NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL “y

May 17, 1967 b2,

NOTE FOR MR, Rog(];ef/ (A

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

3
2. Extract from By CG
" qu 3-2

Brezhnev's speech
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l« DURING MAY 15 LINCHEON CONVERSATION SHUSTOV MADE FOLLOWING
POINTS TO DELOFF:
SHUSTOV DOZS 0T THINK SOVIET S WILL MAXE AJY COMMENTIN ON
Q@ AND A INTERPRETAT IONS. THESE YERE “Lﬁ." REPORTED TO MOSCOY.
SHUSTOV COMMENTED THAT SOVIETS ADMIRED THE WAY OWR INTERPREITA
PAGE TWO RUFHGV 35689 S~—-C—mt-F
“D.’“:"T'“"‘ 4E DNLY ASKED AGAIN WHETHER THEY WOULD ST PUBLICIZED, |
ELOFF REITERATED PCINT WE AAVE MADE THAT THEY WOULD NOT BZ !
”'_I“LT"'I"“ aND WEREZ NOT PART OF TREALY BUT SAME POINTS RDOUBTEDLY
WULD BE ¥MADE 2y "“"‘I‘ ISTRATION SPORESHMEN DURING SZf:i‘sT: AZARINGS.
DELOFF REFERRED TO YTATH QUEST IONS IN I’J'CZ OF COMMCNS DEBATE.
SHUSTOV SAID SOVIZTS WERE PUZZLED BY THE WONDER INB WHAT
HEATH'S INTENT ION HAD BEEN BUT SEZYMED Tu EE SATISFIZD 3Y ANSWERS
OF WILSON AND CALLAGHAMN, SHUSTOV SAID SOVIETS 'T""‘""'-TAJW ?"“A SONS
FOR OUR HAVING CONVEYED I""".“.F’?ETATI"‘I'.‘S TO THEYM AND INDICATE \
OVIEZTS UNDERSTOOD THAT THESE WEREZ QU R INTER T:T",".' I0NS OF A"TS.
T \1”"\ TT TJ&T LI NTaR NAAT -u'![—--ﬂr-r-r l .-.: T‘_i:!.' ‘Ff‘\ ""f“\\‘ﬁ o 'fT'T'L: v\pl:—-xt k
IALLY BUT THAT I“' ‘THERE WERE SOVIET ?TI IAlL OBJECT IONS, \

e

-~ .

SERIOUS PROBLEMS FOR
SILENT .

THT" WOULD CAUSE d
SOVIESTS PROSARLY WOILD IEMAIN

————— D LD

SHUSTOV INDICATED



2 QUERIEZD ABOUT ABSENCE UNTIL NOW OF.SOVIET RAT IF ICAT ION OF
OST AND CONSULAR CONVENT ION, SHUSTOV SATD- HE WORXED CLOSELY
ON OST IN MOSCOW BUT NOT FAMILIAR WITH BACKGROUND CONSYLAR

CONVENT ION. HE WAS SURE THAT SOVIET GOVT WAS SERIOUS WHEN IT

PAGE THREE RUFHGV 3889 S—Emf=R—2=F=

NEZGOT IATED OST AND THOUGHT IT MOST UNLIKELY THAT IT WOULD NOT
BZ RAT IF IED. HE ASSURED SAME APPLIZD TO CONSULAR CONVENT ION.
HE NOTED THAT BOTH INSTRWENTS ’:IO'.ILD HAVE TO BE RATIFIED BY
SUPREZMZ SOVIET, WHICH NOT !MNOVW IN SISSION AND SAID THERE SOME
QUESTION ABOUT WHEN NEXT SESSION 'ILL BE HELD. HE SAID HE

HAD HEARD TALX OF DELAY OF NEXT SESSION UNTIL OCTOBER BECAUSE
OF YREPARATIONS FOR 56TH ANNIVERSARY OF BOLSHEVIX REVOLUTION.
SHUSTOV DID MNOT THINX THAT EZVENUTS ZLSEJ:{ET‘: IN WORLD HAVZ AFFZICTED
SOVIZT "TT IT'ME ABOUT DESIRABILITY OF THESE AGREEMENIS COMING
INTO FORCE. USSR ALS0 STRCNGLY FAVORS ‘3PT.

Je SHUSTOV SAID HE AVWARE OF AWKVARDMNESS TO 'US IN NOT HAVING
OFFICIAL RESPONSE FROM V.'OSCO*:« 0N PROPOSALS MADE BY US IN RECINT
CO-CHAIRMEM MEZT INGS., HAE SAID SOVIZTS YOULD NOT FAVOR DELAY IN
RECONVZMTIMG ZTNDC A!D ASSUMED WE WOULD MOT EITHER. PERSONALLY HZ
ALSO THOUGHT 3EST SCLJTION WOULDS 3E TO TABLE WHAT CO-CHAIRIEN

COILYD AGREZ OM IF 30 ARRIZHZIT SN ART,. III AMND IV (2)e HZ 3AID

A ALL WY LY e Adnlldoliog

JZ THOUGHT O‘“ Y RZVAINTINEG SERICUS PROBLEM WAS ART. 111 'J'{Iun SCVIZTS

3 ILL: URESTL NG OVES.
SOVIZTS 20 NOT WISH TC 3IVZ FRG PRETZXT FOR NOT ADHERING T0

_—._.—

L

T3 cS U_Pus BUT ALSO DO NOT SZt HOW THEY
NG

PAGZ FOUR RUFHEY 36
NPT 3ECAYUSE OF EfR

CAN 3IVE ZURATOI

k. SH‘JSI'GU SAIC WE S5HOU 2ISCUS3 SECURITY ASSURANCZS PROBLE:
JEFORE LOWG ZBUT THIS .’-‘.a TJ"‘T URGCHT« SOVIZTS HAVE NO SPECIAL

VIEWS ABOUT WHERZ THIS SH b?]LD 8c DISCUSSED 3UT GENEVA WOULD
3E AS LOGICAL PLACZ AS ANY OTHER. ONLY PLACE THEY SHOULD NOT
B2 DISCUS3ZD BETWEEN US IS NEN PELHI, HE SAID IN HALF-HUMOROUS WAY.

4

S5 3HUSTOV CALLZD OUR ATTZNT ICN TO STATEMENT ON PEACEFWL EBXPLOSIONS
2Y BRIZHNEY IN KARLOVY VARY SPEECH (APRIL 28 P"'AVDA).
CP=3« TUBRY
BT
. —ef
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EXTRACT
25 April 1967 GG 13 3 CZECHOSLOVAKIA

In Europe there are not only the U,S. military bases but zlso bases of a different

kind. 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 other West European countries and which engage

in slanderous propaganda directed against the socialist countries. The time has

come to queéstion the activities of all.venomous breeding grounds on European soil

which poison relaticns, The development of bilateral relations between- -European nations
could be an importar.: prerequisite for the strengthening of Europcan security.

The present trend tocward a detente in Europe is very much the result of the

improvement of bilatcral 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 security of peoples. The Soviet Union is ready to
exchange opinions on the preparation of bilateral agreements and treaties with
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 frield of econonmy,

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 only the beginning. The developing scientific and technological revolution,
the increasing efforts to consolidate national independence and liberation from

the dollar diktat, suggest 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 conducting nuclear research and the use of atomic energy for peaceful purposes.
The realization of this proposal will make it possible for states which relinguished
their right to the manufacture and acquisition of nuclear weapons to participate
in all the advantages offered mankind by the peaceful energy from the split atom.
b - T
Another. important field for cooperation on an all-European basis is the joint
work on such problems as the purification of Eurcpean 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 own 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 speech by Leonid Brezhnev at the
conference of communist and workers parties of Europe discussing
problems of European security at Karlovy Vary.
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THE WHITE HOUSE T 1
WASHINGTON U it
Tuesday, May 16, 1967

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,

L}aﬂﬁr&
J

Approved
Disapproved

See me
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Mr. President; /

Herewith Sec, Rusk urgently seeks clearance
for; '

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

== To advise the Germans that we urge
postponenient of the duration issue until we see
whether the other issues in contention can be
cleared cut and to avoid having the Germans out
ia froaf,

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

W. W, Rostow

DECLASSIFIED
E.O. 12356, Sec. 3.4
NI Z¢-3%0
By LU ., NARA, Dage 3:22.75~

ce: Mr, Bator
Mr. Keeny

WWRostow:rln
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MEMORANDUM FOR 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) that if the subject of Article III was nevertheless
raised in the Flenary the U.S. would state that it considered
an Article III like that which we have been discussing with the
FRG as an essential condition for Western &pproval.

. A
GROUP 1.
DECLASSIFIED Excluded from automatic
E.O. 12356, Sec. 3.4 downgrading and
N 24-237_ o’ ;-ss—w 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 Article III and we table a
joirt draft with a blank Article III, the U.S. would in any
future discussion of safeguards in Geneva become the spokesman
for the German position.

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 -- 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
EURATOM interests to which the Soviets could agree.

My recommendation is that, if the Soviets will agree to
this procedure -- as I believe they may -- we proceed to table
a_jointly-recommended draft in the ENDC with Article III, safe-
guards, initially left blank. e

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




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-
ed duration. The suggestion was that the treaty should either

e Iimited to 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 £reaty's duratign.

It is most unlikely, however, that we could, at this time,
aegotiate 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

PN ran=im o o : .
rﬂcb:ﬂmq_bﬂi._! " o




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

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.

W

Dean Rusk




S S RO LA o, A A
whiaaaling SRl ARSI

_RECEVED . |
Gt A AT B Y g

CSTU 16 M 9 10 e

PRESERVATIGH oy



THE WHITE HOUSE
WASHINGTON

SECREF— 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 issue 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.
wtﬂ@gow

g
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EO. 155655 5.4
B’M. NARA Date/2/0S/0/
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MEMORANDUM FOR 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) that if the subject of Article III was nevertheless
raised in the Plenary, the U.S. would state that it considered
an Article III like that which we have been discussing with the
FRG as an essential condition for Western approval.

GROUP 1.

DECLASSIFIFD -
E.O. 12356, Sec. 3.4 Excluded from automatic

downgrading and
NIJ..94-337 _ D
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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
joint draft with a blank Article III, the U.S. would in any
future discussion of safeguards in Geneva become the spokesman
for the German position.

