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NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL 

May 17, 1967 
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NOTE FOR MR. RO~ 

Walt- -

With reference to your question on the 
attached cable, I have been able to find no 
reference to "peaceful explosions" in 
Brezhnev's Karlovy Vary speech, as re­
ported by Shustov. The only related state­
ment appears to be the attached rather general 
paragraph on peaceful uses. 

I have requested that ACDA ask Shustov just 
what he had in mind. 

Atts.: 
1. GENEVA 3669 !. 

dtd 5/ 15/ 67 
2. Extract from 

Brezhnev's speech - ..~... J.;JJ:!. 
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2. QUERIED ABOUf ABSENCE UNTD.. NOW OF,.SOVIET RATIFICATION OF 
OST AND CONSULAR CONVENT ION, SHUSTOV SA-ii,-- HE WORKED CLOSE!.. Y 
ON OST IN MOSCOW BlIT NOT FAMILIAR WITH BACKGROUND CONS!JLAR 
CONVENT ION. HE WAS S!JRE THAT SOV !ET GOVT WAS SER IO US lffHEN IT 

PAGE ·THRSE RUFHGV 36S9 G E 8 R E T 
NEGOTIATED OST AND THOUGh'T IT MOST UNLIKELY THAT IT WOULD NOT 
BE RATIFIED. HE ASSURED S.~ME A PPL I:sD TO CONSULA~ CONVEiff ION. 
HE NOTED T:it\T 30TH INSTRUMEt-JTS ~·JO!JLD HAVE TO BE RATIFIED BY 
SUPREME sovIET' WHICH ~JOT ~!OH UL_SZSSION Alli) SAID. THERE smn: 
QUEST ION ABOt.rr rtHEN NEXT SESSIO~.J f,,J!LL BE HELD. HE SA!!) HE 
HAD H!:ARD TAL:< OF DELAY OF MEXT SE:SSION UNTIL OCTOBER BECAUSE 
OF YREPARAT IONS F'OR 56TH A:-.m IVERSA~Y OF BOLSHEVIl{ REVOLUTION. 
SHUSTOV DID ~JOT THE.P< L-IAT SVE:-JT S ELSEWHERE DJ WORLD HAV~ AFFECTED 
SOVI~T ATTIT1.,'!JZ ~BOUT DESIRABILITY OF THESE ASP.EE!lEMTSco~n~rn 
~JTO rORCE. ~JSSR ALSO STRO:,JGLY FAVORS NPT. 

3. S:-tUST QV SA ID .iA2E O~ AT_,: AR:)NESS TO • US IN NOT ·HAV rnGHE A1 J<l.i! 
OF~ ICI.~L R:::SPONSE FR0~1 MO.SCOW Cl~~ P~OPOSALS ;,lADE BY US nJ ~ECZ~JT 
CO-CHAIRMEN :1E?f INGS. }-IE SAID SO VIZT S '.i/0 ULD NOT FAVO~ DZLA Y rn 
RECOtJV::-J!:-JG s:--E~C ~/!~ -~-3S'.J.·ED 1•r~ !_,JOULD :·!OT EITHE~. PERSOi~ALLY HZ 
ALSO THOUG:-IT 3E:ST 3CL;Jf ro:-} 'JOULD 3E TO T.~BLE WHAT co-c:-IAI~J::::·-J 
car~'LJ AG~ZZ JN I? ::c ri~==:-1::~ J~-: -~::T. III A{'}D IV (2). H:. SAD 
SE THOUGITT O:·}L Y ::z:·-1A n-JI~-~2 SERIOUS ?20BLEM WAS ART. I II !_,JlHCH sov IZT.3 
Si ILL ':!2:SSTL EJ G QVE2. 
SOVIZTS l;O :-JJ7 ':,1 IS;{ TC ~rv: FRG PRET:XT F02 ~~OT AJHE2L-JG TO 

?AG: FOUR ?U?~SV 365? ~EC~ 2 T 
NPT 3ECA ]SE OF ZURAT0:1 CO:,:c:2Ns aur ALSO DO NOT szz :row THEY 
CMJ GIVE EUR ATO:·,J UN I QUE PO3 E ION. 

4. S:1USTJV 5AI: WE 3;-iiJt.1.J JISCUS3 3ECUrtITY ASSLP.ANCE.3 PROBLE~1l 
3EFORZ LO~JGsur THIS w,~.s~-JOTURGI:I-JT. SOVIETS HAVE NO SPECIAL 
VH: 1.,.rs ABOUT '.,n-IS~::2 THIS SHOULD gz· DISCUSSED 3UT GE:JEVA TJOULJ t1 / 
3E AS LOGICAL ?LACE A3 -~~-!Y OT:IE~. ONLY PLACZ THEY SHOULD NOT V 
BE DIS'C:JS3'.:J BE:Tr.,J~E:·;JS IS NEW PELHI, HE SAID IN HALF-HU~·10ROU3 WAY. 

s. 3Eusrov c.~LZD OUR ATTEJIT ION ro STATE~ENT oN PEACEYU... ex?Lo SION s [/[ 
3Y 3:E:z:-e.JE:'l !N )(A?.LJVY V,~RY SPEECH (APRIL 26 PRAVDA). 
GP-3. TUB3Y 
Br 

SECRETtrMDIS 

PRESERW'ff /V1tmo '.. 



EXTRACT 

25 April 1967 GO 13 CZECH0SL0VAia:A 

, ln Europe there are not only the U ,,.S .. military bases but also bases of a different 
1-'..i.nd. They are the subversive espionage and sabotage centers, the broadcasting 
stations, and various organizations which have been created by the Americans in 
the German Federal Republic and oth_er West European countries and. which engage 
in slanderous propaganda directed against the socialist countries. The time has 
come to question tn.e activit_ies_ of all i.venomous breedi~ grounds on:-European· soil 
t.,rhich po.iso111 'relations~ The develo!}ment of bilateral r.elatfons ·between -Eur'opean nations 
could be an importaLc prerequisite for the strengthening of Euro_pt:an security. 
The present trend to\-12.rd a detente in Europe is very much the result of the 
improvement of bilateral relations between East and West European countries. 

As for the Soviet Union, our policy in the future will aim, as before, at the 
development of mutually advantageous relations with the capitalist countries of 
Europe on the basis of the principles of peaceful coexistence, in the interests 
of a durable peace and the sec.uri ty of peoples. The Soviet Union is ready to _ 
exchange opinions on the preparation of bilateral agreements and treaties with 

':J. 

the governments of the European countries which, on their part, wish to develop 
their relations with our country. 

There is yet another important and promising trend in the efforts of European 
peoples and states which has a direct bearing on the solution of tasks of 
consolidating European peace. This is cooperation in the field of economy, 
science and technology, as well as culture, on both a bilateral and an all-European 
basis. 

The foundations for this have already been laid. It is our opinion, however, that 
this is on)..y the beginning. The developing scientific and technological revolution, 
the increasing efforts to consolidate national independence and liberation from 
the dollar diktat, ·sugKest to the European states many ways and projects in a 
great variety of fields--from the construction of a gas pipeline crossing the 
continent to the introduction of a unified color television system for all Europe. 

The field of the peaceful use of atomic energy also arouses interest in many 
countries. We are willing to agree with other European countries on cooperation 
in conductinir{;;-1e"a;·-re.se~~~h-·and-the ;_;:s·e-of -~to~ic. energy for peac-efuT purp~ses. 
The ·;:eali-~ation· of this p~oposal will rnal{e it possible for states "which relin.qui~hed 
their right to the manufacture and acquisition of nuclear weapons to participate 
in all the advan_tages offered r.iankind by· the peaceful energy from the split atom. 

Another.important field for cooperation on a~ all-European basis is the joint 
work on such problems as the purification of European rivers and seas, the 
unification of efforts of countries in the struggle against such diseases as 
cancer, cardiovascular diseases, and so~on. 

Each European nation has made its contribution to the treasure-house of world 
culture. Each of the European countries has its• own history, its ovm national 
characteristic features. We communists have been called upon to devote our 
revolutionary energy to the cause of the struggle for the preservation of the 
cultural heritage of European peoples, for the further development of Europe-­
one of the most important centers of world civilization, history, and social 
progress. 

• - - -------------------------~-------------
EXTRACT from text of 24 April' spe·ech by Leonid Brezhnev at the 
conference of communist and workers ·par.ties· of ·Eu~ope dis·cussing 
problems of European security at ·K~rlovy Vary. 

https://to\-12.rd
https://1-'..i.nd


---

THE WHITE HOUSE ~~ WASHINGTON v_,~,
--frV" /2. ,_..,.i· 

/~-

Tue s day, May 16 , 196 7 
4:00 p. m. 

MR. PRESIDENT: 

I sent up late this morning the attached document 
from Sect. Rusk on non-proliferation tactics. 

I am now informed that your decision on it is 
urgent because it will be discussed tomorrow in 
the North Atlantic Council, and before that time 
Sect. Rusk would like to send a letter to Willy 
Brandt explaining our position. 

/ 

Approved -----

Disapproved 

See me 
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SECRET •• NOOIS 

Tuesday, May 16, 1967 
OJ

11:05,.-m. 

Mr. President; 

Herewith Sec. R·u_•k ur.ently seek• clear1u1ce 
for: 

-- Tabling on Thursday ln Geneva a draft 
.non-proliferation tr eaty with Article m on 
saiegu rda left blank, due to the difference• 
between the position 0£ the Sotriet Union and NATO; 
and 

-• To adv1ae the Germane tbat we urge 
postponeitlent of the duration issue until we see 
whether th0 other lsauea in contention can be 
cleare out and to avoid having the Germans out 
ii.. iront. 

Sec. Rua~ will probably •l•h to ralee thl• 
at.lunch today. 

W. W. ltoatow 

( 
I 

'i@lt-
ss SB li:T -- l'tG>~IS 

By Ch 
~ 

l ' cc: • M·r. Bator J 
Mr. Keeny 

WWRostow:rln 
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THE SECRETARY OF STATE 

WASHINGTON 

MEMORANDUMFOR THE PRESIDENT 

SUBJECT: Proposed Tabling of a Non-Proliferation 
. Treaty ·at the ENDC 

The Federal Republic of Germany has objected to our 
proposal to table a Non-Proliferation Treaty jointly with the 
U.S.S.R. with the safeguards Article (Article III) left blank 
subject to further· U.S.-Soviet efforts to achieve a joint 
proposal. They take the position that this might result in a 
safeguards Article which is harmful to the interests of EURATOM. 
They also propose that we introduce a U.S. draft which would 
include our safeguards Article, with an additional clause to 
make clear that inspectors are to be drawn only from countries 
accepting safeguards inspections on their territory, and with 
certain other additions to the text which has been shown the 
Soviets. 

On Sunday the Germans, acting on instructions from the 
Foreign Minister, changed the emphasis on this approach to indicate 
that, although their basic position is that they still favored 
tabling two separate complete drafts, they would accept as a fall­
back the tabling of a joint draft with Article III left blank, 
provided we assured them 

(1) that we would obtain an understanding with the Co­
chairman that we·would attempt to negqtiate out an Article III 
privately, and 

(2) that if the subject of Article III was nevertheless 
raised in the Plenary, the U.S. would state that it considered 
an Article Ill like that which we have been discussing with the 
FRG as an essential condition for Western &pproval. 

GROUP 1. 

-:SEeB:E:r;tm1-1;a-,s-

E,tCcluded from 
downgrading 
declassification. 

automatic 
and 

mailto:4E@PJ�.E.,lMOQ:i;S;-IR
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In this fall-back position the Germans are now, in effect, 
asking that if, as is most likely, the Soviets won't at this 
time accept the German-preferred Article III and we table a 
joiP.t draft with a blank Article III, the U.S. would in any 
future discussion of safeguards in Geneva become the spokesman 
for the German posi~i9n. 

The fact that the Germans are- backing -,off ·from their 
opposition to the tabling of a joint draft with Article III 
blank is in itself an encouraging sign. I believe a decision 
to table a separate U.S. draft treaty now would seriously 
jeopardize the prospect of achieving U.S. - Soviet agreement 
on a treaty .. It would leave the Soviets free to introduce -­
or reintroduce ·~.:..--···v·ariousideas of their own which we and the 
FRG would find unacceptable. It-is most unlikely __t;~at any 
worthwhile treaty could be concluded in the absence of U.S. -
Soviet agreement. 

Nor can we object to the first of their conditions, namely 
that the U.S. would obtain an understanding with the Soviets 
that we would attempt to negotiate out an Article III privately 
and that multilateral discussion at the Conference of safeguards 
would be suspended pending availability of language protecting 
EURATOMinterests to which the Soviets could agree. 

My reconnnendation is that, if the Soviets will agree to 
this procedure -- as I believe they may -- we proceed to table 
~ jointly-recormn.~nded dr~ft._~n the ENDC with Article III, safe-

• • - ~~ .... ~~~.. - ,• -~-.,ff'f"t"".:.• 

guard~ 2 i11~.ti,~!JLJ.~f.,t_~}-~1!..~.· ~ •• 

I have considerable difficulty with the _second German con­
dition. The German condition is based on a realistic assumption; 

,j it is certain that the Indians an_d others among the Eight will 
-1 take an initial position that a safeguards Article spould apply
1 
ii to the peaceful activities of all countries, both those which 
4 
1 do and those ~hich do not have nuclear weapons. We can accept
1 

l this, ·but it \olill put great pressure on the Russians who will 
reject it. 

There is no reason that this discussion should be to our 
disadvantage~ The United States need not assume the responsibility 
for the fact that the ENDC is not considering such-an·Article. We 
are justified in making it quite clear that it is t~e continuing 

··--.:-~.SiSP.F:-~ ·.:· 
tQ..· 

• :.r.,, 
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refusal of the U.s·~-!f~R.to accept safeguards on its territory 
that prevents acceptance of a non-discriminatory article. We 
can use this position as a basis for"establlshirig a consensus 
at the ENDC in support of the position recomnieri.deil by the FRG 
that IAEA inspectors are to be drawn only from countries 
accepting inspectors on their territories. 

It is not clear that this tactical advantage would extend 
to obtaining general support for the relationship between 
regional inspection systems (in particular, EURATOM)and IAEA 
which the FRG has in mind. We should make every effort to reach 
agreement on this point and we should tell the Germans that we 
will do so. However, we should not now los·e: all flexibility on 
this subject by promising that it will be our current draft of 
Article III or nothing. We should rather indicate to the Germans 
that if we fail to obtain agreement on this approach, we would 
have to reassess the entire safeguards issue if it continues to 
stand in the way of an otherwise worthwhile treaty. We should 
indicate that we will do so through full NATO consultation and 
taking into account the views of all our alli~~- We should 
point out that the purpose of this negotiation ii •• not to impose 
a treaty on anyone but to reach a treaty which all governments 
can accept in good spirit. This. will involve extended negotia­
tions in the period ahead which will be carried on in full con­
sultation with our allies both in NAC and in capitals. We will 
expect the Western Four in the ENDC to be fully alert to protect 
the interests of NATO. 

The further point made by Minist~r von Lilienfeld on behalf 
of Chancellor Kiesinger to Walt Rostow was for a treaty of limit­
ed duration. The suggestion was that the treaty should either 
be limited to a period of 20 years or signatories should be able 
to accede for a limited period. The Ital ·.i:ans have suggested an 
even shorter duration clause and I bel ;~e.v·~that other key 
.:!Ountries will also want tq_ ] jmit tb~---~~i:~~Jy's_dur,_clli,QJl..-

. It is mo~t unlikely, however, that we could,· at this time, 
~egotiate a limited duration clause with the Soviets who would 
see it as the result of German pressure. This problem would be 
eased with the Soviets if it became clear that it.was being 
raised by other countries. Moreover, the question of .duration 

.. -'. .-. ·--~--.·--&ECREf/NODi-8 
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is closely linked with.the amendment, review, and withdrawal 
provisions that are finally agreed upon. We, therefore, believe 
we should defer consideration of the duration.issue until such 
time as we can see that a meaningful treaty ..is taking shape. If, 
as we expect, a number of other governments raise the duration 
issue, we ought to be prepared to think seriously about a treaty 
of limited duration provided it is long enough to accomplish 
Lhe purpose of the treaty. We should not indicate to other 
governments anything specific on this subject at this.time but 
rather indicate our willingness to consider all relevant questions 
with respect to the treaty, including the question of duration, 
in consultation with· other governments and our own Joint Connnittee 
on Atomic Energy. --... · 

I recommend that you authorize me to convey these views to 
the FRG and, while recognizing the Chancellor's political problems, 
to indicate that the possibility of achieving a mutually satis­
factory resolution is increased if the idea of a treaty of limited 
duration does· no·t • appear ~o be a German initiative. 

Dean Rusk 

... 

~\_; . :·: 
...:.,,.•_ ...

' .-

'· .... ·-- • .• u- • 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

iSECFtET NODIS 

Tuesday, May 16, 1967 
11:05 p. m. 

Mr. President: 

Herewith Sec. Rusk urgently seeks clearance 
for: 

Tabling on Thursday in Geneva a draft 
non-proliferation treaty with Article III on 
safeguards left blank, due to the differences 
between the position of the Soviet Union and NATO; 
and 

To advise the Germans that we urge 
postponement of the duration is sue until we see 
whether the other issues in contention can be 
cleared out and to avoid having the Germans out 
in front. 

Sec. Rusk will probably wish to raise this 
at lunch today. 

SECRET NODIS '>!CLASslFIED 
.o.~- Sec.3.4 
~ -3</0 

»,~l((:b , ~ Dare!2/os[o1 
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SECRET/NOBIS / Z t./ S-
THE SECRETARY OF STATE 

WASHINGTON /p 7 

MEMORANDUMFOR THE PRESIDENT 

SUBJECT: Proposed Tabling of a Non-Proliferation 
Treaty at the ENDC 

The Federal Republic of Germany has objected to our 
proposal to table a Non-Proliferation Treaty jointly with the 
U.S.S.R. with the safeguards Article (Article III) left blank 
subject to further U.S.-Soviet efforts to achieve a joint 
proposal. They take the position that this might result in a 
safeguards Article which is harmful to the interests of EURATOM. 
They also propose that we introduce a U.S. draft which would 
include our safeguards Article, with an additional clause to 
make clear that inspectors are to be drawn only from countries 
accepting safeguards inspections on their territory, and with 
certain other additions to the text which has been shown the 
Soviets. 

On Sunday the Germans, acting on instructions from the 
Foreign Minister, changed the emphasis on this approach to indicate 
that, although their basic position is that they still favored 
tabling two separate complete drafts, they would accept as a fall­
back the tabling of a joint draft with Article III left blank, 
provided we assured them 

(1) that we would obtain an understanding with the Co­
chairman that we would attempt to negotiate out an Article III 
privately, and 

(2) 
raised in 
an Article 
FRG as an 

that if 
the Plenary, 
III like 

essential 

the subject 
the U.S. 

that which 
condition 

of Article III was nev
would state that it 

we have been discussing 
for Western approval. 

ertheless 
considered 

with the 

GROUP 1. 
Excluded from automatic 
downgrading and 

SEGRET/Nmng declassification. 
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In this fall-back position the Germans are now, in effect, 
asking that if, as is most likely, the Soviets won't at this 
time accept the German-preferred 
joint draft with a blank Article 
future discussion of safeguards 
for the German position. 

Article III and we table 
III, the U.S. would in 

in Geneva become the spo

a 
any 

kesman 

The 
opposition 

fact 
to 

that 
the 

the Germans 
tabling of a 

are backing 
joint draft 

off 
with 

from their 
Article III 

blank is in itself an encouraging sign. I believe a decision 
to table a separate U.S. draft treaty now would seriously 
jeopardize the prospect of achieving U.S. - Soviet agreement 
on a treaty. It would leave the Soviets free to introduce -­
or reintroduce -- various ideas of their own which we and the 
FRG would find unacceptable. It is most unlikely that any 
worthwhile treaty could be concluded in the absence of U.S. -
Soviet agreement. 

Nor can we object to the first of their conditions, namely 
that the U.S. would obtain an understanding with the Soviets 
that we would attempt to negotiate out an Article III privately 
and that multilateral discussion at the Conference of safeguards 
would be suspended pending availability of language protecting 
EURATOMinterests to which the Soviets could agree. 

My recommendation is that, if the Soviets will agree to 
this procedure -- as I believe they may -- we roceed to table 
a jointly-recommended draft in the ENDC with Article III, safe­
gu:=ards, initially left blank. 

I have considerable difficulty with the second German con­
dition. The German condition is based on a realistic assumption; 
it is certain that the Indians and others among the Eight will 
take an initial position that a safeguards Article should apply 
to the peaceful activities of all countries, both those which 
do and those which do not have nuclear weapons. We can accept 
this, but it will put great pressure on the Russians who will 
reject it. 

There is no reason that this discussion should be to our 
disadvantage. The United States need not assume the responsibility 
for the fact that the ENDC is not considering such an Article. We 
are justified in making it quite clear that it is the continuing 

gECRET/NODIS 
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refusal of the U.S.S.R. to accept safeguards on its territory 
that prevents acceptance of a non-discriminatory article. We 
can use this position as a basis for establishing a consensus 
at the ENDC in support of the position recommended by the FRG 
that IAEA inspectors are to be drawn only from countries 
accepting inspectors on their territories. 

It is not clear that this tactical advantage would extend 
to obtaining general support for the relationship between 
regional inspection systems (in particular, EURATOM) and IAEA 
which the FRG has in mind. We should make every effort to reach 
agreement on this point and we should tell the Germans that we 
will do so. However, we should not now lose all flexibility on 
this subject by promising that it will be our current draft of 
Article III or nothing. We should rather indicate to the Germans 
that if we fail to obtain agreement on this approach, we would 
have to reassess the entire safeguards issue if it continues to 
stand in the way of an otherwise worthwhile treaty. We should 
indicate that we will do so through full NATO consultation and 
taking into account the views of all our allies. We should 
point out that the purpose of this negotiation is not to impose 
a treaty on anyone but to reach a treaty which all governments 
can accept in good spirit. This will involve extended negotia­
tions in the period ahead which will be carried on in full con­
sultation with our allies both in NAC and in capitals. We will 
expect the Western Four in the ENDC to be fully alert to protect 
the interests of NATO. 

The further point made by Minister von Lilienfeld on behalf 
of Chancellor Kiesinger to Walt Rostow was for a treaty of limit-

The suggestion was that the treaty should either 
a period of 20 years or signatories should be able 

to accede for a limited period. The Italians have suggested an 
even shorter duration clause and I believe that other key 
countries will also want to limit the treaty's duration.-

. It is most unlikely, however, that we could, at this time, 
negotiate a limited duration clause with the Soviets who would 
see it as the result of German pressure. This problem would be 
eased with the Soviets if it became clear that it was being 
raised by other countries. Moreover, the question of duration 

ed 
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is 
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time as we can see that a meaningful treaty is taking shape. If, 
as we expect, a number of other governments raise the duration 
issue, we ought to be prepared to think seriously about a treaty 
of limited duration provided it is long enough to accomplish 
the purpose of the treaty. We should not indicate to other 
governments anything specific on this subject at this time but 
rather indicate our willingness to consider all relevant questions 
with respect to the treaty, including the question of duration, 
in consultation with other governments and our own Joint Committee 
on Atomic Energy. 

I recommend that you authorize me to convey these views to 
the FRG and, while recognizing the Chancellor's political problems, 
to indicate that the possibility of achieving a mutually satis­
factory resolution is increased if the idea of a treaty of limited 
duration does not appear to be a German initiative. 

Dean Rusk 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON ;· 
May 16, 1967 

NOTE FOR MR. RO 

Walt--

I have no problems or suggestions con­
cerning the attached memorandum. 

I believe it states the iss fairly, and 
I agree with the recomm nded course 
of action. 

Att. 
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CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE AGENCY 
Directorate of Intelligence 

8 May 1967 

INTELLIGENCE MEMORANDUM 

Status of Negotiations on the Nonproliferation Treaty 

Summary 

The Eighteen Nation Disarmament Committee (ENDC) 
resumes discussions in Geneva on 18 May with the fate 
of the nonproliferation treaty still hanging in the 
balance. In the six weeks since the ENDC recessed, 
the US has proposed changes in the draft text of the 
treaty, or offered interpretations or assurances, de­
signed to meet the barrage of criticism which the 
initial draft drew from some of the European members 
of NATOo Many of the reservations and particularly 
those deriving from the specific substance of the 
treaty have now been met, but no allied endorsement 
of the treaty has yet been obtained, and those countries 
which do not like it for broad political reasons are 
still dissatisfied. 

The European opponents of the treaty are less 
likely to be in as strong a position again, to delay 
or even prevent its conclusion unless the attitudes 
of the other main participants make it easy for them 
to do soo If, for example, India and Japan continue 
to press for security guarantees in the context of the 
treaty, then the Europeans can press their case for a 
treaty of limited duration. Above all, if Moscow 
is unwilling to accept the concessions the US has 
made to European opinion, there will probably be no 
treaty. Present indications still are, however, that 
Moscow wants an agreement badly enough to show some 
flexibility--if only at the end of another period of 
strenuous bargaining. 

·NOTE: This memorandum was produced solely by CIA. 
It was prepared by the Office of Current In­
telligence and coordinated with the Office of 
National Estimates and the Directorate for 
Science and Technology. 
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The New Text 

18 The revised draft of the nonproliferation 
treaty (NPT) which the US presented to the Soviets a 
week ago is the result of weeks of consultations with 
America's allies and is designed primarily to meet 
their objectionso Some of the Europeans, however, 
still have problems with it. 

2o The treaty's preamble has been rewritten 
in order to commit the nuclear powers in a more bind­
ing way to work for arms control measures. They are 
also now committed to provide peaceful nuclear ex­
plosions to the nonnuclear states at the lowest pos­
sible cost. A new paragraph was added expressing 
support for further research to develop devices 
which would reduce the need for international safe­
guards inspectors to have direct access to ·ptocesses • • 
and facilitieso Still another revision would elim­
inate the nuclear states' veto over amendments, a 
privileged position which a number of the allies 
have objected to. In the present draft, the amend­
ment app~oved·by·a ~~jorit~ of parties to the treaty 
would apply only to those who accepted it. 

3e The major change, however, has been effected 
in the article on safeguardso The text now makes 
clear that the purpose of inspection is solely to 
prevent the diversion of nuclear materials to weapons 

-uses, and only the fissionable material used or pro­
duced by nuclear installations--not the equipment 
itself--is subject to safeguards controlso Above all, 
the article now pro~ides that the international 
safeguards shall be either those of the International 
Atomic Energy Agency (rAEA) or such other interna­
tional safeguards as are accepted by the IAEA under 
"mutually agreed verification procedures." Thus 
the possibility of EURATOM's continuing its inspec-
tion under IAEA supervision is allowed foro More-
over, an earlier US proposal that IAEA controls 
should be automatically applied at the end of a 
three-year period if IAEA and EURATOM should fail to 
reach a verification agreement--the so-called "guillo­
tine clause"--has been dropped at EURATOM's insistence. 
The result is the strongest safeguards article the 
allies would accept, but one the USSR may not. 
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4. In addition to changes in the draft, the 
allies have been offered parallel assurances to en­
courage them to adhere to the text. The US has 
drafted interpretations of the treaty on which it 
has agreed to stand in future dealings with the 
USSR or in the event misunderstandings later arise. 
In the US view, for example, the NPT does not pro­
hibit the transfer of nuclear delivery vehicles as 
long as such transfer does not involve bombs or war~ 
heads. Also it does not deal with allied consulta­
tions on nuclear defense or with arrangements for 
the deployment of nuclear weapons within allied ter­
ritory. It also does not deal with the problem 
of European unity, and would not bar the succession 
by a new European federated state to the nuclear 
status of one of its components. Furthermore, the 
US has assured its allies that it would continue 
to supply them with nuclear materials for peaceful 
uses on a commercial, nondiscriminatory basis. Still 
another concession is the offer by the US and the UK 
to put their civilian activities under IAEA safe­
guards. This has made a favorable impression on 
many countries, but some still complain that it is 
discriminatory because military installations are 
exceptedo 

5o At the 20 April meeting of the North Atlantic 
Council, the US was given a "green light"--or at 
least a "yellow one"--to negotiate with the Soviet 
Union. The members merely took note of the NATO 
consultations and did not specifically endorse the 
treaty. Secretary General Brosio in summing up 
the discussion stated that all member countries-­
except France--reaffirmed the desirability of pre­
venting the spread of nuclear weapons, but two 
countries (West Germany and Italy) still retained 
reservations. The other NATO members expect the US 
to continue to consult with them closely, especially 
before an agreed US-USSR text is tabled at the ENDC; 
and since they have withheld endorsement of the 
treaty, it is always possible they will raise further 
objections after they see the results of the US-USSR 
talks. While the Europeans as a whole have been 
favorable impressed with the attention their com­
plaints have received and the concessions they have 
won, the pressure to'agree in such a short time on 
problems of such importance has continued to rankle 
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them. Moreover, it is doubtful that any amount of 
talking or concessions would assuage those who are 
opposed to the treaty in principle and who regard 
it as a kind of diktat imposed on the weak by the 
strong. 

The Key Allies 

6. Most of BonQ~S initial reservations have 
apparently been satisfied, among them the German 
desire for a US statement affirming that the treaty 
does not alter existing NATO arrangements or ban 
the possibility of an eventual federated European 
nuclear force. Also, Bonn is no longer worried 
that the treaty might restrict development of nuclear 
energy for peaceful purposes. Nevertheless, West 
Germany has still not indicated unequivocally and 
unconditionally that it is prepared to accept the 
treaty as it now stands. The most difficult remain­
ing problem, and one of particular importance to 
Chancellor Kiesinger, concerns the treaty's escape 
cliuse provisions. 

7. Kiesinger is extremely reluctant to sign a 
treaty which would put Germany's unilateral renuncia­
tion of access to atomic weapons into a multilateral 
commitment valid "for all timeo" He maintains that 
his responsibility to the younger generation of 
Germans would not permit thiso He also argues that, 
unless he can obtain some kind of a time limit, his 
party will not accept the treaty. Specifically, 
Kiesinger proposes an initial period of validity 
for the treaty of 10 to 20 years, followed by an 
additional period during which it would continue 
automatically, in force. However, at the end of 
the initial period, a country could withdraw for 
reasons other than the already existibg provision 
for opting out. This provides that a country may do 
so only if it thinks its national interests are in 
jeopardy. The Germans have reportedly sounded out 
the Italians on this and also hope for Indian support. 

8. The Germans are also preoccupied with the 
"vertical disarmament" issue. Bonn insists that the 
NPT must be only a first step toward disarmament and 
that the treaty should provide for further steps. 

-4-
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Others support this view and want the nuclear powers 
under some obligation to take disarmament measures. 
Finally, Germany's reservations still reflect a 
vague suspicion that somehow the Soviets will be 
getting an enormous advantage from the NPT. German 
leaders are still reluctant to undertake formal 
agreements which will create a direct obligation 
on their part to the Soviet Union. It is one thing, 
they point out, to make commitments to one's allies, 
but quite another to do so with the Soviet Union. 

9. In many respects, Italian leaders remain 
more vociferous in their objections to the draft 
treaty than the Germans. In particular, Rome sees 
grave implications in the NPT for European unity. 
It is worried about the lack of "a European clause," 
and considers unacceptable a draft that would prb­
hibit Western Europe from collectively establishing 
its own nuclear force except in the eventuality of 
a federated Europe with supranational control over 
defense and foreign policies. As Rome sees it, the 
treaty would tend to inhibit eventual creation of 
such a European federation since the freedom and 
elasticity to adopt institutional forms on the road 
to European unity would be hampered. Premier Moro 
reportedly also shares Kiesinger's objections to 
a treaty of indefinite duration. Whether these prob­
lems will prevent Rome from sig~ing the treaty in 
the end is difficult to say. The vigor of the 
Italians' opposition has surprised many, but Rome 
would find it hard not to go along if the other 
allies do. 

10. EURATOM's position has been a crucial one 
in the negotiations with the allies in the past six 
weeks. Since the current draft now provides for 
IAEA verification of EURATOM safeguards, the com­
munity has been somewhat reassured that the NPT 
would not impinge on EURATOM's purview, one of the 
chief functions of which is to prevent the diversion 
of fissionable materials to weapons uses within the 
Community. For most of the EURATOM members the pres­
ervation of this safeguards system is important, 
not only to EURATOM, but to the whole European inte­
gration movement which is based on the principle of 
equal treatment of its members. By contrast, France 
as a nuclear state would be exempted from any of 
the safeguards provisions of the NPTe 
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11. All of the EURATOM members accept the 
safeguards provision in the version the US has now 
proposed to the USSR. However, the Netherlands has 
stated that if the Soviet Union does not accept this, 
The Hague will reserve its right to fall back on the 
earlier proposal that IAEA safeguards be automatically 
applied at the end of the three-year transition 
period. The other EURATOM members will not accept 
this. The EURATOM Commission would rather have the 
application of IAEA safeguards discussed at the re­
view conference held five years after the treaty 
entered into force. This would probably have the 
support of at least five of the EURATOM members, but 
the French have heretofore indicated only tacit con­
serit to it. The US mission has cautioned that there 
have been signs of growing French opposition to 
EURATOM's playing a "political role" in considering 
the NPT, and the possibility that France might 
eventually try to call a halt to any negotiations be­
tween EURATOM and the IAEA cannot be dismissed. 

