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Union were unable to agree on the relationship between IAEA
and Euratom. In August, however, the United States, the
Soviet Union, and the Benelux_countries began to informally
discuss possible compromises.l

At the August 26 Co-Chajrmen's meeting, Mr. Foster
pointed out that the Soviet draft did not recognize the
need for an agreement between IAEA and Euratom. All fis-
sionable materials for peaceful purposes in the Euratom
countries were actually owned by Euratom, and there were four
Euratom facilities which could not even be inspected by
officials of the countries where they were located without
Buratom consent. An IAEA-Euratom agreement was therefore
essential if the USSR wanted these materials and facilities
covered by safeguards under the non-prcliferation treaty.

The Soviet Union had previously argued against the
phrase "scurce or special tissionable materials" in the U.S.
draft and preferred the word "activities," since IAEA safe-
guards covered facilities as well as materials. Mr. Foster
pointed out, however, that 1t was the materials which could
be used to maxe bombs and that the U.S, language would not
prevent the application of saféguards to faciiitles where
materials were stored or used. He asked whether the Soviets
would object to "all source or special flssionable materials
in all peaceful nuclear activities." We believed that the
treaty must permit the continued existence of Eurajom safe-
guards and that a transition perlo¢ was essential.d

Shortly after this meeting, M.V, Antyasov and . )
V.V. Shustov of the Soviet delegation initiated a discusslon
with American delegates George bBunn and Culver Gleysteen,
The Soviets suggested adding the following language to their
draft article: ) .

The above-mentioned guaranties shall apply
to the States as provided for in the Statute of
the TAEA and the document on safeguards.J

lsee above, pp. 165-166, 170, 176-178.

2From Geneva, tel. 629, Aug. 26, 1967, Secret/Limdis.

3For the IAEA safeguards dosument, see Documents on
Disarmament, 1965, pp. 446-460,

SECREF/AVOFORN
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They argued that the Euratom countries could enter into
"pilateral or multilateral" arrangements with IAZA because
these were permitted by the Statute and the safeguards
document, The Americans replied that this was inadequate
because it iackad the following elements of our draft:

(1) a clear statement of the purpose of safeguards, (2) the
right of Euratom members to conclude an agreement with the
IAEA through Euratom and related provisions recognizing
Euratom's role, (3) the provision on the application of
safeguards to "source or special fissionable material,"

(4) a three-year transition period, (5) language on economic
and technological development and the international exchange
of nuclear materials and equipment, and (6) more precise
language on exports. '

Later, the Soviets said that they could nov accept our
statement of purpose because 1t referred to "source or special
fissionable materials," rather than "principal nuclear facility,"
which Moscow would prefer, Other U,S. language, however,
might be acceptable. Although they could not agree to our
reference to other safeguards systems and a verificabion
agreement for Euratom, they understood that Euratom would
enter into an agreement with IAEA on behalf of 1ts members,

“Moscow would reject the word "multilateral" but would - '
probably agree to "individually cr together with other states"
in connection with agreements between parties and the IAEA,

A three-year transition perlod would be too long, since the
Soviet delegation's guidelines permitted only 1 1/2 years.?i

Soviet compromise, September 1, 1967

After these discussions, Ambassador Roshchin offered the
following compromise at the Co-Chairmen's meeting of :
September- 1:

lrrom Geneva, tel. 703, Sept. 1; 1967, Secret/Exdis.
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1. Each non-nuclear-weapon State Party to

. the Treaty undertakes to accept International
Atomic Energy Agency safeguards with a view to
preventing diversion of nuclear energy from
peaceful uses to nuclear weapons or other nuclear
explosive devices for the exclusive purpose of
verification of the fuifillment of the obligations
assumed under this Treaty. As provided in the
Agency'!'s safeguards system, procedures for the
safeguards required by thls article shall be
followed with respect to souvrce or special
fissionable material whether 1t 1s being produced,
processed or used 1n any principal nuclear facility
or outside any such facility. These procedures
shall also extend to facilities containing or to
contain such materials, including principal nuclear -
facilities. The safeguards requlired by this Article
shall be applied on all source or special fissicnable
material in all peaceful nuclear activities wilthin
the territory of such State, under 1ts jurisdiction,
or carried out by it anywhere,

2. Each State Party .to the Treaty undertakes
net to provide: (A) source or special fissionable
material, or (B) equlpment or material especially -
designed or prepared for the processing, use or
production of special fissionable material, to
any non-nuclear-weapon State for peaceful purposes,
unless the source or special filssionable material
shall be subject to the safeguards required by
this Article.

2. The salfeguards required by the Article
shall be implemented 1n a manner designed to comply
with Article IV of this Treaty, and to avoid
hampering the economic or technological davelopmaent
of the Partles or international cocperation in the
field of peaceful nuclear activities, including .the
international exchange of nuclear material and
equipment for the processing, use or productlon of
nuclear material for peaceful purposes in accordarnce
with the provisions of thils Article.

, 1EEEE?fN6F6RN—
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4, Non-nuclear-weapon States Party to the
Treaty may conclude agreements with the IAEA to
meet the requirements of thls Article either
individually or together with other States as
provided in the Statute of the IAEA, Negoti-
ation of such agreements shall commence within
180 days from Fhe original entry into force
of' thls Treaty. For States depositing their
instruments of ratification after the 130-day
period, negotiation of such agreements shall
commence not later than the date of such
deposit. Such agreements shall enter into force
net later than elghteen months after the date of
initiation of negotiations,

' Ambassador Roshchin explained that he had triled to take

‘ into account our views on the special problems of Euratom. .
While he would recommend the compromise to Mcoscow, he was
not sure that his superiors wouvld approve 1lt, Mr. Foster
repliied that he would send the draft to Washington but that
he was not, sure that either the United States or its allies
would find it satilsfactory. He recognized that it was a
considerabie departure from the earlier Soviet position and
would advise Washington to try it out on the allies.

In a message to Rusk and Fisher, Mr, Foster recommended
that we try out the Soviet proposal on the allies and advise
them to consglder it expeditiously. He believed that it
represented the best possible compromise we could reach with
the Soviets and was a "reasonable bridging of /The/ Scviet
position on safeguards and speclal interests of our Euratom
allies, as well as US naticnal interests." It contemplated
that IAEA safeguards would be used to verify the Euratom
system., I{ was understood on both sides that Euratom would be
able to negotiate with TAEA, The two-year transition period
was better than the Belgian idea?; it would permit the Euratom
states {o begin negotiations immediately if they wished and
to withhold ratificabtion "if negotiations became sticky."
There wz2s no "gulllotine" provision. The emphasis was placed
on safeguarding materials, and safeguards wculd be applied
to "facilitles" under the circumstances required by the IAEA
safeguards document, The "carried out by it anywhere"
language meant "ownership amounting %o clear control, or ccm-

11bid,; from Geneva, tels. 703 and 704, Sept. 1, 1967, o
Secret/Exdis. To Paris, tel. 31865, Sept. 4, 1967, Secret/ ‘
Limdis. : .

2see above, pp. 172-173, . :

et ¥ A
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plete domination of the activity by other means." Moreover,
the draft could be 1nterpreted as meeting the Belgian ideas
on not contravening "prior international obligations" and
permitting change in the IAEA safeguards system without
amending the non-proliferation treaty.

BT e AL ATMRSTE

On preliminary examlnation, Washington concluded that
the new draft showed "considerable movement" Ffrom the earlier
. Soviet position and recognized Euratom interests on the
follow1ng points:

(1) It specified that the "exc1u81ve purpose" of IAEA
safeguards would be "verification" of the fulfillment of
treaty obligations,

AT TN ¢ St arheee s

(2) It expressly permitted agreements to be concluded
with IAEA by the non-nuclear parties "either individually or
. : together with ofher States as provided in the ‘Statute of the
y IAEA." The Soviet delegation understood that this language
4 would permit the Euratom countries to negotiate with the IAEA
{ through Euratom. The particularc IAEA procedures that would
; actually be applied would depend on the results of these -
negotiations., The relevant provisions cof the IAEA safeguards
document were "quite general and subject to intarpretation or
delegation in particular agreements.,” .

(3) It would permit arrangements under which'“IAEA
could make use of the Euratom system."

IR UV

(4) It provided for a two-year transiltion period.

(5) - It emphasized "source or special fissionable
material" rather than nuclear "facilities."

(6) It accepted the substance of our expo”t provision

(7) It accepted the substance of our provision that
safeguards should not hamper economlc or technological develcp-
ment or internationa] cooperation,

P

. Flnalily, the Soviets had told us that they understood that IAEA
i safeguards would not be applied to the joint Franco German -
‘o facility at Grenoble.Z2

—es

lFrom Geneva, -tel. 705, Sept. 1, 1967, Secret/Exdis.
270 Paris, tel 31868, Sept. 4, 1967, Secret/Limdis.
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These comments were communicated to Ambassador Cleveland,
who was instructed to present them to the allies at an early
NAC meeting. 'We were concerned about the Swedish amendment,
which managed to "step on almest every...sensitive toe
within reach and /was/ distinctly unhelpful." Moreover,
the Itailan representative at Geneva might have conveyed
the impression that the Unilted States and its allies were
considering dropping the safeguards article. Since we
wished to settle this question before the ENDC adjourned
and the General Assembly took up the non-proliferation
treaty, a prompt allied response was desirable.l Ambassador
Cleveland presented the Soviet proposal and our comments to
the NAC, and Mr. Foster informed the Western Four at Gereva.Z
Later, we asked the Commission of the European Economic '
Community (EEC) to furnish its views as soon as possible.3

Talking to Antyasov and Shustov on September 11,
George Bunn emphasized that it was essential for Euratom to
be able to negotiate with IAEA and that we would not consider
any other arrangement, The Scviets understocd thls but were
not sure that Euratom would be able to sigh an agreement
without French participation. Mr. Bunn replied that this
would be up to Euratom. The Soviets agreed with his view
that article III could only estabiish genersl principles,
leaving the exact terms of saﬁeguards to be worked out in
later negotiations with IAEA. In Moscow, Forelgn Minister
Gromyko told Ambassador Thompson that the Soviet Govern=-
ment had not yet fully analyzed or accepted the Roshchin
proposal.d .

Preliminary allied reactions

At the NAC meeting of September 13, FRG Ambassador Grewe
observed that the new Soviet proposal was the first indication
that the USSR understood safeguards. He still considered the
Soviet proposal discriminatory, however, aind more obJjectionable
than our draft, since the latter provided for verification of

11o Paris, tel. 31867, Sept. 4, 1967, Secret/Limdis. The
Swedish amendment 1s described above, p., 184. For the '
Ttallan statement, see Documents on Disarmament, 1967, pp.
360-361. .