The fact that the Germans are backing off from their
opposition to the tabling of a joint draft with Article IIIL
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
EURATOM interests to which the Soviets could agree.

My recommendation is that, if the Soviets will agree to
this procedure -- as I believe they may -- we proceed to table
a jointly-recommended draft in the ENDC with Article III, safe-
guards, 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
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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 TAEA
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-
ed duration. The suggestion was that the treaty v should either
be Iimited to 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
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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

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.

W

Dean Rusk
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THE WHITE HOUSE
WASHINGTON 5
May 16, 1967
NOTE FOR MR. R w
Walt--

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

I believe it states the issue fairly, and
I agree with the recommegénded course
of action.

Sp;?- geo; Keeny

Att,
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MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT DECLASSIFIED
E.O. 12356, Sec. 3.4
Ny 14340
Sebject: Non-Proliferation Treaty "L,mm‘

We, the members of your Scieace Advisory Committes, stroagly
support your coatinuing efforts to achieve a Nen-"roliferation Treaty.
We are most encouraged by the indications that success may be close
&t haad in this most importaat endeavor.

We believe that the spread of nuclear weapons is cne of the most
critical issues of cur thne. A Noa- Proliferatica Treaty appears to be
sur oaly hope of prevesting the spread of auclear weapoas (¢ many
sations duriag the aext dscade.

We understand that the ouly major polat of disagreement on the Treaty
between the Soviets and curselves ias the formulaticn of the safeguards

provision. We agree that it would be very desirable ic bave a strong
safeguards provision ia the Treaty. Al the same time, we believe that
a Now- Proliferation Treaty without any safeguards provision would still

be & very asigsificant agreement. We would therefore strongly urge
that the Treaty act be allowed ¢ founder un this issue.

While we recognise thai the remaliuiag problems are essentially
political and diplomatic in natere, we are prepared to assist you ia
any way we <an o help achieve the MNon- “reliferation Treaty.

Doaald F. Hornig (Chatrasan) William R, MHewlett
Charles H. Townes (Vice Chairman) Gordon J. F. MacDonald
fvan L. Beanstt, Jr. George £, Pake

Lewis hi. Braanscomb Kenneth 5. Pitger
Sidaey D. Drell Charles P, Slichter
Michae! Ference, Jr. Lewis Thomas
Marvin L. Goldberger F. B Westhelmer
Philip Handler
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CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE AGENCY /
WASHINGTON, D. C. 20505 -

\ @

OFFICE OF THE DEPUTY DIRECTOR FOR INTELLIGENCE

9 MAY 1957

MEMORANDUM FOR: The Honorable Walt W. Rostow e
Special Assistant to the President
The White House

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.

R. J. SMITH
Deputy Director for Intelligence

Attachment a/s
No. 1111/67

No Foreign Dissem/Background Use Only
SECREL.
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DIRECTORATE OF
INTELLIGENCE

Intelligence Memorandum

STATUS OF NEGOTIATIONS ON THE NONPROLIFERATION TREATY

3
8 May 1967
No. 1111/67
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WARNING

This document contains information affecting the national
defense of the United States, within the meaning of Title
18, sections 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.

1
DOWHNORADING AND
DECLASSIPICATION

GROUP 1
EXCLUDED FROM AUTOMATIC
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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 NATO. 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 1like 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 so. 1If, 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

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 objections. Some of the Europeans, however,
still have problems with it.

2. 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 processes
and facilities. Still another revision would elim-
inate the nuclear states' veto over amendments, a
privileged position which a number of the allies
have objected to. 1In 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 safeguards. 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 controls. Above all,
the article now provides that the international
safeguards shall be either those of the International
Atomic Energy Agency (TIAEA) 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 for. 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
excepted.

5. 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. "N

The Key Allies

6. Most of Bonn'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 time." 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.

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.
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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 pro-
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 signing 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.
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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 make strong
efforts to obtain agreement on disarmament. Tt
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 safegliards,
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 ''psychologically
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 treaty.

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.
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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 seen. The guarantee 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. 1India'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 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.

B
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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-
TYope. 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 ILI.

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 breakthroughon 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 an amendment
it does not wish to accept.

24, 1In 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 ahead. 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 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.

27. 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.

28. 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 runners. In short, it may be that the NPT
will prove to have been more difficult for the non-
nuclears to contemplate than to accept.
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WASHINGTON, D. C. 20505 J
OFFICE OF THE DEPUTY DIRECTOR FOR INTELLIGENCE S
9 MAY 1967

MEMORANDUM FOR: Mr. Bromley Smith
White House Staff
The White House

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.

C J it

R. J. SMITH
Deputy Director for Intelligence

Attachment a/s
No. 1111/67
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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. 1In 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 NATO. 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 so. 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

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 objections. Some of the Europeans, however,
still have problems with it.

2. 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 processes
and facilities. Still another revision would elim-
inate the nuclear states' veto over amendments, a
privileged position which a number of the allies
have objected to. 1In 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 safeguards. 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 controls. Above all,
the article now provides 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 for. 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, 1In 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
excepted.

5. 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 Eurcopeans 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.  SOp

The Key Allies

6. Most of Bonn'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 time." 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.

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.

—
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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 pro-
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 signing 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.
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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

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 make strong
efforts to obtain agreement on disarmament. 'It
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 safegliards,
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 '"psychologically
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 treaty.

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.

i
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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 seen. The guarantee 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. 1India'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 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.
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NO FOREIGN DISiﬁgéﬁégﬁFROUND USE ONLY



NO FOREIGN DISSEM/BACKGROUND USE ONLY

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 breakthroughon the issue before the ENDC re-
convenes on 18 May. It is also conceivable that in

D
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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 an amendment
it does not wish to accept.

24. 1In 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 ahead. 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. 1In 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
FEuropean 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.

27. 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 rand 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.

28. 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 runners. In short, it may be that the NPT
will prove to have been more difficult for the non-
nuclears to contemplate than to accept.
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THE WHITE HOUSE \
-SECRET® WASHINGTON May 9, 1967
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MEMORANDUM FOR MR. ROSTOW C

Subject: Birrenbach's Statement on NPT and European Unity

At your request, I have checked the records on Birrenbach'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 itself. The dates he gave you (25 Aug 65,

22 Mar 66, and Dec 66) correspond essentially to the tabling of the

original treaty (17 Aug 65); tabling of the "new language" (22 Mar 66);

and Rusk's discussion of Articles I and II of the current NPT draft with

the Germans during the Ministerial Conference 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).

Spyirgedn Keeny

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 Cp.rrent Draft, not yet tabled
Tab B
Statement of Interpretations, dtd 17 Apr 67
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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.
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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-PROLIFERATION TREATY INTERPRETATIONS\J/’

1. The treaty deals only with what is prohibited, not
with what is permitted.;

2. Lt prohibiés transfer to any reéipient whatsoever
O of "auclear weapons' or control over them, meaning bombs and

warheads. It also prohibitslthe transfer of ofher nuclear
explosive devicaé because a nuclear explosive device intended
for peaceful purposeé can be used as a weapon or can be

easily adapted for Quch 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. -

4, It does not deal with allied consultations and pldanning\y

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 weapons 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. Sl Them R
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6. It does not deal with the problem of European unity,
and would not bar sﬁccession'by a new federated European state
to the nuciear status of one of its former components. A new
federated'EurOPeaﬁ staté would have td control all of its
external securi;x functions including defense and all foreigq;
policy matters ;eigting to external security, but would not
have to be so centralized as to assume all governmental

functions. While not dealing with succession by such a

federated state, the treaty would bar transfer of nuclear
weapons (including ownership) or control over them to any

recipient, including a multilateral entity.

Notes on Changes made Since Anril 4 NAC Meeting

L o Foﬁner title was "DRAFT S'MMARY OF INTERPRL?T-:‘\TI".TIS".
Word "summary'' dropped, since might be mistaken to .
imply that a fuller set of internretations existed,

2. Remainder of this sentéhce, beginning with '"because
added. . '

'3, Former version read "consultations (including planning)"
rather than '"consultations 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 NATO. 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 so. 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

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 objections. Some of the Europeans, however,
still have problems with it.

2. 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 processes
and facilities. 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 safeguards. 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 controls. Above all,
the article now provides that the international
safeguards shall be either those of the International
Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) 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 for. 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.

e
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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
excepted.

5. 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 Eurcpeans 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. i

The Key Allies

6. Most of Bonn'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 time." 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.

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 soméehow 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. 1In 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 pro-
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 signing 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.
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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

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 make strong
efforts to obtain agreement on disarmament. Tt
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 safegliards,
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 '"psychologically
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 treaty.

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.
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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 seen. The guarantee 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. 1India'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 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. 1In 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 breakthroughon the issue before the ENDC re-
convenes on 18 May. It is also conceivable that in

e

NO FOREIGN DISSEM/BACKGROUND USE ONLY



o

SECREF— 5
NO FOREIGN DISSEM/BACKGROUND USE ONLY

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 an amendment
it does not wish to accept.

24, 1In 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 ahead. 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 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.

27. 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.

28. 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 runners. 1In short, it may be that the NPT
will prove to have been more difficult for the non-
nuclears to contemplate than to accept.
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l\{f_of‘;day, /.n.‘f 8, 1967

JMEMORANDUM OF CONVERSATION

:corg von Lilienfeld came in to report the lowing:
1, Chzncellor Kiesinger has come to the conclasior that it is
politically dangercus for him to submit the non-proliferation treaty to
the German parliament and to the country unle:.s a timme limit is permitied

in one oitwo forms:
-- the treaty itself runs for, say, 20 years; or
= signators could accede to the treaty for a limited period of time.

2. Specifically, what he fears is that Franz Josef Strauss will maks
.is an issuc of his resignation; destroy the present coalition; and force a
P

general e;\,\:;ion.. Lilienfeld implied th"-* Str*— uss' -'1**ent would be to have
the CDU returned with a majority, with Strauss as Foreign Minister,

3. Lilienfeld, in further explanation of the Chancellox's political
esition, said that in pursuing his policy to the east, he would have o give
away, probably, the Oder-Neisse line and accept de facto contacts at high
vels with the East German government, If, in addition, he had to stanc
ciore the parliament and the country on a non-proliferation treaty withou
& time limit, he would be facing, in his judgment, more than he could =andle.