12. The French maintain their position that 
they will not sign the treaty, but do not object if 
others do. By taking this position, Paris has 
sought to avoid the horns of three dilemmas. One 
of De Gaulle's major objectives has been to prevent 
German access to nuclear weapons. Now, because of 
his opposition to participation in any "partial" 
disarmament efforts and his strong aversion to any 
US-USSR-sponsored agreement, Paris finds itself re­
fusing to sign a treaty which would prevent Germany 
from becoming a nuclear power. Also, the French 
have been unable to exercise their "leadership" in 
Europe and rally their European neighbors to oppose 
a treaty "detrimental" to European interests, since 
to do so would have made trouble with the Soviets 
and would have placed France in the position of 
supporting the right of Germany to nuclear arms. 
Furthermore, the French have a deep distrust of IAEA. 
Thus~ while the French might have been expected to 
play an active rble in developing a common EURATOM 
position against the safeguards article even in its 
revised form, they were stopped by their belief that 
EURATOM cannot deal with a political problem and 
were forced, in effect, to abstain. 

-6-
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13. The UK in some respects finds itself in a 
similarly "schizoid" attitude toward,· the NPT. Al­
though wholeheartedly in favor of the treaty in 
principl~, the UK has become increasingly restrained-­
particularly on the question of safeguards--for fear 
of harming its chances of entering the European Com­
munity. 

Other Key Countries 

140 Japan, which is basically nonnuclear in 
its outlook, has shared many of the Europeans' reserv­
ations. A chief concern to Japan is that the treaty 
lead to nuclear disarmament as well as prevent pro­
liferationo Tokyo wants an explicit statement in 
the treaty that the nuclear states will make strong 
efforts to obtain agreement on disarmamento 1t. 
also wants the treaty to state that the peaceful uses 
of atomic energy would not be limited or preventedo 
Although it is aware that the Soviet Union is opposed 
to the nuclear powers' being subjected to safeguards, 
Japan feels it inequitable to require safeguards on 
the peaceful nuclear programs of the nonnuclear powers 
aloneo Like Germany, Japan would like to see the 
provision for the unlimited duration of the treaty 
eliminated and claims this would be "p?ychologically 
good" for the nonnuclear countries. 

15. Finally, Japan wants security guarantees 
provided for the nonnuclear states. Japan regards 
such guarantees as a right of the many nonnuclear 
states which are not protected by collective secu~ity 
arrangements. It further believes that a joint dec­
laration by the parties to the treaty or by the UN 
that the nuclear powers would come to the assistance 
of nonnuclear states threatened by nuclear attack 
would make it possible for the maximum number of 
countries to adhere to the treatyo 

16. India's accession to the NPT is still in 
doubt. Foreign Minister Chagla in recent conversa­
tions with Ambassador Foster has given the impres­
sion that India probably would sign but wants to get 
the best terms possible for its signaturee These 
terms should include, in the Indian view most im­
portantly, a nuclear guarantee by nuclear powers 
against both nuclear blackmail and nuclear attacko 
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This guarantee, the Indians insist, should be con­
vincing, should be offered by both the West and the 
USSR, and should provide for appropriate moves the 
moment the threat is seeno The guarantee should be­
come operative as soon as there is use of a threat, 
regardless of the merits of the dispute between the 
partieso The Indians would prefer parallel state­
ments outside the formal framework of the NPT from 
the US, UK, France, and the USSR followed by a UN 
resolution. The Soviet Union has in fact already 
provided New Delhi with two rough drafts of Soviet 
declarations on security assurances, but they may not 
meet India's demandso 

170 India's other reservations with the NPT 
concern the unlimited duration provision, the failure 
to apply safeguards to the nuclear powers, and the 
fear that the NPT might hamper India's peaceful 
nuclear developmento There has been considerable 
pressure within the Indian Government to build the 
bomb, and sentiment for not signing the treaty is 
widespread. However, many government officials feel 
that India cannot oppose the USSR and the US by re­
fusing to signo Nevertheless, India is expected to 
take the lead at the ENDC in making its objections 
known, and will probably attract the support of the 
other nonaligned memberso 

18. Other nonaligned members have special ob­
jections which they will undoubtedly raise in the 
ENDC discussions. Brazil is concerned about the ques­
tion of peaceful uses of nuclear energy and has vig­
orously pushed the idea that provisions of the recent 
Latin American Nuclear Free Zone treaty allowing non­
nuclear states to undertake peaceful nuclear explo­
sions should be reflected in the NPT. A significant 
factor in the attitude of the UAR, an ENDC member, 
will be that of Israel, which is not a member. 
Israel, reluctant to give up its nuclear option, has 
been silent on the negotiations. The UAR is evidently· 
preoccupied with the nuclear disarmament commitment 
question which will be one of the main topics at 
the upcoming ENDCo In some instances, the advocates 
of such a provision would consider a failure to achieve 
nuclear disarmament a default that ·would release 
them from their treaty obligations. In other cases 
those countries relying on nuclear guarantees for 
their security might regard an actual running down of 
nuclear arsenals by the guarantor powers as a threat 
to their own security. 

-8-
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The Soviet Attitude 

19. The results so far of the current talks be­
tween ENDC cochairmen Foster and Roshchin strongly sug­
gest that there has been no change in Moscow's desire 
to conclude a nonproliferation treaty. The cochairmen's 
decision to postpone reconvening the ENDC until 18 May 
will, according to Roshchin, give the Soviets additional 
time to consider the US proposed changes. Although the 
Soviets have at times stated that US involvement in Viet­
nam threatened certain US-Soviet bilateral agreements-­
such as the consular treaty--they have not linked the 
NPT with Vietnam. 

20. There are now two major issues on which the So­
viets are balking--Article III dealing with inspections, 
and the amendments clause. The Soviets, as expected, 
have remained adamant that IAEA safeguards must be manda­
tory. They have so far refused to go along with the US 
proposal for a three-year transition period during which 
the IAEA and EURATOM would seek agreement on inspections 
arrangements and clearly want the "guillotine clause." 
The Soviets have questioned the implication for safe­
guards and indeed for the treaty itself if no IAEA-EURA­
TOM agreement was reached at the end of three years. 

21. Moscow's firm stand on Article III may be 
prompted in part by objections made by its allies, es­
pecially Rumania. Roshchin told Ambassador Foster that 
the Eastern Europeans had accepted the Soviet version 
of Article III on the condition that it would apply to 
all nonnuclear states, notably those in Western Eu­
rope. Roshchin said that giving EURATOM--which was a 
closed and not a truly international system--a special 
position was discriminating against Eastern Europe as 
well as other countries. In his view, and that of 
each of his advisers in Geneva, it would be "impos­
sible" for the USSR to accept the US version of Ar­
ticle III. 

22. Nevertheless, the Soviets now seem willing 
to table a draft treaty leaving Article III blank, 
although they had refused to do so when the ENDC con­
vened earlier this year. The cochairmen could state, 
Roshchin has suggested, that they were continuing to 
consider safeguards and would present a text in the 
near future. This is under the proviso that there 
is no breakthrough on the issue before the ENDC re­
convenes on 18 May. It is also conceivable that in 
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the end, the Soviets may revert to the position they 
took last fall on international inspections. At 
that time, they did not believe strongly that any 
article dealing with inspections was necessary. 

23. With regard to the amendment clause, the 
Soviets have continued to insist that the nuclear 
powers retain a veto. They consider the proposal 
for an amendments clause similar to the one in the 
Outer Space Treaty an entirely inappropriate prec­
edent·· for the nonproliferation treatyo Basically, 
they fear that such a clause might lead to a situa­
tion in which different groups of parties would 
claim to have differing sets of obligations. It 
may thus be necessary to go to the ENDC with the 
amendments clause also blank. However, there may be 
a possibility of eventually interesting the Soviets 
in the British compromise proposalo The essence of 
the British proposal was to provide a veto to the 
nations represented on the IAEA Board of Governors 
at the t.ime the amendment is considered, with every 
other party having the right to reject ~n amendment 
it does not wish to accept. 

24. In any event, the Soviets have been business­
like and understanding in their recent dealings with 
the US officials in Geneva. 

The Outlook 

25. Given the difficulty of the problems which 
remain and the breadth of the interests to be rec­
onciled, it would be rash to bank on an expectation 
that an agreement will emerge from the hard bargain­
ing aheado Despite the clear evidence that Moscow 
is interested in a treaty and the workmanlike attitude 
of its negotiators, it has also show.n itself highly 
suspicious that loopholes might be negotiated into 
the treaty--to the German advantage. The USSR ap­
peared remarkably slow to appreciate the importance 
of the safeguards question, and it has shifted its 
stand on this several times. The Soviets are fully 
aware of the divisive impact which the NPT has had on 
the Western alliance, and are attuned to the ex­
ploitable opportunities this provides. In the end, 
Moscow will have to weigh the desirability of con­
cluding an agreement with, and perhaps against, some 
of its other objectives both within and outside the 
Communist bloco 
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26. If for any of these reasons the Soviet: 
Union should decide to harden its position or to 
draw back from concluding a treaty at all, the de­
velopments of the past six weeks have probably had 
the effect of narrowing the room for maneuver in 
dealing with such a shift. On the other hand, the 
European critics of the treaty have been disarmed to 
some extent by the concessions which they have re­
ceived, but on the other, they have had the heady 
experience of insisting that their interests not be 
overlooked. These concessions have now become es­
sential conditions for acceptance of the treaty--
not readily to be relinquished for the sake of ac­
commodating Moscow. 

270 Nevertheless, it would be equally rash 
to overlook the considerations which make an agree­
ment a more practicable possibility now that ever 
before. The agreement on the basic principles 
of the treaty which the us~and the USSR reached 
last fall does not appear to have been put in ques­
tion by the problems of the past few months. The 
general realization that prospects for concluding 
such an agreement will deteriorate rather than im­
prove in the future has generated strong pressures 
to exploit the present opportunity. Despite the non­
nuclears' complaints of discrimination, it is 
widely appreciated that in moving toward more general 
disarmament, preventing the further spread of nuclear 
weapons must have first priority. 

280 Moreover, while there is no ddubt that the 
debate over the NPT of the past few months has put 
a strain on relations among friends and allies, it 
is probably also true that some of the emotionalism 
which has accompanied it would disappear. were the 
treaty to become accomplished fact. The basic ob­
jective of the treaty is in fact generally accepted; 
it is widely appreciated that the lead which the 
supernuclear powers now have cannot be closed--unless 
those powers themselves move to reduce their nuclear 
arsenals; and among the countries which still aspire 
to nuclear status there are those who will argue the 
advantages of a confirmation of the nuclear status 
quo over the onset of a nuclear race among fourth­
string 
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SUBJECT Status of Negotiations on the Nonprolifera­
tion Treaty 

1. Attached is a CIA memorandum on the current status 
of negotiations on the nonproliferation treaty. An update 
of our memorandum of 28 February, it reports on developments 
in the treaty negotiations which have taken place during the 
recess of the Eighteen Nation Disarmament Committee. That 
committee, as you know, is scheduled to resume its deliber­
ations on 18 May. 

2. This memorandum, like the earlier one, is being 
given only limited dissemination. 
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CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE AGENCY 
Directorate of Intelligence 

8 May 1967 

INTELLIGENCE MEMORANDUM 

Status of Negotiations on the Nonproliferation Treaty 

Summary 

The Eighteen Nation Disarmament Committee (ENDC) 
resumes discussions in Geneva on 18 May with the fate 
of the nonproliferation treaty still hanging in the 
balance. In the six weeks since the ENDC recessed, 
the US has proposed changes in the draft text of the 
treaty, or offered interpretations or assurances, de­
signed to meet the barrage of criticism which the 
initial draft drew from some of the European members 
of NATOo Many of the reservations and particularly 
those deriving from the specific substance of the 
treaty have now been met, but no allied endorsement 
of the treaty has yet been obtained, and those countries 
which do not like it for broad political reasons are 
still dissatisfied. 

The European opponents of the treaty are less 
likely to be in as strong a position again, to delay 
or even prevent its conclusion unless the attitudes 
of the other main participants make it easy for them 
to do soo If, for example, India and Japan continue 
to press for security guarantees in the context of the 
treaty, then the Europeans can press their case for a 
treaty of limited duration. Above all, if Moscow 
is unwilling to accept the concessions the US has 
made to European opinion, there will probably be no 
treaty. Present indications still are, however, that 
Moscow wants an agreement badly enough to show some 
flexibility--if only at the end of another period of 
strenuous bargaining$ 

'NOTE: This memorandum was produced solely by CIA. 
It was prepared by the Office of Current In­
telligence and coordinated with the Office of 
National Estimates and the Directorate for 
Science and Technology. 
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The New Text 

18 The revised draft of the nonproliferation 
treaty (NPT) which the US presented to the Soviets a 
week ago is the result of weeks of consultations with 
America's allies and is designed primarily to meet 
their objectionso Some of the Europeans, however, 
still have problems with it. 

2o The treaty's preamble has been rewritten 
in order to commit the nuclear powers in a more bind­
ing way to work for arms control measures. They are 
also now committed to provide peaceful nuclear ex­
plosions to the nonnuclear states at the lowest pos­
sible cost. A new paragraph was added expressing 
support for further research to develop devices 
which would reduce the need for international safe­
guards inspectors to have direct access to 'ptocesses 
and facilitieso Still another revision would elim­
inate the nuclear states' veto over amendments, a 
privileged position which a number of the allies 
have objected to. In the present draft, the amend­
ment app~oved·by·a ~~jorit~ of parties·to the treaty 
would apply only to those who accepted it. 

3. The major change, however, has been effected 
in the article on safeguardso The text now makes 
clear that the purpose of inspection is solely to 
prevent the diversion of nuclear materials to weapons 

7.l.Ses, and only the fissionable material used or pro­
duced by nuclear installations--not the equipment 
itself--is subject to safeguards controlsQ Above all, 
the article now pro~ides that the international 
safeguards shall be either those of the International 
Atomic Energy Agency (TAEA) or such other interna­
tional safeguards as are accepted by the IAEA under 
"mutually agreed verification procedures .. " Thus 
the possibility of EURATOM's continuing its inspec-
tion under IAEA supervision is allowed fora More-
over, an earlier US proposal that IAEA controls 
should be automatically applied at the end of a 
three-year period if IAEA and EURATOM should fail to 
reach a verification agreement--the so-called "guillo­
tine clause"--has been dropped at EURATOM's insistence. 
The result is the strongest safeguards article the 
allies would accept, but one the USSR may not. 
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4. In addition to changes in the draft, the 
allies have been offered parallel assurances to en­
courage them to adhere to the text. The US has 
drafted interpretations of the treaty on which it 
has agreed to stand in future dealings with the 
USSR or in the event misunderstandings later arise. 
In the US view, for example, the NPT does not pro­
hibit the transfer of nuclear delivery vehicles as 
long as such transfer does not involve bombs or war~ 
heads. Also it does not deal with allied consulta­
tions on nuclear defense or with arrangements for 
the deployment of nuclear weapons within allied ter­
ritory. It also does not deal with the problem 
of European unity, and would not bar the succession 
by a new European federated state to the nuclear 
status of one of its components. Furthermore, the 
US has assured its allies that it would continue 
to supply them with nuclear materials for peaceful 
uses on a commercial, nondiscriminatory basis. Still 
another concession is the offer by the US and the UK 
to put their civilian activities under IAEA safe­
guards. This has made a favorable impression on 
many countries, but some still complain that it is 
discriminatory because military installations are 
exceptedo 

50 At the 20 April meeting of the North Atlantic 
Council, the US was given a "green light"--or at 
least a "yellow one"--to negotiate with the Soviet 
Union. The members merely took note of the NATO 
consultations and did not specifically endorse the 
treaty. Secretary General Brosio in summing up 
the discussion stated that all member countries-­
except France--reaffirmed the desirability of pre­
venting the spread of nuclear weapons, but two 
countries (West Germany and Italy) still retained 
reservations. The other NATO members expect the US 
to continue to consult with them closely, especially 
before an agreed US-USSR text is tabled at the ENDC; 
and since they have withheld endorsement of the 
treaty, it is always possible they will raise further 
objections after they see the results of the US-USSR 
talks. While the Europeans as a whole have been 
favorable impressed with the attention their com­
plaints have received and the concessions they have 
won, the pressure to'agree in such a short time on 
problems of such importance has continued to rankle 
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them. Moreover, it is doubtful that any amount of 
talking or concessions would assuage those who are 
opposed to the treaty in principle and who regard 
it as a kind of diktat imposed on the weak by the 
strong. 

The Key Allies 

6. Most of BonQis initial reservations have 
apparently been satisfied, among them the German 
desire for a US statement affirming that the treaty 
does not alter existing NATO arrangements or ban 
the possibility of an eventual federated European 
nuclear force. Also, Bonn is no longer worried 
that the treaty might restrict development of nuclear 
energy for peaceful purposes. Nevertheless, West 
Germany has still not indicated unequivocally and 
unconditionally that it is prepared to accept the 
treaty as it now stands. The most difficult remain­
ing problem, and one of particular importance to 
Chancellor Kiesinger, concerns the treaty's escape 
cl~use provisions. 

7. Kiesinger is extremely reluctant to sign a 
treaty which would put Germany's unilateral renuncia­
tion of access to atomic weapons into a multilateral 
commitment valid "for all timeo" He maintains that 
his responsibility to the younger generation of 
Germans would not permit thiso He also argues that, 
unless he can obtain some kind of a time limit, his 
party will not accept the treaty. Specifically, 
Kiesinger proposes an initial period of validity 
for the treaty of 10 to 20 years, followed by an 
additional period during which it would continue 
automatically. in force. However, at the end of 
the initial period, a country could withdraw for 
reasons other than the already existing provision 
for opting out. This provides that a country may do 
so only if it thinks its national interests are in 
jeopardy. The Germans have reportedly sounded out 
the Italians on this and also hope for Indian support. 

8. The Germans are also preoccupied with the 
"vertical disarmament" issue. Bonn insists that the 
NPT must be only a first step toward disarmament and 
that the treaty should provide for further stepso 
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Others support this view and want the nuclear powers 
under some obligation to take disarmament measures. 
Finally, Germany's reservations still reflect a 
vague suspicion that som~how the Soviets will be 
getting an enormous advantage from the NPT. German 
leaders are still reluctant to undertake formal 
agreements which will create a direct obligation 
on their part to the Soviet Union. It is one thing, 
they point out, to make commitments to one's allies, 
but quite another to do so with the Soviet Union. 

9. In many respects, Italian leaders remain 
more vociferous in their objections to the draft 
treaty than the Germans. In particular, Rome sees 
grave implications in the NPT for European unity. 
It is worried about the lack of "a European clause," 
and considers unacceptable a draft that would prb­
hibit Western Europe from collectively establishing 
its own nuclear force except in the eventuality of 
a federated Europe with supranational control over 
defense and foreign policies. As Rome sees it, the 
treaty would tend to inhibit eventual creation of 
such a European federation since the freedom and 
elasticity to adopt institutional forms on the road 
to European unity would be hampered. Premier Moro 
reportedly also shares Kiesinger's objections to 
a treaty of indefinite duration. Whether these prob­
lems will prevent Rome from sig~ing the treaty in 
the end is difficult to say. The vigor of the 
Italians' opposition has surprised many, but Rome 
would find it hard not to go along if the other 
allies do. 

10. EURATOM's position has been a crucial one 
in the negotiations with the allies in the past six 
weeks. Since the current draft now provides for 
IAEA verification of EURATOM safeguards, the com­
munity has been somewhat reassured that the NPT 
would not impinge on EURATOM's purview, one of the 
chief functions of which is to prevent the diversion 
of fissionable materials to weapons uses within the 
Community. For most of the EURATOMmembers the pres­
ervation of this safeguards system is important, 
not only to EURATOM, but to the whole European inte­
gration movement which is based on the principle of 
equal treatment of its members. By contrast, France 
as a nuclear state would be exempted from any of 
the safeguards provisions of the NPTe 
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11. All of the EURATOM members accept the 
safeguards provision in the version the US has now 
proposed to the USSR. However, the Netherlands has 
stated that if the Soviet Union does not accept this, 
The Hague will reserve its right to fall back on the 
earlier proposal that IAEA safeguards be automatically 
applied at the end of the three-year transition 
period. The other EURATOM members will not accept 
this. The EURATOM Commission would rather have the 
application of IAEA safeguards discussed at the re­
view conference held five years after the treaty 
entered into force. This would probably have the 
support of at least five of the EURATOM members, but 
the French have heretofore indicated only tacit con­
sent to it. The US mission has cautioned that there 
have been signs of growing French opposition to 
EURATOM's playing a "political role" in considering 
the NPT, and the possibility that France might 
eventually try to call a halt to any negotiations be­
tween EURATOM and the IAEA cannot be dismissed. 

12. The French maintain their position that 
they will not sign the treaty, but do not object if 
others do. By taking this position, Paris has 
sought to avoid the horns of three dilemmas. One 
of De Gaulle's major objectives has been to prevent 
German access to nuclear weapons. Now, because of 
his opposition to participation in any "partial" 
disarmament efforts and his strong aversion to any 
US-USSR-sponsored agreement, Paris finds itself re­
fusing to sign a treaty which would prevent Germany 
from becoming a nuclear power. Also, the French 
have been unable to exercise their "leadership" in 
Europe and rally their European neighbors to oppose 
a treaty "detrimental" to European interests, since 
to do so would have made trouble with the Soviets 
and would have placed France in the position of 
supporting the right of Germany to nuclear arms. 
Furthermore, the French have a deep distrust of IAEA. 
Thus·, while the French might have been expected to 
play an active role in developing a common EURATOM 
position against the safeguards article even in its 
revised form, they were stopped by their belief that 
EURATOM cannot deal with a political problem and 
were forced, in effect, to abstain. 
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13. The UK in some respects finds itself in a 
similarly "schizoid" attitude toward. the NPT. Al­
though wholeheartedly in favor of the treaty in 
principle, the UK has become increasingly restrained-­
particularly on the question of safeguards--for fear 
of harming its chances of entering the European Com­
munity. 

Other Key Countries 

140 Japan, which is basically nonnuclear in 
its outlook, has shared many of the Europeans' reserv­
ations. A chief concern to Japan is that the treaty 
lead to nuclear disarmament as well as prevent pro­
liferationo Tokyo wants an explicit statement in 
the treaty that the nuclear states will make strong 
efforts to obtain agreement on disarmamento 1t. 
also wants the treaty to state that the peaceful uses 
of atomic energy would not be limited or preventedo 
Although it is aware that the Soviet Union is opposed 
to the nuclear powers' being subjected to safeguards, 
Japan feels it inequitable to require safeguards on 
the peaceful nuclear programs of the nonnuclear powers 
aloneo Like Germany, Japan would like to see the 
provision for the unlimited duration of the treaty 
eliminated and claims this would be "p~ychologically 
good" for the nonnuclear countries. 

15. Finally, Japan wants security guarantees 
provided for the nonnuclear states. Japan regards 
such guarantees as a right of the many nonnuclear 
states which are not protected by collective secu~ity 
arrangements. It further believes that a joint dec­
laration by the parties to the treaty or by the UN 
that the nuclear powers would come to the assistance 
of nonnuclear states threatened by nuclear attack, 
would make it possible for the maximum number of 
countries to adhere to the treatyo 

168 India's accession to the NPT is still in 
doubt. Foreign Minister Chagla in recent conversa­
tions with Ambassador Foster has given the impres­
sion that India probably would sign but wants to get 
the best terms possible for its signature. These 
terms should include, in the Indian view most im­
portantly, a nuclear guarantee by nuclear powers 
against both nuclear blackmail and nuclear attack. 
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This guarantee 1 the Indians insist, should be con­
vincing, should be offered by both the West and the 
USSR, and should provide for appropriate moves the 
moment the threat is seeno The gtiarantee should be­
come operative as soon as there is use of a threat, 
regardless of the merits of the dispute between the 
partieso The Indians would prefer parallel state­
ments outside the formal framework of the NPT from 
the US, UK, France, and the USSR followed by a UN 
resolution. The Soviet Union has in fact already 
provided New Delhi with two rough drafts of Soviet 
declarations on security assurances, but they may not 
meet India's demandso 

170 India's other reservations with the NPT 
concern the unlimited duration provision, the failure 
to apply safeguards to the nuclear powers, and the 
fear that the NPT might hamper India's peaceful 
nuclear developmento There has been considerable 
pressure within the Indian Government to build the 
bomb, and sentiment for not signing the treaty is 
widespread. However, many government officials feel 
that India cannot oppose the USSR and the US by re­
fusing to signo Nevertheless, India is expected to 
take the lead at the ENDC in making its objections 
known, and will probably attract the support of the 
other nonaligned memberso 

18. Other nonaligned members have special ob­
jections which they will undoubtedly raise in the 
ENDC discussions. Brazil is concerned about the ques­
tion of peaceful uses of nuclear energy and has vig­
orously pushed the idea that provisions of the recent 
Latin American Nuclear Free Zone treaty allowing non­
nuclear states to undertake peaceful nuclear explo­
sions should be reflected in the NPT. A significant 
factor in the attitude of the UAR, an ENDC member, 
will be that of Israel, which is not a member. 
Israel, reluctant to give up its nuclear option, has 
been silent on the negotiations. The UAR is evidently 
preoccupied with the nuclear disarmament commitment 
question which will be one of the main topics at 
the upcoming ENDCo In some instances, the advocates 
of such a provision would consider a failure to achieve 
nuclear disarmament a default that ·would release 
them from their treaty obligations. In other cases 
those countries relying on nuclear guarantees for 
their security might regard an actual running down of 
nuclear arsenals by the guarantor powers as a threat 
to their own security. 
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The Soviet Attitude 

19. The results so far of the current talks be­
tween ENDC cochairmen Foster and Roshchin strongly sug­
gest that there has been no change in Moscow's desire 
to conclude a nonproliferation treaty. The cochairmen's 
decision to postpone reconvening the ENDC until 18 May 
will, according to Roshchin, give the Soviets additional 
time to consider the US proposed changes. Although the 
Soviets have at times stated that US involvement in Viet­
nam threatened certain US-Soviet bilateral agreements-­
such as the consular treaty--they have not linked the 
NPT with Vietnam. 

20. There are now two major issues on which the So­
viets are balking--Article III dealing with inspections, 
and the amendments clause. The Soviets, as expected, 
have remained adamant that IAEA safeguards must be manda­
tory. They have so far refused to go along with the US 
proposal for a three-year transition period during which 
the IAEA and EURATOM would seek agreement on inspections 
arrangements and clearly want the "guillotine clause." 
The Soviets have questioned the implication for safe­
guards and indeed for the treaty itself if no IAEA-EURA­
TOM agreement was reached at the end of three years. 

21. Moscow's firm stand on Article III may be 
prompted in part by objections made by its allies, es­
pecially Rumania. Roshchin told Ambassador Foster that 
the Eastern Europeans had accepted the Soviet version 
of Article III on the condition that it would apply to 
all nonnuclear states, notably those in Western Eu­
rope. Roshchin said that giving EURATOM--which was a 
closed and not a truly international system--a special 
position was discriminating against Eastern Europe as 
well as other countries. In his view, and that of 
each of his advisers in Geneva, it would be "impos­
sible" for the USSR to accept the US version of Ar­
ticle III. 

22. Nevertheless, the Soviets now seem willing 
to table a draft treaty leaving Article III blank, 
although they had refused to do so when the ENDC con­
vened earlier this year. The cochairmen could state, 
Roshchin has suggested, that they were continuing to 
consider safeguards and would present a text in the 
near future. This is under the proviso that there 
is no breakthrough on the issue before the ENDC re­
convenes on 18 May. It is also conceivable that in 
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the end, the Soviets may revert to the position they 
took last fall on international inspections. At 
that time, they did not believe strongly that any 
article dealing with inspections was necessary. 

23. With regard to the amendment clause, the 
Soviets have continued to insist that the nuclear 
powers retain a veto. They consider the proposal 
for an amendments clause similar to the one in the 
Outer Space Treaty an entirely inappropriate prec­
edent·- for the nonproliferation treaty. Basi6ally, 
they fear that such a clause might lead to a situa­
tion in which different groups of parties would 
claim to have differing sets of obligations. It 
may thus be necessary to go to the ENDC with the 
amendments clause also blank. However, there may be 
a possibility of eventually interesting the Soviets 
in the British compromise proposal. The essence of 
the British proposal was to provide a veto to the 
nations represented on the IAEA Board of Governors 
at the time the amendment is considered, with every 
other party having the right to reject an amendment 
it does not wish to accept. 

24. In any event, the Soviets have been business­
like and understanding in their recent dealings with 
the US officials in Geneva. 

The Outlook 

25. Given the difficulty of the problems which 
remain and the breadth of the interests to be rec­
onciled, it would be rash to bank on an expectation 
that an agreement will emerge from the hard bargain­
ing aheado Despite the clear evidence that Moscow 
is interested in a treaty and the workmanlike attitude 
of its negotiators, it has also shown itself highly 
suspicious that loopholes might be negotiated into 
the treaty--to the German advantage. The USSR ap­
peared remarkably slow to appreciate the importance 
of the safeguards question, and it has shifted its 
stand on this several times. The Soviets are fully 
aware of the divisive impact which the NPT has had on 
the Western alliance, and are attuned to the ex­
ploitable opportunities this provides. In the end, 
Moscow will have to weigh the desirability of con­
cluding an agreement with, and perhaps against, some 
of its other objectives both within and outside the 
Communist bloco 
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26. If for any of these reasons the Soviet: 
Union should decide to harden its position or to 
draw back from concluding a treaty at all, the de­
velopments of the past six weeks have probably had 
the effect of narrowing the room for maneuver in 
dealing with such a shift. On the other hand, the 
European critics of the treaty have been disarmed to 
some extent by the concessions which they have re­
ceived, but on the other, they have had the heady 
experience of insisting that their interests not be 
overlooked. These concessions have now become es­
sential conditions for acceptance of the treaty--
not readily to be relinquished for the sake of ac­
commodating Moscow. 

27Q Nevertheless, it would be equally rash 
to overlook the considerations which make an agree­
ment a more practicable possibility now that ever 
before. The agreement on the basic principles 
of the treaty which the us~and the USSR reached 
last fall does not appear to have been put in ques­
tion by the problems of the past few months. The 
general realization that prospects for concluding 
such an agreement will deteriorate rather than im­
prove in the future has generated strong pressures 
to exploit the present opportunity. Despite the non­
nuclears' complaints of discrimination, it is 
widely appreciated that in moving toward more general 
disarmament, preventing the further spread of nuclear 
weapons must have first priority. 

280 Moreover, while there is no doubt that the 
debate over the NPT of the past few months has put 
a strain on relations among friends and allies, it 
is probably also true that some of the emotionalism 
which has accompanied it would disappear. were the 
treaty to become accomplished fact. The basic ob­
jective of the treaty is in fact generally accepted; 
it is widely appreciated that the lead which the 
supernuclear powers now have cannot be closed--unless 
those powers themselves move to reduce their nuclear 
arsenals; and among the countries which still aspire 
to nuclear status there are those who will argue the 
advantages of a confirmation of the nuclear status 
quo over the onset of a nuclear race among fourth­
string 
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MEMORANDUM 

THE WHITE HOUSE 

SECitET ON 
May 9, 1967 

MEMORANDUM FOR MR. RO 

Subject: Birrenbach I s Statement on NPT and European Unity 

At your request, I have checked the records on Birrenbach 1 s concern that 
a shift in our language in connection with the NPT {by specified dates) re­
flects a weakening in our position on European unity. 

I conclude that Birrenbach must be referring to the changes in our language 
in Articles I and II of the NPT itselr The dates he gave you {25 Aug 65, 
22 Mar 66, and Dec 66} correspond ess~ntially to the tabling of the 
original treaty {17 Aug 65 ); tabling of the 1'new language''t J22 Mar 66 ); 
and Rusk 1 s discussion of Articles I and II of the current NPT draft with 
the Germans during the Ministerial ConferenGe in mid-December 1966. I 
am not aware of any other documents with these dates relating to this 
subject. 

The changes in the language of Article I {attached, Tab A) do represent 
a shift in the US position on a European nuclear force. However, this 
represents a weakening in our position on European unity only to the extent 
that one believes a multilateral nuclear force is a pre-condition to such 
unity. 

Article I in the original Treaty draft would have permitted an association 
of states to control nuclear weapons, with majority voting, provided at 
least one nuclear state folded all of its independent nuclear capability 
into the association. It would also have permitted an association composed 
entirely of non-nuclear states to control nuclear weapons in the unlikely 
event that some nuclear state not included in the association unilaterally 
gave up all of its independent nuclear capability and thus reduced the 
number of nuclear states by one. 

Article I in the '''new language'' tabled March 22, 1966, would also have 
permitted an association of states to control nuclear weapons, with 
majority voting, provided at least one nuclear state folded all of its 
independent nuclear capability into the association. It was more re­
strictive, however, in that it specifically prohibited an association con­
sisting entirely of non-nuclear states from having control over nuclear 
weapons, a possibility that theoretically existed under the original draft. 

~ 
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Article I of the current draft is even more restrictive in that it would pro­
hibit an association of states from controlling or owning nuclear weapons 
under any circumstances. The article would not, however, bar the 
succession by a new federated European state to the nuclear status of one 
of its former components. We have made the latter point clear to our 
NATO allies and to the Soviets in our Statement of Interpretations on the 
NPT (also attached, Tab B). 

S~eeny 

Attachments: 
Tab A 

Art I of Orig US Draft, tabled 17 Aug 65 
Art I & IV(c) of New Language, tabled 22 Mar 66 
Art I of Current Draft, not yet tabled 

Tab B 
Statement of Interpretations, dtd 17 Apr 67 
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COMPARISON OF NPT LANGUAGE 

ARTICLE I {Original US Draft, 17 Aug 65) 

1. Each of the nuclear States Party to this Treaty undertakes not to transfer 
any nuclear weapons into the national control of any non-nuclear State, either 
directly, or indirectly through a military alliance; and each undertakes not to 
take any other action which would cause an increase in the total number of States 
and other Organizations having independent power to use nuclear weapons. 