2From Faris, tei. 2877, Sept. 6, 1967, Secret/Limdis
from Geneva, tel. 732, Sept. 5, 1967, Secret/Limdis.

3From Brussels, tel, 1522, Sept. 13, 1967, Secret/Limdis.
- Yprom Geneva, tel. 795, Sept. 12, 1967, Secret/Limdis.
S5From Moscow, tel. 103ﬁ, Sept. 12, 1967, Secret/Exdis.

SRCRET/NOFORN-
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Euratom safeguards and was mitigated hy the Anglo-American
safeguards offer. The principal FRG problems with the
Soviet proposal were: -

. (1) It applied to facilities as well as source and
flssionabie materials.

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

(3) The "together with other Stateu" language. did rot
mean that Euratom could work out an agreement with IAEA,
since the European organization was a supranational entity.

Ambassador Alessandrini said that I[taly had not been
able to accept the U.S. draft and that the Soviet proposal
was even more objectionabie because it was based on discrimi-
nation, provided only two years for implementation rather
than the five years Italy suggested, falled %o call for

"equivalence" between Euratom and IAEA, and extended safe-
guards to facilities. While the proposal could permit a
verification amreement between IAEA and Euratom, this
should be stated unequivocally. He thought that there was
5ti11 a "gulllotine" 1n the Soviet proposal, since IAEA-
safeguards would be automatically applied if no agreement
was reached in two years.,

T N T e T Y

The Belgian representative thought that there should be
interpretations of article III, as there were for the first -
two articles. The Netherlands representative suggested a
memorandum of understanding between the Co-Chairmen to
§ guarantee that the modalitles of safleguards for Euratom would
be worked out in negotiations tetween IAEA and Euratom. The
British representative suggested preliminary discussions with
IAEA before the treaty entered into force. The Canadian
representative said that his country was prepared to econ31der
1¥s previous objections to the "discriminatory" character of
safeguards,becduge the Soviets simply would not accept them,
provided that the Unlted otates and the United Kingdom publilcly

: mm

e B ANV T — S TV aat 0 ) e sarh?
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undertook to accept safeguards on thelr peaceful nuclea
activities,l o :

Our delegation at Geneva now prepared tentative inter-
pretations, which took the form of "talking points" based
on the information‘we had previously given to the NAC.

These talking points were given to allied representatives in
Parls on September 15. 'The Dutch were concerned about three
points: (1) the application of safeguards to the peaceful
uses of a non-nuclear-weapon state "carried out by it any-
where," (2) the materials vs, facilities issue, and (3) the
imprecision of the Euratom negotiating role in the Soviet
draft. Thelr represesntative at the NATO Disarmament Experts
Meeting, which was then going on at Paris, told us that the
Netherlands would sign the non-proliferation treaty if these
three points could be met and there was a public written
understanding with the Soviets that the treaty would permit
JAEA-Euratom agreement on the modalities of control in the
non-nuclear Euratom countries, ,

Alvert Willet, the Belgian observer in Geneva, was also
in Paris for the Disarmament Experts Meeting. 1He tooc
gquestioned the "carried out by it anywhere" language. We
interpreted it as covering facilities in which a non-nuclear
party had effective control, but he preferred the Soviet
interpretation that nuclear facilities in France would not
be covered because France was a nuclear-weapon state. He
feared that our interpretation might be used by Euratom to
prove that its non-nuclear-wesapon members could ot build
and control nuclear facilities in France because that nation
would not permit non-proliferation treaty safeguards to be
applied there. This could give Euratom a basils for objecting
to the signature of the non-proliferation treaty by Euratom
members on the ground that 1t would conféict with their
obligations under the Furatom agreement. :

lFrom Paris, tel. 3332, Sept. 14, 1967, Secret. The
Dutch views are described in more detail in Paris tel, 3254,
Sept. 13, 1967, Secret., At Geneva, Caracclolo echoed
Alessandrini's objections (from Geneva, tel. 837, Sept. 15
1967, Secret). - o

2From Paris, tels, 3504, Sept. 16, 1967, Secret, and
3508, Sept. 16, 19€7, Confidential,

3
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] Ambassador Cleveland now advised Washington to take.a
definite position on the Soviet prorosal, and our delegation

) at Geneva agreed. It recommended that we tell the NAC that

; we would be prepared to publicly state in the ENDC that the

: Soviet draft allowed safeguards agreements between the IAEA

§ and other international organizations. We would take a

¢ similar position in the IAEA Board of Governors when the

t issue came up there. Any agreement should be acceptable both

: to IAEA and to Euratom. We would be prepared to state in the

i ENDC that such an agreement would be based on the tliree

principles we had previously outlined to the Soviets:

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

{2) The non-nuclear-weapon partiss cculd negotiate
safeguards agreements with IAEA "bilaterally or together
with other parties."

i {3) IAEA should satisfy itself that nuclear material
was not diverted to nuclear weapons or other nuclear explosive
devices.l

" Moreover, the IAEA safeguards document made it clear that the
sole purpose of reviewing the design of facilities was to
permit IAEA to satisfy itself that the facility would permit
the effective application of safeguards.

If the NAC was satisfied with the substance of the
argument but remained dubious about the Soviet language, we
would be prepared to go to the Soviets and suggest adding

_the underscored language to the third sentence of their draft:

|

i

|

{ These vrocedures shall also extend to

i . facilities containing or to contain such materials,
J including principal nuclear facilities, for the

| sole purpose of making possible the effective

| application of safeguards to such material

[ produced, processed or used in such facilities.

i On the "carried out by it anywhere" phrase, the delegation
: thought that the Soviet had agreed that treaty safeguards
' would not be applied in any nuclear-weapon country, e.g.,

lror the three principles, see aboée, p. 172.
( , ' ) - : T

SECRET/NOTORN
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France, While the Soviet draft could be amended to make this
explicit, the change would raise awkward questicns about
unsafeguarded activities in nuclear-weapon countries, The
delegatlon therefore thought it preferable to delete the
phrase and substitute "or control," so that the sentence -
would read:

The safeguards required by this Article
shall be applied on all source or special .
fissionable material in all peaceful nuclear
activities within the territory of such
State, under 1ts jurisdictilon or control.

As for the time factor, the delegation pointed out that
the two-year transition period would nct begin until the
treaty entered into Torce and that would probably not occur
for 1 1/2 years. Euratom could therefore begin exploratory
talks with IAEA at any time.and have over three years to
conclude an agreement., We would, however, try to persuade
the Soviets to accept a three-year trainsition period if the
allies so desired.?

German, Italian, and Japanese objections o

. On September 19, FRG Chargé von Lilienfeld gave Under '
Secretary of State Rostow an oral statement satting forth
the position the FRG Cabinst had taken on the Soviet proposal.-
The FRG further developed tne objecticns Grewe had raised
in the NAC2 and sald that 1t "would mean a considerable step
backward" to accept the Soviet proposal instead of the .S,
draft. The Germans f{eared that the current IAEA safeguards
systein would be frozen if it was incorporated in the non-
proliferation treaty, which could be modified "only by
following a rigid amendment procedure." Euratom would be
able only to negotiate for the application of IAEA safeguards
and not for verification of its own system. This would
Jeopardize Euratom safeguards and permit France to free her-
self from any controls 1f Euratom broke up. It would also
endanger the fubture of Jointly owned facilitles and Euratom

lFrom Geneva, tel., 359, Sept. 18, 1967, Secret/Limdis.
2See above, DP. 209-210.
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facllities in France. The Sovlets were in a weak posltion,

and the procedure Rusk had proposed in his message to Brandt
would be a good basis for efforts to gain Sovliet acceptance

of’ the substance, if not the language, of the Western proposal.
This meant, as the Germans later explained, that they no
longer held us to the exact language of our draft. If agree-
ment could not be reached, the United States could table its
draft and pin the responsibility for failure to agree on the -
Sovists, as Rusk had contemplated.

Under Secretary Rostow commented that we had not yet
taken a position on the Soviet proposal, We had always been
concerned that Euratom and other European institutions should
not be weakened, While we would take the FRG statement

_into account, the time element was important, and he thought
1t better to try to improve the Soviet proposal than for the
United States and the Soviet Union to table separate drafts.

The Italian.attitude remalned negative. During a visit
to the United States (September 1i8-21, 1967), Fresident
Saragat asked why we wanted the treaty in the absence of
convincing evidence that the Communists had changed their
policy aims. He raised questions about the effect of article
III on Euratom but indicated that Italy would sign the treatg,
though without enthusiasm, 1if the draft treaty was improved,

A v e, dm———- e e cin

- Roberto Gaja, the Director General for Political Affairs
{ ' of the Foreign Ministry, was even more critical., He told
Assistant Secretary of State Leddy and Robert Kranich, Chief
of the Political Divislon of the ACDA International Relations
Bureau, that the Italians telieved the Soviets were ocut to
destroy the European Community. Xe called the new Scvlet
draft article IIXI a "1ilttle half step", which was even worse
than-the U.S. draft. Referring to the "discriminatory"

4 ~ aspect of safeguards, he said that the Italian Consktitution
‘prohibited the acceptance of treatles which impcsed obligations
vithout adequate quid pro quos. ZItaly was concerned that
Euratom might be undermined and that France might get out

of the Euratom safeguards system and thereby gain a commercial

. e ————

~ lro Paris, tel, 40393, Sept. 20, 1967, Secret, from Bonn,
tel, 3240, Sept. 22, 1967, Confidential. For the message to
" Brandt, see above, p., 163,
1 2To Paris, tel. 40392, Sevt. 20, 1967, Secret, .
3To Rome, tel, 42922, Sept. 23, 1967, Secret/Limdis,
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‘ advantage by attragcting nuclear investment, Mr, Gaja
questioned the "facilitiles," "carried out by it anywhere,"”
and transition provisions of the Soviet proposal. It was
not clear whether it would really permlt a veriflcation
arrangement between IBKEA and Euratom. The Italians would
study our view that there was no difference between the
Soviet proposal and tge U.S. draft on coverage of non-
weapoins military use.

L R L

Assistant Secretary Leddy said that it was hard to

N believe that the Soviets were still trying to destroy the

‘ European Community, since most believed that their new

i proposal was an attempt to accommodate Euratom. We had

| repealedly stressed that we would not allow the treaty to

' threaten NATO or European unification. We had done what we
could tc get an acceptable article III, and it was also up to
the Euratom countries to try to work this oub affirmatively.
The Soviets simply would not accept safeguards, and tc insist
on this would block agreement on article III, which the
United States and most other states felt to be necessary.

He questioned Gaja's view that nuclear investment would

flow to France, Mr., Kranich expiaired that the "facilities"
problem cculd be solved by simply endorsing existing IAEA
procedures,- He also noted that the 18 months uran31tloﬂ
period would not begin until 180 days after the treaty wgs
ratified and that negotiations could begin much earlier.