L=

4, ILilienfeld then asked if the President would be ''surprised' by this
position. I said that, to the best of my .cnowleafe -*.':1-3 President had listenad
carefully to Chancellor Kiesinger's discussion of his pro 'b..e'.ﬂ-.-s with the NPT
sad explained that we were not sure that we had a treaty accepiable To the
Soviet Union; but had made the case for a treaty without t1 me limit, He said
that also was his understanding.

5. I promised to report his conversation. He told me that Gutenberg
would be in to see me soon with a more elaboratec account of the German
government's position with respect to the time lLimit,
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April 28, 1967

MEMORANDUM FOR MR, WALT ROSTOW, THE WHITE HOUSE

SUBJECT: Possible Presidential Answers to
Questions on Non=-Proliferation Treaty.

In response to a request from your
otftice, 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.

Mo J Tl

Adrian S. Fisher
Acting Director

enclosure: Questions & Answers DECLASQ§:?;4
(C. until released) E.O. 1}226359 .

By 2 NARA, Date 2227/

cc: State = S/S = Mr. Ben Read
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Did you come to any understanding with our allies to hold

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

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.

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?

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.
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Taking into consideration the wishes of the
non-nuclear States that in conjunction with the renunciation

nuclecar

isition o
vcapons accoralng to the Trealy on Non Proliferation of such

by these States of the manufacture or acqui
weapons appropriate measures might be taken to safeguard the
security of non-nuclear countries and also bear in mind that
any aggressibn accompanied by the use of nuclear weapbns 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 or a threat of such an attack an essentlally’

h S

" new situation will arise in which the Security Council and

above all its Permanent members possessing nuclear weapons
will have to act immedlately under the U.Ne. Charter which
provides taking *effective collective measures for the

‘prevention and removal of threat to the peace; and for the
suppression of acts of aggression or other breaches of the

peace". ' Any aggressor who embarks on the road of the threat
— e —————
-of using nuClear weapons or dares unleash a war accom ied

by the uqe 'of nuclear weapons and thus breaches the peace
and security of natlonslw1ll not go unpunished.

It goes wlthout saying that, as it is provided in
‘Article 51 of the U.N, Charter, the States Who fall victim™ °
to an attack, a nuclear one included, have an inherent right
o? individual or collective self~defence until the Security
'Counc1l has taken measures ultlnatcly to maintain internationa
peace and securitye
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ANNEX B
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SECURITY ASSURANCES TO NON-NUCLEAR STATES

Substantive provision from language suitable for
UN Resolution which was approved by Committee of Principals
on April 22, 1965:
"Welcomes the intention signified by Member
States approving this resolution that they will
provide or support immediate assistance to any
State not possessing nuclear weapons that is
the victim of an act of aggression in which
nuclear weapons are used, and calls upon all
other States to associate themselves with the
objectives of this resolution,"
DECLASSIFIED _
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THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON %

" April 19, 1967

<SECRET

MEMORANDUM FOR MR. ROSPOW

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 "an attack by a nuclear state
accompanied by the use of nuclear weapons against states

not possessing nuclear weapons or a threat of such an

attack ...'" 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.
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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.

%{ﬂw\ Car
Spdrgegn Keeny

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

cc: FMBator
HSaunders
HWriggins



MEMORANDUM =

THE WHITE HOUSE 32

WASHINGTON

April 18, 1967

MEMORANDUM FOR MR. RO W

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 ""Additional Actions that Might Be Taken to Meet Concerns of NPT
Signatories. "

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.

TR
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2. I do not entirely understand the proposal (Item 2(b) -
Technology) to supply all peaceful knowledge acquired through national
nuclear programs to EURATOM. 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 250, 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 JAEA, 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. Idon'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 '"second-
class status'' of non-nuclear weapons states. I note that the present
treaty has the following provision: "Each Party shall in exercising
its national sovereignty have the right to withdraw from the Treaty
if it decides that extraordinary events, related to the subject matter
of this Treaty, have jeopardized the supreme interests of its country.
It shall give notice of such withdrawal to all other Parties to the Treaty
and to the United Nations Security Council three months in advance.
Such notice shall include a statement of the extraordinary events it
regards as having jeopardized its supreme interests.' 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
possibility 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

~SEGRET
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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
sy stems.

:; tw
Spuffgeor) Keeny

Attachment:
cy memo 4/6 by HOwen

cc: FMBator
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Mr. Bator
Mr, Kmy/

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

Walt Rostow
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A while back you told R e
"Don't mourn, organize." W2 ¥

Walt:

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 reviewing and '
acting on such of these proposals
as pass muster.

You will note the proposal

for a Presidential speech towards
the end.

A0
Henry Owen

Mr. Rostow
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SUBJECT: Additional Action that Might Be Taken to Meet
- Concerns of NPT Signatories

1. Introduction. This memorandum deals with actions not
now in trainl/ which might help to meet key concerns of
nuclear-capable countries and thus to persuade them to
sign an NPT. It treats actions to meet three major
categories of these countries' concerns:

(2) concerns over civil uses of nuclear technology;

(b) concerns over security;

0] DECLASSIFIED
(¢c) concerns over second class status. E'?‘ %;fj,[-’g:’ Me.34:
r"]d P e T 1

By—&l __ NARA, Date 5498
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-~ I. 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:

(a2) offer to join others in creating an international
corporation, which would make available to all its members
peaceful technology developed through military nuclear
programs of any member;2 :

(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 with compensation for the pain which it is being.
~caused on other fronts by the NPT. (EURATOM already acts

. 14
1/ It does not, therefore, deal with such issues.as safe-
guards and an international agency to perform peaceful S

explosions which are already under active consideration. ;

2/ 1In the US, AEC makes this technology available only to}.? '
American industry - which might well howl at losing this * '

exclusive privilege.



as a clearing house for information among its members and
thus should be able easily to handle an extension of this
funccion.)

3. TFuel. The FRG has sought, and other nuclear capable
countries will probably seek, assurances of a continued
supply of fissionable material.

Proposal:

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

(b) ‘The US should offer to join an IAEA study of the

possibility of building an internationally owned nuclear
fuel facility in the US, to meet other countries' future

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 us 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 how this comes out, there will remain the
problem of what, if anything, the US should do to make its
own (October 1964) assurances more persuasive.

Proposal: We should offer to hold private US-Indian
discussions of possible contingencies involving ChiCom
nuclear blackmail, as recommended in the interagency paper
which NEA and S/P submitted to the Secretary in December

1966 on '"The Indian Nuclear Weapons Problem', and endorsed
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recently by Embassy Delhi. This would not be a guarantee,
but it would meet some Indian concerns. (To take this
action, we would need either to overcome JCS reservations
or to 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-
valent of the NATO Special Nuclear Committee. They are
not ready, politically, for such an ambitious measure;
some Japanese officials may, however, see this as the next
step, after presently envisaged security consultations get
underway. '

= -

Proposal:

We should inform the Japanese that we would be ready
to join them in creating a bilateral US-Japanese nuclear
consultation mechanism, whenever they might wish.

III. Second Class Status

6. Problem. The most basic of the nuclear-capable coun-
tries' concerns is their fear of being frozen indefinitely
into second class status. This concern has been 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.

Each of these is treated below.

2. Duration. : 44
i RY

(a) The Italians, Germans, and some Japanese officials

have 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 =-- subject at the end of this

period to renegotiation or renewal'.

SECRET
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(b) President Chatenet of EURATOM has suggested that
the same object be achieved by the non-nuclear powers'
making clear how they proposed to interpret the treaty:

"The non-nuclear countries...might say that they were making

a contribution to non-dissemination through accepting the

_ treaty but that this was a concession limited in time and
dependent upon the nuclear countries caking some action to redress

the balance." : \

(¢) The FRG has proposed that the withdrawal clause
be changed to provide that any non-nuclear country may
withdraw ifwits sovereign rights and interests are vlolated
or threatenéd by a nuclear weapon state.

Pressure for thus liberalizing the withdrawal clause,
or limiting the duration of the treaty, or linking that
‘duration to progress on disarmament 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 in the sharpest terms during the course of
further negotiations"

Proposal: 1If future negotiations indicate that an NPT

cannot be secured without some major action to meet the non-
nuclear countries' concerns re permanent second class 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. )
: .
This 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 countrles
were to interpret treaty language in different ways. 3
Nor is it clear that the effective life of an NPT
would be shortened by our acquiescing in such a w1thdrawal
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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 followed
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 disarmament.

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

—

Proposal: Im addition to strengthening 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 proposals can be developed in light of continuing
technological advances. A small Executive Committee of- that
Panel, made up of members who could devote substantial

time to the enterprise, might be asked to tackle this job

as a matter of urgency. =

It's been some time since we reviewed our disarmament
position (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 for eventual wider negotiations.
_ i
Quite aside from the effect of such a Presidential 8
announcement on nuclear-capable countries' attitudes toward '
the NPT, public opinion in the US and elsewhxre would welcome’
this evidence of US desire to move on from budding US-Soviet :
agreement on NPT to wider disarmament. 1

1/ In the long run, of course, this progress will
have to include China, if India and Japan are to be
impressed.
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9. UK Status. The non-nuclear countries' concern over

second class status is accentuated by Japanese and Contin-
ental resentment of the UK's special status as a nuclear power.
These medium-sized powers £find it even harder to accept
discrimination from one of their own ilk than at the hands

of the super-powers.

-Proposal: We should encourage Prime Minister Wilson to

indicate, in line with his pre-election position, that he

does not.favor indefinite maintenance of the UK's separate
national nuclear program, and hopes that progress toward

either disarmament or a politically unified Europe will eventually
make it possible to phase out that program.

This position (which would, as the London Economist
points out, also brighten HMG's image on the Common Market
front) 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
Italizn 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 to yield the desired result. A Presidential speech

might be useful 'to this end, if it had enough new substance

so that it did not appear to be simply arm-twisting.