2. Each of the nuclear States Party to this Treaty undertakes not to assist 
any non-nuclear State in the manufacture of nuclear weapons. 

ARTICLE I {New Language, 22 Mar 66) 

Each of the nuclear-weapon States party to this treaty undertakes: 

1. Not to transfer nuclear weapons into the national control of any non­
nuclear weapon State, or into the control of any association of non-nuclear­
weapon States. 

2. Not to provide to any non-nuclear-weapon State or association of such 
States 

(a) assistance in the manufacture of nuclear weapons, in 
preparations for such manufacture, or in the testing 
of nuclear weapons; or 

{b) encouragement or inducement to manufacture or otherwise 
acquire its own nuclear weapons. 

3. Not to take any other action which would cause an increase in the total 
number of States and associations of States having control of nuclear weapons. 

4. Not to take any of the actions prohibited in the preceding paragraphs 
of this Article directly, or indirectly through third States or associations of 
States, or through units of the armed forces or military personnel of any State, 
even if such units or personnel are under the command of a military alliance. 

ARTICLE IV {c) (New Language, 22 Mar 66) 

"Control'' means right or ability to fire nuclear weapons without 
the concurrent decision of an existing nuclear-weapon State. 

-,SECRET 
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COMPARISON OF NPT LANGUAGE 

{page 2) 

ARTICLE I {Current Draft) 

Eachnuclear-weapon State Party to this Treaty undertakes not to 
transfer to any recipient whatsoever nuclear weapons or other nuclear 
explosive devices or control over such weapons or explosive devices 
directly, or indirectly; and not in any way to assist, encourage, or 
induce any non-nuclear-weapon State to manufacture or otherwise 
acquire nuclear weapons or other nuclear explosive devices, or con­
trol over such weapons or explosive devices. 
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NON-PROLIFERATIONTREATY.INTERPRETATIONS 

The treaty deals only with what is prohibi~ed,not 

with what is permitted. 
• -:. _· .. :'. ' 

. 2. It prohibits trans'fer to any recipient whatsoever . 

of "nuclear weapons 11 or control ove·r them, meaning bombs and 
l 

warheads.· It also prohibits the transfer of other nuclear 
.• I 

~ ..• 

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·. 

3. It does not deal with, and therefore does not prohibit,~ 

transfer of nuclear delivery vehicles or delivery systems, or 

control over them to any recipient, so long as such transfer 

does not involve bombs or warheads. 
0 

4. • It· does not deal with allied consultations and pl anningW 

on nuclear defense so long as no transfer of nuclear weapons 

or control over them results~ 

5. It does not deal with arrangements for deployment of 

nuclear weapons within allied territory as these do not involve 

any fransfer of nuclear weapon~_or control over them unless 

and until a decision were made to go to war, at which time the 

- ........, ... , ., : .' ..treaty would no longer be controlling. 

GROUP3 
Do~ngradsd at 12 year 
interv~ls; not • 
automatically declassified 
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6~ It does not deal with the problem of European unity, 

and would not bar sticcession· bj a new federated European.stat~ 

to the nuclear status of one of its former components. A new 

• federated _European state would have to control all of its 
r--. 
~~\ external security functions including defense and all foreign'

·. ' '· . . ' 

policy matters !el~ting to e~ternal se~urity, but would not 
. . 

have _to be so centralized as to • assume all governmental 

functions. While ~ot dealing with succession by_ such a 
. . 

federated state, the treaty would bar transfer of nucl_ear 

weapons (including ownership) _or control over them to any _ 

recip_ient, including a multilate_ral entity.-

. •. •, 

Notes on Changes made Since April 4 NACMeetinG 

1. Former title was "DRAFT srr.Ml1J\RY OF INTEn.P~'I!.ATI--ms" •. 
Word "summary" dropped; since might be mis fa ken to . 

-·· imply that a fuller set of interpretati:rns existed. 

2. Remainder of this sent~nce, beginn_ing with. "because 1
_' 

added. 

3. Former version read ''consultations· (including ·p~an.ning)" 
rather th;rn' "consultf_ltions and ·planning" 
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CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE AGENCY 
Directorate of Intelligence 

8 May 1967 

INTELLIGENCE MEMORANDUM 

Status of Negotiations on the Nonproliferation Treaty 

Summary 

The Eighteen Nation Disarmament Committee (ENDC) 
resumes discussions in Geneva on 18 May with the fate 
of the nonproliferation treaty still hanging in the 
balance. In the six weeks since the ENDC recessed, 
the US has proposed changes in the draft text of the 
treaty, or offered interpretations or assurances, de­
signed to meet the barrage of criticism which the 
initial draft drew from some of the European members 
of NATOo Many of the reservations and particularly 
those deriving from the specific substance of the 
treaty have now been met, but no allied endorsement 
of the treaty has yet been obtained, and those countries 
which do not like it for broad political reasons are 
still dissatisfied. 

The European opponents of the treaty are less 
likely to be in as strong a position again, to delay 
or even prevent its conclusion unless the attitudes 
of the other main participants make it easy for them 
to do soc If, for example, India and Japan continue 
to press for security guarantees in the context of the 
treaty, then the Europeans can press their case for a 
treaty of limited duration. Above all, if Moscow 
is unwilling to accept the concessions the US has 
made to European opinion, there will probably be no 
treaty. Present indications still are, however, that 
Moscow wants an agreement badly enough to show some 
flexibility--if only at the end of another period of 
strenuous bargainings 

·NOTE: This memorandum was produced solely by CIA. 
It was prepared by the Office of Current In­
telligence and coordinated with the Office of 
National Estimates and the Directorate for 
Science and Technology. 
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The New Text 

1# The revised draft of the nonproliferation 
treaty (NPT) which the US presented to the Soviets a 
week ago is the result of weeks of consultations with 
America's allies and is designed primarily to meet 
their objectionso Some of the Europeans, however, 
still have problems with it. 

2o The treaty's preamble has been rewritten 
in order to commit the nuclear powers in a more binn­
ing way to work for arms control measures. They are 
also now committed to provide peaceful nuclear ex­
plosions to the nonnuclear states at the lowest pos­
sible cost. A new paragraph was added expressing 
support for further research to develop devices 
which would reduce the need for international safe­
guards inspectors to have direct access to 'ptocesses' 
and facilitieso Still another revision would elim­
inate the nuclear states' veto over amendments, a 
privileged position which a number of the allies 
have objected to. In the present draft, the amend­
ment approved· by·a majority of parties·to the treaty 
would apply only to those who accepted it. 

3. The major change, however, has been effected 
in the article on safeguardso The text now makes 
clear that the purpose of inspection is solely to 
prevent the diversion of nuclear materials to weapons 

-uses, and only the fissionable material used or pro­
duced by nuclear installations--not the equipment 
itself--is subject to safeguards controlso Above all, 
the article now pro~ides that the international 
safeguards shall be either those of the International 
Atomic Energy Agency (rAEA) or such other interna­
tional safeguards as are accepted by the IAEA under 
"mutually agreed verification procedures.," Thus 
the possibility of EURATOM's continuing its inspec-
tion under IAEA supervision is allowed foro More-
over, an earlier US proposal that IAEA controls 
should be automatically applied at the end of a 
three-year period if IAEA and EURATOM should fail to 
reach a verification agreement--the so-called "guillo­
tine clause"--has been dropped at EURATOM's insistence. 
The result is the strongest safeguards article the 
allies would accept, but one the USSR may not. 

-2-
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4. In addition to changes in the draft, the 
allies have been offered parallel assurances to en­
courage them to adhere to the text. The US has 
drafted interpretations of the treaty on which it 
has agreed to stand in future dealings with the 
USSR or in the event misunderstandings later arise. 
In the US view, for example, the NPT does not pro­
hibit the transfer of nuclear delivery vehicles as 
long as such transfer does not involve bombs or war~ 
heads. Also it does not deal with allied consulta­
tions on nuclear defense or with arrangements for 
the deployment of nuclear weapons within allied ter­
ritory. It also does not deal with the problem 
of European unity, and would not bar the succession 
by a new European federated state to the nuclear 
status of one of its components. Furthermore, the 
US has assured its allies that it would continue 
to supply them with nuclear materials for peaceful 
uses on a commercial, nondiscriminatory basis. Still 
another concession is the offer by the US and the UK 
to put their civilian activities under IAEA safe­
guards. This has made a favorable impression on 
many countries, but some still complain that it is 
discriminatory because military installations are 
exceptedo 

5o At the 20 April meeting of the North Atlan·tic 
Council, the US was given a "green light"--or at 
least a "yellow one"--to negotiate with the Soviet 
Union. The members merely took note of the NATO 
consultations and did not specifically endorse the 
treaty. Secretary General Brosio in summing up 
the discussion stated that all member countries-­
except France--reaffirmed the desirability of pre­
venting the spread of nuclear weapons, but two 
countries (West Germany and Italy) still retained 
reservations. The other NATO members expect the US 
to continue to consult with them closely, especially 
before an agreed US-USSR text is tabled at the ENDC; 
and since they have withheld endorsement of the 
treaty, it is always possible they will raise further 
objections after they see the results of the US-USSR 
talks. While the Europeans as a whole have been 
favorable impressed with the attention their com­
plaints have received and the concessions they have 
won, the pressure to·agree in such a short time on 
problems of such importance has continued to rankle 
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them. Moreover, it is doubtful that any amount of 
talking or concessions would assuage those who are 
opposed to the treaty in principle and who regard 
it as a kind of diktat imposed on the weak by the 
strong. 

The Key Allies 

6. Most of Bonq's initial reservations have 
apparently been satisfied, among them the German 
desire for a US statement affirming that the treaty 
does not alter existing NATO arrangements or ban 
the possibility of an eventual federated European 
nuclear force. Also, Bonn is no longer worried 
that the treaty might restrict development of nuclear 
energy for peaceful purposes. Nevertheless, West 
Germany has still not indicated unequivocally and 
unconditionally that it is prepared to accept the 
treaty as it now stands. The most difficult remain­
ing problem, and one of particular importance to 
Chancellor Kiesinger, concerns the treaty's escape 
clause provisions. 

7. Kiesinger is extremely reluctant to sign a 
treaty which would put Germany's unilateral renuncia­
tion of access to atomic weapons into a multilateral 
commitment valid "for all timeo" He maintains that 
his responsibility to the younger generation of 
Germans would not permit this. He also argues that, 
unless he can obtain some kind of a time limit, his 
party will not accept the treaty. Specifically, 
Kiesinger proposes an initial period of validity 
for the treaty of 10 to 20 years, followed by an 
additional period during which it would continue 
automatically_ in force. However, at the end of 
the initial period, a country could withdraw for 
reasons other than the already existing provision 
for opting out. This provides that a country may do 
so only if it thinks its national interests are in 
jeopardy. The Germans have reportedly sounded out 
the Italians on this and also hope for Indian support. 

8a The Germans are also preoccupied with the 
"vertical disarmament" issue. Bonn insists that the 
NPT must be only a first step toward disarmament and 
that the treaty should provide for further steps. 

-4-
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Others support this view and want the nuclear powers 
under some obligation to take disarmament measures. 
Finally, Germany's reservations still reflect a 
vague suspicion that som~hbw the Soviets will be 
getting an enormous advantage from the NPT. German 
leaders are still reluctant to undertake formal 
agreements which will create a direct obligation 
on their part to the Soviet Union. It is one thing, 
they point out, to make commitments to one's allies, 
but quite another to do so with the Soviet Union. 

9. In many respects, Italian leaders remain 
more vociferous in their objections to the draft 
treaty than the Germans. In particular, Rome sees 
grave implications in the NPT for European unity. 
It is worried about the lack of "a European clause," 
and considers unacceptable a draft that would prb­
hibit Western Europe from collectively establishing 
its own nuclear force except in the eventuality of 
a federated Europe with supranational control over 
defense and foreign policies. As Rome sees it, the 
treaty would tend to inhibit eventual creation of 
such a European federation since the freedom and 
elasticity to adopt institutional forms on the road 
to European unity would be hampered. Premier Moro 
reportedly also shares Kiesinger's objections to 
a treaty of indefinite duration. Whether these prob­
lems will prevent Rome from sig~ing the treaty in 
the end is difficult to say. The vigor of the 
Italians' opposition has surprised many, but Rome 
would find it hard not to go along if the other 
allies do. 

10. EURATOM's position has been a crucial one 
in the negotiations with the allies in the past six 
weeks. Since the current draft now provides for 
IAEA verification of EURATOM safeguards, the com­
munity has been somewhat reassured that the NPT 
would not impinge on EURATOM's purview, one of the 
chief functions of which is to prevent the diversion 
of fissionable materials to weapons uses within the 
Community. For most of the EURATOM members the pres­
ervation of this safeguards system is important, 
not only to EURATOM, but to the whole European inte­
gration movement which is based on the principle of 
equal treatment of its members. By contrast, France 
as a nuclear state would be exempted from any of 
the safeguards provisions of the NPT. 

-5-
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11. All of the EURATOM members accept the 
safeguards provision in the version the US has now 
proposed to the USSR. However, the Netherlands has 
stated that if the Soviet Union does not accept this, 
The Hague will reserve its right to fall back on the 
earlier proposal that IAEA safeguards be automatically 
applied at the end of the three-year transition 
period. The other EURATOM members will not accept 
this. The EURATOM Commission would rather have the 
application of IAEA safeguards discussed at the re­
view conference held five years after the treaty 
entered into force. This would probably have the 
support of at least five of the EURATOM members, but 
the French have heretofore indicated only tacit con­
sent to it. The US mission has cautioned that there 
have been signs of growing French opposition to 
EURATOM's playing a "political role" in considering 
the NPT, and the possibility that France might 
eventually try to call a halt to any negotiations be­
tween EURATOM and the IAEA cannot be dismissed. 

12. The French maintain their position that 
they will not sign the treaty, but do not object if 
others do. By taking this position, Paris has 
sought to avoid the horns of three dilemmas. One 
of De Gaulle's major objectives has been to prevent 
German access to nuclear weapons. Now, because of 
his opposition to participation in any "partial" 
disarmament efforts and his strong aversion to any 
US-USSR-sponsored agreement, Paris finds itself re­
fusing to sign a treaty which would prevent Germany 
from becoming a nuclear power. Also, the French 
have been unable to exercise their "leadership" in 
Europe and rally their European neighbors to oppose 
a treaty "detrimental" to European interests, since 
to do so would have made trouble with the Soviets 
and would have placed France in the position of 
supporting the right of Germany to nuclear arms. 
Furthermore, the French have a deep distrust of IAEA. 
Thus~ while the French might have been expected to 
play an active role in developing a common EURATOM 
position against the safeguards article even in its 
revised form, they were stopped by their belief that 
EURATOM cannot deal with a political problem and 
were forced, in effect, to abstain. 

-6-
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13. The UK in some respects finds itself in a 
similarly "schizoid" attitude toward.· the NPT. Al­
though wholeheartedly in favor of the treaty in 
principle, the UK has become increasingly restrained-­
particularly on the question of safeguards--for fear 
of harming its chances of entering the European Com­
munity. 

Other Key Countries 

14. Japan, which is basically nonnuclear in 
its outlook, has shared many of the Europeans' reserv­
ations. A chief concern to Japan is that the treaty 
lead to nuclear disarmament as well as prevent pro­
liferation. Tokyo wants an explicit statement in 
the treaty that the nuclear states will maRe strong 
efforts to obtain agreement on disarmament. 1t. 
also 'Wants the treaty to state that the peaceful uses 
of atomic energy would not be limited or prevented. 
Although it is aware that the Soviet Union is opposed 
to the nuclear powers' being subjected to safeguards, 
Japan feels it inequitable to require safeguards on 
the peaceful nuclear programs of the nonnuclear powers 
alone. Like Germany, Japan would like to see the 
provision for the unlimited duration of the treaty 
eliminated and claims this would be "ppychologically 
good':' for the nonnuclear countries. 

15. Finally, Japan wants security guarantees 
provided for the nonnuclear states. Japan regards 
such guarantees as a right of the many nonnuclear 
states which are not protected by collective security 
arrangements. It further believes that a joint dec­
laration by the parties to the treaty or by the UN 
that the nuclear powers would come to the assistance 
of nonnuclear states threatened by nuclear attack; 
would make it possible for the maximum number of 
countries to adhere to the treatyo 

16. India's accession to the NPT is still in 
doubt. Foreign Minister Chagla in recent conversa­
tions with Ambassador Foster has given the impres­
sion that India probably would sign but wants to get 
the best terms possible for its signature. These 
terms should include, in the Indian view most im­
portantly, a nuclear guarantee by nuclear powers 
against both nuclear blackmail and nuclear attack. 

-7-

NO FOREIGN DISSEM/BACKGROUND USE ONLY 
-SEG.R..-Er 



~EeR:ET 
NO FOREIGN DISSEM/BACKGROUND USE ONLY 

This guarantee, the Indians insist, should be con­
vincing, should be offered by both the West and the 
USSR, and .should provide for appropriate moves the 
moment the threat is seen. The gtfarantee should be­
come operative as soon as there is use of a threat, 
regardless of the merits of the dispute between the 
parties. The Indians would prefer parallel state­
ments outside the formal framework of the NPT from 
the US, UK, France, and the USSR followed by a UN 
resolution. The Soviet Union has in fact already 
provided New Delhi with two rough· drafts of Soviet 
declarations on security assurances, but they may not 
meet India's demands. 

17. India's other reservations with the NPT 
concern the unlimited duration provision, the failure 
to apply safeguards to the nuclear powers, and the 
fear tbat the NPT might hamper India's peaceful 
nuclear development. There has been considerable 
pressure within the Indian Government to build the 
bomb, and sentiment for not signing the treaty is 
widespread. However, many government officials feel 
that India cannot oppose the USSR and the US by re­
fusing to sign. Nevertheless, India is expected to 
take the lead at the ENDC in making its objections 
known, and will probably attract the support of the 
other nonaligned members. 

18. Other nonaligned members have special ob­
jections which they will undoubtedly raise in the 
ENDC discussions. Brazil is concerned about the ques­
tion of peaceful uses of nuclear energy and has vig­
orously pushed the idea that provisions of the recent 
Latin American Nuclear Free Zone treaty allowing non­
nuclear states to undertake peaceful nuclear explo­
sions.should be reflected in the NPT. A significant 
factor in the attitude of the UAR, an ENDC member, 
will be that of Israel, which is not a member. 
Israel, reluctant to give up its nuclear option, has 
been silent on the negotiations. The UAR is evidently· 
preoccupied with the nuclear disarmament commitment 
question which will be one of the main topics at 
the upcoming ENDC. In some instances, the advocates 
of such a provision would consider a failure to achieve 
nuclear disarmament a default that ·.would release 
them from their treaty obligations. In other cases 
those countries relying on nuclear guarantees for 
their security might regard an actual running down of 
nuclear arsenals by the guarantor powers as a threat 
to their own security. 

-8-
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The Soviet Attitude 

19. The results so far of the current talks be­
tween ENDC cochairmen Foster and Roshchin strongly sug­
gest that there has been no change in Moscow's desire 
to conclude a nonproliferation treaty. The cochairmen's 
decision to postpone reconvening the ENDC until 18 May 
will, according to Roshchin, give the Soviets additional 
time to consider the US proposed changes. Although the 
Soviets have at times stated that US involvement in Viet­
nam threatened certain US-Soviet bilateral agreements-­
such as the consular treaty--they have not linked the 
NPT with Vietnam. 

20. There are now two major issues on which the So­
viets are balking--Article III dealing with inspections, 
and the amendments clause. The Soviets, as expected, 
have remained adamant that IAEA safeguards must be manda­
tory. They have so far refused to go along with the US 
proposal for a three-year transition period during which 
the IAEA and EURATOM would seek agreement on inspections 
arrangements and clearly want the "guillotine clause." 
The Soviets have ·questioned the implication for safe­
guards and indeed for the treaty itself if no IAEA-EURA­
TOM agreement was reached at the end of three years. 

21. Moscow's firm stand on Article III may be 
prompted in part by objections made by its allies, es­
pecially Rumania. Roshchin told Ambassador Foster that 
the Eastern Europeans had accepted the Soviet version 
of Article III on the condition that it would apply to 
all nonnuclear states, notably those in Western Eu­
rope. Roshchin said that giving EURATOM--which was a 
closed and not a truly international system--a special 
position was discriminating against Eastern Europe as 
well as other countries. In his view, and that of 
each of his advisers in Geneva, it would be "impos­
sible" for the USSR to accept the US version of Ar­
ticle III. 

22. Nevertheless, the Soviets now seem willing 
to table a draft treaty leaving Article III blank, 
although they had refused to do so when the ENDC con­
vened earlier this year. The cochairmen could state, 
Roshchin has suggested, that they were continuing to 
consider safeguards and would present a text in the 
near future. This is under the proviso that there 
is no breakthrough on the issue before the ENDC re­
convenes on 18 May. It is also conceivable that in 
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the end, the Soviets may revert to the position they 
took last fall on international inspections. At 
that time, they did not believe strongly that any 
article dealing with inspections was necessary. 

23. With regard to the amendment clause, the 
Soviets have continued to insist that the nuclear 
powers retain a veto. They consider the proposal 
for an amendments clause similar to the one in the 
Outer Space Treaty an entirely inappropriate prec­
edent· for the nonproliferation treaty. Basically, 
they fear that such a clause might lead to a situa­
tion in which different groups of parties would 
claim to have differing sets of obligations~ It 
may thus be necessary to go to the ENDC with the 
amendments clause also blank. However, there may be 
a possibility of eventually interesting the Soviets 
in the British compromise proposal. The essence of 
the British proposal was to provide a veto to the 
nations represented on the IAEA Board of Governors 
at the time the amendment is considered, with every 
other party having the right to reject ~n amendment 
it does not wish to accept. 

24. In any event, the Soviets have been business­
like and understanding in their recent dealings with 
the US officials in Geneva. 

The Outlook 

25. Given the difficulty of the problems which 
remain and the breadth of the interests to be rec­
onciled, it would be rash to bank on an expectation 
that an agreement will emerge from the hard bargain­
ing aheado Despite the clear evidence that Moscow 
is interested in a treaty and the workmanlike attitude 
of its negotiators, it has also show.n itself highly 
suspicious that loopholes might be negotiated into 
the treaty--to the German advantage. The USSR ap­
peared remarkably slow to appreciate the importance 
of the safeguards question, and it has shifted its 
stand on this several times. The Soviets are fully 
aware of the divisive impact which the NPT has had on 
the Western alliance, and are attuned to the ex­
ploitable opp6rtunities this provides. In the end, 
Moscow will have to weigh the desirability of con­
cluding an agreement with, and perhaps against, some 
of its other objectives both within and outside the 
Communist bloc. 
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26. If for any of these reasons the Soviet~ 
Union should decide to harden its position' or to 
draw back from concluding a treaty at all, the de­
velopments of the past six weeks have probably had 
the effect of narrowing the room for maneuver in 
dealing with such a shift. On the other hand, the 
European critics of the treaty have been disarmed to 
some extent by the concessions which they have re­
ceived, but on the other, they have had the heady 
experience of insisting that their interests not be 
overlooked. These concessions have now become es­
sential conditions for acceptance of the treaty--
not readily to be relinquished for the sake of ac­
commodating Moscow. 

270 Nevertheless, it would be equally rash 
to overlook the considerations which make an agree­
ment a more practic.able possibility now that ever 
before. The agreement on the basic principles 
of the treaty which the US£and the USSR reached 
last fall does not appear to have been put in ques­
tion by the problems of the past few months. The 
general realization that prospects for concluding 
such an agreement will deteriorate rather than im­
prove in the future has generated strong pressures 
to exploit the present opportunity. Despite the non­
nuclearsv complaints of discrimination, it is 
widely appreciated that in moving toward more general 
disarmament, preventing the further spread of nuclear 
weapons must have first priority. 

28. Moreover, while there is no ddubt that the 
debate over the NPT of the past few months has put 
a strain on relations among friends and allies, it 
is probably also true that some of the emotionalism 
which has accompanied it would disappear: were the 
treaty to become accomplished fact. The basic ob­
jective of the treaty is in fact generally accepted; 
it is widely appreciated that the lead which the 
supernuclear powers now have cannot be closed--unless 
those powers themselves move to reduce their nuclear 
arsenals; and among the countries which still aspire 
to nuclear status there are those who will argue the 
advantages of a confirmation of the nuclear status 
quo over the onset of a nuclear race among foutth­
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5.. I promised to report his conversation. - e to d m that Gutenberg 
would be in to see me soon with a more elabora· ~ account of f .e Gerr,.-iz..n. 
government's position with respect to the. time ::..mit. n 

• •• DECLASSJFlE> }; W.R. 
E.O. 12356. Sec. 3.4 , 
1 9I-lfS:;;>..., 
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MEMORANDUMFOR MR. WALT ROSTOW, THE WHITE HOUSE 

SUBJECT: Possible Presidential Answers to 
Questions on Non-Proliferation Treatyo 

In response to a request from your 
ottice, I have prepared the attached questions and 
answers on the non-proliferation treaty which the 
President might use at a Press Conference. It has 
been cleared with the Secretary of State. 

Adrian So Fisher 
Acting Director 

enclosure: Questions & Answers 
(Co until released) 

cc: State - S/S - Mr. Ben Read 

GROUP 3o Downgraded at 
12 year intervals; not 
automatically downgradedo 

released) 



CONFIDENTIAL 

(until released) 

Q. Did you come to any understanding with our allies to hold 

up on the U.S. efforts to reach a non-proliferation treaty? 

A. No, I, of course, discussed the non-proliferation treaty 

with allied leaders on my recent trip. This was a continuation 

of the consultations with allies which have gone onror 

some time now and which are continuing. We are now discussing 

the treaty with the Soviets and certain other governments. 

I hope that out of these discussions and the deliberations 

which will follow in Geneva, we can obtain a broadly 

acceptable non-proliferation treaty which will greatly 

advance the cause of peace and security. 

Q. Did you come to any understanding on the safeguards question, 

or on the relationships which should exist between EURATOM 

and IAEA in safeguarding a treaty? 

A. We have discussed the important problem of a safeguards 

clause extensively with our allies. We are now discussing 

it with the USSR. Since the matter is now_ under discussion 

I do not wish to go into any detail at this time. 

CONFIDENTIAL 
<id(j

(until released) 

E.O. 
NlJ---...,__............,_

9~~,1/ 



l' 
Rough translation o:f the revised Russi2.n Draft , ---~ 

. ·. ·. 

-~-~---------------------:.-------~--~--~----.&r 

Taking into consideration the wishes of the 

ncin-nuclear States that in conjunction with the renunciation 

by these States of the manufacture or_acquisition of nuclear 

weapons· according to the Treaty on Non Proliferation of such 

-..,eapons approiJ.ci.ate measures might be taken to safeguard the 

security of non-nuclear countiies and also bear in mind th~t 

• any aggression accor;,panied by t'he use of_ nuclear wec1pons will 

endanger the peace and security of all.States the 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 ~r a threat of such an attack an essentially· 

new situation will arise .in which the Secu~ity Council and 

above all its Permanent members possessing nuclear weapons 

will ha.ve to _act immediately under the U.N • Charter. vihich 

provide~ taking *effective collective measure~•for the 

'prevention and removal of threat to the·p~acei and for the 
.. 

suppresiion of nets of aggression or other breaches of the 

peace". • Any aggressor who embarks on the road of _the threat 

· of using nuclear weapop.s ·6.r d·ares· u·nleash a war accompanied 

.by the us~· ·o{_'·nucl~ar ~1eapons and thus breaches the peace 
. . ... 

and security of nations'will not go unpunished~ 

It ~oes w~thout saying that,· as it is p~ovided in 

Article 51 of the U.NQ Charter, the S~ates who ~all victira 

tp an attack, a nuclear one included. have an inhe:re:1t right 

of individual or collective self-defence until the Security 

·c~uncil has taken measures ultimately· to maintain inter.nationa 
... 

Pr_ace and security., 
DEUASSmlID. 

E.O. 12356, ..t4 . 
·-Nl.J. it- 33 E - 11 

' NARA·T'\--tc 1-~7-'i-r' -By-""'illo~-,t oO .._,., -..' 
. ~ .. : 



ANNEX B 

- SECRET"" 

SECURITY ASS LlCLEARSTATES 

Substantive µr vl::iion from language suitable for 

LJ Resolution which '.,.,a::, 2ppruv ,.J by CummiLtt:e of Principals 

Jn April 22, 1965: 

"Welcomes thE: inLcnth)n signifieJ by Ylember 

States approving chis rcs0lulion chat they will 

prr)Vide or support imrnediale J~si:stance to any 

StcJ.Le not pos 'e--,::ii~1;; r1uL· -.~r \-JecJpons that is 

th v i t im of an ·, •L o £ a 1 '~ r ::; ::; i , n in which 

nu~ 1 ar \ -a pons re USL:d, .i.nd co 11s upon al 1 

oth~r St t s to u.SS•.J Lile hernselv s \.Jith the 

obj ec.tives of this res lutit)n." 

D~IFIED 
E.O. 12356, Sec. 3.4 
NlJ 'Ji/-33$

By ~ , NARA,Date'1-.2 7-f f 



MEMORANDUM 

THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

,,,,..,;' 

/ April 19, 1967 

MEMORANDUM FOR MR. 

Subject: Proposed Soviet Assurance to Non-Nuclear-Weapons States 
in connection with the Non-Proliferation Treaty 

On the basis of a quick reading, I believe that the attached Soviet 
draft provides an acceptable basis for parallel statements of re­
assurance to non-nuclear-weapons states in connection with the NPT~-
I note that the substance of the statement is essentially the same as the 
attached statement that was approved by the Committee of Principals 
on April 22, 1965, as contingency language suitable for a UN Resolution 
but never used. 

I believe that the Soviet statement has the following desirable features: 

Assurance would be provided through the UN mechanism 
and not directly by the nuclear powers. 

It would be applicable to our NATO allies on whose 
territory we have stationed nuclear weapons since it does 
not involve the Kosygin formula which would have excluded 
such states. 

It would not preclude our using nuclear weapons 
against China in the event of a conventional Chinese attack 
since China is now a nuclear state. 

It would not preclude our use of nuclear weapons 
against a non-nuclear-weapons state such as North Korea 
in defense against an overt conventional attack. The 
assurance covers only nan 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 ... " and does not exclude the use of nuclear weapons 
in a defensive action against an attack by a non-nuclear weapons 
state on a nuclear state. 

.6 
--SECRETNLoJ 

. 
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We obviously cannot accept this language without further study, and I 
believe it would be tactically unwise to do so at this point. I believe, 
however that the President should be quite forthcoming in express­
ing his interest in exploring this approach. 

Attachments: 
1. Draft Soviet text 
2. Draft UN resolution 

cc: FMBator 
HSaunders 
HWriggins 



MEMORANDUM 

THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

April 18, 1967 

MEMORANDUM FOR MR. 

Subject: Henry Owen's Memorandum on 
Additional Actions to Support the NPT Negotiations 

At your request, I have reviewed the attached memo from Henry Owen 
on ttAdditional Actions that Might Be Taken to Meet Concerns of NPT 
Signatories. 11 

I agree with Henry's conclusion that a major Presidential speech would 
help to set the stage for the NPT. However, I think the major thrust 
of such a speech should be to underscore the positive reasons for an 
NPT and should avoid creating the impression that we are "buying off" 
the various non-nuclear-weapons states. The treaty itself is the most 
dramatic material for the Presidential speech and the most effective 
way of encouraging reluctant states to go along. The President should 
of course dramatize our willingness to put our own peaceful facilities 
under IAEA as an answer to charges of discrimination and industrial 
espionage. 

I have the following specific comments on Henry's proposals in the 
order in which he presents them: 

1. I believe that the proposal (Item 2{a) - Technology) to 
create an international corporation to distribute peaceful technology 
developed through military nuclear programs might prove counter­
productive by implying that there is in fact a great deal of important 
information to be revealed. We have gone to considerable trouble to 
make the case that this is not so. I also don't like to proliferate 
organizations with nothing to do. Contrary to Henry's footnote, in­
formation declassified from our military program is in general avail­
able to anyone who wants it and the AEC has a major information pro­
gram to distribute it. In any event, this proposal should presumably 
refer to nuclear weapons programs and not nuclear military programs 
since only weapons are controlled by the treaty. 

-6E-6RET 



2. I do not entirely understand the proposal (Item 2{b) -
Technology) to supply all peaceful knowledge acquired through national 
nuclear programs to EURA TOM. Would this be reciprocal and what of 

"'industrial secrecy"? In the present form this would clearly not be 
acceptable to American industry. I note that the principal stated ob­
jection of the Germans and Italians to inspection has been that it would 
give others {presumably the US, UK, and France) competitive ad­
vantages by giving them access to German and Italian industrial secrets. 

3. I don't think the proposal (Item 3{a) - Fuel) for an addi­
tional pledge of nuclear fuel for IAEA has much to do with the NPT. 
Despite efforts of our NATO allies to couple the subject, there is 
absolutely nothing in the NPT that places restrictions on the safe­
guarded transfer of fissionable material for peaceful purposes. Our 
present position is so forthcoming that it is difficult to extend it without 
making an open-ended commitment to meet all safeguarded require­
ments on a worldwide basis. (We currently have a Presidential 
authorization covering commitments of up to 25 0, 000 kilograms of 
enriched U - 235 for sale abroad; and the current AEC Omnibus Bill 
now before Congress would remove any ceiling on these commitments.) 