+ ————

' Japan also nad misglvings about the Soviet preposal. In
Geneva, Ambassador Tanaka told Fisher that Japanese industry
did not 1like the existing IAEA safeguards document and feared
that the Soviet proposal would freeze it and enable the
Soviets to demand lnspection of ali,.facilities. While he
agreed in principle that a facility should be inspected if
this was necessary to effectively verify the material, he
maintained that it would be enough for the treaty to state
that safeguards were intended to check the flow of materials. '
Mr. Pisheér told him that we were thinking of adding the
.following language at the end of the '"facilities" sentence:

Bt NN AR N b s Sy e eira ar i, o
N

. lgee above, pp. 139-141 for the UIS. proposal.
2ro Paris, Rome, Geneva, Brussels, New York, tel,
LoT12, 3Sept. 20, 1967, Secret, .

o
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...for the sole purpose of making possible
the effective application of safeguards to such
materlal produced, processed or used in such
facllities,

Ambassador Tanaka also took the same line with Roshchin and
told him that the Soviets were demanding too muchi. The
Soviet representative noted that the Soviet “faciiities"
language came from the IAEA safeguards document and merely
said that he would repcrt the Japanese démarche to Moscow.

NAC meeting, September 20, 1967

Ambassador Cleveland was now instructed to tell the NAC
that we did not yet have a position but that we shared some
of the allied concerns., The key question was what the
Europeans considered necessary to preserve the verification
concept., It would be better to agree on possible amendments
to the Soviet proposal and not to rely exclusively on agreed
interpretations, We could, however, publicly indicate our
understanding that the Soviet draft permltted agreements
between the IAEA and other organizations, and we could publicly
enunciate the three principles, as our Geneva delegaticn
had recommended. The Ambassador could respond to the allied

-queries cn "facilities" and "carried out.by it anywhere" along

the lines the delegation had suggeuted And he should poant
out that more than three years would probably be available
for concluding an YAEA-Euratom agreement. .

. Ambassador Cleveland made a statement of this kind at
the NAC meeting of September 20, The FRG representative took
the same line as von Lilienfeld, and the Italian representative
reiterated his prevlous position. The Germans told us
privately that they could agree to our starting talks with
the Soviets with a view to clarifying or modifying the Soviet
draft on the basls of the comments the allies had already made,
without waiting for further NAC action,3

lFrom Geneva, tel. 856, Sept. 16, 1967; 885, Sept. 19,
1967; 914, Sept. 21, 1967, Secret. -

2To Paris, tel., 40391, Sept, 20, 1967, Secret.

3From Paris, tel., 3736, Sept. 20, 1967, Secret.
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Dutch amendments

The Dutch representative's instructions arrived too
late for him to present the amendments his country had decided
to propose, The Dutch would change the first sentence of the
first paragraph to read as follows:

Each non-nuclear-weapon State Party to this
Treaty undertakes to accept International Atcmic
Energy Agency safeguards for tne exclusive purpose
of verification of the fulfillment of its obli-
gation assumed under this Treaty not to. divert
source or special fissionable material to nuclear
weapons or cther nuclear explosive devices.

The second and third sentences Qould be deleted. In paragraph

3, the last word would be changed from "Article" to "Treaty." -

In the last paragraph, the words "under multilateral arrange-
ments" would be added after "together with other States."l
'The Dutch -would also replace "carried out by it anywhere"
with "under its jurisdieticn."? ‘

Furatom and the French problem

The Euratom countries now began tc take some action.,
The EEC Commission sent the Council of the European
Community a note in which it analyzed the Scviet proposal
and the allied objections at some length and concluded that
the Community was competent to negotiate with TAEA, It did
not think, however, that the Community could enter into an
agreement providing for more IAEA verification of the
effectlveness of Euratom safeguards than the United States
exerclsed over the fissionable materials 1t furnished
Euratom.3 ACDA believed that there would be "virtually no

1prom Parils, tels. 3735 and 3741, Sept. 20, 1967, an?

3816, Sept. 21, 1957, Secret.

From Paris, tel, 4287, Sept. 29, 1567, Secret. '

From Geneva, tel, 918, Sept. 22, 1967, Secret. The
original French text contalned this sentence: "Mals la
Communaute ne saurait conclure n'impocrte quel accord avec
1'A.I.E.A." This was initially translated as "But the
Community could not conclude any agreement with the TAEA."
Qur Geneva delegation Pointed cut, hoviever, {tha the words

"ntimporte quel accord" could also be translated as " just any .

sort of agreement" (from Geneva, tel. 925, Sept. 22, 1967,
Secret). , -
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chance of obtaining mutual agreement" if the Council adopted
thls position,

At this point, we encounfered new difficulty with the
French, Forelgn Minlster Couve de Murville told Ambassador
Bohlen that 1t was up to the signatories to make their
individual or collective arrangements with IAEA, He was
very positive that Euratom could not act without French
participation and France would not, of course, participate
since she would not sign the treaty. .

Qur delegation at Geneva was greatly alarmed and saw
"no advantage in going to great effort to making Euratom
option more explicit if Euratom /Is/ unable to exercise it."
It therefore recommended that we immediately bring the
French view to the attention of the Five and ask them to
explore the problem with the French.3 Ambassador Schaetzel
disagreed and recommendad that we stay out of Euratom
activities, He did nct .think that the French position had
hardened since the Lucet talks, and he cited recent evidence
that Euratom might find a way to act by a qualified ma.jori'cy.4

Ambassador McGhee observed that the French might not
wish to block the tr eaty once the other Euratom members had
agreed, He advised Washington to proceed to the next stage
of negotiations as soon as possible, since delay could prompt
the German opposition to raise the ARM issue as still another
objection to the treaty. In his view, the Germans would
consider it better for us to work out a new draft than to
negotiaté on the basis of the Soviet proposal.® He agreed
with Schaetzel on the need to avoid a Franco~Amer*can
confrontation, 6

1Alexander to Acting Secretary of State, memoranoum,
Sept. 25, 1967, Secret.

2From Paris, tel. 3631, Sept. 19, 1967, Secret. On the -
other hand, French Ambassador Goldschmidt told Smyth in
Vienna that France would not object to an IAEA-Euratom
agreement after the treaty was signed (from Vienna, tel. 1114,
Sept._23, 1967, Confidential).
EFrom Geneva, tel. 898, Sept. 21, 1967, Secret.
‘From Brussels, tel, 1718, Sept. 21, 1967, Secret. For

" the-Lucet talks, see above, p. 171,

SFrom Bonn, tel. 3173, Sept. 21, 1967, Confidential.
OFrom Bonn, tel. 3226, Sept. 22, 1967, Secret.
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E ' Washington called the French position "diSQuieting” but
i noted that Couve had not been'specific. It was possible.

that Euratom might be able to act by a qualified majority or
devise a formula enabling the Prench to abstain., We should

- not call a meeting of the Five, since that "could provoke
b a_/ premature hardening of /the/ French position." Since
: we should not remain completely silent, however, it instructed
McGhee %Yo approach Brandt, recall the President!s talk with
Kiesinger on German-American consultations, and express the hope
that the FRG would play a leading role in bringing about a con-
structive European position. Ambassador McGhee was to inform
Brandt of the Couve talk and suggest that the FRG might be
able to deal with the problem "with active diplomacy."?t

Anbassador McGhee noted that the instruction conflicted
with his previous advice and asked Washington to reconsider
it. He thought that 1t might cause the French to harden
thelr position and expressed the view that there was enough
interest on the part of the Five "to ensure that they will
do thelr best to bring the French to accept some kind cf
sglution, such as French avbstentlion." -Moreover, the proposed
demarche was poiltically unrealistic:

. For us to propose to the FRG that they take

¥ the lead in bringing the French to a reasonable

i position on article III, is, however, not reallstic
' either in ferms of the German/French relationsnip

; or the German attitude toward the NPT...

i On balance, he thought that the Germans still took a negative .
i attitude toward the treaty:

, ...Any admonitions on our part to the Germans

, that 1t 1s their duty to ccme forth with con-

: structive proposals will fall on deaf ears. They
would consider that /It 1s/ the US who is responsible
for having got the T to 1ts present stage and

that it is consequently up to us to negotiate 1t
out...

Al

lpo Bonn, tel. 42407, Sept. 23, 1967, Secret.
2From Bonn, bel. 3250, Sept. 25, 1967, Secret,
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Co-Chairmen's meeting, September 22, 1967

‘Although the September NAC meeting had not given us a
formal "green light" for further discussions with the Soviets, -
the Germans had Rrivately told us they would not object to
our going aheag. In the Western Four, Mr, Fisher found that
the Ttalians and British wished to drop the "facilities"

! references in the Soviet draft. Although he doubted that the
; Soviets would accept this change, he agreed to present it and
other allied comments to Roshchin,

: : Accordingly, he imparted some of the main allied concerns
i to Roshchin at the Co-Chairmen's meeting of September 22. On
: the French aspect, Ambassador Roshchin said that there might

be an understanding that article III did nct apply fto nuclear-

weapon states. He did not object to Fisher's statement that
the IAEA Statute permitted an agreement with Euratom. While

g he would study Fisher's comments, he emphasized that the

; fourth paragraph of the Soviet draft had been produced with
great difficulty and that there would be very serlous
difficulties if we attempted to change it. If we triad to

- introduce Euratom, the whole project would be in greahn danger.
The two-year transition period was taken from the Tlatelolco
treaty and therefore had some international standing. He
would cbject to lengthening iv.~

R A Y

e e P ta S e

Mr. Fisher reported that it would probably be possible
to persuade the Soviet delegation to add language making it
clear that the sole purpose of inspecting a facility was to
make possible the effective application of safeguards to the
material tc be used in that facillity. Wwhile it would be
more satisfactory for the allies to leave the "facilifty" problem
entirely up to IAEA, he did not think that this would be
regotiable with the Soviet delegation. He therefore suggested
that Secretary Rusk might take up the question with Gromyko.
: if the latter proved receptive, the Secretary might propose
i the following language to replace the first three sentences

‘ of paragraph 1 of .the Soviet proposal:

C e ey B vwme e S e b oaea

;

R lsee above, p. 216, .
i 2From Geneva, tel. 913, Sept. 21, 1967, Secret,
3From Geneva, tel, 924, Sept. 22, 1967, Secret/Limdis,
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Fach non-nuclear-weapon State Party to the
Treaty undertakes to accept International Atomic
Energy Agency safeguards, as provided in the
Agency's safeguards system, with a view to
preventing diversion of nuclear energy from peace-
ful uses to nuclear weapons or other nuclear
explosive devices for the exclusive purpose of
verification of the fulfilliment of the obligations
assumed under this Treaty.

