great frustration and irritation" v/hich prevailed there
and the prospect that we could v.'ln Trivedl's support only at a

C price we were not prepared to pay.^
The task of drafting the resolution v;as then given to the

U.S. and Soviet delegations In Nevj York. Ambassador Mendelevich

^Circ. tel. 77310, Nov. 30, I 967 , Confidential
^From Geneva, tel. 19' i5 Dec. 3, I967, Secret.
3prom Geneva, tel. 19̂ 4̂ !. Dec. 3. 196?., Secret.
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early expressed, a preference for a resumed, rather thaii a
special session^ of the General Asseinbly^^ and we eventually
agreed. On Decenfoer l4 the United States^ the USSR, and l4 other
countries (including India) subraltted a draft resolution calling
on the ENDC to continue Its vjork and to submit a full report on C )
the non-proliferation treaty by March 1 5 . 1968. It recomm.ended
consultations on settln.g a date for the resumption of the 22nd
s*esslon of the Genera]. Assembly after that time.

Vv’e had underestimated the strong support for the non
rfuclear cwiference. A Prepa.ratory Committee of 11 non nuclear
states had recommended that the conference be held from Ma.rch 11
to April 10;, 1968;, to consider security assurances, peaceful uses
of nuclear energy, and other non prollferat^lon problem.s. In
spite of American and Soviet opposition, 21 countries submitted
a draft resolution on December 15, 19^7 ^ pj'’oviding for a non
nuclear conference at the time recommended by the Preparatory

2Co.mmlttee.
The Pak:istanls, v̂ ho had initiated the movement for the con

ference, were perfectly willing to postpone it until August,
but they encountered strong opposition led by Italy, Brazil,
and Nigeria. Paced with this movement. First Deputy Foreign

From New Yoi'k, tel. 2710, Dec. 2, 1967.> Confidential,
^Internationa1 Negotiations on the Treaty__on the Nonpro

lifei'at'lon o.f Nucleate , p . 96 o

- -

- -

-
-

-

- ­

-

-
-



      

      

       

         

     
       
        

       
        

        

        

     

         
         

        
   

Minister Kuznetsov and Ambassador Goldberg agreed that it v/as
necessary to appease the group in order to prevent the conference
from taking place before the resumed General Assembly could be
held. VJhen Mr. Fisher and Soviet delegate Shevchenko met vjlth
the representatives of several non nuclear countries, they found
the Brazilian and Nigerian representatives wl̂ o had served in

!
the ENDG complaining about the "run-around" they had received
In Genevac Ambassador Goldberg then agreed.to support the 21

I nation resolution if the date of the conference was postponed
to August. This was done, and Ambassador Goldberg publicly
disclosed the deal in the General Assembly, Both resolutions

, O were approved by large majorities^

C

O

Ippom New York, tel. 3106, Dec, 6, I967, Confidential.
^International. Nego11a11ons on the Treaty on the Nonpro

Iferatlon of iTiicloar Vfeapons.' p. ' " * " '
AGDA/IR :RWÎ ainbei’t :iru'ii
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