4. Although I don't think it has much to do with acceptability 
of the NPT, I think there may be some merit in the proposal {Item 3{b) -
Fuel) that we join IAEA in the study of an internationally-owned nuclear 
fuel facility in the US. An interesting variation on this proposal is 
that we might consider eventually leasing one of our presently unused 
gaseous diffusion plants to IAEA, EURATOM, or some other inter­
national entity. 

5. I think the proposal (Item 4 - Guarantees) that we hold 
private US-India discussions on security matters would be very helpful 
if the currently proposed parallel guarantees by the US and USSR do 
not materialize. If we can get the parallel guarantees, I think these 
would be more important to the Indians and should suffice. However, 
this proposal might be a helpful add-on if we have further problems 
with the Indians. 

6. I agree that we should consider the proposal (Item 5 -
Nuclear Role) to inform the Japanese privately that we would be pre­
pared to join them in creating a bilateral US-Japanese nuclear con­
sultation mechanism. 

.--SECRET -
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7. I don't believe the suggestion {Item 7 - Duration) that 
there be a withdrawal clause which permits withdrawal of one year's 
notice without cause is particularly significant in reducing the II second­
class status" of non-nuclear weapons states. I note that the present 
treaty has the following provision: 11 Each Party shall in exercising 
its national sovereignty have the right to withdraw from the Treaty 
if it decides that extraordinary events, related to the subject matter 
of this Treaty, have j~opardized the supreme interests of its country. 
It shall give notice of such withdrawal to all other Parties to the Treaty 
and to the United Nations Security Council three months in advance. 
Such notice shall include a statement of the extraordinary events it 
regards as having jeopardized its supreme interests. 11 This applies 
without discrimination to both nuclear and non-nuclear weapons states. 

8. I believe the proposal (Item 8 - Disarmament) that we 
strengthen the NPT preambular language on disarmament is correct 
and this is in fact being done right now. While I don't object to it, 
I do not believe that the proposal (Item 8 - Disarmament) that the 
President ask ACDA' s General Advisory Panel to undertake a review 
of the US disarmament position would be particularly useful. This 
would have little or no impact internationally and might even be counter­
productive by suggesting that the government didn't really have a pro­
gram in this field. I believe we are much better off exploiting the 
pas sibility of our current talks with the Soviets and our large list of 
existing proposals. With regard to the substance of the matter, I 
don't think we would get any new ideas from the General Advisory Com­
mittee. This group, which was picked to represent the Establishment, 
can be very useful in criticizing proposals and in helping to build 
public support for Administration proposals. The Panel has not, how­
ever, produced new proposals in the past and I don't think it is realistic 
to expect them to do so in the future. 

9. I agree that it would improve the atmosphere for the NPT 
to have the UK state that they would phase out their independent nuclear 
weapons program. I do not, however, believe that it is worth taking on 
the additional political problem inherent in the proposal (Item 9 - UK 
Status) that we encourage Wilson to restate this position now. More­
over, with China and France in the picture, I don't really share Henry's 
opinion as to the critical nature of the UK status in the minds of the 
Japanese and Continental countries. I do agree with him that it would 
be most inappropriate for us at this time to extend our cooperation 

----8:EGR-E..T__ 
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with the UK to the next round in the arms race - - Poseidon and 
MIRVs. I understand that the UK has made a formal decision to stop 
with the A-3 and we should be very careful not to let the current dis­
cussions on technical cooperation on the A-3 spill over into follow-on 
systems. 

~rv/
Sp(l ge°(J Keeny 

Attachment: 
cy memo 4/ 6 by HOwen 

cc: FMBator 

~ SECRET 



pril 10. 1967 

Mr. Bator ~· 
Mr. Knney,_......,.... 

Please staff thes,e out carefully. They may 
well be constructive. And give me your views. 

Walt Rostow 



,,,..I" f.: " .... K' ._... : .~.,,,. ~ .' . 
DEPARTMENT OF STATE f~ -

POLICY PLANNING COUNCI 

Apri 

Walt: 

A while back you told 
"Don't mourn, organize." 

Attached is the result - a memo 
which I sent to the Secretary with 
a covering note, suggesting that 
he give one of his 7th floor colleagues 
responsibility for revi~wing and • 
acting on such of these proposals 
as pass muster. 

You will note the proposal 
for a Presidential speech towards 
the end~ 

~()
IJ

Henry Owen 

Mr. Rostow 
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... -S~(;;~+ , 
April 6; 1967 , ,

MEMORANDUM • ;1 

SUB..,·CT: Ad itional Action that Might Be Taken to Meet -------
Concerns of NPT Signatories 

ntroductfon. This memorandum deals with actions not 
ow ·n train!. which might help to meet key concerns of 

nuc ear-capable countries and thus·to persuade them to 
sig an NPT. It treats actions to meet three major 
categories of these countries' concerns:. 

/ 

a) concerns over civil uses of nuclear techno_logy; / 

(b) concerns over security; 
~-,-

(c) c..Qncerns over second class status. 

Concerns Over Civil Uses 
" 

2. Technology. The fear of losing technological ground 
through not having access to civil data secured through 
military nuclear research exists in Germany, Italy and, to 
a lesser extent, Japan. 

Proposal~ To meet this concern, the US and UK should: 

(a) offer to join others in creating an international 
corporation, which would make available to all its members 
peaceful technology developed through military nuclear 
programs ~f any member;l/ • 

(b) undertake- to supply alL peaceful knowledge acquired 
through their national nuclear programs to EURATOM, thus 
(i giving new life to that ailing organization, and (ii) 
providing it wi~h compensation for the pain which it is being. 
caused on other fronts by the NPT. • (EUR.ATOM already acts 

•. 1~ 

]:/ It does not, therefore, deal with such issues. as safe- .•<'\·'.: 
guards and an international agency to perform peaceful ·-;;'i_ 
explosions which are already under activ2 co_nsideration. · ~-:: 

,. 
. . , ·,;

Jj In the US, AEC makes this technology available only to • :- ~ 
American industry - which might well howl at losing this ' 1 • 

exclusive privilege. 



as a c earing house for information among its members and 
thus shou d be a~le easily to handle an extension of this 
func(,ion.) 

3. ,."'uel. The FRG has sou~~ht, and other nuclear capable 
cou ries .will probably seek, assurances of a ·continued 
supply of fissionabl mateJ:i • . 

Proposal: 

a) The US should make another public multi-year 
pledge of nuclear fuel to :AEA and offer a further increase 
in that pl~dge if the Soviets will match it. (Even though 
the IAEA does-not now face a fuel shortage, this new and 
large off~r would help to reassure non-nuclear c9untries 
for the future.) 

(b) The US should offer to join an IAEA study of the 
possibility ~f building an internationally owned nuclear 
fuel facility in the US, to meet other countries' futur~ 
needs for nuclear fuel, if these are judged likely to exceed 

.presently projected production. (Other countries may not 
take up this offer, preferring to build national or EURATOM 
production facilities on their own territory, but the mere 
fact of the-offer might earn ~s some points.) 

II. Security Concerns 

4. Guarantees. Guarantees are a special problem for non­
aligned India; Japan, Germany and Italy are covered by 
existing treaties. India is now seeking Soviet assurances. 
Regardless of ho~ this comes out, there will remain the 
problem of ~hat, if anything, the US should do to make~its 
own (Octob~r 1964) assurances more persuasive. 

Proposal: We-should offer to hold private US-Indian 
discussions of possible contingencies involving ChiCom 
nuc ear blackmail, as recommended in the interagency paper 
which· NEA and S/P submitted to the Secretary in Dec.ember 
1966 on "The Indian Nuclear Weapons.Prob~em", and endorsed 

'f '·.! ., >· 

,. 



recent y by Embassy Delhi. This would not be a guarantee, 
ut it would meet some Indian concerns. (To take this 

act~on, we would need either to overcome JCS reservations 
or -o get SecDef, who did not take a position on the paper, 
to override these .reservations.) • 

5. Nuclear Role. The Japanese do not have the equi-
va ent of the NATO Special Nuclear Committee. They are 

ot ~eady, politically, for such an ambitious measure; 
. some Japanese officials may, however, see this· as the next 

t·e ·, after presently envisaged security consultations get 
nderway. • • 

roposal: 

We should inform the Japanese that we would be ready 
to ·oin them in creating a bilater~l US-Japanese nuclear 
consultation mechanism, _whenever they might wish. 

III. Second Cla~s Status 

6. roblem. The most basic of the nuclear-capable coun­
tries' concerns is their fear of being· frozen indefinitely 
into second class status. This concern has beerr·reflected 
in·suggestions or comments by the non-nuclear countries 
regarding: 

a) the duration of the treaty; 

(b) the nuclear powers' commitment to disarmament; 

(c) • the special status of the UK.. 
' 'I 

Eac ·of these is treated belowa 

7. Duration. -~.,A::.. :;. 
. \,\ 

a) The Italians, Germans, and some Japanese officials~-
ave suggested that the NPT have a fixed duration. Japanese':\. 

planners report this to be the Indian view. Senator Gore 
has proposed "a non-proliferation agreement with a definite·,'' 
time span -- say ten years -- Sl:lbject at the end of this 
period to renegotiation or renewal". 



. .' 
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{b) President Chatenet 
.. 

of EURATOMh s s ggested that 
the same object be achieved by the non-nuc ear powers' 
making clear how they proposed to interpret the treaty: 
"The non-nuclear countries ... might say ta they were making 
a contribution to non-dissemination through accepting the 

reaty but that this was a concession limited in time and 
dependent upon the nuclear countries caking some action to redress 
the balance." 

(c) The FRG has proposed that the withdrawal clause 
be changed t6 provide that any non~nuclear countrj may 
withdraw if~its sovereign rights and interests are violated 
or threatened_by a nuclear weapon state. 

Pressure for thus iiberalizing the withdrawal clause, 
or imiting the duration of the treaty, or linking that 
dura ion to progress on disarma~ent will probably grow. 
The ACDA March 17 memo points out that "a major confrontation 
between the nuclear and non-nuclear powers over this issue 
is apt to emerge int~ sharpest terms durin~ the cours~ of 
further negotiations". 

Proposal: If future negotiations in~icate that an NPT 
cannot be secured without so~e major action to meet the non­
nuc ear countries' concerns ~ permanent second cla_ss status, 
we should suggest that a loose withdrawal clause would present 
fewer difficulties than the proposals outlined under (a) 
and (b) above. 

Such a withdrawal clause might be modeled after the 
outer space treaty, which permits a country to withdraw 
with one year's notice, without giving cause. 

' his would avoid both the "deadline" problem which·would· 
result from a treaty with a fixed duration and the strains ''.~. 
that would be caused if the non-nuclear and nuclear countri~s 
were to interpret treaty language in different ways. ,:-~·;'~ 

'·!. 

Nor is it clear that the effective life of an NPT •• p 

~ I. 

·would be shortened by our acquiescing in such a withdrawal : ,, 

-S-ESR:E'F 
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clause. No NPT can· be counted on to restrain the key nuclear­
capable powers over the .Longer term, unless it is follow~d 
by disarmament or other changes which mitigate their sense 
of.discrimination. Indeec, by implicitly recognizing 
this fact, a loose withdrawal clause might actually put 
some heat on the USSR to get on with disaimament. 

• I 

8. Disarmament. The nuc ear-capable countries would, 
in.any event, find it easier to sign an NPT if there were 
some evidence of the nuclear countries' intent to move 
seriously toward disarmament:~/ 

Proposal: 1:-n addition to str~ngthening the NPT preambular. 
language on disarmament, the President should indicate, 
as NPT negotiations move forward,.that he intends to ask­
ACDA's General Advisory Panel to undertake a searching 
review of-past US disarmament positions, to see whether 
new US p~oposals can be developed in light of cont_inuing 
technological advances. A small Executive Commit tee of-. that 
Panel, made up of members who cou]_d devote substantial 
time to the enterprise, might be asked to tackle this job· 
as-a matter of urgency. 

t's been some time sinGe we reviewed our disarmament 
pos·tion (except for issues involved in the current ABM 
talks); a new hard look at our past positions, in light of 
changing technology, might be rewarding . 

. If ABM/missile talks with the Soviets -prove useful, 
this review could surface proposals to throw into that 
hopper. If the ·talks don't get anywhere, such a publicized 

• US review could pave the way fo~ eventual wider negotiations.· 

Quite aside from the. effect of such a Presidential ,h. 
announcement ori nuclear-capable countries' ,attitudes toward ·-:r 

the NPT, public opinion in the US and elsewhre would welcome<:, 
h·s evidence of US desire to move on from bu~ding US-Soviei~•: 

agreement on NPT to wider disarmament. _q 

1/ In the long run, of course, this progress will 
have to include China, if India and Japan are to be 
impressed. 

https://S.E.C.RE
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9. Status. The non-nuclear countriesv concern over 
second class status is accent ated by Japanese and Contin-

ntal resentment of the UK's specia status as a nucl~ar power. 
hese medium-sized powers find it even hard~r to accept 

discrimination from one of their- own ilk than at the hands 
of e super-powers. 

-Proposal: We should encourage Prime Minister Wilson to 
·ndicate, in line with his pre-election position, that he 
does not.favo'r indefinite maintenance of the UK's separate 
naiional nuclear program, and hopes that progress toward 
eit~er disarmament or a politically unified Europe wiil eventually 
make it poss~ble to phase out that program. 

This position (which would, ~s the Londori Economist 
points out, also brighten HMG's image on the Common Market 
fron) would be the more credible if the UK desisted from 
going on to·the next round in the arms race: Poseidon's 
and MIRV' s·. We· should bear this in mind in fixing· the US 
position, if we are asked to sell these advanced weapons 
to the UK. 

IV. • Conclusion 

10. Presidential Speech. The Japanese, Indian, German, and 
.!ta· ·an concerns.re NPT discussed in this memo are shared 
by public opinion-,-as well as governments, in these countries. 
Actions to meet these concerns will need, therefore, to be 
understood by public opinicn, as well as governments, if they 
are o yield the desired result. A Presidential speecp 
might be useful ·to this end, if it had enough new substance 
so that it did not ~ppear to be simply arm-twisting. 

Proposal: If some of.the suggestions outlined above prosper -
notably those for a special US disarmament study, new ·'~ 
arrangements for sharing o~ nuclear technology, and assuran~Js· 
regarding future supply of _nuclear fuel, they should be ··\ 
surfaced in· a major Presidential address on non-proliferation· 
and disarmament. •: , :i 

-SE-£RErp.. 
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MEMORANDUM ~ 

.vidr' 
l. • 1 THE WHITE HOUSEr t,. 

WASHINGTON 

CONFIDENTIAL 

Saturday, April 8, 1967 -- 1:20 p.m. 

Mr. President: 

In the attached memorandum, Sec. Rusk enciorses a memorandum 
from Bill Foster requesting that you approve an offer on our part to let 
the International Atomic Energy Agency apply its safeguards on "a broad 
scale" to our peaceful nuclear facilities in connection with the negotiations 
on the Non-Proliferation Treaty. 

The draft safeguards article in the NPT would apply IAEA safeguards 
only to the peaceful facilities of non-nuclear-weapons states since it is 
clear that the Soviets will not accept IAEA inspection on their facilities at 
this time. This is considered discriminatory by some non-nuclear-weapons 
states and has also led, to the charge that it might permit industrial espionage 
to the advantage of the existing nuclear-weapons states. This voluntary 
action on our part would help to answer these objections to the treaty. 

It is proposed to rely on voluntary cooperation of U. S 11 industry to 
implement this offer. However, if it became necessary, the government 
would determine the additional action required to enforce it. Sec. McNamara 
and Chairman Seaborg concur in this proposal, as do Senator Pastore and 
Representative Holifield, and it is reportedly acceptable to the atomic 
energy industryo 

Nick called this morning to urge that you clear this for presentation 
next week in NATO, because our willingness to do this may prove the key 
to solving the EURATOM safeguards problem in the NPT context . 

. ~stow 

Approved, without further review 

Approved, subject to White House clearance of statement 

Disapproved 

Discuss 

€Gl>TFlSENtpI Ab-



NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL 

March 31, 1967 

Walt- -

Attached for your information is a status 
report on NPT consultations that I asked 
ACDA to prepare. I think this is a good 
and fair summary of where we stand on the 
eve of the NAC consultations scheduled 
for April 4. 

Att.: 
Status rpt 3/ 29 

SEC!tET-
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e·rpre-s~ui-dto 1s by ~. ~-.t-... of o;_n:-allle ~ t ~ ~:::tt propoEed 
c\~-.11('"-•nsin t:. ,~ te;•tt or th~'.'J 0 1"~ft

• 
t.r.,: 1 •".1;,..yt';-v:-it t-'l'e t,;-'.11 r.e·r;, .. ,,,~,,.~r"!t- "" V .... ' •"!,I, ,,.._ , __, ~ ·?"~ • ..,.. '-"'""-"· !,I; ' ~.-I'\ .. '¥'... ' - ..,.,. ..... t..,.P -.....;...-,,,~_) ,.. V· 

t o t-1 e So'\-~fl :·~ bo fo~,'l. t .. ,..1·,1 ·! ~, (!' ....f, d ,. t 't"'i ~rc•r.f•t .... t"h C)•;r .,~~"\~rv,-,.(.!.
_.._ • , ~ 4ilJ"'~ ...... ~ ~ s .v~-1o,,,.-:... ·~ ~""""' '-' ........ "" ~,...,.. .. , !.. ~-::, ...,. t.,_;..)..,,....,..,,,.,..,. .. , ~ I#. .. 

'ts ·f (" ._.,,.._.1'1-,7•.i'.\v-n~"' ..,.,,.,...,.1--~Q .... ~';"'-1·1 -t-o trqr 1~''"•,r1 t .. 1 ... P- r,, 'h •":1..,.r''tb A·..,.,. 'f'•i)-~ l•~, .... •4.,.J.-~-,W""""'"''--c .. -...;,. J..;i. j, c..;.. y, ~ ~-.,-t,, ••.. l.'\,'\_.., i;... '-'-l.,, ""'• .. '(.~.,.,Qi.,. ..l...l-.4 ·c.,,-61-~ ~...,..i--\,, 

,., 11.,.. ~ "'·'!'t·JI l~ ... ""'1-·'-:tn,-• t~"·-l•t<r-t - ..: t ') T·• :;,·,.n 1 'r1,r'l,r-.}~....,~,,..~ .,.,. ~--"1.'" ~,. ..,..,..,,,...,,.,...~.-.:--j..,_,;..1,i,..,~~ ~ ~ ... f.. Q. \;-j,_. (.,;. V.,. ..tJ,-l,. )' J-~ !_.. _J;.h,"J)...i 16-I. \, ~~ ~ ... ,;J_~·J,,.,,,;>\:ii7Jr.Jt.•~:t..i,...r\..f',t... 

l11 tr':G t<":-tt of t 1
~- • t"'"'~.:tty c.nd ....,3., the Irrtc1. ~-:cetatic ~.;')a:r$'~t. till 

?:---1"1~~1.:.t T~{'''~'\,..i:.:ri (:~"11 ,f# t!,,.: ,r.,, i'·"iT':"•.t'• ) - • Y''f°';"':.l ,:-._,._,..,..,.,:t"1f:","l•";!t"'•.,...,:::-t .: ~J_, "2_,--..•,.:::... <:.;.i,., ....:> l--1, ~x,.,,*.,_,. ,_a<. t,.. -l...-.,...,.,,.1 -....~,,; ... -..... ... ,.., .........,,. .,..,._.,J . ... t-,. _,,... •.._ ........"-...:;,, ..,":l; __..,,. 

r.' o-\-~r 9:tf.""::.t •~t•1➔ 1 l'.7~ "tft"I. ~'11""" """:, 1 { ('l Q 1:''!) ~ ~,.. .,_,,'<;.~~,. ~ 1~ -~ !')_.r.i:1, ·'\,...,.,t._-f 'l••t ~ 1••g •; ,._,t;_. -:1... -.:;::: • ,,...,,..,. ,--·-~ ,--"~-.;: vv.J .. c.~..._. .,,.., ..... ..,. i;,,l,_.1 ___ (..~ ..... 5,- v ~ __ .t1 .. .&.r..-t.:.,&..~ .. -~.i,,.., 

.,0• ..-, n-:-, r.."'·:·:....,r;nt;tt".;f .,. . 'i~'!:'l•u r,1 ~ ;(...., ,...-, ~tJ .. · 3J :J/;.f.· .. r,;.~ ~r., •,r-::r:)-_r••:c.'c.r....-1 .. ,. ..,·_.~_.,_,:, ... ·"'"1V "f.••..-:;. ~ __ •~--!' .....'4 '-I" --..;_1. ........... ,~<:;;:"'.~.411..~'i,,i. ,,,~., '--...,.t:.,..-,...,..~ "!I' ~ ,y ........... i,,. ........,.._..,,.. .. --- s...i.._ : ... .., .,,. 

Uc h pe to cn"'·•D_cta ?t:-\C cc11nu t..: tions by obou~ l~i":ril 1✓ r.:.n.o 
0 1--,•~4 . \ L4Q~., ,rtt·1--t""1"' ~_.,..., 0-C 0"""~'" 11 -~r:re ,r,. .,.. ..-.}, J , 11-c- a t ".) .•+- ~.~-ft~1,,. .. v~..,.,.li

Id 'IO>-'t<J_,,,_.., ,.__ 4- ,..,.i,;,_,_ ,..J:.Jl.o,,- ·•·• ~J. __ ..__ .,..,, -k · 'i,,r.,~,0 ~-~~,_)' (_.~.·,., ~. - ,_,. \. ,.,_. 

• t.cr. t~~d. 113 tha"" th,~ .1111 not ct tI-:r.-t- tir::e b -;i comrJ.itte 1. 
~.., • -.. t • . t.., ~ • • 1 l ~ ,~a t-ll.Si1 ·o ri;.;. i1c .:--.ovio~n11~1.y r4c"fil w~ to sugg,~:-:st:r,.:,.,_ .. u.•.1-:;un;?;-i.'.; i•:.a.!/c 
f'!",,....• .;{ O)i'\"' ..... T.Y,':; -~~-"""70 t: In"'-r..";'-----·"',.,.,~~.--i"··-·L,.~-'='':'" "h":r -."t~.. , ..... :~·· ;;,,-,'{~ 1 ? a..•; •-.c
..:O:. -- -- ._....... , t. .:i... !, ~ .......... ~J..-..;:<l,.(,•f;....,_, .._,,c~~~ VJ , ._, .,_ ·"-••~~•--?~ --••) t..l.-~v 

~~ -:·1--~f'Y .f. ... ""\ .... "" ~ -.+~ .,,.. ~~ rt .f!' ...... ,., ...... ,,. ~rt, ,A,,.1.· ~-~v. !'"?~'~ ~Ci .. ~-- '""•t"'\. w-.... Ill...,, k• ..1 r...,,.~i._r-~ ,.., ..11 £,., ..,._,,.,,·.i,.;:;,l\..~.l.-4•?..- . ..:>:r..-,H,.S f-l-..-· ... '.-' ...~l \'#v \'.i~ ... ~.: ...... - C!...il'.l. .• : . .d .. ~•-.;J~...:.t.. V...i. ..,HU J.•.n .. .t.0.t, .• 
T.""f t "'• 'hc,-1 ~- n11 ~ "-'.:~ "-rn ~, .... -no ,!- "':f ~,::; ~ ~_.., u-,-..,:tr_,,"'-,._C: ,..""!'.. ""' (1 'i ,-: i·-!" .,..,~"' .-, i'-~~·t' 
~.._r..-. .~ L~~ ....,.,..,.,1.q ~ .,:...-..~;;....~. t"f-.. J.. .... );.~..,- \,.,ta l.i.·1,t._i.N ~.. .,: "CJ;4i~ .1..V-...1~/b '1' ~,-... ,i.. 4~l..•.::-i VU ;:."e, ...,...,;..,_:Ji"' 

for tabli£::•; aPd on tho- Int-'..:·ln:nti.tict1.s by d.::out: 1-Iay 5, thu-:. 
er~. :;ling \ls to join~1 y t~ib1c t.L.o to:.·c th·-; }·~a.y9 1-~~;cr~snnp­oi.4 

t!on . 

.1...,e at-ure of fur.t,:1<;;:r eonou, t q,tio--1~ w-lth tj,10 japar1°se 
end In<lLuis is still urtcie---rc0:.1siC:1.:?r.:"tio; .• 
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~..z~el .c_._. ~~,tc~1i- {]... --·•-~~ ......., 
11cn~~J.1~· ~'":.)~_1tt1-~..~ict1 

L=lst uecSk we n.41.d._ a :d.1rdL.r rc~Jponee (Tn n) to th_ 
,...,.i",r-:..-..111.._'! It-~1'? !'l"':' &"-p~,(:-..-.1~.t,,ir ,,.'7' tJ~ ~,~o·. r<--~•:;tt:), .r.,:::)~ ... t!"'\;".!l, c~,.,,.'1,•(')e"?"·r'l-,•~CtV J.._U ~• ~ .....,.z....,#0..,., _ • ~ _.\ I~ .... .::..,.f_.,,,..._,.. , ... """ __. ..4..,r • (:;)~ \; ..__. ~ ~ ..,->,.. · J-i<.~ «1¥> \,..\Q..:::,,,... i:,~,r~- .. .... ,. .._ .. i,..;;- a ·~.;,.-., . .,,,... ~ 'P',.1...•-.-......., 

for chm~-1~ in .t\rticl ~ !II. t.Jc !'.'." n co ·irl 1 :u~s <.mr co11.:mltE~tw~s 
inth th.;rl t.- 11s tic~lt cuxil.J 'ti=htl~htim.:: l·ie 'trlll res-pond to v:-1.rious 
sci<.~tific ~rd .... fJrEsA;;,1.ro1 t 1<3Y t"~· ~sed.tec.1.:~.;.cal ~ va (Eh-*le 
there ;~•pe..~,.x t:o be stiffcre: ..-::cs wi.tL~L."1 th ... go.rez1~"'.lcn- 1 thei Ital:LL"n..1 
b ..."",.e t"'V'.'Y'!l,'1 n,...,-t·,~,r;, n~•-,n,11.- !,,·::.,.. ,111~-,!'l_.·:-b,. ti'~-.:--~ ,~ ,... '" -t·•·.-,..r.,; ~"~~,.,c ....... ............. ..... "'"'"'-t4'!.;:.;.v - \..,•...::_... :>.J._.,_,.._, ... l .... ~~-• t.. ~,.:.... i....::.,.<,.1i't..~ · ~,r,,t.., ,;,,~;...:-;,.;1.~ v-l..~w ..... ..,..,:-...,,1, .• ;.,.,.,.,;., » 
ccc;,,t S""' it -rJ1:eclo.s-..:.sa I·/~'r(t.:f:u2...:n uu.,1~21 .. f J~~e. 1;:hm:t of ;:;t;~i'opc ....." 
"r.'e.;r'"!_~,..~ ~-~ :t"\.,.,. ""'•·\r-d. t"t'H--V -f_i'f,!_•_·. j 'i'"I'{ 0 ~,";'.,.;,'.\~ i! ., , .. t ~11•.·11 ~ ,ws,..•~1h1-Y1"(.H::• l"t tt"?.• :~")"',-1
~ .,,;;;~'l;,..-·C. ,.J,..i.,,--.,4, .J <:1,. .. .., -•~.; ...,_ --• ...,1,_..,.,.;:;., ~., ,.~.f..!. . -... -~--.i..~(.;""""""' 11.t. v(;,>- -..:.t ~·-'••~•,..; 

European .tictt e::.;;!;e-pt c:ro:c~ld the i/rc ch :fp:r:~':s-~!.fll?2eL•) 

l:,\~ hn":1~ ~-~"t·!'rr~ 1.,r-..._•h o·".' t-""~-:-..:,::•~ t"<""} 1'''••:V~ ....! ~ ~':·r,;,~~~~f~ ~-,"'l,r< 1"1} #\.,,..,.:-("\,"• .. , •. "' 
1~ !-,.1$V~ (.,~.-~,;. 1,,.,.. -,.,.._,,....,.. ~...:... ... .,,,,"'4.i.~ ....... ""·V4.•.:";c,- l'-'<>? ~ •-''--:-~J,_,y ~V '\.,r,-... .,.l...~-'" ..,.:>-,_·--..) .,..,..~, 

h-r-... • _·t..r*""_t_---. t'.•h··c~~ t..,. ...... ~"\-4 ~.... ., .. .:. ,"'t--/ii"i"t1 r"' t'!f,-•")~ r;;•,1~..:>"r"" '.,'.i'"'..n ... ......-r·r: ii . ,.;,1~1.:.'.·/ .....•..,) ............,,.. .,_:: ........_..., """'-• .;.., .,.,,.,w 1.;., .:.,~~ .• ......, ~.J-~ ...-"Y'...,,,.;..~·--•••....-iU.;..."'lt·•,"..,•.t-.:.• ...ti._..z.~...-_; ~ \.. ~ ..~---""' 

i~ .;;.Sa_:m- o~ble to °' "' ~g sho.o::1 ·ni; ..'" t _f: t-1olin3 of a ta:rt. T1 c 
-.....1?i,:XH3 .. l particular I ::,v~ u·€·(;::l stro·Jr s • te1:s en:· a tr~t"t . 

Th€ L "'tcb ar. l'H,.ill CO!.tCCk'i.i.n{~ ;;;~-~,t~t th.a C thri.L., Arti.cl(;: III 
,".:j;'l,\r-.,-.r·-:.,1 ·:. . ..., ...1., • ..,,::.-.. ,... ...... "'J . - f')·~ ,, ,°',._....4.

L:.,_.wlw ..;.:;._-:.,,. 1·y-~·}~ v:-.· ,- . ...,,.....__ ~t. .Z~J \. ~ l£..JL,!..-,'4.~ 

't""" !;~H•:7~,.rrt·,1-..:r if- "f?-<->;,,;\ C;•, ~:::,c:, _,j''(11"-l .!'.","'f",!".)l • ...~·."-r-/1.··~dV ._rV.J-rr J.~ ""-,..'..#-> ..,,...:,.. ~ ~Ji.+ ...; .-:.,- .... itw, •• ,; ...... ,.....,. ~-'!.---. ~ ~"'.,..., .i..V ·•0 

-l ve M~id tr "'J-Y~re Ct.!·Or-.:1.nJto CC,'-..10 ti~" t-.. d.t l 
fa~rc~ui~~t::011 :La vi..e'w '.cf th,o ti¢g;-rtive atf·ttucl 

the l·i i~h ~J.'!·1 Canadlans ar, irr.pq~icrit tJitb t11~ fh ce of 
P-orr,r,~e:-s tr. ""'t' ..-1:-, tn 1 ..~ t· e t•.!) ....n~ ('7'~"' Y-4t{ t'!~ 't...rr.~t.-.'l'/~'J.... ,ff"'r~o•J..J-... _,.,,._,,.,.,,, ~4 , .. ,k .J -~-~v . ... 0 , ~-t. • ...__ .- .... ....._~ L..;,.....l.it;.:v ""..i;. ,- u..g..._.., 

unlL.~ _ly to gine :my orert S ~:?'"";Or~ on ~a-(:cJUwZGS cr·,t~st-1·O 

be-cause they dt> not trl "'!b :o r,4.:'e-·uoice tLei.r iev .... 
Coc1t:.io:.n ~ .. e-x·ship.) l~e C::.-r4arllc1s ·~ve o, _ro~leoH..,. v:?t 
w:t.th tl:~ text th..;-:. is t~at thp ·y tlou d prefc· to £---:lfe-
c,-u ..,..... ---:.~. ,...,":i'?),'\T /:'.,,•fl•~ .. ,'7 t~ nl~,...lc--,'l,• '\";d ~-r.m-nucl~-y ~~ ·-r cs O t ·~-:.·
~~\..J..J•. ~l:'a ..;,,..J -t.,,'\.~,~~ .-..r-1 ~ " '-'~ ·• ~ ...._ "' iJ# ... •► ............ °"'""- ,... ....... 

tr·" ty > thot13h t1~~rc arc clear 11.d::.c tion2 tl'-ey w•"\-' ~ld n~ i;'lsis&, 
\.$7.on it~-
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'll'l~ Frc,nch b_ ... ne · said tb:·~y Yill Jo. t sign t.r.11:.?tretd.:y b _J.,; 
<lo no·t -object to o~ht:!X S: ... at.es a~hwt'7.ng. At the pres,~~.t tin?C 
there is no cl.e.ar c"~d..<lenceth.rtt the ..+-rcnc1 az- . &«:t~~ti.113 to 

~ . t.cg_e t e p:.ojec-t cl~"'ldet:;""lnely,, althouzh tho D-J.tch r1c.ve 
snia the u·cn,:!h hnve t rreir~~rJ.e-dto p3r ..lyze £:.trR.t~I{a1ir:t the ev-ci1t 
tl1at H?T a£~gmir ·s ax-e accepted. • 

·7he Ua1.r1err.tEc1!J'1:00 t1~e t1;;-.. .i cs are strit ...~ a 1)1,ort.ers of a~ v' ,..,. , 

t:ree.)o;oym., ara a1s.o impa<r•i·Zl!t trlth. h.o pace of n~&~titit:tons. 
Ltc'<-~bom:g w:\.11 1Yrob.:ibly foll •~!, "'.L, etron.0: a11d favtn:·~~:)la tr:lg:tttrl 
l n~cl. G"'l"':..4:.~P...""'1:t 1·-.:.,, 1 ~ ...,.,t~i t~ e!r t"<"'r.'l"'{"'"'tf .nf*'P-f;"~i.... 'P,·•y•~-;•,;,vc.-e':{"!t-"l':r~ <'""t)

·• -..it.-1',ol~~" h«'~"-'• 0 ,~4";...J•• v~.._, '"""'.,,/ tc.,;~.,,.. J,"".:;..:.-'IF,..~ • ·~ * \-, 41!'!: ~.t....._·l!o-.J W ..:U.-.'kyl ~..., e ~ ~....,..,.,..,.,..t, 

0Port:u!;al and IccL"ltld h.:1va ru> ~trO! feeli'r.,&is m th_. su!>ject ~..1-..: 

genorally su port the tz:ea.t-y effozt~ 

T11e J"lp.anesJe t,cl:tev-e t~1:t: a tr~·aty 1 t';" in~1:m•ta11t and 
•~'f""¢'t, ,""'t·
~ .... v~·~4•)- b.-~" . t~.::i.4 

.f:'h:"\y 'i".'~V'° 
• ~..<,jlM,,. fA.11..,,,:JS ,w crv•r;p-

~-✓A-1>,.r-.-
l'•,.~ ,nrv-"I'•;:_~

;,J•-~4,-4'tJ4-,.. • 
ona3w...,f. ,~~ ".'\'ii',.