He thought that the question of changing tne -
IAEA safeguards system should be covered by interpretation
rather than by treaty language. The Soviets agreed that a
treaty amendment would not be necessary tc change the
safeguards and apparently would not object to saying so. ‘
They might accept "activities carried out by it in any other
non-nuclear-weapon State." He ccnsidered it extremely
unlikely that the Soviets would agree to treaty language
tying down the verification concept, since they were. still
denouncing Euratom safeguards as "self-inspection.'" We
could posesibly make a public statement on _the factors to be
taken into account in the IAEA-FEuratom negotiations, buft ‘
this would be a sensitive point for the Soviets. It remalned
to be seen whether they would be adamant on the two-year

‘transition period. He shared Cleveland's view that the

Soviet proposal was no different on the "guillotine" than the
U.S. draft the allies had prevlously accepted,™ These views
were communicated to the Acting Secretary of State just
before the Rusk-Gromyko talks took place.?

Rusk-Gromyko talks

On September 25, Foreign Minister Gromyko gave Rusk a-
slightly revised version of the Soviet draft. The only ghange
was in the first sentence of the last paragraph which now

read:

Yprom Geneva, tel, 933, Sept. 23, 1967, Secret/Limdis.
2plexander to Acting Secretary of State, memorandum,
Sept. 25, 1967, Becret.
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4, Non-nuclear-weapon states party to the
Treaty shall conclude, in acccrdance with the Statute
and -the safeguards system of the IAEA, agreements
with the Agency to meet the requirements of this
! article either individually or together with
other states,

He said that the USSR would agree to this text if we -accepted

it. Secretary Rusk replied that the principal problem was

not the United States but the Euratom countriés and that we

would wish to have thelr views before reaching a final

decision, He found Gromyko unprepared to discuss the "facilities"
problem, i .

Mr, Foster then discusszed the new draft with Lev I.

Mendelevich, the Sovlet Deputy Permanent Representative to the
United Nations, and told him that it made it less clear that
Euratom would be able to rnegotiate with IAEA. The Euratom
countries wished to be sure that elimination of the word

_ "Euratom" did not mean that the organization could not

| represent them. We felt that it would be better to move the

" words "in accordance with the Statute" to the end of the sentence

and to omit the reference to the safeguards oy%tem.

i Wren Mr. Foster reported on these discussions at the
September 27 meeting between Rusk and Gromyko, the Soviet
Foreign Minister said that he would take another look at the
language and asked whether the draft could be completed

if he and the Secretary could reach agreement in 24 hcours.
Noting that Gromyko would leave next day, Secretary Rusk
replied that it could not be completed before the October 2
meeting of the European Community. _Mr. Foster thought that
it would have to go back to Geneva, 2

PR

.t e =

Reporting to the Under Secretary of State, Mr. Foster
did not rind any of the Soviet changes "really unacceptable
provided a proper negotiating record is laid.". He warned,

i - lprom New York, tel., 998, Sept. 26, 1967, Secret/Exdis;
j to Geneva, tel, 41;705, Sept. 27, 1967, Sec»et/Nodis. .

2Memcon Rusk, Gromyko, et al,, Sept. 27, 1967, Secret/
: EXdiSo

-~ nr
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however, that they would cause further delay and arouse
allied suspicilon of Soviet intentions, This was why hLe had
suggested to Mendelevich that the reference to the IAEA
Statute be dropped frcem the revised sentence, The Soviet
representative saw nothing wrong with this but said that
Gromyko would have to make the decision. Mr, Foster con-
cluded that the time had come for us to be more forceful
in recommending the Soviet draft "as .a practical basis for
final agreement with such 1ﬂprovements and interpretations
as we may pbe able to negotiate." There were indications
that the Euratom countries might be preparing ccmpletely.
non-negotlable amendments, and 1t was time for us to
explain our positicn in an aide-mémolre to the allies.

LT W RN e

—

Ambassador Mendelevich told him that the Soviets would
be very flexible In considering any revisions we might
recommend. They would find 1t difficult, however, to
accept our proposal to drop the refeaence to the IAEA safe-
! guards system in the last paragragph. Foreign Minister
} Gromyxo later accepted Foster's earlier suggestlon to change

the positlon of the phrase, At FFoster's rgquest, Ambassador
Dobrynin agreed to recommend 1ts deletion, 3 '

2 -

The British, who had previously ;hown some reserve, made
a sympathetic statemen: at the September 2€ meetlng of the
NAC. ' Ambassador Burrows sald that the Sovlets had come a
" long way toward meeting the Western position, The ambigulty
of the draft might ewven be advantageous, since the Soviets
might be able to acquiesce in interpretations they could not
accept as treaty language, as they had done in the case of
articles I and II. The Soviets would be in a weak position
when it came to IAEA negotilations, since potentlal friends of
Buratom were in the majority on the IAEA Becard of Governors,
While the United Kingdom had reservations.on the "facilities"
language, 1t was not concerned with the "guilllotine" problem,
. In fact, Brltish analysis suggested that our draft had a
"guillotine" and that the Sovlet proposal did not

T S

! . lFoster to Under Secretary of State, memorandum,

) Sept. 28, 1967, Secret/Exdis.

: Meme or: Mendeievich-Foster, Oct, 3, 1967; to Geneva,
: tel, 48870, Oct. 5, 19€7; to Bruosels, tel, 49657,

¥ Oct., 6, 1967, Secret/Exdis.

i 3To Geneva, tel. 54264, Oct. 14, 1967, Secret/Exdis.
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The FRG representative said that German ccncerns had not
been fully met and that our interpretations were not adequate,
Even with the interpretations, the Soviet draft did not
actually prescribe IAEA verification of Buratom safeguards,:
On the "gulllotine" question, the decisive point for the
Germans wes not the time 1limit but the obligation to
introduce IAEA safeguards, and the Soviet draft contained-
this obligation, The "discriminatory" aspect was a weak
point in the Soviet position, and we should keep pushing
them on this. The FRG felt that Euratom consultation should:
be completed berore proceeding further in the ENDC.

The Dutch representative said that future discussicns
with the Soviets should be based on their draft and that efforts
should be made to improve it. He warned that a stiff Euratom

.attitude could block Hhe treaty and that further delay would

promote support for the non-nuclear ‘conference and the

Swedish amendment. The Canadian and U.S. representatives

stressed the need to settle the question before tne First
Committee of the General Assembly took 1t up.*

U.S. aide-me{moireL October 5, . 1967

After this meeting, Mr., Fisher sent Foster a draft.

position paper and recommended that we immediately circulate

it in the NAC. As noted apove, Mr. Foster was already
thinking along these lines,3 Mr., Fisher advised Rusk and
Foster that there was one key question to be decided:

...this problem has now bheen reduced to one
main question which you and the Presgldent will have
to decide. That question is whether the U.S. 15
so committed tc spelling out in article III the
cancept of an agreement between IAEA and Euratcm,
which is different in kind from the safeguarcs
agreements wnich IAEA wilil enter into with other
countries parties to the treaty, that we are
prepared to insist on this point even though this
may well result in our not ootaining a non-
proliferation treaty.

lprom Paris, tel. 4099, Sept. 26, 1967, Secret.
2From Geneva, tel., 1022, Sept. 29, 1967, Secret.
3See above, p.  223. -

SECREPANOFORN

UNCLASSIFIED U.S. Department of State Case No. M-2018-04281 Doc No. C06595442 Date: 06/25/2018



UNCLASSIFIED U.S. Department of State Case No. M-2018-04281 Doc No. C06595442 Date: 06/25/2018

- 225 -

While it was clear that the Soviets would recognize that
thelr compromlse allowed an T4EA-Euratom agreement and were
williing for us to say so publicly, they would not agree to
amend their proposal to explicitly provide for IAEA
"yverification" of Euratom safeguards, Mr. Fisher believed
that the Soviets weould be supported on this issue by most
countries that did not belong to Euratom. He also polnted
out that IAEA would have to rely heavily on Euratom in
practlce, both because 1t had effective safeguards and because
TIAEA's own workload would be substantially increased when
the treaty entered into force.l

- —————

On October 2, Mr. PFPoster recommended to Rusk that we
make our position known to the allies and advised him to
ralse the problem with the President., He warned that it
would be dangerous to wait another week, since we might have
to begin the First Committee debate with a blank article
III, and this "would encourage non- alégned countries to
make other unacceptable suggestions," While Acting
Assistant Secretary c¢f Stat= Stoessel agreed that we should
press ahead, he wished to avold tne appearance of dictating
to the allies or undercutting the European consultations,

He was "especially concerned about German sensitivities" and
warned that "attempts to force the German hand couid vork
against our over-all objective."” He therefore opposed the
tight deadlines ACDA had in mind and preferred to wait until
more information had been obtalned on the European ‘discussion,

There was no indication, hcwever, that the European
Community would make an early response, It was decided to
drop the deadlines but to send out the aide-mémoire at once.
The aide-mémoire, delivered in the NATO capitals on October 5,
H closely followed the lines of Fisher's draft position paper,’ .
: It stated that we would te prepared to accept the Soviet

draft as it stood, since we believed that it would permilt
the non-nuclear-weapon members of Euratom to negotiate :
collectively with JTAEA and allow a verification concept along
: the 1lines of the three points we had previocusly made to the
; Soviets 4 In the light of the allied consultations, however,
i ' we consldered 1t advantageous to seek Soviet agreement on
: ‘ certain changes and understandings:

lFrom Geneva, tel. 1054, Oct. 2, 1967; Secret/Nodis.

2Foster to Rusk, memorandum, Oct. 2, 1967, Secret.
3Stoessel (State/EUR) to Rusk, memorandum, Oct. 3, 1967,
SecreE
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See above, PP. 171-172.
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(1) The Soviet "facilities" language tended to prejudge
an issve that had long been under discussion in TIAEA and to
make 1t difficult tc amend the safeguards document or to
reduce the intrusiveness of safeguards, as the preambular
treaty paragraph on automated safeguards contemplated, We
wouid therefore propose replacing the first three sentences
of the Soviet draft with t?e neutral language previously
recommended by Mr, Fisher, We did not include the Dutch
language because we-did not think that the Soviets would
accept it, since if was very similar to the U.S, draft
they had rejected.~ -If this did not prove negotiable, we
would point out that the Soviet draft did not adequately
describe the present IAEA system and propose the following
fallback amendment to the third sentence of the first
Soviet paragraph:

.« . These procedures shall also extend to
facilities containing or to contain such materials,
including principal nuclear facilities, for the
sole purpose of making possible the effective
application of safeguards to such material produced,
processed or used in such facilities.