Proposal: If some of the suggestlons outlined above prosper -
notably those for a special US disarmament study, new e
arrangements for sharing of nuclear technology, and assurancés
regarding future supply of nuclear fuel, they should be :
surfaced in a major Presidential address on non- prollferatlon
and disarmament. : h,é

y e
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Saturday, April 8, 1967 -- 1:20 p.m,
Mr, President:

In the attached memorandum, Sec. Rusk endorses 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, 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 industry,

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.

Mstow

Approved,without further review 5 t

Approved, subject to White House clearance of statement

Disapproved

DBCLASSIFIED
E.O.
Discuss NIJ 1?23??'908“' 3.4

By-Cli . NARA, Dage 3:22-95

-SOMNEIDENTIAL .
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NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL /Y

et v/
March 31, 1967 "
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NOTE FOR MR. Ros@w/

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.

Spyr gezn Keeny

Att. :
Status rpt 3/29
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STATUS OF NOU-PROLIFIRATICN CONSULTATIONS

We have informed ouy NATO allies of tha follmin" U.S.
views on consultations duving the DUDC recesa: Ve bclicve
we should have a IIAC meeting on Apxil 4 to mviw the vieua
expreszed to us by some of our alliecs, to submit proposed
changes in tha tezt of the draft f:reha:y that we will sugcest
to the Soviets before tmli'a and changes in the Swmary of
Intexpretations, and to put forwerd the chauges in the tex
that we will ss'\:rpoz:a. aj.tm: tabling idn the DG, (The changes
in the tozt of the trealy and in t; @ :z'(.e'fu;m?io are gtill
being worked on at this time,) At the April 4 meeting, if not
sooner, wewill give ouxr allics the text of a2 new Ar tlela 113
based o:u susgestions we L. ve alrecady given to EURATOM members,
Ve hope to complete HAC concultations by about April 12 znd
obtain congurrence of our allies to . taobling a text with the
me?crs‘.mdmu that they will not at that time be comnitted,
We wicsh to give the Sovists auy new 1::*’;1;:* ze we have to m,‘,;_-,.. st
and our Summary of Interpréetativns by alout c'mz._.l 2%, th
allowing then two wecks for consideration and for o :vrulz:atim
with thelr ellies, Ve hope to have an understanding om a taxt
for tabling and on the Iutwprt,‘\: tions by a..aut Iay 5 t’;s,:
enabling us to jointly table the text on the May 9 ENZC re
tion,

H} C"

-

4]

[}

W

The nature of further consultations with the Japanes
and Indians ia still under consideration,

Last weck we gave the Gernans 8 lengthy response (Tab A)
to thelx comments, We also gave the CGermans suggestions for
chanzes in Article III (zafcruvards), including the suzgestion

for IATUA verification of TURATOM sa”ﬂf?mrds. Ve are continuing
onsultations with the Ceorpans here in Washington thils weck,

DECLASSIFIED
E.O. 12356, Sec. 3.4 GROUP 1
G4- 228 —SECRET  oluded pron gy,
4 oWngragin fatig

r)?‘? =]
By__.k&ﬁ.’—. NARA, Da:c_i__ 4 ,SEE%:_ declassirygay ton
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Italy

Last week we made a similar responee (Tob B) to the
variocus Italisn. suggestions. We nlso gave them the suggestions
for changes in Article IiI, UWe are continuing cur cousultations
with then this weelk during which time we will respond to various
scientific and teclmical questions they have railsed, (Vhile
there appear to be difierences within the government, the Italions
have beea concemed sbout the draft text, acsong other reasons,
because it forecioses a Furcepean nuclear force ghort of Zuropean
Fedexation, and they fear thig would Inhkibit propress touward
Europecan unification except axound the French foree da franpe.)

Peledrzs ond Tha Mathawnlasndg

Ve have given both of these countrioes sugzested chanzes dn
Axticle III which 1s thedr principal coacern, They are othere
wise fzvorsble to moving ghead with the tabling of a text, The

Belgiang in partilcular have been strong supporters of a treaty.
The Dutch are still concerned sbout the effect that Article I1I
will have oa EURATGH, particulazly of what the French migat do

to EURATOM 1€ JARA gafeguands ere applied, The Zenclux coumteiea
have gaild they are ceeking to come up with a conprosise safesuaxds
formmulation in view of the negative attitude of the EURATUI Come

mwn *

The B,%, and Cenedn

The Dritish and Canadians are impaticnt with the pace of
progress towarde tabling the text, (The British, however, aze
wlikely to give any overt support on the safezuvards quastion
because they <o not wigh to prejudice thelyr effort to achieve
Coimuon Market membexship,) The Caaadians have only one problem
with the text and that is that they would prefer to bave safe-
guards opply equally to nuclear and non-nuclcar parties to the
treaty, though there are clear indications they would not insist
vpon it,

— 54»‘ IJ-'-.‘-:.J I
i e s
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Franca

The French have sald they will not sizsa the tresty but
do not object to cother states adheving, At the present tine
there is no clear evidence that the Freach ave attempting to
sabotage the project clandestinely, slthough thes Dutech have
said the French have threatened to paralysze EURATOM in the evant
that NPT safeguards axe accepted, '

Other NATO Allies

‘The Homweglans and the Danes are strong supporters of &
treaty and are also impatient with the pace of nagotiations,
. Lacrersbourg will probdably follow the etrong and favorzble Delgion
lead., Creece generally supports the txeaty effort, Turkey,
Portuzal aund Iceland have no strong feelings on the sudject bLut
generally support the treaty effort, .

SaANoY

The Japanese belleve that a troaty is important and
urgenty but they have some xesexvations, They are concerned
with sssuring that ths treaty will not inhibit peaceful
nuclear activitles, They also wizh aszurance thar the treaty
will not obstruct the U.S.~Japanese Mutual Sseurity Treaty.
They of course glso have sone hesitations about z fivm come
mitment not to go nuclear gad they bhave some wumessiness aboud
Sgviet~American detente but there secms to be no real pogei-
bility that the Japanese will not support the treaty,

Ind

We are glving the Indiaas the draft text this wesk, The
Indians will in the first instance oblect to a treaty which
éoes not impose obligations on the puclear powers to initiate
nuclear digamnament, Tha Indlans have also privately raoised
the guestion of Indian sccurity guarantess.  In addition they
wish to be assured that thelr peaceful nuclear activities will
not be Interferad with, Givea the Iadien reliance upon Soviet

axd American power for thelyr owm security, grudging Indian

acceptance of the treaty seens likely, though poseibly with
some resexvations,


https://nuclf:.ar
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Last week we gave the Israelis a rather full briefinz on
the draft treaty, but not the text, Thao Israeli Aubagsador
¢ld not express any vicys at that time, ecaying his government
would nzed to study our presentation, The Isvaelis would
prefer not to have & nuclear option foreclosed, Rowever, they
are probably sware that once a treaty is agreed upon they will
probably have no choice but to adhere to it,

—— e i
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MEMORANDUM

THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

March 30, 1967 f‘i;} 2 () e’

i,

MEMORANDUM FOR MR, ROS(W

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.

W eom—"
Spyrgeon Keeny
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NATIONAL SECURITY CoJNCIL

March 29, 1967
¢
NOTE FOR MR. ROSTOW C2

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 NATO allies and the Soviets
in preparation for tabling the treaty
at the ENDC on May 9.

Att.

Sp}str g%n Keeny
STATE 164401

to all NATO capitals
dated 3/28/67.
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Egi Following are our views on schedule for future NPT

IT-JO discussions with our NATO allies and the Soviets.

EEEA 1. During week of March 27 we will continue bilateral dis-
- g‘:blli _cussions here in Washington with the Germans and Italians. During
“'NSA  this time we will seek to obtain from them their reactions to

DOD

SCI  the rather extensive responses we have given them during the past

0IC

AEC week, We clearly cannot resolve all of the issues during this

OST

period but hopefully we can nsrrow them down in preparation for
a NAC discussion, If we receive some encouragement from the
EURATOM countries to our suggestions for amending Article TII,
we will ask the Soviets for their views as soon as possible,

2, 1In any event, on April 4 we would have a NAC meeting at
which we would review the general nature of the views that have

Drafted by: Tel. Exi. Telagraphic transmission and .

ACDA-Adrian S. Fisher TP L | siamewnn sonoratiny, The Secretary

Clearances:

G - Mr, Kohler s/s -Mr. McCall  pp | N 1eddy

Hr.rsteen M - Mr. Rostow

_SECRET .

FORM
8-65 DS'322
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been presented to us by some of our allies and submit (1) the

proposed changes in the text and interpretationsthat we propose to
try out on the Soviets before tabling, and (2) the changas:}ghgﬁe
will support after tabling and during the ENDC consideration of the
text. We will also explain reasons why other changes suggested by
::::gi:éf.g.ea are not desirable or practical., (Foster will attend NAC

3. Ve plan to transmit text of new Article YII (based on
suggestions already given them) to EURATOM members during the
middie of this week for discussion at April 4 NAC meeting,

4, By April 19 we would hope to complete NAC consultations
and obtain concurrences of our allies to tabling a text with the
understanding that they are not at that time committed, In order
to give Soviets time for their high-level review and consultation
their allies, we will have to cenclude NAC consultations by April 19,

5. Following the April 19 NAC meeting we would want to give
the Soviets any new language we had to suggest and our interpreta-
tions. We could perhaps do this on the 21st, either in Washington
or posgsibly in Geneva, This would give the Soviets two weeks for
consideration and perhaps further discussion with us., We would aim

at having an understanding with them with respect to tabling the
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MEMORANDUM DECLASSIFIED

E.0. 12958, Sec. 3.6

TO: 2
FROM: By <= NARA Date 72-/7-5%
SUBJECT:

1. 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's 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!
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. I'm pressing Nick to pursue the question of greater consul-
tation with the Indians.
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MEMORANDUM FOR MR, ROSTOW
SUBJECT: Japanese Attitudes Toward Non-Proliferation Treaty
Conclusion:

If a non-proliferation treaty comes into being, Japan's 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; i.e., ''sacrifice' is required
of non-nuclear powers without concomitant requirement that the nuclear
powers move toward disarmament.