~-1.>'-.:,J 
~•~,;.l,.._;..,-.w .r-r,y,~\,:"'P':"";;'-!.i7,w,-...t.i~.-'1.--'1-··k•~~• ·1 .. 

with Gssu1.'ing thzt the tXt;.~tJ ii-1..ll r.\.~~ LJ,.l."ib t pe~~cft1l 
nuclf:.ar ~ct;i···,ri.tics., T11~yalso t.·11sh :.u-1:.=.n.t~-c n;:e ths ....tllfJ•. t:re~ity 
will not obstrtrat th 0 u .. s.-..Jnpa1w1:-C :b.1Jtual S~ctt.r:L"'y T:coaty. 
Thuy of couxc---e also 11ave soma t~:'!-sita·:--ions ab.o-u~...o. f.ir{t'l cot;1-
mir~nt n◊t to go nucle:~ &1d th ~Y hav-e s :ne u11e~~si1},s i1 aboi1t, 
Sovic~t .. A~rlcan det~n ...e m~·t there seems to bt .. no r~ l pos&i­
bility tIUlt the Jn at~":e t.1ill not ~ttppo~t, the treaty. 

We tt.'~e giving the !i.<lialls the c.. ft text t~ is w~~k. Th:a 
Ind.inns will L"'l the fi:r.zt stan~.e objec-... to a tre.rity whichi ...... 
e....-esn◊t i!:i.pose chll.8ati0:ns o-tt the !.'VJ.clear per..;ier.s to ir:rl:t£2~~e 
uuele·ar dis.ara~ar..1{:;nt.. Thil I1~ians lia.ve also privatel7 ruist2d 
the question of Indian scc-utity guarm1:1--ee!9. · In ~i,'ditior1 they 
wic.1 to be assured tl at their p~:.c~ful nucle~ r a-eti.vit.:i.e Fill 
not be L~t,?rf er<Jd ·with. Given the In.di . .a.Tt rcl:t~n--· ~ upon Swi(:t 
~"\ ...! tt, ..... ,,..._~4~ . . "!'-"' "?" .ct-..,,,_ t-'t--,~. ~ ;.._,~ ~-'":tr-,-.,,.... t-~,- ~"'·""•'"'J' '\"\on- T·n.:-'fi.- v'\,

M .....• ·•----~-...,..,....._,'If':-...-._;;•~';\;_._......, _,.i.,_,;·~ '\.;:i,,.\fj,~.11"'r' ,...., i..,.t••,'f..-, ..,... '¼,_,..."':'4..~..-.. .... .,,, ..... ./,. {,:,J'l,.·~·.i,· .. ~-""'"" ~"'-..,,.I ,....__,.,,.,,,.,..., •~---•• 

""' • ,,.. &"' ~ ""' 't - .. ,. t 1 'P • ., ... i-"accep'-ance oz cne ~~eai...y seet1ts ._1.Ye.;..y > ,•.1-1-ougnpos.sJJJ y w • t,,....,. 
sen-a-reserva·tions. • 
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l.£tst 1:1-.ek't:e g;ave the Is:!:.n:ilis a rather .full b1:-i~f ibg o.tt 
the CU:-.t!~t trc.:1ty ~ but noJ'· th~ ti:1ct:. T:h1Zllar~eli kt.}a~Ba.co.r· 
did o c~,t'es~ ...1 y v.i..~1.;t at t.:1at t:i..u~~ a~:.v1r4.s lii.s S{rv'e ·f-~1ent 
lAr'"Ould n..;--c ~..to n u~y ou ~ pxcse:u:.t1.;ioa. The Is:rt"£1:ls :- ul<l 
pi-e~ r not to !mv~ Jl. nu,clea.r O!.l~ir • foreclosed. f!owever, t J,.ey 
are p2:'ohab: y elJ~~:.teti ..at once a tre",.ty is azr~e<l upon t:hoy uill 
p1.:ob~1bly I.ave no clioiee but to adhere to it .. 
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MEMORANDUM 

THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

March 30, 1967 

MEMORANDUM FOR MR. RO 

Subject: Telephone Conversation 
with John Graham, London Financial Times 

This afternoon, at the request of your office, I telephoned Mr. John 
Graham, London Financial Times, who had called the Press Office 
concerning John Finney' s article in the New York Times this morning 
on the Non-Proliferation Treaty. 

Mr. Graham wanted to know whether it was correct that we had told 
the Germans that the NPT would not prevent the establishment of a 
European nuclear force in the event of political unification of Western 
Europe. I stated that, as part of our current consultations with our 
allies on the NPT, we were clarifying the nuclear activities that would 
be permitted under such a treaty, since that which was not prohibited 
would be permitted. I stated that, while I could not discuss these 
consultations, the point raised by Finney was subject of a great deal 
of interest in Europe and was obviously involved in the discussions. 

Mr. Graham did not press me as to whether or not we had actually 
given anything in writing on this point to the Germans, which was 
really the news item in the Finney article. 



NATIONAL SECURITY l.-,uN IL 

, 1967 

NOTE FOR MR. RO 

Walt- -

I think you would be interested in the 
attached cable, which you might not 
have seen, giving the present planning 
on the schedule for NPT discussions 
with our NA TO allies and the Soviets 
in preparation for tabling the treaty 
at the ENDC on May 9. 

Att.: 
STATE 164401 
to all NA TO capitals 
dated 3/ 28/ 67. 
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OUTGOl·NG DepartmentTELEGRAM of State 
J • I \ \

INDICATE: □ COLLECT 
0 CHARGE TO 

Origin ACTION: ALL NATO cAPITALS PRIORITY 

f, 

ss INFO: US Mission, GENEVA 
GPM 
SP 
SC s TE 1,~114ol 
SAH 

NATUS/DISTOL 
H ·Y ~ .,1 .. 

EUR Following are our views on schedule for future NPTNEA 
IO discussions with our NATO allies and the Sovietso p 
USIA lo During week of March 27 we will continue bilater£.i\l di~= 
NSC 

·- INR .cussions here in Washington with the Germans and Italianso 
CIA .._.,~-
NSA this time we will seek to obtain from them their reactions 
DOD 
SCI the rather extensive responses we have given them during 
OIC 
AEC week" We clearly cannot resolve all of the issues during 
OST 

period but hopefully we can ~.rrow them down in preparation 

During 

to 

the pa~t 

thiis 

for 

a NAC discussiono If we receive some encouragement from the 

EURA.TOMcountries to our suggestions for amending Article II.I~ 

we will ask the Soviets for their views as saion as possible() 

2 o In any event s- on April 4 we would h ve a NAC meeting at 

which we would review the general nature of the views that h~ve 

Orahed by: Tel. Ext. Telegraphic transmission and 
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been presented to us by some of our allies and submit (1) the 

proposed changes in the text and interpretationsthlAt we propose to 
in text 

try out -on the Soviets before ti11blingsi and (2) the cbanges/that we 

will su:pport &after tabling and during the FsNDCc{O)n~iderat:i@nof the 

texto We will a.lsc ex:r,lain re&s@nta why ~t:har changes suggested "by 

some allies .are not desirable or pi:'actical., (llo~ter will a.tt~1nd NAC 
meeting.,) 

3o Weplan to transmit text @f n~t A.1:t.:icleIII (based on 

$Uggestlons already given them) to EURATOM themembers during 

mddle of this week for discus$1·c:,n at April 4 MACmeetbigo 

4~ By April 19 we would b.ope to complete NAC consultations 

and obtain concurrences of our ~llies to tabling a text with the 

. understm1ding tlwt they are oot at that tim~ c@nm1i:tted In ordere 

to giv~ Soviets time for their high~level revieTh7 and con$ultation 

their allies® we will have t(O} c@nelude MAC c@n~ultatioow by April 19 G 

Sc F@ll@Win,gthe April 19 MACmeeting we would w~nt: to give 

at having an understanding with them with re:spect to tabling the 
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te)d'. and wit.h respect to the intcrpr.~tatio~1.s h7· about Pfay ~L »()pefult.y 

we.-could th.en be ready to joi-o.tly table the text on May 9,. 

6,. We ar.e pr;;;pared to take time to con..sult:at:toiY\isn.e•,".:.eg,:rna:ry· c,p;11J·plet~~ 

\vith Allies and believe above is 3. z·eascniable Bchedule iot: dod,.n.g so•; 

USRO sh0ul<l inform Fe,:mrep.s,. 

RUSK 
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March 15., 1967 

MEMORANDUM 

129, 8TO: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

L It is not yet a very serious issue in domestic politics. The 
present Indian government is probably firm enough to gain acceptance 
for any position on the NPT it decides to adopt. Public discussion of the 
NPT has been overshadowed by the election., Cabinet formation, etc. 
The Jan Sangh has long advocated going for the Bomb., and it did gain 
strength in this election. So there will be more flack now than before. 
But Mrs. Gandhi, Morarji and Chavan together could swing it. 

2. Morarji at Finance will be a mixed blessing on this question. 
He will probably opt for not going for the Bomb because of financial 
pressures., but he is hyper-sensitive about India 1s status and equality of 
treatment. We therefore must promptly improve our methods of con­
sultation with the Indians in New Delhi if we want to avoid a last-minute 
stone-walling by Indians until their status and pride are fully honored. 

3.. The issues worrying Indian officials remain (a) not even a 
gesture at equality of sacrifice; (b) 5-year review subject to weapons 1 

holder veto; (c) safeguards imposed on non-nuclear countries do not 
apply to nuclear countries, (d) and no real assurance when China is their 
main enemy .. 

4. They are getting virtually the full text in bits and pieces 
from Germans., Japanese, etc., but have not yet got the whole from us. 
State is pushing today to instruct Geneva to consult the Russians about 
how and when to make it available to the Indians. This will permit some 
opening of the dialogue with the Indians in New Delhi. 

5., But we still need something more high powered and knowledgeable 
on the details than we yet have in the Embassy in New Delhi, although 
Jerry Green, the DCM$ is a very shrewd and systematic man. He and 
Chet need a back up., of some kind .. 

6. Pm pressing Nick to pursue the question of greater consul­
tation with the Indians .. 
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SECRET March 15, 1967 

MEMORANDUM FOR MR. ROSTOW 

SUBJECT: Japanese Attitudes Toward Non-Proliferation Treaty 

Conclusion: 

If a non-proliferation treaty comes into being, Japan 1s signature 
is a virtual certainty. The Japanese public would not stand for 
Japanese non-adherence. Meanwhile, considerable backing and 
filling can be expected, both because Japan has some genuine problems 
with the treaty and because the government must in any event go through 
a certain amount of posturing to show a decorous degree of national 
independence. 

A full and frank public dialogue on NPT has only been triggered by 
articles and editorials over the past month or so. Public objections to 
the treaty center around three basic considerations: 

1 The "inequality':.' of the treaty; Leo, "sacrifice" is requiredo 

of non-nuclear powers without concomiti.ant requirement that the nuclear 
powers move toward disarmamento 

2. Tendency of the treaty to foreclose options for non-nuclear 
powers, thus consigning them to a permanent status as third class nationso 

30 Fear that the treaty will inhibit non-nuclear nations in their 
peaceful use of nuclear power and that technological retardation will 
result. 

The press has been sympathetic with these objections., which are 
shared by both the government and· the public., but has been reluctant to 
come out and say that Japan should preserve its nuclear options. While 
the effect of the public debate is in the direction of "legitimizing" dis­
cussion of nuclear weapons., the debate is usually put in terms of peaceful 
uses. "Nuclear" is thereby becoming a somewhat less dirty word., but 
this trend is not expected to go far enough to affect strong public support 
for adherence to a non-proliferation treaty if one should come into being. 

A basic problem is that parity with the great powers has been a con­
sistent theme in the modern history of Japano There is great reluctance 
to be excluded forever from the super-power clubo Furthermore., the 
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Japanese fear that our detente with the Soviets will go too far, to their 
detrimento Hence their ( well taken) caution to us that the Soviets are 
not to be trustedo 

There is a possibility that Japan will join with other non-nuclear 
nations in collective bar gaining concerning the treaty in the hopes that 
it may yet constitute a firm step toward achievement of general and com­
plete disarmament -- and particularly that it may stimulate progress 
toward nuclear dis armament. 

Our problem is not to get the Japanese to sign the treaty. They are 
almost certain to do so. Our problem is to get them to accept it as not 
having been rammed down their throats, thereby producing troublesome 
political fallout. 

Consultations since last December have helped. If we had consulted 
with them perhaps a year ago, and thus had obtained a reading on their 
problems earlier, we would probably be in better shape today. Foster's 
position was that we were not ready to talk with such as Japan until we had 
worked out a draft treaty with the Soviets. 

Recommendations: 

1 o Basic to such problems as exist with both the government and the 
public is the Japanese feeling that they simply do not want to have to look 
in from the outside in a matter of such crucial concern to them. Our 
problem with Japan would be made dramatically easier if we could get 
Japan into the ENDC, or at least make a major effort in that direction. 
The Soviets may buck it, but the blame should be on their backs o (I under -
stand that while Foster has taken this matter up with Dobrynin., it was done 
in a rather half-hearted way.) 

2. Our consultat:io ns with the Japanese should be more egalitarian in 
tone. While there has been improvement in recent weeks, much of what 
we call consultation has been close to lecturing. Alex Johnson has been 
doing a first rate job, both in substance and in atmospherics and largely 
through that we have made some progress on a nwnber of specific worries 
which the Japanese originally had. {The tone of our recent briefings on 
ChiCom advanced weapons was excellent. The Japanese had the feeling 
that we were treating them much as we would our British colleagues. ) 
Frankly, it does seem that ACDA has all too frequently viewed consulta­
tions with our allies as an inconvenience, and as quite peripheral to the 
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central is sue of agreement with the Sov.iets. There has been a reluctance 
to pay attention to special national sensitivities -- and perhaps even a lack 
of the requisite understanding of such sensitivities on the part of ACDA 
personnel. This situation may be improvingo Someone from Dick Sneider 1s 
office sat in on ACDA 1s discussions with the Japanese Embassy for the 
first time two days agoo 

3. We should ask Alex Johnson whether a visit to Tokyo by Foster or 
someone else in the near future to discuss remaining problems at a high 
level would be useful or whether it might in fact create the idea that we have 
too much apprehension about chances for the treaty 1s successo If Foster 
talks to the NAG he may not need to go to Tokyoa but if he engages in bi­
lateral talks in Europe he probably should gJ to Tokyo as well. He certainly 
must go if he goes to l~ ew Delhi. In any event, the Japanese should be kept 
fully informed on what we are saying to our NATO allies. 

In short, our problem with the Japanese is manageable, with a satis­
factory outcome highly probableo Chiefly, at issue is obtaining that out­
come in a manner which will not cost unduly. 

cc: Mr. Jorden 
Mro Ropa 

-5"ECRE"-



MEMORANDUM 

THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

--5-ECRET .. March 15, 1967 

C ASSI IEDMEMORANDUM FOR MR. W.W. ROSTOW 
.0. 12958, c. 3.6 

SUBJECT: Italy and the Non-Proliferation Treaty NL.I f--3 i./P~~~--r 

~ , NA A Date 1~-l]-7f 

The Problem: The central problem for the Italians can be most simply stated as 
one of national pride, prestige and status. Italy regards itself as one of the four 
great powers of Free Europe. It sees the U.K. and France as nuclear powers -­
giving up nothing of sub stance in the Treaty - - and Germany as in a special category 
and already bound in self-renunciation. Therefore the Italians feel themselves 
unique and, in a sense discriminated against. They also fear being locked into 
a permanent inferior status, particularly as regards France. 

Nevertheless, the Italian buffs in EUR, in the Intelligence side of State and in CIA 
all estimate that the Italians will go along with the Treaty in the end - - particularly 
if we can make at least a nod in their direction. They will probably even agree to 
Article III if some reasonable transitional and other facilitating arrangements can 
be worked out. So the Italians probably will be prepared to make the sacrifice. 
However, this leads us to their second problem. They have envisaged this sacri­
fice as a contribution to European unity. It has seemed to them that the Treaty as 
now drafted may make European unity harder, and may facilitate France 1 s obstruc­
tion. They would be happier if the half-way house of a partially unified Europe 
were not so clearly ruled out (although they are coming to realize that we cannot 
get a treaty with the Russians if we try to change this key element). The Italians 
have somewhat moderated their stand on this point in the past days. 

Besides European unity, the Italian worries seem to revolve around: 

Italian security against non-signatories (Albania, the UAR, Yugoslavia, 
etc.) 

further US-Soviet disarmament, as the nuclears 1 compensating sacrifice. 

technological spin-off. 

The Internal Political Situation: All the Washington observers agree with 
Reinhardt 1 s oft-repeated point that the locus of opposition is in the Italian govern­
mental leadership, and that the press and nation-wide political forces are following 
the government's lead. They believe that the internal political problem is manage­
able if the leader ship can be brought around, and the opposition to the Treaty is 
not yet deeply embedded in the public mind. Nevertheless, the governmental 
leadership is a big 11if 11 

, and deeply-felt national emotions could certainly be 

aroused as the debate progresses. 

SECit'.I!:'f 
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The key figures are Fanfani, Saragat, Moro, Andreotti and Colombo. CIA 
believes Fanfani is the real center of doubt and opposition, partly attributing his 
concern to the fact that he is trying to break out of the mold of Italian politics to 
become a true Europeanist leader. They believe he has ambitions to be Hallstein 1s 
successor. Apparently Saragat and Moro are deeply concerned, but our informa­
tion is less complete than it might be about the play of personalities. Nenni has 
told us he supports the Treaty and emphasizes the need for its early conclusion. 

Meeting the Situation: The following areas would seem most promising. 

1. Greater attention to the relationship between purposes of the treaty as set 
forth in the preamble - - including its hortatory language about Soviet-American 
progress in disarmament -- and the provisions for the review conference, amend­
ment, and possible withdrawal. As it is, the nuclear powers retain a veto on 
treaty amendments; and the non-nuclear powers' rights to withdraw from the 
treaty are conspicuously discouraged. Obviously, we do not want to make it 
easy for the non-nuclear powers to back out after five years, but some language 
relating the review provisions to the purposes of the preamble might be helpful. 
(We should bear in mind, however, that this change might be better accomplished 
in response to wider pressures against both the Soviets and ourselves from all 
the non-nuclear powers, after the treaty is tabled.) 

2. Regarding Italian security, we will have to repeat and underline our strong 
reassurances that we remain committed to the defense of Italy and Europe. 
The Italians would like strong assurances of the continued effective operation 
of the NATO permanent committee. 

3. We should intensify our efforts to convince and assure the Italians that they 
will not be discriminated against in peaceful nuclear technology (along the lines 
of our efforts with the Germans). 

4. We should provide assurances on the availability of U.S. fissionable material 
for Italian reactor projects along the same lines that Foster has just been 
authorized to give the Federal Republic. 

5. We should consider how and whether we can accelerate negotiations on the 
provision of fuel for an Italian nuclear ship (now hung up with the Joint Committee). 

6. As regards atmospherics, what the Italians need is evidence that we take 
them seriously, and also the possibility to indicate to their own public that we 
have to some extent been responsive to their concerns. Like some others, they 
need to be able to say they have their thumb prints on the Treaty and its negotia­
tion -- and that their own sacrifices are worthwhile. To this end we might 
consider a Presidential letter to Moro. 

Attachment 
INR Study dated March 2, 1967 
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to The Secretary 
Through: 
From 

S/S
INR - Thomas L. 

.l'IJl 
Hughes-lV'I 

By 
Subject: Italian Frustrations Over The NPT _WRIGGINS 

Recent Italian objections to some aspects of the draft nonproliferation 

treaty (NPT) appear to be motivated by concern for prestige as well as 

by genuine fears that Italian vital interests may be adversely affected. 

There still exists in Italy widespread public and political support for 

the principle of nonproliferation (originally engendered and fanned by the 
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solemn connnitments of all recent Italian governments in favor of a "non­

proliferation policy"), and any Italian government which refused to sign 1 

an NPT would probably find itself in serious difficulties. It is almost 

certain, therefore, that if and when a treaty agreed to by the US and 

the USSR is opened for signature, Italy will sign. 

So long as the US and the USSR were far apart on the form and contents 

of an NPT, the Italians made something of a nuisance of themselves by proposing 

their own compromise solutions aimed at achieving some sort of nonproliferation . 

. In 1965, they initiated and militantly pushed, first in Geneva and subsequently 
i 

in the UN, a plan calling for a unilateral "moratorium" on the part of the 

non-nuclear states with regard to the manufacture and acquisition of nuclear 

weapons. Limited to a specific period of time, the moratorium was designed 

to encourage the nuclear powers to make some progress toward nuclear disarmament. 

Italian fervor for nonproliferation was not only generated by the activist 
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character of Foreign Minister Fanfani, but was also dictated by genuine 

popular and political support fur it. 

While this support has, if anything, increased as chances of a US-USSR 

accord have improved, the Italian government and its spokesmen in Geneva, 

in NAC, and in the press have suddenly begun to make waves against it. 

Although the government still maintains, both publicly and privately, its 

full support for the principle of an NPT, it has raised a number of 

"reservations" to some of the articles of the treaty as presently formulated. 

As they have surfaced during the past several weeks, Italian reservations 

are based principally on the following "official" motivations: 1) the treiaty, 

minus the so-called European option, places the non-nuclear members of the 

"Six" at the mercy of nuclear France, which wi 11 not become an NPT signatory 

and which will be in a position to dictate the terms of eventual European 

political unity; 2) Italian adherence to the treaty would place Italy at a 

disadvantage should other states either in Europe or in the "Mediterranean 

Basin" refuse to sign; 3) the proposed safeguards artitle threatens t·o 

widen the "technological gap" between the nuclear and the non-nuclear stat:es 

by placing the latter's peaceful research and application of nuclear energy 

under a system of inspection and "control," and, in any event, should apply 

to both nuclear and non-nuclear states; and 4) the treaty does not provide 

for a sufficiently strong commitment by the nuclear powers to make further 

progress toward disarmament. 

Every US effort to reassure the Italians on these issues has thus f~r 

• fail~d. Moreover, hardly a day goes by without some newspaper article or 

editorial (doubtless government-inspired) adding new reservations to the 

official laundry list. Among the latest jewels, gleaned from a recent 

SECR:Bl!-/NO¥0:REIGN DISSEM/CON'fROLLEfl f>ISSEU 
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editorial in 11 Popolo, the official organ of the ruling Christian Democratic 

Party, is the following: Italy, "as one of the most important industrial 

powers in the world," cannot accept the discrimination between nuclear and 

non-nuclear states based on the "odious" demarcation line of the "mere 

possession" of "A and H bombs." Another and even more hysterical objection 

was registered by an editorial in the Roman daily Il Messaggero (reportedly 

very close to President Saragat) which asks: "Is the bomb the only title 

that qualifies a state as a nuclear state?" After answering in the negative, 

the editorial states that "Italy must be counted among the most important 

nuclear powers [sic] because it is among the most important producers of 

plutonium." "Italy," says 11 Messaggero, "could produce ... a bomb" if it 

wanted to, but has chosen not to do so. In a heart-rending finale, the 

paper asks, "should Italy be downgraded [declassata] because its democracr 

[sic] has no atomic or imperialistic vocations?" 

Al though the third and fourth "official" reservations cited above 

doubtless reflect genuine and legitimate Italian concern, they may also 

hide an Italian ploy to extract political and technological concessions 

from the nuclear powers (read US). Nevertheless, it appears 

that a very important reason for the present Italian agitation must also 

be sought in the motivations underlying the other two official reservations 

and the above-quoted press editorials, namely prestige, or what the 

Italians call bella figura. For reasons of bella figura, Italy is reluctant 

to accept the idea not only -of being cast in a lesser role than France, 

but also of being equated with the "non-nuclear non-states." 

SECRET /NO F'UREIGNDISSEMJCONlROLLEfl D166:SM 
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We believe that present Italian unhappiness would be considerably 

assuaged if the preambular langua~e to the NPT dealing with the "intention" 

of the nuclear signatories to proceed with other aspects of nuclear 

disarmament were strengthened, and if, perhaps, some incense were burned 

\ to the magnanimous offer of self-sacrifice made by a "near-nuclear" such 

as Italy in swallowing the anti-atomic pill. At any rate, public and 

political support for the principle of nonproliferation is such that we 

doubt that any Italian government would risk its life by refusing to adhere 

to an NPT. Although we can anticipate that the Italians will engage in some 

sort of Alphonse et Gaston act with the Germans and other reluctant dragons 

on the timing of their adherence, we continue to believe that they will 

eventually sign. 

- SEeltf!.I/NO FOREIGNDISSEM/CONTROLLED D158EM 
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1ro The Secretary 
Through: s/s 

D~IFIED ~ From INR - Thomas L. Hughes .. 
E.O. 12356, Sec. 3.4 

Sub,ject: Japanese Reservations Toward NPT NJJ - 3 
By , , NARA,Date1-l;;>-'J.S-

Japanese dissatisfaction with the draft Nuclear Non-Proliferation 

Treaty (NPr), while foreshadowed earlier, has been unexpectedly vociferous 

for a nation in which discussion of indigenous nuclear-weapons capabilities 

had long been taboo. Like Germany and Italy, Japan is much concerned that 

by accepting the NPr it will be forced into the position of a second-class 

power in both political and economic terms. While Japan will probably even-

tually adhere to some form of NPr, it will make strenuous efforts to avoid 

nuclear subservience and keep future options open. 

Government Favors "Non-Discriminatory" NPr. At a press conference on 

February JB, Prime Minister Sato stated that while he favored non-proliferation 

"in principle" and Japan would cooperate in the realization of the pact, "Japan 

would be e;ravely concerned if the nuclear powers should attempt to perpetuate 

their international advantages and refuse to cooperate with the non-nuclear 

powers on the arms cut issue.n He reiterated earlier statements that Japan 

would neither develop nuclear weapons nor permit them on its territory, but 

pointed out that peaceful uses of atomic enersy are internationally recognized 

(though he admitted it would be "impossible" to determine whether a nuclear 

explosion had been conducted for peaceful or military purposes). Foreign 

Minister Tak.ea Miki will reportedly enlarge on this position in a foreign 

policy speech to the Diet March 14. Miki is expected to advocate conclusion 
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of' a treaty which will attract a maximum number of signatories but which will 

not perpetuate the superior status of the nuclear-weapons powers and which 

will be a step toward complete disarmament. He will also state that the 

Treaty must not interfere with US-Japan security arrangements (i.e., US 

nuclear protection of Japan) and must not prevent non-nuclear weapons powers 

from participating in peaceful nuclear development, including use of explosive 

devices if they can be distinguished from weapons. 

Press More Outspoken. The Japanese press has been much more assertive 

about its objections to the NPr and has unanimously played up the "conflict 

of interest" between the nuclear-weapons and the ·non-nuclear-weapons states, 

sharply criticizing the NPr as "unfairly" and "unreasonably" preserving the 

11monopoly 11 of the weapons powers while perpetuating the 11 second-class" status 

of the non-weapons states. Asahi and Mainichi buttressed this contention by 

reporting that at a meeting of Japanese ambassadors resident in Europe a 

ma,jority had termed the treaty "unequal" and believed that steps should be 

taken to protect Japan's national interests; the Deputy Vice Minister of 

Foreign Affairs told the Embassy in 'rokyo that while there was a general 

consensus that an NPr was needed, most of the ambassadors believed the weapons 

powers must make a commitment to reduce their arms, that the treaty should 

provide for renegotiation after a fixed period, and that Japan should study 

its implications carefully before signing. The press strongly contends 

that the 11 super powers" must give positive assurances that they will discard 

their nuclear monopoly and blames the United 13tates and the Soviet Union for 

the proliferation (in France and Communist China) that has taken place thus 

far. In view of the taboo on discussing nucJear weapons for Japan," most of 
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the published miscivinGS have emphasized concern that Japan will be put at 

a disadvantn;·-,e in the peaceful uses of nuclear energy, especially as regards 

explosive devices. However, some commentators have been bold enough to ex­

press the fear that if Japan sicns the treaty it will become permanently 

dependent upon the United States for defense and that Japan will become 

it itpowerless in international politics. The press has also expressed support 

for German reservations and echoed the Japanese Government views on the need 

for continued. security guarantees. 

Japan Will l\.r[iue But Provably Sir$n• The stand already taken by the 

l_i;overnrnent, backed up by the more vic;orousJ.y expressed reservations in the 

press, sw;gests that Japan w1.ll make a concerted effort to make the NPI1 as 

non-discriminatory against the non-weapons powers as possible, particularly 

vis-a-vis peaceful uses. Japan will push for a conrrnitment on the part of 

the weapons powers to discard their nuclear arms eventuaJly and will insist 

on a provision for renecotiation after a fixed, limited period. The Japanese 

will press their contentions in consultation and perhaps in concert with 

Germany and Ita1y ( j_ronicaJ.ly enoueh, their former Axis partners), which 

have similar reservations. However, in the long run, if an NPr draft whj_cb 

does not meet all tfopan' s re~_;ervations is eventually agreed to by the US und 

the USSR, Japan wiJ 1. probably sign, while keepin:_; its future options exp] ici tly 

open. 

Focus on Japan's Power Status. The debate over the NPI', which ,rnuld 

have been unlikely to reach so high a pitch in Japan a few years ago, 

coincides with an increasinc consciousness amont~ the politically articulate 
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of Japan's revitalized power potential in the Far East. This accounts for 

the strone;ly expressed contention that tfapan must not accept a treaty which 

could limit that potential. There is underlying concern that Japan couJ.d 

become more vu]nerable vis-a-vis Communist China, which is a major competitor 

in :t:ast Asia. 1rhe open discussion of nuclear matters, coupled with increased 

interest in Japan's future power status, should help stimulate debate on 

defense matters in general; the arguments used in the press appear to in­

dicate that opposition to the government's desire to bui.ld up Japan's 

indigenous defenses is weakening. At the same time, the debate suggests, a 

growing desire for less dependence on the United States and may well foreshadow 

greater Japanese self-assertiveness in discussions of power relationships in 

the Far East. 
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MEMORANDUM 

THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

March 9, 1967 

ACDA just called, all in a sweat for fear somebody 
might ask the President a question relating to a speech 
which Senator Pastore has just given in the Senate con­
cerning the necessity for lAEA safeguards in connection 
with the NPT. 

I think a question on the NPT, possibly relating to 
the safeguards aspect, is very likely. 

ACDA I s suggested response is a bit too patronizing 
of the Senator and I think, if used, it might be toned 
down as I have indicated. 

If this subject was not covered in the meeting with 
the President this morning, what do you think we should 
do? 

( 

Dick Ktfoo s e 

Send it up to George Christian as is ------
Send it up as revised ------
Don't bother 



Non-Proliferation Treaty 

One of the questions which seems to be h'.Jlding up the com­
pletion of a Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) is the fact that 
we have no agreement with our allies on what the control 
provision·s should be. Senator Pastore has just given a 
speech in the Senate in which he says the US should insi~t 
that the International Atomic Energy Age: cy in Vienna varify 
the effectiveness -of any regional inspection system, such as that 
set up under the Eur.opean Energy Community. 

Suggested Response:· I have not se.en Senator Pastore's 
speech, but he· is very knowledgeable about these matters. 

fue is· Chairman of Congress I J?int Comn1itte~ on Atomic \.Q 
Energy_] (fll, ,l J.. OJM__ ._ L) V'-L, lj_,., o f ) (\_ o; \C, h. tA Ol n..oO .. C--t~ (}I. 

I might remind you that in my message to the Geneva 
Disarmament Conference last month I pointed out that 
we must work toward a joint international system of safe­
guards satisfactory to everyone in order to ensure that the 
peaceful atom stays peaceful. 

I think the present negotiations on the NPT provide a 
unique opportunity for still future progress in this direction. 

Our negotiators are discussing this question with various 
countries right now.[) am sure that any approach take~ by 
Senator -PastC>re will b.e a reasonable one and helpful in work­
ing out a ,satisfactory answer to the question of controls in 
the treaty) • . • . 
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MONDAY, MARCH 6, 1967 

SECRETARY McNAMARA. The activity in the north is 
up. We can't tell, and won't be able to tell for many 
months, the level of infiltration of men at the present time, 
hecause we can only measure that by information received 
from intelligence sources in South Vietnam and it takes 
perhaps 4 to 6 months to correlate the sources of infor­
mation and come up with reasonably accurate figures. 