(2) The Soviets had told us that a treaty amendment
would net be required to change the existing IAEA safeguards
document, and this was the clear "common sense interpretation"
of the language they had proposed. Hence we did not consider
it necessary to change their language, but we would make an
appropriate statement when article III was tabled and try to
have them make a similar statement,

(3) Since it was essential to prevent evasion of the

-treaty and the "carried out by it anywhere" language was also

included in ‘the limited test-ban treaty,” we would find it
difficuit to argue that the phrase should be omitted., We
would, however, attempt to obtain an understanding that it
would apply "only to facilities under the dominant and
effective control of a non-nuclear-weapon state party to the
treaty." Past discussions indicated that .tha Soviets would

-be amenable to such an urderstanding.

iSee above, p, 221,

3°ee above, pp. 140-141, 217.
See art. 1(25) of the treaty (Documents on Disarmanent,
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(4) It was our opinion that the Soviet draft permitted’
an IAEA-Euratom agreement. To make this clear, we would state
in the ENDC and the TAEA Board of Governors that the language .
permitted the IAEA to enber into an agreement with another
organizab lon,

(5) Although the exact nature of an TAEA-Euratom agree-
ment remained to be determined, Euratom would not be in a
weak bargalning position and IAEA safeguards could not be
applied to Euratom countries until the two organizations had
reached an agreement. The exact nature of the agreement
could not be spelled out in advance, but we thought that it

would fall between two extremes - \1; 2 duplication of

Euratom safeguards by ‘TAEA and (2) a "paper inspection of the
records of Euratom" by IAEA., At an appropriate time, we
would publicly state the three principles which should be
taken into account:

A. Therc should be safeguards for all non-nuclear
vweapon parties of such nature that all parties can
have confidence in thelr effectlveness.

B. In discharging their obligations under.
article III, non-nuclear-vieapon parties may
negotiate safeguards agreements with the IAEA
bilaterally or together with other partiss, and
specifically, an agreement covering such obligations
may be entered .into between the IAEA and another ’
international organizatlon the work of which is
related to the IAEA and the membership of which
includes the parties concerned.

C. In order to avold unnecessary duplication,
the IAEA should make appropriate use of exlsting
records and safeguards, provided that under such
mutually agreed arrangements the IAEA can satisfy
itself that nuclear material is not diverted to
nuclear weapons or other nuclear explosive devices.

(6) We would not try to change the transition period’
the Soviets had proposed. As we had previously pointed out,
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this would give Euratom ' substantlally more than two years"
to work out an agreement with IAEA, 1

Allied reactions varied. The French avoideo taking a
clear position on Euratom's authority to negotiate with
IAEA,2 The Canadians interposed no objections, 3 The British
disliked the first U.S, amendment and suggested three
alternatives.

I (1) Each non-nuclear-weapon State Party to
this Treaty undertakes to accept safeguards as

set forth in an agreement to be negotiated for this
purpose with the IAEA

(2) Each non-nuciear-weapon State Party to
this Treaty undertakes to accept safeguards as set
Torth in an agreement to be negotlated for this
purpose with TAEA as prov1ded in the Statute of
the IAEA,

! : .

- b s e ———— et

(3) Each non-nuclear-weapon State Party to
this Treaty undertskes to accept IAEA safeguards
as set forth in an agreement to be negotlated for
this purpose with IAEA,

———rt

They also suggested some minor drafting chang;es.LI

While we did not consider the first ¢two British
alternatives negotiatle, the third alternative might be
negotiable if the second and third sentences were retained.
The first three sentences might be rev1sed to read as
follows: .

Each non-nuclear weapon State Party to the
Treaty undertvakes. to accept International Atomic
Energy Agency safeguards, as set forth in an
agreement to be negotiated for this purpose with
the IAEA, with a view to preventing diversion
of nuclear energy from peaceful uses to nuclear

=~ s

o

L lcirc, tel. 48868, Oct. 4, 1967, Secret.
- 2Rpom Paris, tel. 4841, Oct 7, 1967, Secret.
3From Ottawa, tel. 423, Oct. 7, 1967, Secret.
! From Geneva, tel. 1120, Oct. 7, 1967, Secret. For the
; - U.8, delegation's views, see Geneva, tel. 1123, Oct. 7, 1967,
: Secret.

.; .
t
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weapons or other nuclear explosive devices, for
the exclusive purpose of verification of

the fulfillment of obligations assumed under this
treaty. As provided in the Agency's safeguards
system, procedures for the safeguards required
by this article shall be followed with respect

to source or speclal fissicnable material whether
1t 1s produced, processed, or used in any
principal nuclear facllity or is outside any
such facllity. These procedures shall also
extend to facillties containing or to czontain
such material, inciuding principal nuclear
facilities, for the scle purpose of making
possible the effective application of safeguards
to such material produced, processed or used

in such facilities.

When Ambassador Burrows rresented the British views to
the NAC on October 10, he said that it might be possible to
keep the second and third sentences of the Soviet draft if
the first sentence was changed as we had proposed., The
Canadian representative wanted our interpretaticn of the
"carried out by it anywhere" phrase and the three principles
incorporated into a formal statement of interpretation,
Ambassador Grewe said that the FRG could not take a formal
position until Buratom constulation was completed, He
referred sympathetically to the Dutch amendment and said that
a "verification" solution tc the Euratom problem could hot
be covered in an interpretation. He agreed with the Dutch
that "carried out by it anywhere" should be deleted.

U The Italian representative said that his ccuntry was

i net ready to take a definilte position. Italy still feit

' strongly about "discrimination" and was not satisfled with -
the Anglo-American offer. There was also a need for an
explicit American assurance that the treaty still covered
only what was prohioited, not what was permitted, especially
in the field of nuclear energy.

' 1o Geneva, Paris, London, etc,, tel. 51151,
Oct. 9, 1967, Secret, -

: ; SECRET/NOFORN , S
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. Ambassador Cleveland saild that we would not negotiate
with the Soviets until we had a clearer word from Euratom
but that we expected this would be accomplished within a

- reasonable time. In his concluding remarks, Secretary-General
¥ Brosio felt that we could conclude from the discussion that
' the situaticn was ripe_enough to table a treaty but noted
Cleveland's statement,

! . . Buratom developments.

We had not yet heard from the Furopean Community, and
there appeared- to be no prospect of an early reply. Mr, Foster
advised the Secretary of State that this could have serious
consequences: :

———

...If we do not get a green light from the
October 18 NAC meeting to begin negotiations
with the Soviets, we shall have to consider some
tough alternatives: (1) further démarches to
our allies to speed-up consultations; (2)
negotiating without a green lignht, which poses
the question of past commitments to allies;

(3) the possibility of having to go to New
York with a blank or three versions of
‘Article III; or (4) further slippage in the
ENDC/UNGA schedule which in my opirion wou%d
be extremely difficult, if not impossible.

S — e A cr—

Acting Assistant Secretary of State Stoessel concurred
in Foster's report but warned that.negotiating without a
P "green light" would precipitate a "major political con-
frontation with Germany and Italy, possibly even supported
by the Benelux countries" and that the Germans would consider
our action a violation of the President's commitment to
Kilesinger and Rusk's pledge to Brandt. He felt that we
would have to wait for an allied response if it took a week
or two. . :

- dav

- —.

'prom Paris, tel. 5050, Oct. 12, 1967, Secret.

2Poster to Rusk, memorandum, Oct. 10, 1967, Secret.

Stoessel to Rusk, memorandum, Oct. 11, 1967, Secret.
For the U.S. commitment, see above, pp. 151, 163.

JORNN
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Later, ACDA opposed Stoessell!s suggestion for a memorandum
of understanding between Euratom and TAEA before the treaty
was signed, ACDA feared that this would mean that most
states would delay signing the treaty until this agreement;.
had been concluded. While it agreed that ratifications
would probably be delayed until the Euratom states had
acted, 1t did not belleve that we should propose "procedures
which would delay signing the treaty thus adding to the
delay before it becomes effective.”

On October 12 the EEC Commizsion replied to inquiries from
Euratom members, It held that the Dutch amendment to ‘
paragraph 1 "would risk bringing in purely and Simply a
superpnsition of IAEA controis on those of Euratom."€ In
its view, another path should be taken:

The Commission on the contrary believes that
a solution could be sought by the negotiation of
an agreement with the IAEA with a view to
permitting a verification of the effectiveness
of Euratom control and its equivalence with that-
of the IAEA, by mutually approved scientific
methods, such as those in operatiocn in the
framework of the Euratom/US accord...

Nor did it think that the Dutch prcposal %o include the word
"multilateral"™ in the last paragraph would permit the con-
clusion of an IAEA-Euratom agreement. The Benelux countries

", had proposed making a reservation when the treaty was signed,
stating that instruments of ratification would not be
depositved until a satisfactory agreement had been concluded.
The Commission thought it better, however, to make a reservatlon
dealing only with art¢cle III:

The applica ion of Article III of the present
Treaty on the territcries of member States of
Euratom who are Partles thereto. is dependent con
the concluslon of a verification agreement between
the Community and ths IAEA assuring the safe-
guarding of the rights and obligations of the

“ACDA memorandum to Stoessel, Oct., 16, 1967, Secret;
Stoessel to Foster, memorandum, Oct. 6, 196 Secret.
2For the Dutch amendment, see above, p. 217 |
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said States resulting from the Treaty concluded
at Rome, March 25, 1957, and of the authority
granted to Euratom-by this Treaty.

ot —

If this reservation was accepted by other signatories when
the treaty was signed, it would permit the instruments of
ratification to be deposited. If the other parties rejected
the reservation, however, the Five would declare that they
could not depcsit the instruments until a satisfactory
agreement was concluded.* -

Cvevamasma LN WSy ottt

.The U.S. Mission to Brussels now recommended substituting

. "international safeguards" for "the safeguards of the Inter-
national Atomic Energy Agency" in the first sentence of the
first paragraph and dropping the "carried out by it anywhere"
language,2 Mr. Fisher belijeved that this draft would be non-
negotiable and inadvisable. He recommended that we maintain
the position we had taken in the aide-mémoire, possibly

with the third amendment suggested by the British.3

FEVSRRRNSUSE P VSR SN

Brandt -Rusk letters

On October 12, the FRG Cabinet Defense Council discussed
i the non-proliferation problem, Sclence Minister Stoltenberg
and Defense State Secretary Carstens reportedly advised
Chancellor Kiesinger to sink the treaty. They argued that
France would be able to free herself from safeguards if
Euratom was undermined. Fereign Minister Brandt, however,
persuaded Kiesinger to agree tc a more moderate line,

- Acting on instructions from Brandt, Ambassador Knappstein
told Rusk and Foster on Octcber 12 that the FRG was concerned
about the way discussions were going, It did not feel that
Euratom interests were sufficlently taken into account in the
Soviet propoqdl or in the U.S. amendments and Interpretations,

‘and our aide-mémoire-did not dispel this impression, We should -
understand that the European Community procedures took time,

lprom Geneva, tel. 1198, Oct. 13, 1967, Secret.