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

3. 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 Japan. There is great reluctance
to be excluded forever from the super-power club., Furthermore, the

—SECRET——
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Japanese fear that our detente with the Soviets will go too far, to their
detriment. Hence their (well taken) caution to us that the Soviets are
not to be trusted.

There is a possibility that Japan will join with other non-nuclear
nations in collective bargaining 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 disarmament.

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. 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. (I under-
stand that while Foster has taken this matter up with Dobrynin, it was done
in a rather half-hearted way.)

2. Our consultations 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 number 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

_SEERET



central issue of agreement with the Soviets. 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 improving. Someone from Dick Sneider's
office sat in on ACDA's discussions with the Japanese Embassy for the

first time two days ago.

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's success. If Foster
talks to the NAC he may not need to go to Tokyo, but if he engages in bi~
lateral talks in Europe he probably should go to Tokyo as well. He certainly
must go if he goes toIfew 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 probable. Chiefly, at issue is obtaining that out-
come in a manner which will not cost unduly.

Alfrod Jenkins

cc: Mr. Jorden
Mr. Ropa

BECEIET
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MEMORANDUM FOR MR, W.W. ROSTOW DECLASSIFIED
E.O. 12958, Sec. 3.6

SUBJECT: Italy and the Non-Proliferation Treaty NILJ 9¢-370 efpecl
By + , NARA Date /2-/72-55

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 substance 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'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' compensating sacrifice.
-~ technological spin-off.

The Internal Political Situation: All the Washington observers agree with
Reinhardt'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-
a ble if the leadership 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 "if'", and deeply-felt national emotions could certainly be
aroused as the debate progresses.

ORI T
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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's
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. B y
Attachment Nathaniel Davis

INR Study dated March 2, 1967
—SEERET —
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Subject: Italian Frustrations Over The NPT _ WRIGGINS

Recent Italian objections to some aspects of the draft nonproliferation
treaty (NPT) appear to be motivated by concérn 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
solemn commitments of all recent Italian governments in favor of a "non-
proliferation policy"), and any Italian government which refused to sign
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
in the UN, a plan calling for a unilateral "moratorium" on the part of tﬁé
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 for 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 treaty,
minus the so-called European option, places the non-nuclear members of the
"Six" at the mercy of nuclear France, which will 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 article threatens to
widen the '"technological gap" between the nuclear and the non-nuclear states
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 far
failed. 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
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editorial in I1 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 Il 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 democracy
[sic] has no atomic or imperialistic vocations?"

Although 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."
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We believe that present Italian unhappiness would be considerably
assuaged if the preambular language 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 i1ts 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.

SEM/CONTR



1 “Golelligence

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF STATE
P p/’/é/k - 192

DIRECTOR OF INTELLIGENCE AND RESEARCH x|
. = -
‘uh'lli JL ﬁ: J“"M"‘rﬁ:h 9’ 196?
To : The Secretary ﬂ
Through: S/5
From : INR - Thomas L. Hughesm DECLASSIFIED
E.O. 12356, Sec. 3.4
Subject: Japanese Reservations Toward NPT N}J T S=27

By sz, NARA, Date L4255~

Japanese dissatisfaction with the draft Nuclear Non-Proliferation
Treaty (NPT), 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 NPT 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 NPT, it will make strenuous efforts to avoid
nuclear subservience and keep future options open.

Government Favors "Non-Discriminatory" NPT, At a press conference on

February 18, 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 gravely 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." He reiterated earlier statements that Jaspan
would neither develop nuclear weapons nor permit them on its territory, but
pointed out that peaceful uses of atomic energy 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 Takeo Miki will reportedly enlarge on this position in a foreign

policy speech to the Diet March 1k. 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 explcsive
devices if they can be distinguished from weapons.

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

about its objections to the NPT and has unanimously played up the "conflict
of interest" between the nuclear-weapons and the non-nuclear-weapons states,
sharply criticizing the NPT as "unfairly" and "unreasonably" preserving the
"monopoly" of the weapons powers while perpetuating the "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
majority 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 Tokyc that while there was a general
consensus that an NPT 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 "super powers" must give positive assurances that they will discard
their nuclear monopoly and blames the United States 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 nuclear weapons for Japan, most of
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the published misgivings have emphasized concern that Japan will be put at

a disadvanta;e in the peaceful uses of nuclear energy, especially as regards
explosive devices. However, some commentators have been bold enough to ex-
vress the lear that if Japan signs the treaty it will become permanently
dependent upon the United States for defense and that Japan will become
“powerless 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 Arcue But Probably S8ign. The stand already taken by the

rovernment, backed up by the more vigorously expressed reservations in the
press, suiggests that Japan wlll make a concerted effort to make the NPT as
non-diseriminatory against the non-weapons powers as possible, particularly
vis-a-vis peaceful uses. Japan will push for a commitment on the part of

the weapons powers to discard their nuclear arms eventually and will insist
on a provision for renegotiation after a fixed, limited period. The Japanese
will press their contentions in consultation and perhaps in concert with
Germany and Italy (ironically encugh, their former Axis partners), which

nave similer reservations. However, in the long run, if an NPT draft which
does not meet all Japan's reservations is eventually agreed to by the US and
the USSR, Japan will probably sign, while keeping its future options explicitly
open.

Focus on Japan's Power Status. The debate over the NPT, which would

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

coincides with an increasing consciousness among the politically articulate
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of Japan's revitalized power potential in the Far East. This accounts for
the strongly expressed contention that Japan must not accept a treaty which
could limit that potential. There is underlying concern that Japan could
become more vulnereble vis-a-vis Communist China, which is a major competitor
in kast Asia. The 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 govermment's desire to builld 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.



MEMORANDUM

THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

P 5 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 JAEA safeguards in connection
with the NPT,

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

ACDA'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?

""H-,.__

<
| ~
Dick Moose
Send it up to George Christian as is

Send it up as revised

Don't bother

S
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Non-Proliferation Treaty o

One of the questions which seems to be holding 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
provisions should be. Senator Pastore has just given a

speech in the Senate in which he says the US should insist

that the International Atomic Energy Agency in Vienna varify
the effectiveness of any regional inspection system, such as that
set up under the European Energy Community.

Suggested Response: I have not seen Senator Pastore's

speech, but he is very knowledgeable about these matters.

[He is Chairman of Congress' Joint Committee on Atomic

Energy.| ®Ad. I Om sowe i ap pro ch oL NeCrmaeble ot ,

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. £I am sure that any approach taken by
Senator Pastore will be a reasonable one and helpful in work-
ing out a satisfactory answer to the question of controls in
the treaty:}



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
mionths, the level of infiltration of men at the present time,
because 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 Vietham 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?

SeEcrETARY Rusk. 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?

SECRETARY Rusk. We hope that the Soviet Union, as
one of the two cochairmen, 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.

We 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.

RerorTER. 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.

\ I have a brief announcement to make.

353

THE PRESIDENT’S .
NEWS CONFERENCE OF
MARCH 2, 1967

Tue Presment. For your information, prior to visit-
ing with HEW, I am going to drop by Howard 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 to you on it.

Discussions WitH THE SovieT UnNioN

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 race
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 achicve
constructive results. ' .ﬁ.__.

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?

Tue PresmeNT, Offensive and defensive.

Q. Mr. President, on what level will these discussions
be?

Tue PresmeNT. 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?

Tue PresmENT. Not necessarily. They are not timed
in connection with any other conferences.

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? . -

Tue PrResmENT. 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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useful as a study of the crosscurrents of opinion and
the reservations among the members of the Eighteen
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CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE AGENCY
Directorate of Intelligence
28 February 1967

INTELLIGENCE MEMORANDUM

Status of the Nonproliferation Treaty Negotiations

1. The Eighteen Nation.Disarmament Committee
(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, (the 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 US. The 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 evencwith-
out thée safeguards artigcle--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
allow those Western and nonaligned countries which
have reservations about the treaty additional time
to concert their views and td 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 would include assurances that
the benefits of peaceful applications of nuclear
technology would be available to all parties. Nu-
clear explosives for peaceful uses 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 persistent 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 itself. 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. 1Italy 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 in 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. 1In 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

o
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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 for the future of EURATOM, the EEC,
and European unity.

7. In any case, the problems of some of the
Western allies go far beyond the safeguards 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. They 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 Chu/
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 its 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 nonnuclear nations in the
areas ol 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. 1In India the Secretary to the Prime Min-
ister has told the US Embassy that if the new In-
dian Government agrees to sign the nonproliferation
treaty it will 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 that Peking is moving into
the missile business, increases India's sense of in-
security.

G-
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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 -
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 have nuclear weapons, Moscow would have to
reject 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. 1In 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, the se-
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

-7 =

NO FOREIGN DISSEM/BACKGROUND USE ONLY
SEERET



NO FOREIGN DISSEM/BACKGROUND USE ONLY

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
WASHINGTON, D. C. 20505

OFFICE OF THE DEPUTY DIRECTOR FOR INTELLIGENCE

28 February 1967

MEMORANDUM FOR: The Honorable Walt W. Rosfow &——
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.
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CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE AGENCY
Directorate of Intelligence
28 February 1967

INTELLIGENCE MEMORANDUM

Status of the Nonproliferation Treaty Negotiations

1. The Eighteen Nation. Disarmament Committee
(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, ithe 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 US. The 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 even:with-
out the safeguards article--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
allow those Western and nonaligned countries which
have reservations about the treaty additional time
to concert their views and &6 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 would include assurances that
the benefits of peaceful applications of nuclear
technology would be available to all parties. Nu-
clear explosives for peaceful uses 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 persistent 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 TAEA-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, 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 in 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. 1In 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 for the future of EURATOM, the EEC,
and European unity.

7. In any case, the problems of some of the
Western allies go far beyond the safeguards 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. They 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-
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 its 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.
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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 nonnuclear 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. 1In India the Secretary to the Prime Min-
ister has told the US Embassy that if the new In-
dian Government agrees to sign the nonproliferation
treaty it will 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 bhe-
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 that Peking is moving into
the missile business, increases India's sense of in-
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 -
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 have nuclear weapons, Moscow would have to
reject 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. 1In 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, the se-
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 df 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.