But we can measure every day through our reconnais­
sance activities, reconnaissance aircraft operating in North 
Vietnam and the movement of trucks from north to south 
over the roads both in North Vietnam and over the pass 
leading from North Vietnam into Laos and hence the Ho 
Chi Minh trail. 

Q. Mr. Secretary, the interview that you referred to, 
was that a newspaper interview, or some one other of the 
North Vietnamese diplomats? 

SECRETARYRusK. It was an interview published, I 
think, in the New York Times on February 23. 

Q. Secretary Rusk, there is an assumption in this city 
that the Russians now really want the war in Vietnam 
stopped. How does this square with the other side's 
starting to use Soviet 140 millimeter rockets? 

SECRETARYRusK. We hope that the Soviet Union, as 
one of the two cochairmcn, will support the 1954 and 1962 
Geneva Accords. And in the joint communique of Mr. 
Kosygin and Prime Minister Wilson in London the other 
day, they both reaffirmed their support of those accords. 

Vve know that the Soviet Union has been supporting 
Hanoi, particularly in some of the more sophisticated 
weapons. Most of those have been used in North Vietnam 
itself, but some of them have turned up in the south. 

It is true that we and the Soviet Union have important 
differences of view on this. But we would hope that all 
sides could take the 1954 and 1962 accords as a basis for a 
settlement and that somehow the two cochairmen, despite 
some of the complications that they might see in it, we 
could move this situation to a conference or to a settlement 
based on those accords. 

Q. Mr. McNamara, is the use of the waterways some­
thing new, of the North Vietnamese, and, if not, why have 
we waited this long to mine those? 

SECRETARY McNAMARA. The North Vietnamese 
moved, first, from rails to highways. As we attacked the 
rail routes, they were forced to use the land routes. As we 
attacked the land routes, they moved a higher percentage· 
of their traffic to the water routes. 

As I mentioned earlier, as bad weather affected our air 
sorties and reduced them by perhaps 50 percent from 
September to January of this year, we felt it necessary to 
supplement our attacks on the water routes by naval 
gunfire. 

REPORTER. Thank you. 

NOTE: Secretary Rusk and Secretary McNamara held their briefing 
at 12: 55 p.m. in the West Lobby at the White House. As printed 
above, the remarks follow the text of the White House press release. 
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THE PRESIDENT'S 
NEWS CONFERENCE 
MARCH 2, 1967 

OF 

THE PRESIDENT. For your information, prior 
ing with HEW, I am going to drop by Howard 

to visit­
Univer­

sity. Today is the 100th anniversary of the signing of 
the legislation that brought Howard University into 
existence. 

I have been requested to appear there at a brief cere­
mony that they are holding. I shall go out a little earlier. 

For any of you who may want to go, there will be 
transportation for you. If you don't want to go, there 
will be a pool that can report t9 you on it. 

DISCUSSIONS WITH THE SOVIET UNION 

I have a brief announcement to make. I have received 
a reply from Chairman Kosygin to my letter of January 
27. This reply confirmed the willingness of the Soviet 
Government to discuss means of limiting the arms iace 
in offensive and defensive nuclear missiles. 

This exchange of views is expected to· lead to further 
discussions of this subject in Moscow and with our. allies. 
It is my hope that a means can be found to achieve 
constructive results. • 

I will be glad to take any questions in the time allotted 
to me. 

Q. Mr. President, this applies, did I understand cor­
rectly, to offensive weapons as well as the establishment 
of an antimissile system? 

THE PRESIDENT. Offensive and defensive. 
Q. Mr. President, on what level will these discussions 

be? 
THE PRESIDENT. They will be in Moscow with Am­

bassador Thompson. Then we will see how they progress. 
Q. Mr. President, will these Moscow discussions be 

concurrent with the ones going on in the 18-nation dis­
armament conference going on in Geneva? 

THE PRESIDENT. Not necessarily. They are not timed 
in connection with any other con£ erences. 

As you know, I sent Chairman Kosygin a letter and 
asked him to consider the desirability of an exchange of 
views in this regard. He has responded. We would 
assume that the discussions would be initiated with Am­
bassador Thompson. I wouldn't go further than that 
at this time. 

Q. Mr. President, do you see an interconnection be­
tween Senate passage of the consular treaty, the space 
treaty, East-West trade, and a nonproliferation treaty? 
Do you see these as kind of one movement? . 

THE PRESIDENT. I think they are all very desirable 
moves in the national interest of the United States. 

When I became President, one of the first steps I took 
in the first few weeks I was President was to communicate 
with Chairman Khrushchev and suggest that we explore 
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MEMORANDUM Mr. SmithFOR: Bromley 
White House Staff 
The White House 

The President requested that 
Mr. Helms have the enclosed material 
delivered to him by 1700 hours 
today. 

rt· 
EDWARD PROCTORo 

Acting Deputy Director for Intelligenc 

2 March 1967 
(DATE) 

FORM NO. REPLACES FORM 10• 101IOI ( 47) 
1 AUG 54 WHICH MAY BE USED. 
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CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE AGENCY 
WASHINGTON, D. C. 20505 

OFFICE OF THE DEPUTY DIRECTOR FOR INTELLIGENCE 

28 February 1967 

MEMORANDUMFOR: Mr. Bromley Smith> 
White House Staff 
The White House 

SUBJECT Status of the Nonproliferation 
Treaty Negotiations 

1. Attached is a memorandum prepared in CIA 
concerning the present status of negotiations on the 
nonproliferation treaty. I think you will find it 
useful as a study of the crosscurrents of opinion and 
the reservations among the members of the Eighteen 
Nation Disarmament Committee now meeting in Geneva to 
consider the treaty. 

2. Because much of its content is drawn from 
sensitive sources, the memorandum is being given only 
limited dissemination. 

a, /) 1/11 ()') ~ 
, t-l'tf/-41d' j1., . 1• ,u<-c cc1 --
EDWARD W. PROCTOR 

Acting Deputy Director for Intelligence 

Attachment 

DECI..ASmlED 
356, Sec. 3.4' 

4-339 
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SECRE'f"' 
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This document contains information affeding the national 
defenst'. of the United States, within the meaning of Title 
18, sedions 793 and 794, of the US Code, as amended. 
Its transmission or revelation of its contents to or re­
ceipt by an unauthorized person is prohibited by law. 
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CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE AGENCY 
Directorate of Intelligence 

28 February 1967 

INTELLIGENCE MEMORANDUM 

Status of the Nonproliferation Treaty Negotiations 

1. The Eighteen Na tioh .. Disarmament Cammi ttee 
(ENDC) resumed its sessions in Geneva on 21 February 
still facing serious difficulties in reaching agree­
ment on a treaty to curb the spread of nuclear weap­
ons. At present, ·tthe ENDC is proceeding with a gen­
eral debate whiLe awaiting submission of the draft 
nonproliferation 
the ENDC --the 

treaty 
USSR and 

(NPT) by the co-chairmen 
the USo Tbe US wanted to 

of 

submit the draft formulations at the opening ENDC 
session but the USSR refused on grounds that an 
agreed complete draft text was not available for 
high-level consideration in Moscow. The major miss:~ 
ing article is the provision for international safe~ 
guards. Since mid-February, the Soviets have 
shifted their position and say they are now willing 
to submit a draft to the ENDC-~presumabltJ~ven0with­
out' •.the safegyards: ·artt.~l-ee,~after they have consulted 
with their allies and following agreement on the text 
by the US and USSR. However, the US delegation in 
Geneva now estimates it may be several weeks before 
a ~raft can be presented to the ENDC. This would 
allow those Western and nonaligned count,·ries which 
have reservations about the treaty additional time 
to concert' their views and t~ obtain further con­
cessions. 

2. In an effort to prevent this, the US dele­
gation is giving oral briefings on the treaty formu­
lations to the eight nonaligned members of the ENDC. 

NOTE: This memorandum was produced solely by CIA. 
It was prepared by the Office of Current 
Intelligence and coordinated with the Office 
of National Estimates. 

NO FOREIGN DISSEM/BACKGROUND USE ONLY 
-&EGRET • 
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The US is explaining to the nonaligned that the pre­
amble to the treaty would include assurances that 
the benefits of peaceful applications of nuclear 
technology would be available to all parties. Nu­
clear explosives for peaceful ~ses would likewise 
be available on a nondiscriminatory basis through 
appropriate international procedures. Whether this 
will overcome the prevailing skepticism among the 
nonaligned is difficult to say. Although they all 
favor a nonproliferation treaty as such, they will 
be very per~istent not only in trying to obtain 
guarantees of the continued availability of atomic 
energy for peaceful uses for all parties, but also 
in pressing _the nuclear powers to undertake dis­
armament measures and to provide security guarantees 
to nonnuclear states threatened by "nuclear black­
mail." 

3. A major stumbling block remains the pro­
jected article on safeguards which has become a 
source of serious friction within the Western alli­
ance. Particularly among the EURATOM countries, 
opposition continues to grow to acceptance of Inter­
national Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) safeguards as 
a part of the draft treaty. In West Germany, the 
press has from the beginning insisted that the safe­
guards provision would be "grossly discriminating" 
against EURATOM memberso Germany's ambassador to 
NATO has on several recent ·occasions stated that 
the provision is not only incompatible with EURATOM, 
but with the EEC as well. Similar objections have 
been voiced in Italy, and within the past few days, 
official opinion in the Benelux countries--which 
had been favorable toward the nonproliferation 
treaty--has·taken a distinctly more skeptical trend. 

4. The situation within EURATOM, however, is 
a very complicated one. France, which has no in­
tention of signing the NPT and which as a nuclear 
power would not be subject to IAEA inspection even 
if it did, has come out strongly against parallel 
or joint IAEA-EURATOM safeguards controls within the 
EURATOM area. The French argue that the IAEA pres­
ence would jeopardize cooperative research projects 
and ultimately call into question _the existence of 
EURATOM itself. Moreover, p0sing as EURATOM's 
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"protector," the French also charge that the US is 
"d.iscriminating" against the community and is "pre­
pared to sell EURATOM's safeguards system down the 
river." While these arguments have the effect of 
stirring up a kind of nationalistic fervor for the 
community among the other members, they also have 
had the effect of making them painfully aware of the 
preferred position France would have within the com­
munity under the NPT. Thus, for example, Italian 
Premier Moro is said to be convinced that if the 
treaty were signed in its present form, De Gaulle 
and his successors would be given a strong motiva­
tion for preventing any further moves toward po­
litical or military unity among the EEC countries. 

5. Italy and the Benelux countries also fear 
that the safeguards question could become another 
obstacle to Britain's accession to the Common Market. 
A senior Italian Foreign Ministry official told the 
US Embassy ip Rome last week that conclusion of the 
treaty in its present form would so confirm France's 
dominant position that it "would never let the UK 
into the community." The Dutch are likewise said 
to fear that Paris has been maneuvering to be able 
to claim that London has showed "too little concern 
for European integration" in its support of the 
treaty. The British press has in fact taken notice 
of the difficulties within EURATOM and the delicate 
situation in., which·'.the UK has been placed. In a 
recent aide-memoire to the US, London said it fully 
supported an effective safeguards provision in the 
treaty, but added that since some EURATOM countries 
considered the provision discriminatory, Britain 
would have to "comment on this aspect of the ques­
tion with caution." 

6. These crosscurrents were particularly evi­
dent at the 16 February meeting of EURATOM's perma­
nent representatives~ The Germans offered two 
counterproposals for consideration: (1) a safe­
guards provision which would include an option 
covering EURATOM with the understanding that nego­
tiations with IAEA woula follow; or (2) a treaty 
with no safeguards provision. The first alternative 
obviously derives from a proposal offered by Germany 
last fall for a formal agreement between EURATOM 
and the IAEA~-providing for various exchange 

-3-

NO FOREIGN DISSEM/BACKGROUND USE ONLY 
SECRET 



'8-EGRET 
NO FOREIGN DISSEM/BACKGROUND USE ONLY 

arrangements. (It would probably take a long time 
to work out such an agreement, and even then it 
might not be acceptable to the USSR.) The French, 
however, refused to allow consideration of the gen­
eral German proposition that the NPT and safeguards 
issue be discussed and decided on a community basis. 
Although he reiterated that Paris did not intend to 
sign the treaty, the French representative pointedly 
advised his colleagues that while France considered 
the question of signing to be a sovereign national 
decision to be made by each country, France also ex­
pected each EURATOM member to "weigh most carefully" 
the implications 
and European unity. 

for the future of EURATOM, the EEC, 

7. 
Western 

In 
allies 

any c
go 

ase, 
far 

the problems 
beyond the 

of some 
safeguards 

of the 
ques­

tion. The West Germans continue officially to sup­
port the treaty in principle. They maintain, how­
ever, that it should be linked to general disarma­
ment, that civil uses of nuclear energy must not be 
hindered, and that Bonn must receive binding inter­
pretations of certain other provisions of the draft 
treaty. Although the opposition to the treaty con­
tinues to focus on the effect it might have on Ger­
man scientific and technological advancement, these 
objections in a number of instances seem little more 
than a cover masking some leaders' opposition to 
the treaty for largely political reasons. Influen­
tial nationalist elements in the CDU/CSU, for ex­
ample, maintain that the US and the USSR are dealing 
over the heads of the European powers. ~~ey main­
tain that the treaty is in the nature of a "diktat" 
which will be imposed on Bonn and which would com­
pel acceptance of restraints incompatible with West 
Germany's status as a sovereign state. 

8. Chancellor Kiesinger and Foreign Minister 
Brandt have had some success in calming public 
opinion, and a number of newspapers have called 
for a halt to the "wild, emotional and dangerous" 
controversy on grounds that it threatens both the 
prestige of the government and the credibility of 
German policy. Nevertheless, much of the press, 
and many politicians in the CDU/CSU, like Strauss, 
Adenauer, Guttenberg, and Zimmerman, have publicly 
declared their opposition to the treaty in its 
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present form. Probably even more worrisome to 
Kiesinger is the concern expressed by respected 
figures such as Minister of Scientific Research 
Stoltenberg, Bundestag deputy Birrenbach, and the 
physicist, Professor Weizsaecker. German officials 
have meanwhile approached the US with proposals 
which are intended to meet their basic objections 
to the NPT. These proposals specifically call for 
an agreement with the US on "binding interpretations" 
on well-known key issues. 

9. The debate over the NPT could possibly 
cause strains in the grand coalition sufficiently 
serious to jeopardize the Kiesinger government. The 
US Embassy in Bonn notes that while the NPT contro-­
versy is still essentially a foreign policy issue 
it could turn into a major internal problem for 
Kiesinger. Moderates on this issue within the CDU/ 
CSU are thus pinning their hopes on obtaining from 
the US textual changes or the proposed binding in­
terpretations which would lessen opposition to the 
treaty. The Embassy estimates that there are about 
70 CDU/CSU deputies (out of 245) who are intrinsi­
call~ opposed to the treaty and will vote against 
it come what may in the way of changes, because they 
consider a negative vote good politics. If other 
"troubled and undecided" CDU/CSU members should Join 
this hard-core opposition, Kiesinger would face a 
serious dilemma. As a CDU chancellor he could 
hardly contemplate a vote in which his principal 
support would come from the SPD with a majority of 
his own party in opposition. 

10. Italy's attitude toward the NPT draft also 
continues to be negative, and there is as yet no 
sign that Rome is preparing to modify lts basic 
objections. At a 21 February meeting of the West­
ern Four of the ENDC, Rome's representative re­
iterated the Italian reservations already expressed 
in NATO. His major points were that the treaty 
should clearly specify that a future European de­
fense community would have access to nuclear weap­
ons and that safeguards should apply to nuclear as 
well as nonnuclear countries, with EURATOM being 
delegated inspection functions by the IAEA. He 
also pointed out that Italian adherence would have 
to be conditioned on that of certain other countries. 

-5-
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While this reference presumably reflects Italian 
fears that nonsignatories in the Mediterranean area 
might pose an eventual threat to Italy, it is more 
likely that Italy's decision will be contingent on 
Germany's position. The Italian representative's 
position at the Western Four session was given prior 
approval by Italy's Supreme Defense Council--which 
includes the most important officials in the govern­
ment--and the government is now preparing proposed 
amendments to the treaty draft. 

11. The Japanese, who continue to be in contact 
with the Germans and the Italians, also retain their 
reservations about the treaty. Prime Minister Sato 
in a recent press conference expressed support for 
the treaty but indicated that the nuclear powers 
should pay attention to the interests of the non­
nuclear-weapon states. Other Japanese officials 
have questioned whether the restrictions the treaty 
would impose are sufficiently nondiscriminatory, 
and whether enough consideration has been given to 
the security problems of the nonnuclear states. The 
Tokyo press has expressed fears that the first two 
articles of the US draft are so brief as to leave 
"loopholes for farfetched interpretations." Jap­
anese newspapers have also played up the widening 
gap between nuclear and nonnucl~ar nations in the 
areas of nuclear technology and security which might 
allegedly result from the treaty, and argued that 
the only way to ensure world security would be to 
close the gap gradually through nuclear arms re­
duction by nuclear powers. 

12. In India the Secretary to the Prime Min-
ister has told the US Embassy that if the new In-
dian Government agrees to sig~ the nonproliferation 
treaty ~twill be open to a barrage of attacks from 
the greatly strengthened opposition in parliament as 
well as from the members of the Congress Party. He 
said New Delhi's concern centered on what it be-
lieves to be the one-sided nature of the draft 
treaty which is in effect asking the nonnuclears to 
give up their right to develop nuclear weapons while 
asking the nuclear powers to give up nothing. Further­
more, the development of the Chinese nuclear weapons 
program, plus the evidence 
the missile business, inc
security. 

reases 
that Peking 

India's 
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moving 
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13. What impact this chorus of objections might 
ultimately have on Moscow's attitude toward the 
treaty is anybody's guess. Soviet negotiator Roshchin 
in his recent talks with Ambassador Foster at Geneva 
has seemed eager for the US and the USSR to come to 
some agreement on a complete text, apparently in the 
belief that this would weaken the opposition. On the 
safeguards issue, the Russians have made it clear that 
they would be willing to drop the issue or accept r 
other compromise language as long as it did not en­
tail Soviet recognition of EURATOM and did not sub­
ject Eastern Europe to IAEA safeguards before it sub­
jected the EURATOM community to them. On the other 
hand, the Russians have also made it clear that there 
are limits on how far the US might go in meeting the 
desires of its allies without losing Soviet support 
of the treaty and that it was for the US, in effect, 
to elicit the agreement of its allies. For example, 
a member of the Soviet delegation in Geneva has said 
that if confronted with any public US statement that 
the NPT would permit an eventual federated European 
state to ~ave nuclear weapons, Moscow would have to 
~eject it. The delegate added that Soviet opinion 
would interpret such a statement as permitting Ger­
man "access" to nuclear weapons, and that this would 
jeopardize all the laborious progress of the last 
six months. 

14. Thus, while the nonproliferation treaty 
commanded broad world support so long as it was a 
more-or-less remote prospect, its emergence as a 
close-at-hand reality has brought to the surface 
difficulties heretofore submerged. In Western 
Europe, it has been caught up in the problems of 
European integration and in the struggle for pre­
dominant influence among France, Britain, and West 
Germany within the developing European community 
organization. For some Europeans, the US attitude 
toward the safeguards question has seemed to cut 
across two decades of strong US support for European 
unification, and for still other Europeans, these­
cret negotiations between Moscow and Washington 
which paved the way for the present advance toward 
an agreement have raised the old bogey of the USSR 
and the US "dealing over the heads of the Europeans." 
For some West Germans, the treaty has seemed to 
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carry the world closer to the postwar settlement in 
Europe--a settlement which would leave Germany in a 
permanently subordinate position. For the world at 
large, the prospect of the treaty has given new cur­
rency to the idea that the super nuclear powers are 
trying to solidify their world position--a position 
which would give them not only military predominance, 
but also the technological superiority which many of 
the/ nonnuclear countries still believe is the by­
product of a nuclear weapons program. Answers to 
most if not all of these concerns can probably be 
found, but this will probably require concessions 
and specific programs to deal with the views of the 
"have-nots"--not just assurances that their interests 
are not being overlooked--and even then, the bruised 
sensitivities may last a very long time. 
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CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE AGENCY L1 '(:;Y ~ _/ 
WASHINGTON, D. C. 20505 '""1 

I~ 
OFFICE OF THE DEPUTY DIRECTOR FOR INTELLIGENCE q'£) t:.:"7=· 

28 February 1967 

MEMORANDUMFOR: The Honorable Walt W. /4
Special Assistant to the President 
The White House 

SUBJECT Status of the Nonproliferation 
Treaty Negotiations 

1. Attached is a memorandum prepared in CIA 
concerning the present status of negotiations on the 
nonproliferation treaty. I think you will find it 
useful as a study of the crosscurrents of opinion and 
the reservations among the members of the Eighteen 
Nation Disarmament Committee now meeting in Geneva to 
consider the treaty. 

2. Because much of its content is drawn from 
sensitive sources, the memorandum is being given only 
limited dissemination. 

' Mt~Pl!Iltk-
EDWARD W. PROCTOR 

Acting Deputy Director for Intelligence 

Attachment 

DECLASSIFIED 
Authority,tJL,;[3~ ~-,- l9'1- -I-NL:1 007- oa. 

By~, NARA, Date 1a/s/oI 
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CENTRAL INTELLIGE.NCE AGENCY 
Directorate of Intelligence 

28 February 1967 

INTELLIGENCE MEMORANDUM 

Status of the Nonproliferation Treaty Negotiations 

1. The Eighteen Na tionc.Disarmament Cammi ttee 
(ENDC) resumed its sessions in Geneva on 21 February 
still facing serious difficulties in reaching agree­
ment on a treaty to curb the spread of nuclear weap­
ons. At present, ·tthe ENDC is proceeding with a gen­
eral debate while awaiting submission of the draft 
nonproliferation treaty (NPT) by the co-chairmen of 
the ENDC --the USSR and the USo Tbe US wanted to 
submit the draft formulations at the opening ENDC 
session but the USSR refused on grounds that an 
agreed complete draft text was not available for 
high-level consideration in Moscow. The major miss:~ 
ing article is the provision for international safe~ 
guards. Since mid-February, the Soviets have 
shifted their position and say they are now willing 
to submit a draft to the ENDC-~presumably)~venuwith­
out' •. the safegyards: ·art,i..~l-ee-_~after they have consulted 
with their allies and following agreement on the text 
by the US and USSR. However, the US delegation in 
Geneva now estimates it may be several weeks before 
a draft can be presented to the ENDC. This would 
aliow those Western and nonaligned countTies which 
have reservations about the treaty additional time 
to concert their views and tb obtain further con­
cessions. 

2. In an effort to prevent this, the US dele­
gation is giving oral briefings on the treaty formu­
lations to the eight nonaligned members of the ENDC. 

NOTE: This memorandum was produced solely by CIA. 
It was prepared by the Office of Current 
Intelligence and coordinated with the Office 
of National Estimates. 
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The US is explaining to the nonaligned that the pre­
amble to the treaty wbuld include assurances that 
the benefits of peaceful applications of nuclear 
technology would be available to all parties. Nu­
clear explosives for peaceful ~ses would likewise 
be available on a nondiscriminatory basis through 
appropriate international procedures. Whether this 
will overcome the prevailing skepticism among the 
nonaligned is difficult to say. Although they all 
favor a non~roliferation treaty as such, they will 
be very per~istent not only in trying to obtain 
guarantees of the continued availability of atomic 
energy for peaceful uses for all parties, but also 
in pressing the nuclear powers to undertake dis­
armament measures and to provide security guarantees 
to nonnuclear states threatened by "nuclear black­
mail." 

3. A major stumbling block remains the pro­
jected article on safeguards which has become a 
source of serious friction within the Western alli­
ance. Particularly among the EURATOM countries, 
opposition continues to grow to acceptance of Inter­
national Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) safeguards as 
a part of the draft treaty. In West Germany, the 
press has from the beginning insisted that the safe­
guards provision would be "grossly discriminating" 
against EURATOM members. Germany's ambassador to 
NATO has on -several recent ·occasions stated that 
the provision is not only incompatible with EURATOM, 
but with the EEC as well. Similar objections have 
been voiced in Italy, and within the past few days, 
official opinion in the Benelux countries--which 
had been favorable toward the nonproliferation 
treaty--has·taken a distinctly more skeptical trend. 

4. The situation within EURATOM, however, is 
a very complicated one. France, which has no in­
tention of signing the NPT and which as a nuclear 
power would not be subject to IAEA inspection even 
if it did, has come out strongly against parallel 
or joint IAEA-EURATOM safeguards controls within the 
EURATOM area. The French argue that the IAEA pres­
ence would jeopardize cooperative research projects 
and ultimately call into question _the existence of 
EURATOM its~lf. Moreover, posing as EURATOM's 
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"protector," the French also charge that the US is 
"discriminating" against the community and is "pre­
pared to sell EURATOM's safeguards system down the 
river." While these arguments have the effect of 
stirring up a kind of nationalistic fervor for the 
community among the other members, they also have 
had the effect of making them painfully aware of the 
preferred position France would have within the com­
munity under the NPT. Thus, for example, Italian 
Premier Moro is said to be convinced that if the 
treaty were signed in its present form, De Gaulle 
and his successors would be given a strong motiva­
tion for preventing any further moves toward po­
litical or military unity among the EEC countries. 

5. Italy and the Benelux countries also fear 
that the safeguards question could become another 
obstacle to Britain's accession to the Common Market. 
A senior Italian Foreign Ministry official told the 
US Embassy ip Rome last week that conclusion of the 
treaty in its present form would so confirm France's 
dominant position that it "would never let the UK 
into the community." The Dutch are likewise said 
to fear that Paris has been maneuvering to be able 
to claim that London has showed "too little concern 
for European integration" in its support of the 
treaty. The British press has in fact taken notice 
of the difficulties within EURATOM and the delicate 
situation in,,which·'.the UK has been placed. In a 
recent aide-memoire to the US, London said it fully 
supported an effective safeguards provision in the 
treaty, but added that since some EURATOM countries 
considered the provision discriminatory, Britain 
would have to "comment on this aspect of the ques­
tion with caution." 

6. These crosscurrents were particularly evi­
dent at the 16 February meeting of EURATOM's perma­
nent representatives~ The Germans offered two 
counterproposals for consideration: (1) a safe­
guards provision which would include an option 
covering EURATOM with the understanding that nego­
tiations with IAEA would follow; or (2) a treaty 
with no safeguards provision. The first alternative 
obviously derives from a proposal offered by Germany 
last fall for a formal agreement between EURATOM 
and the IAEA~-providing for various exchange 
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arrangements. (It would probably take a long time 
to work out such an agreement, and even then it 
might not be acceptable to the USSR.) The French, 
however, refused to allow consideration of the gen­
eral German proposition that the NPT and safeguards 
issue be discussed and decided on a community basis. 
Although he reiterated that Paris did not intend to 
sign the treaty, the French representative pointedly 
advised his colleagues that while France considered 
the question of signing to be a sovereign national 
decision to be made by each country, France also ex­
pected each EURATOM member to "weigh most carefully" 
the implications 
and European unity. 

for the future of EURATOM, the EEC, 
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tion. The West Germans continue officially to sup­
port the treaty in principle. They maintain, how­
ever, that it should be linked to general disarma­
ment, that civil uses of nuclear energy must not be 
hindered, and that Bonn must receive binding inter­
pretations of certain other provisions of the draft 
treaty. Although the opposition to the treaty con­
tinues to focus on the effect it might have on Ger­
man scientific and technological advancement, these 
objections in a number of instances seem little more 
than a cover masking some leaders' opposition to 
the treaty for largely political reasons. Influen­
tial nationalist elements in the CDU/CSU, for ex­
ample, maintain that the US ~nd the USSR are dealing 
over the heads of the European powers. r~ey main­
tain that tne treaty is in the nature of a "diktat" 
which will be imposed on Bonn and which would com­
pel acceptance of restraints incompatible with West 
Germany's status as a sovereign state. 

8. Chancellor Kiesinger and Foreign Minister 
Brandt have had some success in calming public 
opinion, and a number of newspapers have called 
for a halt to the "wild, emotional and dangerous" 
controversy on grounds that it threatens both the 
prestige of the government and the credibility of 
German policy. Nevertheless, much of the press, 
and many politicians in the CDU/CSU, like Strauss, 
Adenauer, Guttenberg, and Zimmerman, have publicly 
declared their opposition to the treaty in its 
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present form. Probably even more worrisome to 
Kiesinger is the concern expressed by respected 
figures such as Minister of Scientific Research 
Stoltenberg, Bundestag deputy Birrenbach, and the 
physicist, Professor Weizsaecker.. German officials 
have meanwhile approached the US with proposals 
which are intended to meet their basic objections 
to the NPT. These proposals specifically call for 
an agreement with the US on "binding interpretations" 
on well-known key issues. 

9. The debate over the NPT could possibly 
cause strains in the grand coalition sufficiently 
serious to jeopardize the Kiesinger government. The 
US Embassy in Bonn notes that while the NPT contro­
versy is still essentially a foreign policy issue 
it could turn into a major internal problem for 
Kiesinger. Moderates on this issue within the CDU/ 
CSU are thus pinning their hopes on obtaining from 
the US textual changes or the proposed binding in­
terpretations which would lessen opposition to the 
treaty. The Embassy estimates that there are about 
70 CDU/CSU deputies (out of 245) who are intrinsi­
cally opposed to the treaty and will vote against 
it come what may in the way of changes, because they 
consider a negative vote good politics. If other 
"troubled and undecided" CDU/CSU members should Join 
this hard-core opposition, Kiesinger would face a 
serious dilemma. As a CDU chancellor he could 
hardly contemplate a vote in which his principal 
support would come from the SPD with a majority of 
his own party in opposition. 

10. Italy's attitude toward the NPT draft also 
continues to be negative, and there is as yet no 
sign that Rome is preparing to modify lts basic 
objections. At a 21 February meeting of the West­
ern Four of the ENDC, Rome's representative re­
iterated the Italian reservations already expressed 
in NATO. His major points were that the treaty 
should clearly specify that a future European de­
fense community would have access to nuclear weap­
ons and that safeguards should apply to nuclear as 
well as nonnuclear countries, with EURATOM being 
delegated inspection functions by the IAEA. He 
also pointed out that Italian adherence would have 
to be conditioned on that of certain other countries. 

-5-
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While this reference presumably reflects Italian 
fears that nonsignatories in the Mediterranean area 
might pose an eventual threat to Italy, it is more 
likely that Italy's decision will be contingent on 
Germany's position. The Italian representative's 
position at the Western Four session was given prior 
approval by Italy's Supre~e Defense Council--which 
includes the most important officials in the govern­
ment--and the government is now preparing proposed 
amendments to the treaty draft. 

11. The Japanese, who continue to be in contact 
with the Germans and the Italians, also retain their 
reservations about the treaty. Prime Minister Sato 
in a recent press conference expressed support for 
the treaty but indicated that the nuclear powers 
should pay attention to the interests of the non­
nuclear-weapon states. Other Japanese officials 
have questioned whether the restrictions the treaty 
would impose are sufficiently nondiscriminatory, 
and whether enough consideration has been given to 
the security problems of the nonnuclear states. The 
Tokyo press has expressed fears that the first two 
articles of the US draft are so brief as to leave 
"loopholes for farfetched interpretations." Jap­
anese newspapers have also played up the widening 
gap between nuclear and nonnucl~ar nations in the 
areas of nuclear technology and security which might 
allegedly result from the treaty, and argued that 
the only way to ensure world security would be to 
close the gap gradually through nuclear arms re­
duction by nuclear powers. 

12. In India the Secretary to the Prime Min-
ister has told the US Embassy that if the new In-
dian Government agrees to sig~ the nonproliferation 
treaty ±twill be open to a barrage of attacks from 
the greatly strengthened opposition in parliament as 
well as from the members of the Congress Party. He 
said New Delhi's concern centered on what it be-
lieves to be the one-sided nature of the draft 
treaty which is in effect asking the nonnuclears to 
give up their right to develop nuclear weapons while 
asking the nuclear powers to give up nothing. Further­
more, the development of the Chinese nuclear weapons 
program, plus the evidence 
the missile business, inc
security. 
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13. What impact this chorus of objections might 
ultimately have on Moscow's attitude toward the 
treaty is anybody's guess. Soviet negotiator Roshchin 
in his recent talks with Ambassador Foster at Geneva 
has seemed eager for the US and the USSR to come to 
some agreement on a complete text, apparently in the 
belief that this would weaken the opposition. On the 
safeguards issue, the Russians have made it clear that 
they would be willing to drop the issue or accept r. 
other compromise language as long as it did not en­
tail Soviet recognition of EURATOM and did not sub­
ject Eastern Europe to IAEA safeguards before it sub­
jected the EURATOM community to them. On the other 
hand, the Russians have also made it clear that there 
are limits on how far the US might go in meeting the 
desires of its allies without losing Soviet support 
of the treaty and that it was for the US, in effect, 
to elicit the agreement of its allies. For example, 
a member of the Soviet delegation in Geneva has said 
that if confronted with any public US statement that 
the NPT would permit an eventual federated European 
state to "ave nuclear weapons, Moscow would have to 
~eject it. The delegate added that Soviet opinion 
would interpret such a statement as permitting Ger­
man "access" 
jeopardize 
six months. 

to 
all 
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broad 
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support so long as 

treaty 
it was a 

more-or-less remote prospect, its emergence as a 
close-at-hand reality has brought to the surface 
difficulties heretofore submerged. In Western 
Europe; it has been caught up in the problems of 
European integration and in the struggle for pre­
dominant influence among France, Britain, and West 
Germany within the devel~ping European community 
organization. For some Europeans, the US attitude 
toward the safeguards question has seemed to cut 
across two decades of strong US support for European 
unification, and for still other Europeans, these­
cret negotiations between Moscow and Washington 
which paved the way for the present advance toward 
an agreement have raised the old bogey of the USSR 
and the US "dealing over the heads of the Europeans." 
For some West Germans, the treaty has seemed to 
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carry the world closer to the postwar settlement in 
Europe--a settlement which would leave Germany in a 
permanently subordinate position. For the world at 
large, the prospect of the treaty has given new cur­
rency to the idea that the super nuclear powers are 
trying to solidify their world position--a position 
which would give them not only military predominance, 
but also the technological superiority which many of 
the/ nonnuclear countries still believe is the by­
product of a nuclear weapons program. Answers to 
most if not all of these concerns can probably be 
found, but this will probably require concessions 
and specific programs to deal with the views of the 
"have-nots"--not just assurances that their interests 
are not being overlooked--and even then, the bruised 
sensitivities may last a very long time. 
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February 27, 1967 

MEMORANDUM 

THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

SE CRE'l'-N ODIS 

MEMORANDUM FOR MR. ROSTOW 
By 

Subject: US-Soviet Exchanges concerning Unified Western Europe 
under a Non-Proliferation Treaty 

Francis asked me this morning to summarize for you the status of 
US-Soviet exchanges on the status of a unified Western Europe under 
a non-proliferation treaty. 