2From Brussels, tel. 2391, Oct. 20, 1957, Secret.

3From Geneva, tel. 1302, Oct. 22, 1967, Secret. See
aboveA pp. 225-228, )

From Bonn, tel, 4103, Oct. 12, 1967, Secret/Limdis.
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and there would be unfortunate consequences if the Euratom-
countries got the impression that they were belng pressured
or that their good faith was being questioned. The FRG
continued to rely on the assurances Rusk had given Brandt
in May.

TR U S o

When Mr, Foster pointed out that the Soviet draft tried
to meet our position that Euratom must bte protected and the
Soviet position that 1t should not be named in the treaty,
the Ambassador replied that the FRG would not object if .
furatom was not mentioned, but it wanted Euratom to be in a
posltlcen to make agreements with IAEA similar to those IAEA
made with individual countries. MNr, Foster observed that
, Euratom would not be asked to accept anything more than the
; United States if we offered to put our peaceful activities
under IAEA.

——ra A p o >

Secretary Rusk said that we did not yet have an article
TIT which the Soviets would accept and that we had not accepted
the Soviet draft. Time wzs important, and we could lose
control over the treaty if we took an incomplete draft to
the General pssembly. Mr. Foster noted that we would have:
trouble with the non-nuclear conference scheduled for the
spring of 1969 1f the General Assembly falled tc act.?

amim v ———

Fereign Minister Brandt followed up this démarche Wiph
a personal letter to Rusk defending the FRG position: !

...The German Government and the other non-
nuclear EURATOM states cannot seriocusly be
reproached with a lack of willingness for ‘'gilve
and take', We have already done much to advance
} the niegotiations concerning the non-proliferation
i treaty. In consideration of the.Soviet demands,
we have, for our part, put aside the requirement - -
of universality of safeguards, then that cf establish-
ment by treaty of the principle of nondiscrimination
in the fileld of peaceful uses. The verification
solution in the American draft worked out in the
Western consultations represents, in the opinlion

A W

lgee above, p. 163. .

Memeon Knappotein, Rusk, Poster, et., al., Oct. 12
1967, Secret; to Geneva, tel. ;3&49, Oct. 13, 1967, Secret/
Exdis.

ST AT TN
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of the German Government, the extreme pesition beyond

which we cannot go wi*hout far-reaching negative
consequences.

e 1 e O A - -

The Germans were  concerned about the extension of
safeguards beyond the limits required by the non-proliferation
treaty and abcut the need to protect their Euratom interests
and ohligations, FPorelgn Minister Brandt complained that the
"verification" solution was being relegated to the background
and was "astonished at the ever more frequent insinuations
that are made against us because of cur faithfulness to the
EURATOM treaty.”

T IA v s et met b w L~

In his view, the safeguards system should be so arranged -
as to avoid "any additional risk of disintegration of Europe."
While the non-proliferation treaty would lnevitably divide
states into nuclear-weapon and non-nucliear-weapon groups
"for the time being," 1%t need not necessarily extend this
discrimination against the non-nuclear nations by "placing
controls only on them concerning peaceful uses cf atomic
energy." Because of the Soviet attitude, however, the FRG .
was willing to accept an arrangement in which the United
States and the United Kingdom would voluntarily accept
controls and France would remain bound by Euratom controls.,
But it would not accept "double controls,”" which would amount
to "unacceptablie discrimination...and would additionally
burden European coherence as a result of the special nuclear
position of France." :

Ambassador Cleveland did not see how we could press for
a "green light" from the allies at the nsxt NAC meeting.in
the light of this letter withogb provcking a "major blow-up"
from the Germans and Italians, At the October 15 meeting
of the NAC, Ambassador Grewe said that the FRG had submitted
amendments in Eurztom and was trylng to speed up action.
Ambassador Cleveland commented that we had hoped to have .a
Joint Euratom view by now, We recognized the complexity of
the Euratom problems and had no desgsire to establish arbitrary
deadlines. But the General Assembly schedule put pressure on
all the allies, and we would be in a better position to
protect Euratom interests if there was a complete_draft
treaty when the First Committee began its debate.3

P TR e e N i ¢ L VAR e SRR A A et S e A L WO T T e S ST O FTE ST

B e T YW

1Brandt to Rusk, 1tr., Oct.- 13, 1967 (German Embassy
translation), no classification givcn/Exdis, to Bonn, tel, 5&381,
Oct. %& 1967, Secret/Exdis. S

From USNATO, tel. 14, Oct. 17, 1967, Secret/Exdis. o

3From USNATO, tel. 26, Oct. 18, 1967, Secret, g
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Mr, Pisher advised the Secretary to inform Brandt that
we understood how the FRG might feel that it could not sign
an article III without indicating that its ability to ratify
would depend on Euratom approval in the "light of /fan/

agreement or understanding of basic principlesgworxed out
between Euratom and the IAEA." While this decision would be
for the Germans to make and we could not recommend it to them,

'it was legally sound and politically supportable.l

In his reply to Brandt, Secretary Rusk sald that we had
been guided by the two fundamental concerns of maintaining
the integrity of the aliiance and fac1litat1ng the development
of the European Community. We believed that the non-
proliferation treaty would be beneficial to the alliiance:

We believe that an equitable non-proliferation
treaty is important to the whole world., It will
reduce tenslons between the two sides, and the like-
lihood of nuclear war, If a ncn-proliferaticn
treaty satisfles the basic concerns of our
allies, 1t will clearly be in the interest of the
alllance as a whole,..

As we had indicated in our aide-mémoire, we consldered
the Soviet draft compatible with the verification concept the
alliance had worked out provided that the Soviet Union
accepted certaln amendments,.,. We had discussed our interpretations
with the Soviets, and we would "expect the Soviets not to
object to them," ' '

Secretary Rusk stressed the urgency of ottaining early
NATO agreement and warned that fallure to submlt a complete '
draft treaty to the General Assembly would probably resul 't
in sending it back to Geneva with many unacceptable
recommendations. Indeed, a large majority would probably
support the earlier Soviet draft article III. We beiieved,
however, that the allied consultations would succeed, and
we would be gulded by thneir result. If this approach was
not succesasful, we were "fully prepared to carry out the
assurances" contained in his May message to Brandt.-

lprom Geneva, tel. 1258, oct. 18, 1967, Secret/Exdis.

—SECREFANOFORN
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While we understood the German view that the Soviet draft
did not sufficilently take Euratom interests into account, we
also hoped that the Euratom reply would "take into account,
ingofar as possible, the complicated negotiating situation
in Geneva" and offer alternative suggestions which had some
chance of acceptance 1f our own propesals were not con-
sidered sufficient,l N

Mr, Fisher had advised the Secretary to tell Brandt that
we did not expect the IAEA-Euratom negotiations to adversely
affect the continuation of Euratom safeguards in France, .
because we strongly supported the Euratom safeguards system..
Cur influence as a suppller of raw material to Western
Furope would be directed "towards supporting the continued
appllcation of Euratom safeguards, wlthin the framework of
an agreement wilth IAEA," and we would oppose "any attempt
to substitute in this area naticnal safeguards for those - of
Euratom,"? '

Contrary to ACDA's wlshes, the French role was not
discussed in the Secretary's letter, ACDA then proposed
that Ambassador McGhee be_instructed to deliver any oral
statement on the subject.3 Assistant Secretary of State
Leddy did not concur, He pcinted out that the Germans were
already aware of French dependence on us and would probably
leak the informatlon-to the French, Moreover, they would probably.
take the question up with them in any case. Basically, he-
felt that any U.S. intercession would he counterproductive.4
This argument was declded in ACDA's favor, and Ambassador
McGnee was instructed to tell the Germans that we had ro
intention of reverting to billateral safeguards wlth France.
Foreilgn Minlster Brandt was absent from Bonn when Ambassador
McGhee delilvered the letter and made the oral statement to
the Ferelgn Ministry on Octover 20. ‘Thg Ambassador considered
the letter a "fair and adequate reply." ‘

If asked, Ambassador Schaetzel was authorized to make
the following oral statement on U.S. nuclear fuel supply
policy: -

1To Bonn, tel. 56742, Oct. 19, 1967, Secret/Exdis.
2From Geneva, tel. 1258, Oct. 18, 1967, Secret/Exdis..
Alexander to Rusk, memorandum, Oct. 19, 1967, Secret.
Leddy (State/EUR), to Rusk, memorandum, Oct. 19, 1967,
Secret . . :
gTo Bonn, tel, 57163, Oct. 20, 196&, Secret/Exdis.
From Bonn, tel, 4460, Oct. 20, 1967, Secret/Exdis.
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The U.S. will continue to fill its present ' , }
and prospective fuel obligations to the Euratom !
member states via Euratom and the Euratom fuel
supply agency.

Our agreements for cooperation with
Euratom provide that the Commission will carry
out. certain safeguards responsibilities as a
condition for the receipt of the materials,
This being the case, we do not intend to
revert either to a bilateral charnel for ‘
supply of materials to Euratom state/s/
or the application of US bilateral safeguards.l

: In Geneva, General Burns (Canada) obtained a copy of the
Brandt letter from the FRG observer and discussed it with
Fisher. When the latter summarized Rusk's reply, General
Burns expressed concern that this might give the Germans a
"green light" to persuade Euratom to adopt non-negotiable
amendments. He was disturbed over the possibility that
article IIX m%ght.not be settled before the General Assembly
debate bhegan.