-8-
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By_‘sg_ NARA, Date 2-25-78

MEMORANDUM FOR MR. ROSTOW

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 1l gave the Soviets a Note (See Tab B of
attached memecon) 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. "

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:

"In 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."

In the extended discussions last fall with the Soviets, the point was
not discussed directly since there was a general understanding that

DECL ASSIFIED
E. !jk,l Sec. 3.6
;: j 97-(,9
s, NARA Date 72578
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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 ""not 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..."

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) ... "An
NPT could not be expected to prevent a United States of Europe
from succeeding to the nuclear assets 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 Europe would be a '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 this 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 just 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 probable 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) '"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 understand

Soviet concern since we did 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."

Bunn/Grinevsky, 2/22/67 (Geneva's 2443, S/LIMDIS) "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

—SECREF-NODIS
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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 I

and II which so laboriously made in last six months."

A
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Att.: Weiler/Smart Memcon
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Mr, Smart gave me the attached two extrscts froxr telesgrams
the British Embassy had just recelved from London concexrning the
talking points on non-proliferation given to the Soviet Embassy
following the Wilson-Kosygin talks, Mr, Smart said tne telegrams

were in response to the request I made of him yesterday for the X
texts of the talking points, at which time I expressed our concerh {"-'Q
at the danger of crossing wires on interpretations glven to the
Soviets of the non~proliferation treaty provisions, The first i)
extract (Tab A) concerns the oresl discuszion with Mr, Kosygin. <
It eglso discusses the separate point of a paper on assuranzes A~
to non-nuclear countries which I alsc ralsed with Mr, Smart :
yesterday, The second extract (Teb B) contalns the text of the N '
talking paper, which it should be noted was glven to the Soviet A
Embassy following the Wilson-Kosygin talks, >\\
s, | GROUP 1 et
i ‘ Excluded from automatic 4
Attachments: dovngrading and =
Tab A, declagsification 70 :
Tab B, .
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"1. On Saturday 11 February we handed to the Soviet
Embassy a piece of paper (text in my jmmediately following
telegram) based on the brief for the Prime Minister's talks
with Kosygin,

2, The interpretations were based on the two U,S, aldes
memolres but our paper does not make this plain and the Russians
were not told of the connection,

3. Mr, Kosygin's reaction when the Prime Minister made
these points to him orally, was to say that the Primz Minister
had correctly set out the present situation, It was clezr
that the Americans had provlided uz with detailed information
and there seemed no need to go into detailed consideration of
the various points here,

4, We interpret this as conflrmation of the U.S, belief
that the Russians wlll acguiesce in these interpretations when
the time comes, particularly in the definition of the "hardware
option" which we took direct from the U.S. NATO aide mcmoi*e in
the interests of accuracy,

5. On the questlon 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 writing, Mr. Kosygin said however that
this was something which had been discussed before and he remained
of his previous opinion.

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 follow the line of what we have already given to them."

— SEERET-LDMDIS —
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"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 the bilatersl

Russian~American talks over the past three months and we have
fully supported them in the discussion which are going on in

_NATO, We hope that these will reach a positive conclusion and

t hat the Soviet Government and theilr allies willl also be able
to agree,

2, I believe that the language which has been discussed
does everything possible to meet the legitimate conceins of
the Soviet Govermment sbout what they call 'Aiccess to nuclear
weapons' by a non~nuclear state or states, Indivicually ox
collectively,

3. In particular it would deal with the theoretical
possibility which had been left copen in the original United
States draft, of one of the nuclear states ahbandoning its
control to an assoclatlon in which the majority of members
were non-nuclear states, As we interpret the text it would
also rule out the transfer of nuclear weapons (including
ownershlp) or of contrxcl over them to a new multilateral or
other entity, apart from cases in which 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 thils 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,

5. Nor would this language disturb existing bllateral
arrangements for the deploymeat of nuclear weapons within
allied territory, as these arrangements do not involve eny
transfer of warhegds up to the point where a decision to go
to war 1s made, after which point the treaty would no longer
be controlling.
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6. Finally we take the view that the proposed language
would not prohlblit the consolidatlon of states and thexefore
cannot bar the possibility of the creation of new sovareign
states, including federal states, which could acquire by suc-~
cession the status of one or msre of thaix original constituents,

7. I realise of course that we cannot expsct the Soviet
Union to say in public that they approve of these sxrangewsnis:
nor would we gratultously mske ocur interpretations public. What
we do ask is that we should not allow mutual doubts and sus-
plcions apout the nature of the Eastern and Westerm Alliances
to stand in the way of the conclusion of the agreement whlch
is now almost within our reach,

8. In the hope that this 1s sgreed we must now plan the
way ahead. How do the Soviet Government view the tretical
situation which will arise 1f an agreed draft treaty can be
tabled at Geneva? 1In particular how do they think we cen be:
reassure the non-nuclear states that thelr wishes and interestﬁ
will be safeguarded by the treaty?

9. We assume that the Soviet Unlon regard, as we do, the
proposed five-year review conference as being an adeguate as-
surance to the non-nuclears that the mllitary nuclear powers
are serlous about the need for action on nuclear disarmament,

SECURITY ASSURANCES,

10. Another problem is that of guarantees, We are com-
mitted by the resolution of the General Assembly to examine
the problem and we agree with the view expressed by the Soviet
Government that there i1s need to reassure the non-nuclear states
that thelr security will not be prejudiced by signing a non-
proliferation treaty., This is a complex problem which needg
much thought, particularly in the light of the views expressed
by the non-nuclear countries themselves, We should consider
all possibilities in thils field, A possible approach, perhaps
under the United Nations, might be a general assurance of
assistance to non-nuclear countries, the victims of nuclear
aggression, as I suggested to Mr, Kosygin.when I saw him in

February last year.
=SEEREF-LiBS
—SECRET-LRDIS—

——— ——— T


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

NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL
4o
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 '"discriminatory' 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.

> F "
Spyrgeon Keeny

Att. : &

Article IV DRCLASSIFIED
qs;:;;% E.O. 12356, Sec. 3.4
= NIJ G4-34p

By, NARA, Date 32295
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NON-PROLIFERATION TREATY
DECLASSIFIED
B.O. 12356, Sec. 3.4
ARTICLE IV NI 3934 5% )
BY wdesfinm NARA, Date /& 99

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, incl_uc"_lipg
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.
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From s INR - Thomas L, Hugheco
Subject: Soviet Tactics on Nonproliferation «- VWhy the Shift?
Admlttedly, we cannot be certain at this Juncture praecisely
how wuch of a change in policy may lie behind Roshehint's refusal
to proceed with tabling portlong of the nonproliferation draft
when the ENDC opens, For the present, however, such evidencz as

we have suggests & Soviet tactlc designed to speed up the negotla-

tionz and to secure advantageous handling of the European—optlon

isnue, It does not polnt toward a more general Soviet losg o

intereat in having a treaty.

Soviet Loss of Interest? -- The Far-out Hynotheses. Con-

tinuing Soviel expressionz of interest in a Foreign Ministers!

meeting seam to be bazed upon a presunption that there will in

fact b2 a treaty; Gromyko would hardly wish to go to Geneva o

bury it. 1Vhille we camnot completely exciude th:s poselbility that

the Soviets have had a major change of hzart and are now vacking

-
way from an agreement, we have no evidznce to support such
e

coursa, no evidsnce of sueh a chanze,
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-~ a @eclslon that a nonproliferation treaty would undercutb
Soviet polxﬁ? on Vietnam, We have, of course, long locked at this
as a posﬂiblc impe nt for the Soviets, Hut the gensral trend
over the past year has been for the Soviets to be increasinzly
gpecific and suthoritative in publicly cemmltting themselves to
the propositicn that a nonproliferation treaty nezad not be condi-
tion2l uwpon Vietnanm, We know of nothing very rceent on the Vietnam
gcene which would have led Ioscow to change its mind on that sgcora,

differences In the Soviet leadershlp, We have no current
indications of any drastic mancuverings in Fremlin inner clycles,;
and vie note that both Brezhnev and Xosygin are on public record

le about the state of negotlations on ths

(.;0

ag being both knowledzeal

nonproliferation izssguz and as favoring an ag

- k-._;
~- exbremely adverses Varsaw Pact reactlon, Ve have no indlca-

tion of that, and we suspect that had there been a firm Pact ceci-

¥y ok 2

gion to chnrﬂ- basle terns

sy

or a negotiation on nonproliferation
we would have had s vind of 1t.
In the absence of cvldence to support any of these more ex-

treme hypothoses, we are inclined to see thz S

r?

hift az arising

from tho negotizations thomielves*Pather than as a result of develaon-

oy

b

rment in ether field

(%}
.

A Porcing Tnctle, In an effort to create

a
the US must sign, seal, and dzliver 1tz end of the bargain for

Soviet conaideration and approval, Roshchin withheld agresment to

- -
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put a partial tcxt’before the ENDC and ¢ven suggented that nothing
be tabled short of a signed treaty. Obviously Rosnheh ints refusal
to go ahead with the tavling of:partial texts will delay ENDC con-
siaer&tion of treaty 1an*ua;0, but we doubt that his underlying
purpose was dilatory. On the contrary, we are inelined to think
that ie was dnvoking the delay (and even ths threat of furthor
xéiﬁfuoy insisting that the Soviet Unlon might nced niore tlus
for itd ovn conasideration of the treaty conce the VWestein allies
had eg reﬂﬂ) in orxder to ftry to force thes US to wore wmore raplidly,
In this regard he in elffcet made two demands:

(1) that the US promptly have done with the q@eﬁtion of
Article IXI (safesuvards). The Soviels may see the dircussions

of Article IXII as piving a han

".3:

ile to Yest German opponents of the

trealy, and perhaps as complicating the mabter of Indian acdheronazc

to tha treaty. Vhile llozcow clearly profers a verzicn of Article
J 0 & a X only upon the IAR i3 suspect that the Sovicts:
IrX I‘ ch vould rels; n the IAFEA, ¥ pect that the S

6o not sce that variant as bazing particularly in their interest.
Rather, the foviets may prefer a treaty with a no safaguards
article as the onz casiest to nogotiate ocub gqulekly.