To date, we have not given the Soviets anything in writing on this 
subject. However, in connection with Kosygin's recent visit to London, 
the British on February 11 gave the Soviets a Note (See Tab B of 
attached memcon) giving their interpretation of the NPT. This Note 
stated specifically that the treaty "cannot bar the possibility of the 
creation of new sovereign states, including federal states, which 
could acquire by succession the status of one or more of their original 
constituents. 11 

In his Oral Statement on the NPT on February 8, Secretary Rusk made 
the following commitment (which has not yet been carried out) to 
Vice Chancellor Brandt on this subject: 

nin response to the request made in the Aide Memoire of 
February 3, however, we shall undertake to set out in a 
note to the Federal Republic a summary of the interpretations 
we have already provided on certain points, after which we 
propose to give the summary to the Soviets. We shall 
indicate to the Soviets that we are providing the summary 
to inform them of the explanations we have given our NATO 
allies in response to their questions but would not request 
any comment from the Soviets. 0 

In the extended discussions last fall with the Soviets, the point was 
not discussed directly since there was a general understanding that 
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"what is not prohibited by the treaty is permitted. '' For example, on 
September 24, 1966, Gromyko in a conversation with the Secretary 
said that he was ~1not raising the question of consultation in connection 
with a non-proliferation treaty. In the Soviet view the treaty should 
state which is to be prohibited rather than that which is to be allowed ... n 

I am informed by ACDA that the only significant specific discussions on 
the subject with the Soviets this year prior to the resumption of the 
ENDC in Geneva were the Bunn/ Vorontov and the Rusk/ Dobrynin con­
versations of which the pertinent extracts are as follows: 

Bunn/Vorontov Conversation, 1/17/67 {S/LIMDIS) {Bunn) ... 11An 
NPT could not be expected to prevent a United States of Europe 
from succeeding to the nuclear as sets of France or the UK if 
they were consolidated into the new state, particularly in view 
of the changed political situation which would have to have come 
about. Succession to assets, of course, could not happen 
short of the creation of a new federated state. It could not 
happen with just an alliance or a group of states of that kind. 
In our view, a United States of ~urope would be a I recipient' 
under the treaty, and the United States could not transfer its 
nuclear weapons to it. However, if France were one day con­
solidated with Germany into a new state, that new state would 
automatically have nuclear weapons. Statements reflecting 
this point of view would seem to me a small price for the Soviets 
to pay to gain FRG accession to the treaty. Vorontsov did not 
disagree, but neither did he agree. He said he did not know 
what Moscow's view would be on this point.'' 

Rusk/Dobrynin Conversation, 1/18/67 {S/NODIS) (Secretary) ... 
"said the main point which remained to be clarified was what 
would happen in a case of political unification of Western 
Europe. In our view if such a political entity emerged, and 
included France and/ or the UK, it would be a nuclear power 
by succession. He pointed out that the Soviets and ourselves 
had not discussed specifically the possibility of political uni­
fication of Western Europe but tltiis was a matter which we would 
have to talk about and on which we would have to have an 
agreed interpretation. ~, 
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In his meeting with Roshchin on February 16 j-ust prior to the resump­
tion of the ENDC, Mr. Foster summarized some of the concerns of 
our Allies saying the question of a possible United States of Europe 
and its ·prob~ble succession to nuclear weapons was probably most 
important. This drew no response from Roshchin. 

Although there have been no further formal conversations on the 
subject with Roshchin, I am informed by ACDA that US delegation 
members have had the following informal discussions with Grinevsky, 
a member of the Soviet delegation: 

DePalma/ Grinevsky, 2/ 17 / 67 (Geneva's 2371, S/ EXDIS) r1'After 
persistent probing by Deloff for other considerations which 
must have led Soviets to adopt present position, Grinevsky 
admitted there was also problem posed by US intention make 
public statement at Senate NPT hearings on doctrine of suc­
cession by new federated European State to nuclear status 
its components. {Deloff had made no mention such US intention. ) 
He said Soviets would have to challenge such assertion. Del-
off stressed this could wreck entire project and urged Soviets 
consider carefully how much they want NPT. Deloff also 
pointed out our view on federated state succession was touched 
on in various talks with Soviets and could not under stand 
Soviet concern since we di_d not expect them to agree with it 
and would base our position on fact treaty does not deal with 
this possibility and hence cannot preclude it. Grinevsky said 
regardless how many legal experts might agree on doctrine of 
succession, for Soviet people and their allies it meant FRG 
as dominant European force would acquire nuclear weapons. nri 

Bunn/ Grinevsky, 2/ 22/ 67 {Geneva I s 2443, S/ LIMDIS) n Federated 
European State Succession. Grinevsky raised this problem and 
said Soviets could not tolerate public statement by US on this 
problem. US could have its own opinions, but if they were put 
publicly Soviets have to reject them. Deloff pointed out that 
as lawyer, Grinevsky has to realize that NPT could not bind 
a State which did not now exist, and that old States which were 
components of new State would disappear at least as far as 
their obligations like those of NPT were concerned when new 
State created. Grinevsky said he understood our theory that 
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new United States of Europe would 'inherit' nuclear weapons 
of formerly separate component which possessed them. But 
we would have to recognize that not possible for them politically 
to accept a text which US said publicly permitted what they 
would regard as German 'access' to nuclear weapons even if 
US of Europe not likely to happen. He repeated several times 
his concern that if Soviets challenged on this by US public 
statement, this would jeopardize all progress on Article 
and II which so laboriously made in last six months." 

Att.: Weiler/Smart Memcon 

cc: FMBator - w / att. 

I 
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SUBJ£CT: Non-Proliferation/Wilson-Kosygin. Talks E.O. 12356, cc. 3.4 __o _
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PARTICIPANTS; Mr .~ M. Smart, Fi.rat Secretary, .i 
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S/S - Mr. Read ~~rr. Keer;) -~ COPJES TO: u - Yiro Morse Amembe;say - LOJ1:'-0H .. \ 

G/PM - MrQ .Garthoff -US 1-'1'.d.ssionGE!\1EVA -t'\ 
EUR - DISDEL {3) 

L - Mro Meeker DOD/ISA -® Amemb.assy - Moscow "":ACDA (5) ~: 

.. 7 ~--'r 
Mr~ S~t gave m-e the attached ~110 extre.cts fro~,- telegrams 

·the British Embassy had just received from London ·coricen,ing the· 
W~!E,&J?,_~~t s_2,!1 . ._1l~~=-ll~l!-.f~r .t;o t_£~ ... Sovi. ..4-!=i'i'..P-~"_g;x.pn ~aup~EJ.t._ 

· following the Wilson-Kosygin talk.so Mr.,..,.S~J-:t. said the telegra..rns - _ 
were in response to the 1·equest I made of him yesterday for the '>-"...... 
texts of the talking points, at which time I expressed ou.1....concern 0 
at the danger of crossing wires on interpretations given to the ( 
Soviets of the non-prolifere ..tion treaty provisions. The first ~ 
extract (Tab A) concerns the oral discttss1..on with Mr. Kosygin. ~ 
It 1:tlso discusseo the separate point of a paper on assurances ('.... 
to non-nuclear countries which I also raised with Mr. Smart 
yesterday. The second extract (Tab B) contains the text of the 
talking paper, which it should be noted was given to the Soviet 
Embassy following the Wi~son-Kosygin ta.lkso 

GROUP1 
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"°1. On Saturday 11 February we hended to t:he So--,iet 
0Embassy a piece of paper (text in my i1mu diately following 

telegram) based on the brief for the Prime Vdnister 1 s talks 
with Kosyginv 

2. The interpretations were based on the two UQSO aides 
memoires but our paper does not make thts plain and the Russians 
were not told of the connectione 

3. Mr. Kosygin's reaction when the Pri.me Mlnister made 
_these points to him orally, was t"o say that the Prime Minister 
· had correctly set out the present situation. It was clear 

that the Americans had pro-"1ided us with detailed inf_orruat:ton 
and there seemed no need to go into detailed ·consideration of 
the various points here. 

4o We interpret th:i.s as confi.rro..ation of the U.S. belief 
that the Russians will acquiesce in these interpretations when 

l the time comes, particularly in the definition of the "hardware 
I 
l· 

option" which we took di.rect from the u.s" NATO aide memoire :J.n 
the interests of accuracy. 

5. On the question of assurances, apart from the statement 
at the end of the paper, we agreed to give the Russians a ·general 
survey of the problems in writingo Mr. Kosygtn said however that 
this was something wh:f.ch had been discussed before and he remained 
of his previous opiniona 

6. We are working on a paper, but have not yet finalized 
it. We have always intended to and will show whatever we produce 
to the Americans before handling it to the Russians. We propose 
generally to follort1 the line of what we have already given to them." 



TAJJ B 

"The following is the text-of the paper which we have 
handed to the Soviet Embassy: 

NON-PROLIFERATION. 

The Americans have told us of the results of t:he bilateral 
Russian-American. talks over the past three months and we have 
fully supported them, in the d:ts,mssion which are go:tng on in 

_ NATOC> We hope tr1at these will reach a positive conc'lu.sion and 
that the Soviet Government and thei:,-:- allies will also be able 
to agree. 

2. I belleve that the langttage which rL..~s been discussed 
does everything possible to meet the legitimate concerns of 
the Soviet ·Government about' what they call 1.ti.ccess to m.:c,lear 
weapons I by a non-uucle£-tr state or states, indivich.titlly or 
collectively. 

3C> In particular it would deal with the theoretical 
possibility which had been left open in th~ original United 
States draft, of one of the nuclear states abandoning its 
cont1. .. ol to an association in which the majority of members 
were non-nuclear statesQ As we interpret the text it would 
also rule out the transfer of nuclee.rweapons (including 
ownership) or of contrcl over them to a new multilateral or 
other entity, apart from cases in ~n1ich a new state succeeded 
to the nuclear. status of one or more of its constituent states. 

4. As for what is. left open, we accept the argument 
that this should not be stated in the treaty but we think 
that we must make clear our belief that the proposed language 
would not prohibit consultation and planning on nuclear matters 
in NATO or the machinery established for this purpose. 

• So Nor would this language disturb existing bilateral 
arrangements for the deployment of nuclear weapons within 
allied territory, as these arrangements do not involve eny 
transfer of warh.eads up to the poi.nt where a decis:J.on to go 
to war is n:.ade, after which point the treaty would no longer 
be controlling. • -
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6. Finally we take the view that the proposed 1 mguage 
\-1ould not prohibit the consolidatlon of states and the:t"efore 
cannot bar the possibility of the creation of new sovereign 
states, including federal states, which c'?uld acquire ~y suc­
cession the status of one or mere of tha:I.r ori,ginal const::ttu.ents. 

7. I realise·of course that we cannot: expect the Soviet: 
Union to say in public that they approve of these arrangements: 
nor would we gratuitous.ly make our inte·rpretations public. Wha.t 
we do ask is tlu~t we should not allow mutual doubts and sus-

. picions a.'oout the ne.ture of the· Eastern and Weste:t-n Allia,.n.ces 
to stand in the way of the conclusion of the a.g,:eement which 
is now almost within our reach. 

• 8. In the hope that this is egreed we must now plan the 
way ahead~ How do . the Soviet Government: vlew the tr{ctical 
situation which will arise if an.a.greed draft treaty ca:i be 
tabled at Geneva? In particular hm•7 do they thlr1k :,re Cfi.'il best 
reassure the non-nuclear states that their wishes and intt?rests 
will be safeguarded by the treaty? 

9. We assume that tb.e Soviet Union regard,, as we do, the 
proposed five-year reviEw conference as being an adequate as­
surance. to the n.on-nuclears that the mil:[tary nuclear powers 
are serious about the need for action on nuclear disa1-mament. 

SECURITY ASSURANCES. 

10. Another problem is that of gt1arantees. We are com­
mltted by the resolution of the General Assembly to exa.m:1..ne 
the problem and we agree with the view eiq,ressed by the Soviet 
Government that there is need to reassure the non-nuclear states 
that their security will not be prejudiced by sigrii.ng a non­
proliferation treaty<> This is a complex problem which needs 
much thought:~ particularly in the light of the views expressed 
by ~he non-nuclear countries themselves. We should consider 
all possibilities in this field •. A possible approach, perhaps 
under the U~ited Nations, might be a general assurance of 
asslstance to non-nuclear countries, the victims of nuclear 
aggress~on, as I suggested to M.'t".· Kosygin when I saw him in 
February last year." 

7. 

https://sigrii.ng
https://gratuitous.ly


NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL 

February 25, 1967 

NOTE FOR MR. ROS 

Subject: Henry Owen's Voting Proposal 
for Non-Proliferation Treaty 

Walt- -

Following up on the discussion at the staff 
meeting Monday, I called Adrian Fisher's at­
tention to Henry Owen's suggestion that we 
might modify the voting procedure on amend­
ments in the NPT (Article IV, attached) to re­
move the veto by the nuclear weapons states 
and thus reduce the 1tdiscriminatory' 1 features 
of the treaty. I suggested that they might con­
sider a requirement for two-thirds or three­
fourths of the signatories to approve any amend­
ment. 

Fisher thought this might be a good idea al­
though it would present problems with the 
Soviets and possibly the Senate. I suggested 
that he discuss the suggestion with Henry. 

Att.: 

Article IV 

SECRET= LIM.DIS 
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NON-PROLIFERATION TREATY 

ARTICLE IV 

1. Any Party to this Treaty may propose amendments 

to this Treaty. The text of any proposed amendment shall be 

submitted to the Depositary Governments which shall circulate it 

to all Parties to the Treaty. Thereupon, if requested to do so by 

one third or more of the Parties, the Depositary Governments 

shall convene a conference, to which they shall invite all the 

Parties, to consider such an amendment. 

2. Any amendment to this Treaty must be approved by a 

majority of the votes of all the Parties to the Treaty, including the 

votes of all nuclear-weapon States Party to this Treaty. The 

amendment shall enter into force for all Parties upon the deposit 

of instruments of ratification by a majority of all the Parties, including-
the instruments of ratification of all nuclear-weapon States Party 

to this Treaty. 

3. Five years after the entry into force of this Treaty, a 

conference of Parties shall be held in Geneva, Switzerland, in order 

to review the operation of the Treaty with a view to assuring that 

the purposes and provisions of the Treaty are being realized. 

SECRET LIMDIS 
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'11he t_cting Sec2·oto.ry 
r1)hrou.ch: S/S
Fr-om·· : INI1 - rrhonns L. Hu[;he:. 

Subject: So~lct Tactics on Nonproliferation Why the Shlft? 

Admittedly, 

how u~-ueh of a chanc;e in policy mny lj_e b2h1~nd Roshchin rs .refusal 

to pn~ceed Hi th ·tnbllng portions of' th~ nonprol 1-fcra t:lon draft 

when the E2:DG opens. Ji'or the present., hm·1eve1\, r..:uch evlder1c-::; no 

we have susgcsts a Soviet tactic deniv1etl to speed up tho necotlQ-

t:i.on~~ and to secure adv2nt2.seous h3.ndlin2_; o.r th8 . .Eu!"opean-optlon 

isrme. It does not point toward a more general Soviet los2 -J..n•"' 

intcrcr.;t in hB.vlnr; a treo.ty. 

Soviet Los;;. of Interef;t? -- 'l.1h-~ Pp.:r--out Hypothc;~eG. Con-

tlnu.ing Soviet e:;z-pres0:t0Irn of 1ntoPcst in a ForeiGn ?.rtnls terE:',' 

meetlng seem to be based upon a prec.u!·n:)tion thc1t there \'-lill in 

bury it. Uhile \·re cannot co:n.pletely exclude th~ posslblli ty that 

the Soviets have had a major change of h:~a1""t and are no~-I oacl-dng ""'-

a~·:ay fror1 an agreement., \'ie he.ve no evidsnce to support s:wh 

hypothes2s as: 

cour2e, no evlCe~ce of such a cha~ce. 

F.xc1u1'jc. :"::·.-._·".2.ui:o=~.tic 
dc-;;.-:-~s·.:-ic~--~.-: ':.; c.:..r:d 
docl~~~ffi~~tion 

https://r1)hrou.ch
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-- a decision th2.t a nonp:-colif'e:r-ation tr·eaty 1;ou.ld undercut 

Sovlet polici on Vietnan~. He hive, or cour:.;,e, lone 1oct:ed at thin 

over tho pnst year has b8en foi~ the Sovletn to be inc1·casingly 

specific and authoritative in publicly commtttin3 the~selves to 

the proposition that a nonpro1tfe.ration treaty neod not be con:::1.1-

---. tion.J.1 upon Viet.rw.m. We know of nothJ.ng very roc~nt on th2 Vletn:nn 

scene- Hhich 11ould have led Moscow to ch8.n 0 o i to mind on tlv:i t sco11<:.-• 

...~ c1ifferences in the Soviet leadcr·r:htp. He have no cur·r ..:,nt 

1nd1cationo of ~ny drastic mancuvcrin3s in Kremlin inner clrcleo, 

and .-,0 note that ·t,oth E: 1ezhn2v and l{osygin ar0 on public rocord 

t:ton of t.hnt, and suspect that h~d there been a firm Pact deci-

e.ion to chs.r:.se ba.s1c tcr, ..:m for n necot:.ta tlon on nonprol:Lf'era tion 

we would huvo had nomo wind of it~ 

In the ab$cnce of cvlct~ncG to support any of thee~ more e:,.,:-

raent i.n othc:r fie1d3. 

In an effort to cr-2a t~ a presurr:ption th:=.~t 

https://necot:.ta
https://chs.r:.se
https://nothJ.ng
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put a partial text before the IDlDC and evDn susscnted that nothl~z 

be tablud short of a signed t.r2aty. Obviously RonLV;hln 1 s r,Jfu.cn~ 

.to go ahe2.d llith tho tabling of pat 1 t.ia.l texts Hill o.2ln.y El-TDCcon-
------ - I -

- sider4t t1.on of tr·eu ty langi.w.30., but vn~ doubt th~t his undcrJ.ylng 
I 
! 

wau dila t-oPy. On the c6ntrary, we ar6 inclined to thl~c 

that h~ -..mo inva:-::tne the c1.el_ay (and even th.3 threat or furt:h2r-

de1cw fbyinnintins that the Sovlot Un_lon ,ai0,'l.t n,~cd mor-e t.bn 
I 
i 

for ib:t m·m consiccratlon of the tr0aty once the Hcste:r-n allies 

i 

In th1u rq;o.rd he :tn effcc t r~r:1d0tuo do:nands: 

·(1) that the us pro::1ptly hz::.ve cone \d th th2 quss tion of 

o.r Ar·ticlc III a.s r:;i ving a 

to th(~ treo.ty. While r:ror1cow cleaPJ.y pP8fers a VCL::l.on CJf J\rticle 
~ 

i 

III ~-1h:Lchwould r·0ly only upon the IAEA, we suGpcc t that the: Soviet>:~ 

c1o not nee th,::it varinnt as b8:!.ng p,~Pticularly in their inter~st .. 

Rath-:~.r, the Soviets r:12.y prefer a treaty Hith a no s2.f0guc1.r·ds 

article aa the nccotiate o~t quickly. 
..

(2) that the US quickly c6:i~1l t its allies to Articles 
! 

I and 

II. i•!OGCOH is prob::c.bly nor·vous lost of Ar-t:t-

cles in 

https://VCL::l.on
https://langi.w.30
https://r,Jfu.cn
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r-IoscoN, 

of cou.rsc, has long been m·mr~ or the US vieu th.~t the lanr;unce 

of Jlrtlclcn I and II ,,rould pert:1i t th~ emergence of a nucleaP 

arm~d. \·fostcrn European federation as a nLJUCCt;ssor S.·totc 0 to a 

pPosent nucJ.ear pom:;r. Al though they alnos t certainly oppo[.;o 

such a. c1.cvelop::1•3nt;, th2 Soviets appnr(:mtly ho..d been 1.-tllilng to 

leave this rno.ttcr asl<Ie, ei ving ne1. the1~ formo.l approvn,1 nor oxp11.ei t 

dis,3.pproval. Th::;y • nou mcty seo a· trot).d toHa rd greater· US ex-

.Plicitncns on the point which would be troubloso~e for them. 

Soviet concern may have been hei5htened by the BrltlGh c~positlon· 

In this con.nee t:ton, 1t f~hcn.tld br:: borne in r:iind that thG Bri tlnh 
.. . 

accolmt of tho.t r:1-~et:tng notsd that th2 :i.nt~~rp:ret.or ho.d difficulty., 

and we cannot rule ou.t tho poscib:tli ty of son2 HisunderztancUng 

on Kosygin's part. 

European option may t;:lve the:n trouble in tho 

January 1965 arid July 1956 Pact c0clarations can be read 

The 

J...•the Sovie ts t.:111::cd about vn8 

into 

fla1c the :ca. 

. r 
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A Pie-· in e. Poke? 'lrhc Sovlcts l)l-;o'bo.bJ.v DCG th·.~ prc!..;cnt drartn 
........,...... .. '-> ----....---~--~ I/ 

be ce11 t.E1in th-3.t Hsstern consul ta t1.ons ma~,..·not r•c3ul t 1.n dem.and.s 

1.nter-protr:tt:tonn in order -to necnr-e tlK! 8.gl''come:nt of its all.l0t~. 

'lbe Sovlcts may th:tn!--: it p:endcn-t to tr·y to ect: thG US to coGml t 

it:.::-~lf (and its allles) more f.bs.1ly before pt:.1)licJ.y subr:.crlb:tn.c; 

c~ontly positlon. 

diffcrlns Sovlet 

h.iGtory of tho 

t~Jnty. i!c linr-nGd., hoH2v~::.r)j that if the US !1:.:3.keopublic its 
~ 

riot go on to spcculn te a1)out tbC! cff'ec t thJ. t such con.trad.lcto::-,y 

one is a1cn8d, on its viability. 

Clearances: RSB - Mr. Sonnenfeldt and Hr. Martens 

INR/RSB: RBaraz: em·T 
2-20-67 • 
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MEMORANDUM 

THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

Saturday, February 18, 1967 -- 9:45 a. mo 

Mr. President: 

This letter from Jean Monnet to Gene shows the danger that the 
non-proliferation treaty could crystallize against us the most powerful 
pro- U.S. forces in Europe. 

You should also know we are heading this particular is sue off in 
our late st instructions to Foster in Geneva. 

Gene also reports (with fingers crossed) that: 

He believes we have an agreed State-Defense negotiating 
position on the trilateral talks to which McCloy also will sign on. 
This would be excellent. 

He recommends that you meet alone with Sec. Rusk and 
Sec. McNamara on Tuesday and then have a larger meeting -- with 
McCloy, Fowler, etc. -- formally to settle our negotiating path. 

In my judgment, the heart of the issue is not troops but a monetary­
offset plan. Any troop withdrawals which will still keep the alliance 
will not save enough to cover our balance of payments problem. 

I believe we are on the way to finding such a plan - - although I'll 
only believe it when the Germans are truly locked in. 

tj~ostow 

SECR;E:T 



cf._J, r~('·nu~ ~k 
._~/i,,J XfT. 

PERSONAL 

February 14, 1967 

I am glad to have seen you a few minutes and 
want to recall the point of our conversation. 

You will remember that I emphasized the fact 
that my remarks did not in any way bear on the 
military aspect of the non proliferation treaty, 
but·solely on its civilian aspects. 

Euratom is an important unit of the European 
Comrr.uni ty. It deals solely with civilian uses of 
atomic energy and this is practically the only area 
in which close cooperation on equal footing has been 
established and is working between the USA and the 
European Community. 

The draft treaty on non proliferation would 
require that the peaceful activities of the non 
weaoon nuclear Stat~would be controlled by the 
IAEA. Therefore, in addition to Euratom 6ontrol, 
the members of the European Coumunity would submit 
to control by the Vienna Agency, with the exception 
of France which is a nuclear military state. It 
would thus create and institutionalize discrimination 
in this field of peaceful development where it does 
not exist up to now. The very basis of European 
integration which is equality between the member 
countries, is threatened by the introduction from 
outside of such discrimination~ 

The Six are since almost ten years bound and 
organised together for the peaceful uses of atomic 
energy. Within the Euratom territory the same control 
applied to all civilian activities of each of the 
member countries including France. 

Even if ithe non nuclear weapon members were to 
accept to submit to the IAEA, it is difficult to see 
how the existing situation could be changed without 
the consent of all members. This situation results 
from the Euratom treaty and from the Euratom - US 
agreement which both proceed of a common decision of 
the Six. ./ 

... I . .. 

I 
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Assuming this difficulty could be overcome, IAEA 
intervention would recreate an administrative border 
line splitting the nuclear common market and shrinking 
industrial integration in a vital technological sector. 

For these reasons, while Europe has always believed -
as the President has repeatedly said - that European 
integration was part of the USA foreign policy, it may 
be led to believe that American policy is changing and 
has come to regard the necessary understanding between 
the USA and USSR and the uniting of Europe not as a 
process completing each other but as conflicting. 

As you know, I am deeply convinced that the context 
of the European Community is necessary to solve the 
German problem and to achieve a lasting peace between 
East and West. 



--
DEPARTMENT OF STATE 

WASHINGTON 

February 18, 1967
S/S 3034 

"CO'r"l'N!M'T"l'E-rm--ENTI.ALEnc 1 o sure 

MEMORANDUMFOR WALT W. ROSTOW 
THE WHITE HOUSE 

SUBJECT: Draft Presidential Message on 
Non-Proliferation Treaty 

I enclose a Memorandum to the President from 
Mr. Adrian S. Fisher, Acting Director, U.so Arms 
Control and Disarmament Agency. Mr. Fisher's memo 
transmits a draft Presidential message to be 
presented to the ENDC in Geneva on February 21 
by Mr. Foster. The message would also be 
released in Washington on February 21. 

~~::rs.Ca
Secretary 

Enclosure: 

Memo to President w/att 

f:ONFI.DEN-r Enclosure 
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OFFICE OF 

THE DIRECTOR 

UNITED STATES ARMS CONTROL AND DISARMAMENT AGENCY 

WASHINGTON 

CONFIDENTIAL 

February 18, 1967 

MEMORANDUMFOR THE PRESIDENT 

I am transmitting a draft Presidential 
message on the non-proliferation treaty, which 
I recommend for your consideration. I also 
recommend delivery of this message in Washington 
simultaneously with the opening of the Conference, 
at which time Mr. Foster would present it to the 
Conference in Geneva. (This will mean 9:30 a.m. 
in Washington and 3:30 p.m .. in Geneva.) 

I have discussed this with Mr. Katzenbach 
and he concurs. Secretary McNamara has not yet 
been able to consider this draft; his staff, 
however, has examined it and has recommended 
concurrence. 

Adrian S. Fisher 
Acting Director 

Enclosure: Draft Message. 

CONFIDENTIAL 



~DECLASSIFIED 
E.O. 12356, Sec. 3.4 

CONFifr.tt-:~'-t-A-1'"- NlJ .fi'- 33$ 
By - , NARA,~te '1-d7-? f 
February 18, 1967 

DRAFT PRESIDENTIAL :MESSAGE ON THE NON-PROLIFERATION TREATY 

The Eighteen-Nation Disarmament Conference reconvenes 

today in a time of renewed hope for still further progress in 

our efforts to bring the arms race under control. The recent 

conclusion of a treaty to ban weapons of mass destruction in 

outer space and a treaty for a Latin American nuclear free 

zone have given renewed impetus to those efforts. 

The Disarmament Committee now confronts its most 

significant opportunity -- the negotiation of a treaty to 

prevent the spread of nuclear weapons. It is my earnest 

hope that in the near future the Co-Chairmen will be able 

to recommend draft provisions of a non-proliferation treaty 

for the consideration of the Committee. 

We are, as I pointed out to the Congress in my 

State of the Union message, "in the midst of a great 

transition, a transition from narrow nationalism to inter­

national partnership; from the harsh spirit of the cold 

war to the hopeful spirit of common humanity on a troubled 

and threatened planet." 

- COl}lFIDENTI~ 
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A compelling obligation rests upon the world 

community to bring nuclear weapons under control. An 

integral element in that obligation is to prevent the 

further spread of nuclear weapons. The power to un-

leash devastation on the world will continue to 

proliferate if we fail to act now. The inevitable 

gravitation towards that power will drag in nations who 

will be forced to stretch their resources to the breaking 

point in order to acquire nuclear weapons. It will include 

nations in unstable areas where open warfare has taken place 

in recent years or is all too frequently threatened. It 

will heighten the danger of involvement by the great powers 

in what would otherwise be local conflicts. It will occasion 

the diversion to nuclear weapons of much-needed resources; 

among other things, it will inevitably have a crippling 

effect on fledgling peaceful nuclear programs. And it will 

increase tensions among nations to the point where the 

progress towards effective arms control and disarmament now 

so well begun will be reversed. 

The significance of the agreement we are jointly 

seeking to achieve is difficult to over-estimate. Its 

.., CONF-I:-BEN'fIAt,--
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achievement will represent a determination to reach 

agreements more difficult and complex than the treaty 

to ban nuclear weapons from Antarctica; the limited 

test ban; a system of safeguards over peaceful nuclear 

activities; and the recent treaty to ban weapons of mass 

destruction in outer space and on celestial bodies. As 

these agreements accumulate, they will carry with them 

a force which will be felt in all areas of our inter­

national political life. 

The United States and the Soviet Union are in 

agreement, I am sure, that a non-proliferation treaty must 

be equitable as between the nuclear and the non-nuclear-weapon 

powers. It is my earnest belief that the military security of 

all states -- particularly those who renounce nuclear weapons 

will be enhanced by this treaty. I entertain this conviction 

because I know from melancholy experience that the mere 

possession, or threat of possession, of nuclear weapons can 

create tension, mutual fear and uncertainty among nations. 

And the price, in treasure and technological talent, has 

been high -- even for a country of such vast resources as 

the United States. 

----coNYID'.EN'ITA:t-



~ 

- 4 -

One of the important benefits of such a treaty 

will be to help free the non-nuclear-weapon powers from 

the agonizing question of whether to pursue the costly 

and futile search for security through nuclear arms. 

Freed of the fear that non-nuclear neighbors may develop 

such weapons,rations can go forward unhampered in the 

development of a strong peaceful nuclear capability. 

I have instructed our negotiators at the 

Eighteen Nation Committee on Disarmament to exercise the 

greatest care to ensure that the treaty is drafted so as 

not to hinder the non-nuclear-weapon powers in their 

development of nuclear energy for peaceful purposes. For 

more than twenty years the United States has been deeply 

committed to the principle of international cooperation 

for peace in every field of human endeavor. And I re­

affirmed this principle in my message to the Tenth General 

Conference of the International Atomic Energy Agency. We 

believe strongly in sharing the benefits of scientific 

progress and we have consistently acted on this belief. By 

positive programs for the exploitation of the peaceful uses 

of atomic energy undertaken through IAEA, through EURATOM, 

and through innumerable other international channels, we 

-CONFIDENTIAL 



~ 

- 5 -

have shared -- and will continue to share -- the rich 

and expanding technology of nuclear energy. Special 

nuclear materials for energy and medical therapy, 

training opportunities in our institutions, and even some 

types of equipment; and the scientific and technical 

literature of the peaceful uses of nuclear energy -- the 

world is even now sharing and exchanging all these benefits, 

in a free and open way. 

There is, of course, one necessary limitation which 

must be agreed upon if a non-prolife:ta:ion treaty is to be 

effective. But this limitation will apply to only one small 

portion of the total spectrum of peaceful nuclear activities. 

Although non-nuclear weapons states will be able to participate 

in any potential benefits, the development of nuclear explosive 

devices for peaceful purposes by them must be foreclosed since 

a peaceful nuclear explosive device is, in effect, a highly 

sophisticated nuclear weapon. The technology of developing 

an explosive device as well as the device itself, are the 

process and product of nuclear weapons. A non-proliferation 

treaty would not therefore be effective if it allowed non­

nuclear weapons nations to manufacture peaceful nuclear 

explosives. 
--eeNFf:BEN'±-IAb--
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In order to mitigate this one seeming inequity, 

the United States is prepared to join the nuclear-weapon 

states in a commitment to make nuclear explosive services 

available on the same basis that they use them themselves. 