The Canadians also heard of some German amendnents which
Mr. Fisher considered to be quite non-negotiable. If Euratom
adopted them, he thought that we would either have to try to
get the Euratom countries to reconsider them or bring them
up in a Co-Chairmen's meeting in the knowledge that "they
would undoubtedly be rejected." Since he saw a danger that
the Germans could use the Rusk letter as an argument that we
supported their position, he recommended to Rusk that we
inform all Euratom members of the Rusk-Brandt correspondence
and explain that the Secretary dld not mean to express a
judgement on whether any particular amendment was reasonable,
We should also say that amendments of the type we had heard
were being considered would not be negotiable and that thelr
adoption by Euratom "would oniy serve the purpose of delay
that would adversely affect long range Euratom and NATO
interests."3 - o

R S U PPN
'

lro Brussels, tel. 57979, Oct. 21, 1967, Secret/Exdis,
4 2From Geneva, tel. 1287, Oct. 20, 1967, Secret/Exdis,
] 3From Geneva, tel. 1296, Oct. 20, 1967; to Brussels,

i Bonn, USNATO, tel. 58103, Oct. 23, 1967, Secret/Exdis,

ﬁﬁﬁéﬁﬁbQquﬁuL : :
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Ambassador McGhee opposed thls recommendation, He did -
not think that Brandt would show Rusk!s letter at the Euratom
meetings or use it to prove that the reported German amend-
ments had our support. "To infer to others that Brands:
wouléd do so and to attempt to lntervene at this late date...
by lobbying against a presumed German draft," he wrote,
"would, in my Judgement, run a very grave and unjustifiable
risk of alienating not only Gewmmany but other Euratom members."l

In Geneva, Mr. De Palma told the representatives of
Beiglum, the FRG, Italy, and the Netherlands that he hoped
the Euratom members would seek negotlablie formulations which
would allow agreement on article IIT in time for the General
Assembly debate. He warned that further delay in response
could' result 1in going to the General Assembly with a blank
article III and that this would be adverse to Euratom interests,
A non-negotiable response would have the same result, From
these discussions, it was clear that the FRG was seeking a
stronger minimum position than the Benelux countries. It also
appeared that Italy might take a more moderate positiocn, since
the Italian Parliament had recently given the Government
a vote of confidence on the non-proliferation treaty.2

German amendrents

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

In order to prevent diversion of source or
speclal fisslionable materials from peaceful uses
to nuclear weapons or other nuclear explcsive

7 devices, each non-nuclear-weapon State Party

to this Treaty undertakes to have safeguards as
set forth in agreements negotiated and corncluded ..
with the IAEA bilaterally or under multllateral
arrangements or by organizations whose work is
related to that of the Agency. Conclusion of

, agreements with such organizations shall be

v , facilitated by IAEA members and members of

regpective organizations, Parties to this Treaty.

lprom Berlin, tel, 516, Oct, 23, 1967, Secret/Exdis.
2From Geneva, tel, 1320, Oct., 23, 1967, Confidential. .

i During his September vislit, Saragat had told us that

! Parliament was more favorable to the treaty than the Govern=
! ment, ‘ .

H .

Ny ]
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Procedures for the safeguards required shail
be followed with respect to source or special
fissionable material whether it is being produced,
processed or used in any principal nuclear facility
or outside such facility., The safeguards required
by this Article shall be applied on all scurce or
special fisslonable matverial for all peaceful nuclear
activities within the territory of such State,
under its jurisdiction.

The words "non-nuclear-weapon State" would be omitted from
the second)paragraph, thus requiring safeguards on transfers
between nuclear powers of nuclear materials for peaceful
purposes, In the third paragraph, the Germans would add a
reference to a preambular paragraph on safeguards., The first
sentence of the last paragraph would be eliminated and
replaced by a reference to "the agreements referred %0 in
paragraph/ 1." All speci{ic time-periods would be deleted
from the last paragraph. :

Euraton five principles (October 24, 1967)

On Octcber 24 the Foreign Ministers of the non-nuclear-
weapon Euratom countriles agreed on the following five
principles: (1) safeguards only on materials, (2) the
necessity of a Euratom-IAEA agreement, (3) the verification
concept, (4) the continuance of fissicnable material supply
until the Euratom-EAEA agreement was reached, and (5) no
gulllotine clause,

At the October 25 NAC meeting, the Italian representative
presented the five Euratom principles and asked the NAC to
defexr further discussion until the experts had presented a
draft. Ambassador Grewe presented an "illustrative drafs"
simlilar to the proposal the FRG had introduced in Euratom. -
The Dutch representative stressed that the five prianciples
went beyond the proposals his country had previously made
but that the Euratom countries were unanimously agreed.,

lprom Brussels, tel, 2390, Oct. 20, 1967, Secret/Limdis.

2From Brussels, tel, 2450, Oct. 24, 1967, Limited
Official Use. : , '

33ee above, p. 217.
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Ambassador Cleveland saild that he would be concerned if the
Euratom governments endorsed the experts' recommendations
without consulting the United States, since 1t was the

United States which would have to negotlate with the USSR. .
The representatives of the. Euratom countries stated that the .
experts! draft would be amendable within the framéwork of the

" five principles.l

Mr, Fisher observed that the FRG "illustrative draft"
was non-negotiable and unlikely to galn general internaticnal
acceptance. He thought that we should immedlately make this
clear to the Germans and tell them that it would not serve as
a basis for the aliied negotidtions.2 Ambassador McGhee -
dlsagreed. He objected that Fisher was concerned only about
negotiabillty with. the Soviets and did not consider the
"reasonableness of the German draft in the 1light of genuine
German and Euratom ‘interests and concerns."” We shoiulé give
the Germans and other Europeans time to work out their own
prcposal and then discuss the result with them. Once they
had gone as far as they felt they could zo, we shculd present
their position to the Soviets and support it. In his view,
immediate progress on the draft treaty did not warrant
" jeopardizing the confidence which we st11l enjoy with the
FRG, as perhaps our most crucial ally."2

As Mr, Fisher saw it, the real problem was not that the
Euratom countries had been given insufficient time but Shat
there were basic differences among them. He considered it
important for us to assert leadership and settle the question
in time to finish the treaty negotiations by the end of the
year, This meant that we must have a "definite and reasonable
response” from the Euratom countries no later than November. 1.
Even if all went well, we could not expect to table articie
IIT until November 20, and the ENDC would not recess until the
end of the month. He warned that delay could have dangerous
consequences: : . '

lFrom USNATO, tels. 105 and 108, Oct. 25, 1967, Secret.
“From Geneva, tel, 1366, Oct. 26, 1967, Secret/Limdis.
3From Bonn, tel. 4568, Oct. 26, 1967, Secret/Limdis.
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With strong tendency develcping in /The/
ENDC toward free-swinging attacks on present
NPT draft and prcspect of more amendments to
come designed to delay conclusion of /the/
treaty, believe we face critical decision. As
seen from here, believe 1% .nc exaggération to
say that NPT already somewhat over-ripe and in
danger of -being made subject of interminable
negotlation, not unlike GCD. We think 1ts
chances of emerging in acceptable form from
another round of negotiations in 1968 would be
considerably diminished.

P cae tvee t meew b

¢ ameana v

He therefore recommended thét we try to prevent any delay and
get an early response from the Euratom countries,l

"As completed by the experts on October 27, the flve
principles were as follows: .

| ( 1. Safeguards under the NPT must be applied
i " tc source and special (lssionable material and
: not to facilities,

2. There should be no misunderstanding that
as far as EA member States are concerned, safle-
guards under /the/ NPT will be applied on the
basis of an agreement toc be concluded between EA
4' © and TIAEA. ’

‘ 1

: " 3. This agreement should be based on the
principle of verification of Euratom safeguards
by IAEA; the 1mplementation of this principle shall
i ' : be negotiated between the two organizat ions,

14

.t rmAA

4, Pending the concluston of the agreement

! between Euratom and IAEA, EA member States coricerned
wish to stress that there should be no misunderstanding,
that the obligations with regard to Euratom (or to

its member States) entered. into by any Party to . a

NPT shall not be affected by provisions of

Article III dealing with supply.

lprom Geneva, tel. 1382, Oct. 26, 1967, Secret/Exdis. ;
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. 5. /The/ Euratom member States concerned,
determined to -act in common, have to be sure that
. the position of Euratom when negotlating to arrive
' at a satisfactory agreement with IAEA will not be
' prejudiced by any eventual provision of Articie III,
as for example on a time peried. ' . )

; In further remarks, they would express their doubts about

i " the legal possibility of assuming an obligation to apply
safeguards on activities carried out "anywhere" and declare
that nothing in the non-proliferation Ereaty should hamper
the application. of the Euratom treaty. . K

When British Ambassador Beeley told him that the five
principles should not be too difficult for us to llve with,
Mr. Fisher replied that it would depend on now they were
implemented. The German "illustrative" draft would not be
negotiable, but we mignt be able to negotiate along the
lines of our ailde-memoire, as medified by the third British
amendment. Ambassador Beeley thought that this was reasonable
and suggested that we could proceed to negotiate with the
Soviets on the basis of the five principles even.1f the
Furatom countries came up with a nhon-negotiable proposal.
Mr. .Fisher advised Wasnington that this might be a feasilble
approach.2 In London, the Foreign Cffice told our Embassy
that 1t would be better to advance the Euratom texts in
Geneva even if they proved to be nen-negotiable.3

e Ak s Amon Ml

‘Getting the "green light"

Mr. Foster now made three recommendations to the Secretar
ol State:

Y e et e eeel®

(1) We should begin negotiations with the Soviets
immediately if the Euratom countries came up with negotiable
proposals by Cectober 30 or 31. '

; B lprom Brussels, tel. 2529, Oct. 27, 1967, Confidential, .
) The further remarks were not accepted by all the Five (from -

USNATQ, tel. 193, Oct. 31, 1967, Secret).

: : From Geneva, tel. 1386, Oct., 26, 1967, Secret/Limdis.

3 s 3From London, tel. 3404, Oct. 27, 1967, Secret/Limdis,

: SEGRBEANOPORN
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; (2) We should even try out any non-negotiable proposals
they might make by that time., If they were rejected, however,
we would proceed to negotiate on the basis of our alde-
mémoire plus British suggestions. In that case, we would , :
advise the Euratom countries that they could withhold oo
ratiflcation of the non-prollferation treaty in order to
protect thelr Euratom obligations.

(3) If the Euratom countries did not respond by October 30 -
or 31, ACDA believed that it would be impossible to complete
article III in time for the General Assembly. We should
therefore propose recessing the ENDC and suggest reconvening

. it in New York in late November. If this was not possible,

¢ we should table separate but identical draft treaties at the

: General Assembly with a blank article III. If we were then
unable to to agree with the Soviets on that article, we were
probably committed to table our ecarlier draft,

Assistant Secretary of State Leddy did not concur, Even
if we reached agre=sment with the Sovilets, he did not think
that article IIT should be tabled until we were sure that ‘
none of the allles had any objections. We should not negotiate
- with the Soviets on the basis of our aide-mémoire, since the
Euratom allies, especially the FRG and Italy, had found it
insufficient. Moreover, it would be interpreted as "acting
‘ counter to the assurances” in Rusk's letter to Brandt and thus
, "imperil the whcle treaty." He favored a harder line with
! the Soviets: .

.. .¥2 belleve we should make 1t quite clear to
: the Soviets in %tabling the NAC agreed Article that
H the allied posiltion 1s firm and that if they want
* an NPT they will either have to accept it or make
another long step in the dilrection of the .aliiled
position which we could then take back to the
- allies,

1Foster to Rusk, memorandum, Cct., 27, 1957, Secret/ .o
‘ Timdis, with attached paper, "Possible Alternative Procedures,"
Secret., See also draft tel. to Fisher re "Draft Instruction
to Cleveland Under Discussion Here," Secret,
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If Euratom did not respond, we should continue to leave the
article blank and try to work out a compromise solution with
the Germans to provide a basis for negotiating with the
‘Soviets.