(2) that the US quickly ¢&dilt its allies to Artlcles I and
IT, Idoscow ir provably nervous leat exbtensive discussion of Ard:

cles I and IX in ths Yestzrn allisnce lead to a situation in whieh

the Sovizts are forced to address explicitly questions whileh they

had baen przpaved .to leave moot for the salke of getting a treaty,
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A Drift Toward Fxplicitness on "Succesgor States.,"” HMHoscow,

of course, has long been aware of the US view that the language
of Artliclea I and II would perailt the emesrgences of & nuclear

" to a

armed Western Buropean federation as a "suceoosor state
present nuclear poyier, Althoush they almost certainly oOnPOEe

such a development, the Soviets apparently had been willing to

leave this matter aside, glving neither fornal approval nor expliclt
disapproval, Thzy no *hy gee a trend toward greater US ex-
plicitness on the point which would be troublescmz for then,

Soviel concern may have been helightensd by the Brltlsh expositlion
to Kosygin tiio wecks apgo of their reading of the US Intersreta

In this connectlon, 1{ should be borne in mind that the Britlish

J

account ‘of that meeting noted that 2 Interpretor had difficultby,

and we cannot rule out thoe possiblllity of somz mlisunderstanding

on Kosygin's part,

*

Moscou's Alliance Problems. Ioreover, the Soviets may be

concerned that too much, too explicit talk of the "successor state™
Buropean opticn may give them trouble in ths Varsaw Pact., The
January 1¢55 and Juvly 1650 Pact daclarations can be read as ¢on-
mltting Moscow to oppose all po
the Soviets tallied about the treaty at thz February lO‘meetln“
of" Pact forzign minicters in Warsaw, they may have run into some

flalc there.
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A Plg in a2 Polke? 'fhe Soviets probably tha present draics
c-—b---n--‘) - - =

of Articles I and II ag gomething of a plg In a poke, They cannet
be certain that Westeirn consultations may not xesult in demands
for changes in ths draft language, or in Ameriga's adopting varlous
interprata 1$ions in order to securs the agreoment of its allles

The Soviets may think it prudent to try to get the US to coamit
iteelf (and 1ts alliesn) wmore flwualy ?"orc‘publicly subscribing

to the drafts of Articles I and II. So far; Morncow has not evi-
Cently altered its previous position, To the cxucnt that the

subjcet of a Furopean force was broached in Gesneva last weeak,

Grinsveky hinted that the USSR would be prepared to live with
differing Sovist and Wesbern intoerpretations over the "succestor

state” issug, providsd that the VV stern interpret 1tion could be

(

¥ept from beconlng part of the puoTJc leglslative hintory of the
ﬁyaaty. He warned, hovwever, that if the US makes public its
Anterpretation, Moscow nay have to reply with its oym, He did
not go on to speculate about the effect that such contracictory
intgrprctatiohs ulzht have en the conclusion of a treaty or, if

ne 1g signed, on its viability

Clearances: RSB - Mr, Sonnenfeldt and fi?, Martens

INR/RSB:RBaraz:eaw
2-20- 67
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THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

Saturday, February 18, 1967 -- 9:45 a, m,

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 issue off in
our latest 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,

U}ﬂ.@gostow
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PERSONAL
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Ay ews flece -

I am glad to have seen you a few minutes and I
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
Community. 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
weapon nuclear Stated would be controlled by the
LIAEA. Therefore, in addition to Euratom control,
the members of the European Community 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 :the 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.

D



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 deeoly 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. “?:;2:. /
Z i L Py >
e .

N.B. I enclose herewith a copy which pleasem
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MEMORANDUM FOR 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.S. 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.

utive Secretary

Enclosure:

Memo to President w/att

GCONFIBENTIAL Enclosure
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OFFICE OF
THE DIRECTOR

UNITED STATES ARMS CONTROL AND DISARMAMENT AGENCY
WASHINGTON

February 18, 1967

MEMORANDUM FOR 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

A S 74,

Adrian S. Fisher
Acting Director

Enclosure: Draft Message.

—CONFIDENTTIAL —
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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.”
—CONEIDENTIAT —
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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

~—GONFIDENTIAE—
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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.
-—CONFIDENTTAL—
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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, mtions 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 ——
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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-prolifemtion 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.
~—CONFIDENTIAL—
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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
—CONFIDENTIAL™~




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.

~—CONFIDENT IAL-—.
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MEMORANDUM FOR 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 representative stated.that.
he did not know whether these changes would make our draft

Zcceptable to Moscow but said that they would improve it a
great deal from Lhe Sov1et p01nt of v1ew."'“”

S A i 5 e PR ¥ i S

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.,

T— B
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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. S. Atomic
Energy Act.

Like the earlier one, this draft:

1) Would not disturb existing bilateral arrangements.
I believe the Soviets already understand this but this 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 mo 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 warheads. 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 components.

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. K. 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 States.

- . L -

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.

Nt

Dean Rusk

Attachment: Draft Article I.

Q =l EXCLUSIVE
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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.'
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September 30, 1966

MEMORANDUM FOR MR. WALT W. ROSTOW

Subject: Working Group Language for the Non-
Proliferation Treaty: Relationship

to Existing and Possible Allied
Nuclear Arrangements.

Pursuant to your request I am attaching
language produced by the U.S. - Soviet working group
for consideration by their Principals. As you will

see, I am transmitting it in a memorandum analy21ng,~mﬁ**"
its ccﬁtents

e

Adrian S. Fisher
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MEMORANDUM FOR MR, ROSTOW, THE WHITE HOUSE
SUBJECT: Steps to Achieve a Non-Proliferation Agreement

We have been working for some time to crystalize
our recommendation for next steps in the attempt to
achieve a non-proliferation treaty. Toward that end,

I am attaching hereto a Memorandum for the President
containing those recommendations and certain supporting
and explanatory documents,

While Secretary Rusk is aware of these suggestions
it has been impossible, due to the circumstances, to
discuss this in detail with him prior to this trans~
mission. He does have copies of the various documents,
including copies of this memorandum.

We feel in ACDA that a decision on this matter is
urgent and that action along the recommended lines may
well enable Secretary Rusk to initiate negotiations with
Foreign Minister Gromyko leading to a successful conclusion
of an agreement.

William C, Foster
Attachment:

Memo for the Presidemt, . . - (©
9/15/66, with 3 Annexes ' =~
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UNITED STATES ARMS CONTROL AND DISARMAMENT AGENCY i

WASHINGTON

OFFicE oF e

THE DIRECTOR

September 15, 1966

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT

SUBJECT: Steps to Achieve a Non~Proliferation Agreement

As a result of the recent private discussions with the
Soviets at Geneva, I beliewve it should be possible to
negotiete a mon~proliferation agreement which would not
interfere with the '""McNamara Committee' type of nuclear
consultative arrangements &nd which weould not require changes
in our existing bilateral NATO nuclear arrangements. I am
transmitting the text of such an agreement.

Although this draft treaty does not expressly so state,
I believe we can only negotiate it if we make clear to the
Soviets that we are no longer holding open the option of
transferring ownership of nuclear warheads to the Federal
Republic of Germany or to an association of states through
which the FRG obtains joint ownership 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 in this legislation.

It is, of course, necessary to advise Chancellor Erhard
of our, thoughts on this matter and it might be advisable to
do so prior to his wvisit at the end of this month. A draft
of a possible letter from you to Chancellor Erhard is attached.

I recognize that there are other aspects of our relations
with the Federal Republic which make this an unfavorable time
to seek German recognition of the realities of the current
situation but the passage of time will continue to make it
increasingly difficult to clarify this matter. The Germans

DECLASSIFIED
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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
well cause increased doubts among Germans about U.S.
frankness in dealing with them.

Once we have come to an understanding with the Federal
Republic, the United States would be in the position to
undertake serious negotiations with the Soviet Union in
the conversations between Secretary Rusk and Gromyko. I
recommend that those conversations bhe preceded by a letter
from you to Chairman Kosygin. I have attached a draft of
such letter. '

W@&; ¢ vt

William C. Foster

Attachments: Annex A Proposed Revised Articles Non-
Proliferation Treaty
Annex B Draft Letter, President to
Chancellor Erhard
Annex C Draft Letter, President to Chairman
Kosygin







PROPOSED REVISED ARTICLES
OF
U.S. NON-PROLIFERATION TREATY

ARTICLE T

Each of the nuclear-weapon States Party to this Treaty
undertakes not to transfer nuclear weapons or other nuclear
explosives to any non-nuclear-weapon State, and not to assist,
encourage, or induce any non~nuclear-weapon State to manu-
facture or otherwise acquire nuclear weapons or other nuclear
explosives, 1/

ARTICLE II

Each of the non-nuclear-weapon States Party to this Treaty
undertakes not to accept the transfer of nuclear weapons or
other nuclear explosives, not to manufacture them, and not to
acquire them in any other manner. 2/

1/ With one addition, this is the language which Mr. Fisher

was authorized to give Roschchin as Fisher's personal suggestion.
The addition is "other nuclear explosives' which is designed

to deal with the "Plowshare' problem in a manner consistent with
the U.S. position stated at the ENDC on August 9, 1966.

The Soviets may desire to preclude transfers to groups of
states in Article I. They may also ask for a prohibition on
transfers of control of nuclear weapons so as to preclude a
majority wvote to fire U.S. nuclear weapons in some multilateral
consultative forum such as the McNamara Committee.

2/ This is essentially a mirror reflection of Article I.
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ARTICLE IIT

Each of the States Party to this 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 if such units or personnel are under the
command of a military alliance. 3/

ARTICLE 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 undertakes not to provide source or fissionable
material, or specialized equipment, or non-nuclear material
for the procescing or use of source or fissionable material
or for the production of fissionable material, to other States
for peaceful purposes unless such material and equipment will
be subject to such safeguards. 4/

3/ This is quite similar to language appearing in Articles I
and II of the Soviet draft. Almost identical language now
appears in subparagraph 4 of the same articles of the U. S.
draft. The word "to" has been added so that transferring
"indirectly" will clearly mean "to or through third States

or groups of States or units of the armed forces or military
personnel of any State....'.

4/ With the omission of an unimportant hortatory sentence,
this is the '"safeguard" language discussed with our allies and
described in general terms by Mr. Fisher at the ENDC on
August 11, 1966. The U.K. asked us not to table the language
at that particular time but did not object to an ENDC state-
ment describing our positiomn.