In addition, the United States recommends to the Committee 

that the treaty clearly state the undertaking of all its 

signatories to share the benefits of peaceful applications 

of nuclear technology, including those which may be derived 

by the nuclear-weapon states as a by-product of their 

weapons. The world should participate in the fullest 

possible exchange of scientific information on nuclear 

energy for peaceful purposes, and this should be a 

continuing process as development progresses. Finally, 

the potential benefits from any future peaceful applications 

of nuclear explosions which may develop should be available 

on a worldwide basis without discrimination. 

I would hope that the negotiators will also be able 

to work out the text of an article dealing with safeguards on 

peaceful nuclear activities satisfactory to all concerned. 

Such an article is important since the eventual development 

of a broad, internationally-administered safeguards system 

is the best way to insure that the peaceful atom remains 

---coNFTDENTTA'"L--
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peaceful. 

It is my firm belief that agreement on a treaty 

to stop the spread of nuclear weapons will be an historic 

turning point in our long effort to bring the malevolent 

aspect of the atom to heel. We may very well have 

arrived at the place where man's essential sanity calls 

a halt at last to the senseless and futile competition 

in nuclear arms, and demands that we begin to remove 

them from our arsenals. 

There is nothing to choose here between the nuclear 

and the non-nuclear nations. There is a terrible and 

inescapable equity in our common danger. A world of nuclear 

nations is a world it is now within our power to prevent, and 

I pledge the United States, as well as my personal efforts, 

to the task. The Eighteen-Nation Disarmament Conference will 

play a cardinal role in our joint effort towards an early 

agreement on a non-proliferation treaty. 

---CONFIDEN~-IA-b---. 
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THE SECRETARY OF STATE J 

WASHINGTON 

28, 1966 

MEMORANDUMFOR THE PRESIDENT 

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

Attached to this memorandum is new language for 
the first article of a non-proliferation treaty. 

This draft states an obligation by a nuclear-weapon 
State" ... not to transfer nuclear weapons ... to any 
recipient whatsoever directly, or indirectly; (and) not to 
relinquish to any recipient whatsoever its control over its 
nuclear weapons ... " This draft is based on the language 
which was attached to my memorandum to you of October 14 on 
this subject. It incorporates changes in this earlier 
language suggested, on a personal basis, by the Soviet repre­
sentative in New York.. The Soviet reJ)__resentaJ:ive s..t.a~ 
he did the :i;""t,he.s e -~c h.ang.e s~., w,sn.~_ld~ i:na~~~_,;,..Q\J.J;'..,._c;l_r_g,£t-~~~~no~ .,cwhe .. 
acceptable to Moscow but said that they would imgrove it a 
great aea r-~frorii-~"tne -~------.,.,,~ ~-- ~-s·ovie'f-·p·ornf"·~ of'>-'{fi e·vr~ .......... ~-.... 
~-----~_. ..., • ...,,._,_,_,...,___,~Ji•.i~'W~...._~p'l't~_,-, ...~~, ... ,-:if<!P.Y.,._~.._~·1,t,,,._,,,.,,"1"1'4r.•.1-~_.... 

The first change suggested is to prohibit transfers 
of nuclear weapons "to any recipient whatsoever." Our earlier 
language would have precluded transfers of nuclear weapons to 
any non-nuclear-weapon state "either individually or by virtue 
of its membership in a military alliance or group of States." 
The second change is to prohibit the relinquishment of control 
over its nuclear weapons "to any recipient whatsoever" as 
contrasted with the previous language which prohibited a 
relinquishment of control without explicitly saying to whom. 

There follows an analysis of the suggested revised 
language. It shows that with the exception of the transfer of 
nuclear weapons (as opposed to control of them) to the U. K., 

By 
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dealt with in paragraph 6) the revised language would not 
change the substantive obligations over those stated in 
our prior language. 

Like our earlier draft, the undertakings in the 
new one would parallel the obligations of the U. So Atomic 
Energy Act. 

Like the earlier one, this draft: 

I believe 
1) 
the 

Would 
Soviets 

not disturb 
already 

existing 
understand 

bilateral 
this but 

arra
this 

ngements. 
should 

be made quite clear as a matter of negotiating history. 

2) Would have no bearing on the decision of the 
NATO allies to go to war, or on the establishment of a 
permanent NATO committee for nuclear planning and consultation. 

3) Would not preclude the assignment to NATO of 
additional Polaris submarines with U.S. nuclear weapons in 
a manner consistent with present legislation. 

4) Would not rule out the establishment of a 
multilateral entity in which non-nuclear-weapons states 
participated, and to which they made financial contributions, 
so long as there was no transfer to this entity of an ownership 
interest in nuclear warheads (as opposed to delivery vehicles) 
and so long as the United States retained control over the 
nuclear warheadse It would not bar participants in such an 
entity from having their own veto either on the basis of 
prohibiting firing from their territory.or as otherwise 
provided by agreement. 

5) • Would not bar succession by a federated European 
state to the nuclear status of one of its former component$. 
It would bar transfer of nuclear warheads to a European_)defense 
community not involving a new federated European state. But it 
would permit the formation of a European collective nuclear 
force, with joint ownership of delivery vehicles, so long as 
any participating nuclear-weapon state (U. Ka or France) 
retained control of its nuclear warheads. 
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6) Would bar transfers of nuclear weapons or 
other nuclear explosives to the U. K. (The earlier draft 
would only have prohibited relinquishment of control over 
such weapons or explosives to the U. K.) However, we can­
not now transfer completed weapons to the U. K. under the 
Atomic Energy Act. (The U. S. has for many months taken · 
the position publicly that nuclear explosive devices, even 
for peaceful purposes, cannot realistically and properly 
be distinguished from nuclear weapons.) In general, the 
kind of cooperation in which we now engage with the British 
would be protected by the third clause of the proposed 
language which would prohibit assistance in the manufacture 
of nuclear weapons or other nuclear explosives only to non­
nuclear-weapon Stateso 

I believe this language would keep open enough 
options for the present, and the treaty would, of course, 
contain a provision permitting U.S. withdrawal if it later 
felt its supreme interests were jeopardized. If you approve, 
I will authorize Mr. Foster to state to the Soviet representa­
tive that he believes that if the language attached commends 
itself to the Soviet Union it would be considered by the 
United States as a suitable basis for consultation with its 
allies in order to facilitate coming to a final position by 
both· sides. 

Dean Rusk 

Attachment: Draft Article I. 

......-,.- •• -..•v.u,:111 
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ARTICLE I 

"Each nuclear-weapons State Party to this Treaty under-
takes not to transfer nuclear weapons or other nuclear explosives 
to any recipient whatsoever directly, or indirectly; not to 
relinquish to any recipient whatsoever its control over its nuclear 
weapons or other nuclear explosives; and not in any way to assist, 
encourage, or induce any non-nuclear-weapon State to manufacture 
or otherwise acquire nuclear weapons or other nuclear explosives." 

https://DJCTR�BLJTP.QN
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UNITED STATES ARMS CO 'TROL AND DISARMAMENT AGENCY 

WASHINGTON 

OFr-·1cE :::w nr:CRE':E ·= :S)ffiIS-
THE DIRECTOR 

September 15, 1966 

JYIEMOR.i\.NIH.J},'.[ PRESIDENTFOR THE 

SUBJECT: Steps to Achieve a Non-Proliferation Agreement 

As a result of the recent private discussions with the 
Soviets at, Geneva, I believe it should be possible to 
negotiate a non-prol:iferat.:ior1 .ag~::·eeL1ent which would not 
interfere with the ''McNamaI·a Cornrn::tttee• 1

u type of nuclear 
co su -~.ative arrangements wh:LcJ::: not require changes,i:::·n,d. .. 1;,i1otLld 

in our existing bilateral t,:rA':~or:1:uelear arrangements. I am 
transmitting the text of :::HJ.ch an ,:l,);:ree.nent. 

Although this draft treaty ~Jes not expressly so state, 
believe we can only negotiate it i:E ·we make clear to the 

Soviets that we are no long~r hdlding open the option of 
trans:forring ownership of n.uc lea··· v,;rarl1,2ads to the Federal 
Republic of Germany or to an association of states through 
which the FRG obtains joint owne:rship of nuclear warheads. ...U.S. law presently prohibits the exercise of this option 
and both the Administration and Congress have made it clear 
that they do not favor a change ~n this legislation. 

It is, of course, necessary to a~bise Chancellor Erhard 
of o ir I tl oughts on ,_his me t:ter c:nd it might be ad vis ab le to 
do so ~:ior to his visit at the end of this month. A draft 
of a possible letter from you to Chfficellor Erhard is attached. 

I recognize that there are other aspects of our relations 
·c:.th the Federal Republic which make this an unfavorable time 
~o seek German recognition ,of the realities of the current 
si"'-uation but the passage of time will continue to make it 
increasingly ifficult to clarify this matter. The Germans 

D~IFIBD 
E.O. W56, Sec.3.4 :::JlE:CRE:F.- E.XDIS GROUP1
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are undoubtedly aware that it. is extremely unlikely that we 
will ever exercise this option and if we do not clear the 
matter up and are forced to reiterate at the time of the 
Erhard visit that we are keeping the option open, it may 
wel.L cau.se increased doubts ,among Gennans about U.S. 
frankness in dealing with tJu=::m. 

Once we have come to cTlil understanding with the Federal 
Republic, the United States •1ii1ir.:mld be in. the position to 
ur1dertake serious negotiatior:1.s w:li..th tb.e Soviet Union in 
the·conversations between Secretary Rusk and Gromyko. I 
recommend that those convex:-~:::ati.or:1B :i;rreceded by a letter 
from you to Chairman Kosygin.,,. I hay•·e 81.ttached a draft of 
such let.er. • 

r· 

\lJJ..l~-~ (' .1--nt. 
William C., Foster 

... 
Attachments: Annex A Proposed Revised Articles Non­

Proliferation Treaty 
Annex B Draft Letter, President to 

Chancellor :Erhard 
Annex C. Draft Li1::~tter, ]?resident to Chairman 

Kosyg:ii.:n 

~ SECRET EX:DIS 
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ANNEX A 

PROPOSED R.E'.\/IBED l!1..R'.~ICI.1ES 
i::JF 

U.S. N 'l PROI.,I.:ITRI{t\'.'I'J::.ci,:,;~- TI(E.A'I'Y 

Eacl of the nuclear-wet!i:Jp,on States Party to this Treaty 
undertakes not to transfer nu.clear wee.pons or other nuclear 
explos·ves o any non-nuclear-weapon State, and not to assist, 
e~courage, or i· duce any non-nuclear-weapon State to manu­
facture or other:wise acquire ·nuclear weapons or other nuclear 
explosives .. 1:,./ 

.AitT'].CLE II 

Each of the non-nuclear-weapon States Party to this Treaty 
under-·-akes not to accept the transfer of nuclear weapons or 
other nuclear explosives, not to man·facture them, and not to 
acquire them in any o her manner. II 

... 
1/ With one add" ion, this is the language which Mr~ Fisher 
was authorized to give Rosc:J1cb.in as l:Lsher' s personal suggestion. 
The addition is "other nuclear exp1los:Lv 11::~:::;rvwhich is designed 

11to deal with ·-he "Plowshare r problem. :Ln a manner consi.s·'-ent with 
the U.S. position stated a.t the ENDC on August 9, 1966. 

The Soviets may desire to preclude ...-ransfers to groups of 
states in Artie e _. They may also ask fo- a prohibition on 

ransfers of control of nuclear weapons so as to preclude a 
major· ty vote -'-:o fire U.S. nuclear r;/eapons in some mu ti ateral 
consultative forum such as the McNam.a.ra Committee. 

II Tis is essentially a mirror refl~ction of Article I. 

DBCI.AsslFIBD Group 1 
B.O. l23S6, Sec.3.4 Excluded from automatic 
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ARTICLE III 

·sach of the States Party to th-·_s Treaty undertakes not 
to do any of the things prohibited in the preceding articles 
directly; or indirectly to or through third States or groups 
of States or units of the armed forces or military personnel 
of any State, even -· f such uni ts or personnel are under the 
command of a military alliance.]_/ 

ARTIC.::..:E IV 

Each of the non-nuclear-weapon States Party to this 
Treaty undertakes to accept International Atomic Energy Agency 
or equivalent international safeguards on all its peaceful 
nuclear activities. Each of the States Party to this Treaty 
further urdertakes not to provide source or fissionable 
material, or specialized equipment, or non-nuclear material 
for the proces~ing or use of source or fissionable material 
or fo::- the prod·;._iction of fissionable materia , to other States 
for peacef 1 purposes unless such mc:~.-·-eria and equipment will 
be sub· ect to such safeguards. !.}/ 

... 
]_/ This is quite sim·lar to language appearing in Articles I 
and II of the Soviet draft. Almost identical language now 
appears in subparagraph l:. of the same articles of the U. S. 
draft. The word "to" has been added so that transferring 
"indirectly" w:.·· l clearly mean uto or through third States 
or groups of States or units of the armed forces or mi· • tary 
personnel of any State .... ". 

4/ Jith ·':he omission of an unimportant hortatory sentence, 
"ti1.is is the "safeguard" language discussed with our allies and 
desc.ribed in general terms ·by Mr.. Fisher at the ENDC on 
August 11, 1966. The U .IC a.s}::ed us not to table the language 
c~t ·:hat particular time but. ,did not object to an ENDC state­
ment descr"bing our position~ 
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Any P.e~rty to the Tre.,:::1.t:yrsht:..11 b.-1:.:I.V(::tb.e right to withdraw 
from the Treaty, upon s~x months notice, if it decides that 
ext::c,:1ordinary events re a·::::,i:::i.d"'":o thli::! sul::,j ect ma·'-ter of the 
Treaty have jeopardized tb:-e. Slxpreme interests of its country. 
Notice sha 1 be given to all other signatory and acceding 
Stat~s and ~o the Security Council of the United Nations. 
,ive years after the entry into force of this mreaty, a 
conference of Parties shall be held in Geneva, Switzerland 
in order to review the opc:1:·.ation of the Treaty. 2_/ 

('It.is article covers .::LL.gna·:ure, entry into force:, etc .. 
It would be the same as th.e: present. U.S .. draft.) 

... 

2_/ With one addition, this ·withdrc:1.wal language is the same 
as that suggested in Secre-cary Rusk's memorandum to the 
Members of the Committee o:E Principals of June 23, 1966. The 
2.dd tion is the sentence stating to whom not·ce of withdrawal 
should be given. 

A possible variant of this clause which would have appeal 
to the FRG and some of the D.ear-·nuclear countries but probably 
no~ to the Soviets would bd to give the treaty a specif~c five 
or ten year term. 

E¥.l)IS ~ -
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ANNEX B 

Dear Mr. Chancellor: 

One of the matters we shall both want to discuss 

during your visit here later this month is the status of 

the negotiations on a non-proliferation treaty. I believe 

it would be useful if, in preparation for our talks, I 

shared with you my current view of the situation. 

As you know, in all consultations with our allies, 

in bilateral talks with the Soviets, as well as in public 

discussions at Geneva and elsewhere, we have adhered stead­

fastly to our understanding regarding the effect of a non­

•I 
i proliferation treaty on possible allied nuclear sharing
l 

arrangements and on an eventual European nuclear force. 

However, a number of recent developments suggest the need 

to review our approach to these options. 

The stalemate reached in the negotiation of a treaty is 

viewed not only by our adversaries and most of the non-aligned, 

but also by our allies as caused primarily by our desire to 

hold open these options. This is obviously not an adequote 

assessment of the negotiating situation, but it is being 

exploited by the Soviet Union to place the onus on us for 

preventing agreement on a treaty. 



abandon 

We, 

of 

affect 

draft 

to 

would 

the 

of any 

support 

SECRET 

- 2 -

Although basic Soviet inteutions toward a non­

proliferation treaty remain somewhat ambiguous, our 
,.... 

assessment is that the Soviets are prepared to conclude a 

treaty designed to deal with the world-wide danger of 
- . I 

j 
proliferation even though their main preoccupation continues 

- --_ - -I to be with NATO arrangements, particularly as they affect the 

Federal Republic of Germany. Despite their concern over 

existing bilateral NATO nuclear arrangements and plans for 

strengthened consultation on nuclear matters, they probably 

have no real expectation of being able to force us to 

those arrangements or efforts to improve consultation. 

therefore, believe they will tolerate them to the extent 

concluding an otherwise acceptable treaty which does not 

them. Moreover, they know we cannot accept their 

treaty and it is our impression that they are prepared 

consider a simplified and more general compromise text which. 

not require them explicitly to endorse allied nuclear 

arrangements in general. 

Another development which must be taken into account is 

fact that, with the passage of time and in the absenc0 

agreement on a NATO nuclear sharing arrangement, 

has seriously declined for a "hardware" solu ion and 

SE€RET EXDIS 
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for any option pennitting majority voting in a European 
...• I 

•. • • I nuclear entity short of some actual union into a federated 

- .... 
:i
I .. European state.. Those of our allies who have been directly 

. . .j• . . 1 
involved in considering possible "hardware" solutions now 

oppose a European option of the kind held open in our 

present draft treaty, i.e., one permitting majority voting. 

In addition, we have the impression that the United Kingdom 

is now opposed to any "hardware" solution involving shared 

ownership of nuclear warheads. 

These developments have made a strong impact on opinion 

in the United States. Our reading of Congressional sentiment 

in this country indicates that a large majority would strongly 

oppose any change in existing United States legislation to 

permit the sharing of ownership of our nuclear warheads or 

any dilution of the veto on their use. We see no prospect 

of an early change in this sentiment. On the contrary, a 

growing group of Senators has been urging intensified efforts 

to achieve an agreement with the Soviet Union on a non­

proliferation treaty and believes that a compromise might be 

reached based on our existing legislation. A large body of 

public opinion in this country would support this view. 

SE@ftE!f EJIDIS 
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Apart from these considerations, our assessment of 

the danger of nuclear proliferation compels us to seek 

every realistic measure which could contain it. We continue 

to feel that a non-proliferation treaty would be perhaps the 

measure most readily negotiated at the present time and that 

it would be in our interest to achieve such a treaty 

promptly. 

That is why I believe we must review this situation 

together on the occasion of your visit. We must discuss 

this matter with a view to maintaining the identity of views 

which we have achieved with you on these matters, and which 

we consider vital. I hope that our review would enable us 

to agree on a course of action that would redound to the 

benefit of both our countries and permit us seriously to 

test Soviet intentions with regard to the early conclusion 

of an acceptable non-proliferation treaty. 

We have been considering possible ways to narrow the 

differences between us and the Soviet Union over such a 

treaty. After so much discussion and negotiation extending 

over several years, it is obvious that no ideal solution is 

to be found which would be effective in dealing with the 

proliferation throughout the world with-
affecting possible future allied arrangements. 

~EGRE'f - EXDIS 
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one thing is particularly important; we must avoid 

language which would enable the Soviet Union to interfere 

in any way with the conduct of normal defense arrangements 

or consultations within NATO. I have enclosed with this 

letter a possible revised draft of a non-proliferation 

treaty which we feel fully meets this test. I shall want 

to discuss it with you personally and I am anxious to receive 

your views and comments. 

I am mindful of the difficulties which an effort on 

our part to achieve a compromise treaty with the Soviet 

Union could pose for you. I would fully appreciate your 

concern in this regard, the more so because we too are faced 

with a problem of Congressional attitudes. In these circum­

stances, however, it would seem advisable to reassess the 

difficulties we each confront in adhering to a course of 

action involving certain options which we no longer see our 

way clear to implementing. 

As you will note, with the approach we have under 

consideration we would avoid the language in the Soviet 

draft treaty which appears to preclude all feasible options 

and which could also be used to call into question existing 

SECRET= EXDIS, 
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NATO arrangements. The text which I have enclosed for 

your consideration does not by its terms preclude such 

options as we can realistically expect to implement in 

.1 the foreseeable future, nor the option of a federated 
I 

European state which should be held open for the distant 

future. It would, however, avoid language explicitly 

sanctioning them -- language which we know the Soviets will 

continue to oppose. We would expect to have to make clear 

to the Soviet Union that the enclosed text is based on 

existing United States legislation, from which it would 

I 
. l 

also be clear to them that we do not intend to transfer 

. . . . ~ 
ownership or control over our nuclear warheads. The Soviet 

Union would have to make its own assessment as to any allied 

arrangements we may wish to implement within this framework. 

Mr. Chancellor, I believe you will agree with me that 

achieving such a treaty would be of value not only in dealing 

with the danger of nuclear spread, but that by improving 

the international climate and our relations with the Soviet 

Union _it could also contribute to the eventual solution of 

problems of vital interest to our two countries. A renewdl 

of the hopes and atmosphere generated by the Limited Test 

would, I believe, open new possibilities forBan Treaty 
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dealing with such problems. Given the wide political 

appeal of such a prospect, it would appear to me that 

you may wish to consider the possibility of taking some 

initiative which would give fresh impetus to the negotiation 

of a non-proliferation treaty and thereby bring credit to the 

Federal Republic for a major advance on the international 

scene. 

SECRET EXDI3 
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ANNEX C 
SECRET EXDIS DBCJASSIPIED 

1.0. 12356,Sec.3.4 
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By illz ,NARA.Date --z.~-'ls-
Dear Mr. Chainnan: 

During the months that have passed since my last 

message to you, o~r representatives in Geneva have had 

many exchanges of views on the subject of a non-proliferation 

treaty. While, as you know, no agreement was reached, it is 

my impression that much progress was made in clarifying_, 

first, the fact that we both regard this objective as 
, j 

urgent and important; and, second, that despite appearances 

to the contrary, the differences between us do not involve 

the essence of the matter, namely, non-transfer of nuclear 

weapons to non-nuclear states and non-manufacture of nuclear 

weapons by such states. 

Indeed, after reviewing the discussions that took place 

in Geneva, I firmly believe that sufficient clarification of 

each side's position was achieved to warrant a decisive 

effort now to resolve the remaining differences. 

I have given further thought to how we might resolve 

these differences in order to reach a final agreement. I 

am convinced that a compromise is possible, provided the 

Soviet Union understands that the United States does not 

SECRET SXBIS 
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intend to give up its defensive arrangements within NATO 

or in any way to restrict the legitimate right of consulta­

tion within the alliance, neither of which involves or will 

involve the transfer of nuclear weapons. 

I have therefore instructed Secretary Rusk to discuss 

.l 
l a possible compromise approach to a non-proliferation treaty 

with the Soviet Foreign Minister during the opening days of 

the United Nations General Assembly in New York. In these 

discussions we shall earnestly seek a meeting of minds on 

the essence of such i treaty. If both sides approach the 

. 1 discussions in this spirit, I am convinced that agreement 

. l is possible. 

It is important that we achieve such a meeting of 

minds as soon as possible and that we agree on the fundamental 

elements of a treaty so that we may seek the acceptance of 

other governments while there is yet time to head off the 

emergence of additional nuclear-weapons states, with all 

the dangers such a development would pose for both our 

countries and for world peace. 

SECRET EXDn; 
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DEPARTMENT OF STATE 
:::C;ei;t1~ ~ Chairman 

Policy Planning Council { 
Washington 

Walt: 

Attached att: 

1. The memo from ACDA to Bill Moyers of which I 
spoke to you this morning and which, it is evident 
from ACDA's covering note, is intended for transmission 
to the President. 

2. An absolutely first-rate EUR comment on same, 
which I would hope you could send to the President at 
the same time as he gets the ACDA memo. 

3. A Tab which will reach you later through other 
channels, and which quotes recent Presidential commitments 
to the FRG not to close out nuclear options. 

~ 
Henry Owen 

Mr. Rostow 



.. 
'I .... 

This document consists of 
__ pages, Number__ of 

___ copies, Series_. 
DECLASSIFIED 

lt.O.12356,Sec.3.4 
.NJJ ,'i'1'-3 38 

By~.,,._-, NARA,Da 

ACHIEVEMENTOF·A NON-PROLIFERATIONAGREEMENT 

I. Where We Are 

Negotiations are at a standstill because we and the 
Soviets have tabled draft treaties with language explicitly 
protecting our divergent positions on NATO nuclear arrange­
ments. The delay and growing uncertainty regarding a NATO 
solution ~o the nuclear question are enabling the Soviets 
to exploit a widely-held view that the only obstacle to 
agreement is the desire of the U.S. and FRG to protect an 
option for a NATO "hardware" solution. 

Our negotiating position is further weakened by the 
fact.that the US draft is encumbered with provisions which 
were specially designed to protect options for an MLF-type 
arrangement and for a remote, independent European nuclear 
force (before European federation is achieved) which cannot 
be achieved on the basis of present US-UK policy and are now 
opposed by all but the FRG among our major allies. 

• Unless we find a way out of this impasse, the Soviets 
will··be in a position to secure a heavy endorsement of their 
approach at the coming UNGA and the non-aligned members of 
the ENDC may further complicate the situation by offering a 
draft treaty of their own which we could probably not accept. 

II. What Is Required 

Present indications are that the Soviets would tolerate 
existing NATO nuclear arrangements and a consultative mechanism 
such as envi§aged for the Special Connnittee -- provided they 
are not asked to accept treaty language which would appear to 
endorse them. 

If the Soviets are also prepared, as now seems likely, 
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to act on what appears to be their own conviction that a 
NATO "hardware'~ solution is "dead", a way out of the present 
impasse may be found by a simplified US draft which clearly 
restrains proliferation but neither endorses nor precludes 
allied nuclear arrangements. This would be a fair canpromise 
of the kind forecast in the President's press conference 
statement of July 5. If accepted by the Soviets, it would 
involve abandoning provisions in their draft which could be 
used to question existing as well as possible future NATO 
arrangements. 

Before such a proposal could be put to the Soviets we 
would have to inform the FRG of the need to modify our 
existin·g draft to bring it into conformity with US (and UK) 
publicly-stated policy with respect to transfer of control 
and with US intentions with respect to the question of 
joint ownership. 

There would have to be an understanding with the FRG 
that (a) the options which are in fact open involve no 
MLF-type "hardware" solution (since neither the US nor UK 
intends to share ownership of nuclear warheads) and (b) 
would limit a future European nuclear entity essentially to 
some form of federation which could succeed to the nuclear 
assets of its constituent members (since neitherthe US nor 

-UK is prepared to transfer control over its weapons to non­
federated European association capable of acting by 
majority voting). There would be no other limitation as 
regards the scope of consultation in a Special Committee or 
on bilateral or other possible forms of allied nuclear 
arrangements. 

Although the FRG has undoubtedly correctly assessed 
US-UK intentions, it wants to continue to act as if other 
options were still open in order to retain leverage for 
promoting reunification. Since we do not share its view as 
to the utility of this form of leverage, we should move to 
bring our joint policies closer into line, and we should do 
this soon -- while there is still time to halt proliferation. 
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III. Elements of a Possible Agreement 
The main article of a draft treaty that could serve to 

open a serious negotiation with the USSR would contain 
a simple undertaking on the part of nuclear powers not to 
transfer nuclear weapons or control over them to any non­
nuclear state or any group of states and not to assist, 
encourage or induce any non-nuclear state or any group of 
states to manufacture or otherwise acquire nuclear weapons. 

The Soviets may insist on an explicit restriction against 
transferring or sharing ownership of nuclear warheads. Given 
present US-UK policy regarding acceptable nuclear sharing 
arrangements, we should be able to accept such a clause, if 
necessary to achieve an agreement. 

The second article would set forth a parallel undertaking 
by the non-nuclear states not to seek such weapons or control 
over them and not to manufacture them. 

If the Soviets also demand a provision against granting 
any "physical access" to nuclear weapons, we might consider 
such a limitation, provided it applied clearly to access that 
could involve dilution of our control over such weapons or 
enable non-nuclear states to acquire design data useful in 
the manufacture of such weapons. (An unqualified "physical 
access" prohibition could be construed to call into question 
certain features of existing bilateral arrangements.) 

There appears to be no insurmountable obstacle to US­
Soviet agreement on other desirable elenents in a treaty. 

William C. Foster 
July 20, 1966 
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July 22, 1966 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: EUR - Mr. Stoessel 

FROM: RPM - Eugene V. McAuliffe 

SUBJECT: ACDA Memo of July 20 - Non-proliferation 

ACDA's July 20 Memorandlllll to Mr. Moyers (attached) suggests 
that our draft non-proliferation treaty be changed to fore­
close the European option and the possibility of the 
collective acquisition of nuclear warheads. This would 
mean that there could be no collective force that goes 
beyond joint ownership and control of delivery vehicles. 
It would also mean that so long as France and Great Britain 
survived as nation states they would by treaty be required 
to maintain national control, by means of a veto, over the 
collective defense efforts of the alliance in the nuclear 
field. 

These steps are seen to be justified by 1) the fact that 
they are consistent with US and UK national policy, 2) the 
unlikelihood that the European option will ever be exercised 
and 3) the hope that these concessions would provide signi­
ficant impetus to the search for a non-proliferation text 
acceptable to the Soviets and to ourselves. 

In our view the significance of these options transcends 
the framework within which they are currently being addressed. 
Though these options are cast in terms of the future they 
have an important political impact here and now irrespective 
of the possibility that they may be exercised. The mere fact 
that they are open means that West Germany and the other 
non-nuclear European nations have a claim to equality with 
Britain and France which of itself permits an important 
measure of self respect. We feel that this sense of equality 
and self respect is particularly crucial if the Germans are 
to weather the present crises in Bonn and NATO and still 
responsibly play the greater role which has been thrust upon 
them by the withdrawal of France from NATO. 

~ 
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Conversely, to outlaw these options would put these nations 
in a position of permanent political inferiority which in 
the FRG would have the immediate effect of undermining the 
Erhard Government and more importantly, eroding the confidence 
of all segments of German political life in the reliability 
of the US as a protector of FRG interests in dealing with 
the Soviets. Faced with the possibility that these options 
might be foreclosed and the concomitant internal and inter­
national consequences, the West Germans might find it 
necessary to hastily press their claims for equality in 
the substantive way, adding further to the stresses in the 
alliance and the tension in Europe. 

At the same time it seems unlikely that these concessions 
will satisfy the Soviets, who have repeatedly talked in 
terms of nuclear arrangements in general and have not 
bothered with details such as the European clause or 
whether the warheads or delivery vehicles are jointly owned. 
Soviet Ambassador Roschin recently remarked in Geneva that 
even present NATO "arrangements" in which delivery vehicles 
are "shared" may have gone too far to permit a non-prolifera­
tion treaty. ACDA's memorandum to Mr. Moyers elliptically 
concedes that the Soviet view of "access" is designed to 
cover collective force arrangements irrespective of ownership 
arrangements. The Soviet position seems formulated with 
deliberate imprecision as regards collective forces, 
consultation and existing arrangements, and the Soviets 
have exploited this by implying that a non-proliferation 
treaty was just beyond the next western concession. Rather 
than fall in with this tactic it is our view that changes in 
the present US draft should endeavor to make clear that we 
are prepared to agree to a treaty that would prevent any 
more nuclear powers from coming into existence, be they 
states, groups, associations or entities. Such a provision 
might read as follows: 

Each state party to this treaty undertakes to refrain 
from any action, direct or indirect, which would increase 
the total number of entities, including states or groups of 
states, having independent capacity to utilize nuclear weapons. 

We believe that this all one can reasonably ask from a non­
proliferation treaty and that such language would make it 
plain that it is the Soviet Union and not the West that has 
blocked progress toward non-proliferation by the introduction 
of extraneous issueso 
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TAB A 

I. Recent Correspondence Between the President and the 
Chancellor on Non-Proliferation Treaty 

1. On February 25 the Chancellor said in a letter 
to the President: 

"On examination of the changes proposed by 
your government doubts have, however, arisen whether 
the amendments envisaged would not in fact narrow 
down the present possibilities of the alliance to 
settle the nuclear question. Thus, the new wording 
in particular raises the question whether it is 
still beyond any doubt that the establishment of 
a E_uropean nuclear force, in which majority decisions 
on the use of the weapons could be taken, remains 
possible." 

2. March 2, the President said in his reply: 

"Let me say right off that the changes we have 
proposed do not alter the situation with respect to 
the nuclear sharing arrangements that would be per­
missible under our August draft. You raise specifi­
cally the implications for a possible European nuclear 
force which might acquire control of its own nuclear 
weapons. I assure you that this option would not be 

, .• -. excluded for treaty signatories either by our August 
:·~·-·,·.draft or by the recently proposed amendments to it, 

provided that the nuclear forces of an existing nuclear 
power (either the United Kingdom or France) were fully 
incorporated in such a European force: In such a 
circumstance decisions would not have to be subject 
to the veto of a nuclear power if that were the 
agreement of the parties." 

- 3. On March 18, the Chancellor said in his reply: 

"I am especially grateful to you for the 
understanding that you show for our concern in 
this matter. I was highly gratified to note the 
assurance given in your letter that the American 
draft treaty, even in its amended form, is not 
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intended to curtail the possibilities of establishing 
a joint NATO nuclear force or a future European 
development in this field.'' 

II. Meeting Between Secretary and Ambassador Knappstein 

July 9, 1965 Ambassador Knappstein called on the 
Secretary to discuss non-proliferation and the MLF. In 
the context of MLF planning, the Secretary assured the 
Ambassador that "there was no US policy change." And on 
proliferation said, "The US had never, and does·not now, 
accept the Soviet view that the MLF has anything to do with 
proliferation. We will not compromise with Soviet objections 
to MLF and abandon our efforts." He went on in the discussion 
to say, ·"However, if the Soviets insist on their views on 
MLF, a non-proliferation agreement is not a possibility ... " 
assuring the Ambassador that the matter was firmly in the 
hands of the President and that the FRG had no cause for 
worry re the development of a non-proliferation agreement 
"a~ any price." (Deptel 90 to Bonn) 
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