ARTICLE W

Any Party to the Treaty shall have the right to withdraw
from the Treaty, upon six months notice, if it decides that
extraordinary events related to the subject matter of the
Treaty have jeopardized the supreme interests of its country.
Notice shall be given to all other signatory and acceding
States and to the Security Council of the United Natioms.
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. 5/

ARTICLE VI

(This article covers signature, entry into force, etc.
It would be the same as the present U.S8, draft.)

5/ With one addition, this withdrawal language is the same
as that suggested in Secretary Rusk's memorandum to the
Members of the Committee of Principals of June 23, 1966. The
addition is the sentence stating to whom notice of withdrawal
should be given.

A possible variant of this clause which would have appeal
to the FRG and some of the near-nuclear countries but probably
not to the Soviets would be to give the treaty a specific five
or ten year term.







ANNEX B
Dear Mr. Chancellor:

One of the matters we shall both want to discuss

: ]
71

¥ the negotiations on a non-proliferation treaty. I believe

during your visit here later this month is the status of

? 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-
proliferation treaty on possible allied nuclear sharing
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 Lo
hold open these options. This is obviously not an adequate
o 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. D
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Although basic Soviet intentions 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
proliferation even though their main preoccupation continues
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
abandon those arrangements or efforts to improve consultation.
We, therefore, believe they will tolerate them to the extent
of concluding an otherwise acceptable treaty which does not
affect them. Moreover, they know we cannot accept their
draft treaty and it is our impression that they are prepared
to consider a simplified and more general compromise text which
would not require them explicitly to endorse allied nuclear
arrangements in general.

Another development which must be taken into account is
the fact that, with the passage of time and in the absence
of any agreement on & NATO nuclear sharing arrangement,

support has seriously declined for a "hardware'" solution and
-SECGRET —FEXDIS—
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for any option permitting majority voting in a European
nuclear entity short of some actual union into a federated
European state. Those of our allies who have been directly
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.

SECREFT——EXDES-
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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.

1 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

threat of nuclear proliferation throughout the world with-

Y out in any way affecting possible future allied arrangements.
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But 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
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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
the foreseeable future, nor the option of a federated
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
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 renewal
of the hopes and atmosphere generated by the Limited Test

Ban Treaty would, I believe, open new possibilities for
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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 intermational

scene.







-
&5
|
3
1

i e B e com

DRAFT
ANNEX C
DECLASSIFIED
E.O. 12356, Sec. 3.4
94-340
By-CL ., NARA, Dage 32395

SEGRET—EXDIS-

Dear Mr, Chairman:

During the months that have passed since my last
message to you, our 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
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
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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
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. 1In these
discussions we shail earnestly seek a meeting of minds on
the essence of such a treaty. If both sides approach the
discussions in this spirit, I am convinced that agreement
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.
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Attached are:

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
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ACHIEVEMENT OF A NON-PROLIFERATION AGREEMENT

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 to 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.

IT. What Is Required

Present indications are that the Soviets would tolerate
existing NATO nuclear arrangements and a consultative mechanism
such as envigaged for the Special Committee -- 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 compromise
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
existing 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 OptlonS 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 suceeed 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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I1I. 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.

I1f 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 elements in a treaty.

William C. Foster
July 20, 1966
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SUBJECT: ACDA Memo of July 20 - Non-proliferation

ACDA's July 20 Memorandum 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 8) 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.

=TEeREE=
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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 issues,

~<—SECREP—
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I. Recent Corréspondence 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 European 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: 1In 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

DECLASSIFIED
E.0. 12558, Sec. 3.6
P‘*. "4? ? ('_/"-5 %0___43/

By _to , NARA Daté 22-/2-77



-2

intended to curtail the possibilities of establishing
a joint NATO nuclear force or a future European
development in this field."

ITI. Meeting Between Secretary and Ambassador Knappstein

July 9, 1965 Ambassador Knappstein called on the
Secretary to discuss non-proliferation and the MLF, 1In
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
"at any price.'" (Deptel 90 to Bonn)



July 13, 1966

MEMORANDUM TO: F. Bator
S. Keeny
C. Johnson
SUBJECT: July 8, 1966, Memorandum to the Committee of Principals,

"Proposed Revisions of Draft Non-Proliferation Treaty,"
signed by Adrian S. Fisher.

What about this? What are implications?

WWR
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MEMORANDUM FOR MR, MC GEORGE BUNDY
The White House

SUBJECT: UK Draft Non-Proliferation Treaty

Embassy London telephoned us just before Noon today,
and confirmed by its telegram 313, to give the UK response
to our proposals for amending the UK draft non-proliferation
treaty. That draft, as indicated in Deptel 298 to London
July 17th, had in our view excessively restricted the possible
development of an MLF/ANF with a European clause. We had
suggested in Deptel 298 and 299 to London a formula which
was closer to our 1963 draft declaration plus an undertaking
not to increase the total number of states and other organiza-
tions having independent power to use nuclear weapons, We
also suggested a few other modifications, but on the other
hand, accepted major parts of the original UK draft, e.g.,
the withdrawal clause,

Despite an initial favorable reaction from Lord Chalfont,
we have now been told by Embassy London that he was over=-
ridden by other ministers on political grounds and that the
UK will agree to no changes whatsoever in its draft. The
British argue that our suggested changes would leave open
options which the British would not be willing to imply
they would accept in comnection with an ANF. Therefore,
the UK intends to have NAC consultation on its original draft
already circulated in NATO and also to table promptly that
draft treaty in the ENDC.
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There are only two hopeful aspects to this situation.
(1) the Prime Minister has not been brought into these
activities in the past days, and Chalfont is sending him a
memo on this question through the Foreign Minister. (2) Lord
Chalfont said that his govermment would be willing to con-
sider tactice again in light of the NAC consultations on
July 26th,

Embassy London has emphasized to Lord Chalfont the risks
of a serious confrontation within NATO, as 1 did during my
conversation with the British Ambassador on July 19th. The
Embassy has also stressed to Lord Chalfont that, in light of
the present situation, the UK should not assume that the
formula we suggested as a possible modification of their
text will continue to be part of the US negotiating position.

We now feel that we should delay no longer in informing
the German Embassy here that the UK draft does not represent
our views and that we tried and failed to have it amended to
respond to a greater degree to Cerman views. We would be
forced at NAC next Monday to make clear our non-support for
the UK draft, if it is not amended in the meantime. If the
present UK intentions are carried out, it is obvious that
we will have at least a serious and deep three-way division
within NAC (it is hard to predict what advantage the French
might attempt to take of the situation).

It should also be noted that we have no assurance the
Germans would be satisfied with the formula we suggested to
the British. While they might see it as an improvement over
the British text, they will probably continue to oppose the
tabling of any text at this time,

In the ENDC the Soviets would have a made-to~order
situation to exploit, especially since we would have diffi-
culty publicly explaining our non-support of the UK draft
(HMG may be counting on just that).
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There is attached a draft message that might be sent from
the Secretary of State to Foreign Minister Stewart., Or it
might be used as the basis for a revised message from the
President to the Prime Minister,

William C, Foster

Attachment:
Draft message



0
3
1

49-b
/
DECLASSIFIED
E.O. 12356, Sec. 3.4
94 -238
By 42—, NARA, Date 12279

DRAFT MESSAGE TO
BRITISH FOREIGH MINISTER OR PRIME MINISTER

A situation seems to be rvapidly evolviag
in relation to the question of nom-proliferatiom
of nuclear weapens about which I feel a meed to
cossunicate with you in the framkest possible
manner. First of all, you will agree, I am
sure, that both of us and our governments are
equally presecupied with and committed to the
attainment a2t the ecarliest possible date of a
satisfactory treaty to prevent the furcher
spread of nuclesr weapons. Our problems arise
over questions of how best to reach that objective.

After the wost careful comsideration of the
draft treaty your government presented for our
consideration, your government was informed im
London and in Washington on July 19th, of
suggestions for smsnding the draft treaty to a
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modest extent that would pemmit the US to support
a United Kingdom initiative at the ENDC, after
adequate consideration by the Horth Atlamtic
Council and, hopefully, with a wmited allied
front.

Our spokesmen attempted to make clear the
United States understanding of your government's
domestic situation and its commitment to some
form of early actiom with vegsrd to a
non-proliferation treaty. At the same time,
our spokesmen emphasized our equal desire to
avold amy schise in HATO. In the latter regaxd,
our suggestions took imto account what we judged

to be certain long range but serious pre-veccupations

of the Federal Republic of Cexmany.

1 have just been informed todsy of the
rejection by your govermment of all of our
suggested changes in the draft treaty and of
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your governments intention promptly to table
the draft at the ENDC, after NAC consultation
apparently of only ene day's duration. In the
circumstances 1 foresee, as virtually certain,
results clearly contrary to your interests and
ours. Following the sharpest of Jisagreements
within the North Atlantic Alliance, in which the
UK dvaft treaty could not receive support from
at least the United States and the Federal
Republic of Germany, other even move unfortumate
developments wouild be bound to oceur. There
could be no successful negotiation of the treaty
at the ENDC without the support of the United
States or the willingness of the Federal Republic
of Germsny to sign it. This would present a
heaven-gsent opportunity to the Soviets beth to
exploit allied differences and to vebuff United
RKingdom efforts as umacceptable im view of the
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provision that would still permit some form of
nuclear shariang vithia BATO. Ouly you could
judge the political gains or losses for your
government. But such developments could clearly
not be regarded as advantageous to the Govermment
of the Federal Republic of Germany in terms of
its elections only two months from mow. In my
ovn country there would imevitably arise further
‘doubts about the effectiveness of the HATO allisnce.

I therefore urge you to reconsider the
~ proposals made by my government to yours om
July 19th and also to table a draft treaty at
the ENDC only after adequate comsultation within
HATO and the achievement there of at least a
minisus of comssnsus.

Given all that is at stake with vegard teo
our mutual basic interests, 1 would be deeply
grateful for a reply, hopefully before July 2éth,
indicating that Her Majesty's Government is prepared
to adopt & position that my govermment will be able

to support. ' .
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