On QOctober 28, Foreign Minister Brandt sent Rusk a
memorandum stating that the European Commission had ruled
that none of the existing American or Soviet drafts were.

compatible with the Euratcm treaty and that any article
prescribing IAEA safeguards would be incompatible with that
treaty. The FRG could not therefore "adopt any other
attitude on this question" than it had done so far. It
Intended to introduce .a modified version cof -its amendments

in the ENDC, and these wordings should be negotiable with the
Soviets. It was better to submit a draft article acceptable
to the FRG as a member of Euratom than to resort to the
"makeshift of ratification reservations or the like.,"
Although Mr. Brandt did not describe the new German amendments
in detail, he stated that the FRG would accepg the time
' perlods in the last paragraph of the article,~

; On the next day, Mr. Fisher reported that he had happened
' " to sit next to the Belgian expert Willot on the plane from

: - Geneva to Brussels and that the latter had showed him the
text of an illustrative draft which the Germans and the
Belgians might present to the next NAC meeting. The draft
was very similar to the previous German draft except for the
time periods. Mr, PFoster informéd Rusk that the new FRG
agraft was even worse than itz predecessors. FEe dcubted that
the Germans would have time to renegotiate it with the other
Euratom countries before the NAC meeting scheduled for
October 3i. He d1d not believe that there should bﬁ any
further delay in sending instructions to Cleveland.

Before the instructions were sent, nowever, our Embassy
at Bonn reported that the FRG had changed the first paragraph
of its "illustrative draft" to read as follows:

lleddy (State/EUR) to Rusk, memorandum, Oct. 27, 1967,
; Secret.
: 2Brandt to Rusk, 1tr., Oct. 29, 1967, Secret, with .
. attached memorandum, Secret; to Geneva, tel, 61580, Oct., 29,
3 1967, Secret/Limdis.
ﬁFron Geneva, tel. 1414, Oct. 29, 1967, Secret/Exdis,
Foster to Rusk,’' memorandum, Oct, 30, 1967, Secret.
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With a view to preventing diversion of source
or special fissionable material from peaceful uces
to nuclear weapons or other nucliear explosive
devices, each (non-nuclear-weapon) State Party
to the Treaty undertakes to have safeguards as set
forth in agreements negotiated and concluded with -
the International Atomic Energy Agency as provided
in 1ts Statute. Conclusion of agreements with
organizations the work of which is related to %that

"of the Agency shall be facilitated by members of

the IAEA and nmembers of respective organizations
Parties to the Trealy. Procedures for the safe-
guards required shall be followed with respect to
source cr special fissionablie materlal whether it

1s being produced, processed or used in any
prinzipal nuclear facility. The safeguards required
by this Article shall be applied on all peaceful
nuclear activities within the territory of such
State, under its jurisdiction.

In the second paragraph, the words “"non-nuclear-weapcn"
would be placed in parenthesei. The time periocds would
remain in the last paragrzph.

Our delegation at Geneva was also infcrmed of the proposed
changes by the German observer, who indicated that Italy was -
refusing to agree to any common Euratonr 1anguage.2 In Rome,
the Foreign Ministry told our Embassy that the Five would
only present their principies to the NAC and leave the exact
language protecting the principles to be negotiated by the
United 3tates with the Soviet Union, The Italians hoped that
we would give them credig for the outcome and assumed that
this was what we wanted.

Ambassador McGhee s5till believed that it would help to
overcome German objectlons to the treaty as a whole if we
used the German draft in our discussions with the Soviets.-

BT NN ICY SRR A TR WY S

o ot

1Prom Bonn, tel. 4654, Oct. 30, 1967, Secret/Limdis.
Cr., apove: PpP. 238=-239,

2From Geneva, tel. 1415, Oct. 30, 1967, Secret/Limdis.

3From Rome, tel, 2270, Oct. 30, 1967, Confidential.,
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In his opinion, Mr. Fisher was wrong to assume that the
German proposals were necessarily non-negotiable. On the
contrary, it seemed to McGhee that the Soviets were seriously
interested in getting a successful treaty and might well
make concessions to Euratom and the Germans,

.Ambassador Cleveland was now Ilnstructed to tell the NAC

that the time had come to act. We had accepted several delays,

. but the ENDC and General Assembly schedules required an
"immediate NAC consensus," The ENDC could not be kept in
session into November unless the nonaligned delegations had
rrounds to hope that agreement could be reached on article
I1I. We understood that the Five had not been able to agree
on the FRG draft, If it was presented, the Ambassador
should say that it would "pose difficult problems" in the
Co-Chairmen's negotiations. We would nevertneless "make a
serious effort Z%Q7 obtain Soviet acceptance" if there was
general allied support for the FRG proposal. If the Soviets
rejected it or the alliles did not support it, we would negotiate
with the Soviets "making /an/ effort to protect the five
principles." The Ambassador should point out that our aide-
mémoire, as supplemented by the British amendment, "would go.
a long way to protect the Tive principles.” The Euratom
rcountries would be free to "folliow procedural arrangements,

- €.g8., withholding ratifications," to protect their obligations
under the Euratom treaty. The allles would run greater risks-
in failing cc act at fthis time: :

...We see equal if not greater danger in
further delay in completing article III, 'which
involves interests of non-European cocuntries,
including US allies like Japan._ It /is/
unnecessary /to/ point out /The/ obvIious point
that 1f there is further delay in NAC consensus
on article III Soviets will accuse NATO of
3 blocking submisslon of complete NPT in time for
e UNGA consideration this year,

———— e e

We would continue to consult with the allies, and we would
not tablie the article without consulting them in Geneva.
Moreover, governments remained uncommittved, either to the
language we hag.already tabled or to the unagreed portions
of the treaty.<- .

- —am - 3

cac = P

1From Bonn, tel, 4656, Oct. 30, 1967, Secret/Limdis.
210 USNATO, tel. 61705, Oct. 30, 1967, Secret. o
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Allied representatives in Washlngton were given advance
notice of our desire to get an immediate "green light,"
Berndt von Staden, the Counselor of the German Embassy,
asked BActing ACDA Assistant Director Gleysteen how this would
affect Rusk's commitments to Brandt to table the old U.S.
draft if no acceptable alternative could be found.

Mr, Gleysteen replied that this point had not yet been
reached, and Mr. von Staden agreed. The latter argued for
more time and expressed the view that Benn would not react
favorably., Later, he talked tc Bonn and learned that the
modified FRG draft would probably not be supported by all
the Five. 1In_that event, he told Gleysteen, the FRG would

not press it.

In fact, the FRG draft did not win the support of the
Five, At the NAC meeting of October 31, all of them
reaffirmed their support of the five principles, and
Ambassador Cleveland saild that we would have the principles
very much in mind, We believed that we thoroughly understood
the allled interests and concerns. He stressed the difficulties
in some of the "illustrative" drafts we had receilved. Our
a2lm was to achleve a result that all could 1live with. We
would not table the article in the ENDC wiithout further
allied consultations, but we would prefer tc consult in
Geneva to the greatest possible extent,

Ambassador Grewe saild that the principles wsre the minimunm
demands of the Five and made 1t clear that the FRG would prefen
the »id U.S. draft or either of the German "illustrative"
drafts. He would expect us to report back to the NAC on ow
talks with the Soviets, He expressed skepticism about the
reservaticn approach, which the Dutch representative defended.

Secretary-General Brosio concluded that the NAC had noted
the intention of the United States to negotiate with the
Soviets, on article IIT, without commitment on the part of the
allies.? We had finally gotten the "greea light,"

lMemcon von Staden, Glerteen, et al., Oct. 30, 1967,
Sec et /Limdls. Co i
From USNATO, tel. 193, Oct, 31, 1967, Secret. : !
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U.S. proposal, November 2, 1967

At long last, we were able to reply to the Soviet broposal
of September 1, At the Co-Chairments meeting of November 2,
Mr, Fisher gave Roshechin the following draft:

1, Each non-nuclear-weapon State Party to
the Treaty undertakes to accept saleguards, as
set forth In an agreement to be negotlated and
concluded with the IAEA in accordance wiih the
Statute of the IAEA and the Agency's safeguards
system, for the exclusive purpose of verlfication
of the fulfillment of its obligations assumed
under thils Treaty with a view to preventing
diversion of nuclear enhergy from peaceful uses
to nuclear weapons or other nucliear explosive

. devices. Procedures for the safeguards required
"by this Article shall be followed with respect
to source or special flssionable material
whether 1t is being produced, processed, or used
in sny principal nuclear facility or 1s out- ’
'side any such facility. The sareguards reguired
by this Article shall be applied on all source
or speclal fissionable material In all peaceful -
nuclear activities within the verritory of such
State, under its jurisdiction, or carrled out
under its control anywhere,

2. Each State Party to the Treaty under-
takes not to provide: (A) source or specizl .
fissionable material, or (B) equipment or " .
material especially designed or prepared for the
processing, use or production of special fission-
able material, to any non-nuclear-weapon State
fcer peaceful purposes, unless the sources or
special fissionable material shall be subject - .
to the safeguards required by this Article, é

3. The safeguards required by thils Article
shall be implemented in a manner designed to comply
with Article IV of this Treaty, and to avoid
hampering the economic or technological development
of the Parties or international cocperation in the
field of peaceful nuclear activities, including
the international exchange of nuclear material
and =quipment for the processing, use or production
of nuclecar material for peaceful purposes in
accordance wlith the provisions of this Article and
' ’ the principle of safeguarding set forth in the )
Preamble, i

SECRET/NOPORN-
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L4, Non-nuclear-weapon States Party to the
Treaty shall conciude agreements with the TAEA
to meet the requirements of this Article either
individually oxr together with other States in
accordance with the Statute of the IAEA,
Negotiation of such agreements shall commence
within 180 days from the original entry into
force of thils Treaty. For States depocsiting their
instruments of ratification after the 180-day ’
period, negotiation of such agreements shall commence

. net later than the date of such deposit. Such '

agreements shall enter into force not later than
elghteen mont?s after the date of initlation of !
negotlations,

The first sentence.of the first paragraph was based on ) |

the language Fisher had propcsed in September, as modifled by ‘

the second British amendment which he consldered to be non-

negotiable.2 The second sentence, taken from the German

amendments, was virtually the same as 1in the Soviet proposal,
" except for the elimination of a reference to the IAEA safe-

guards system,3 The third sentence of the Soviet draft was

dropped. The last sentence was revised in an effort to meet

the allied objections to the "carried out by it anywhere" 1
- phrase in the Soviet draft., The only other major change was

the addition of a reference to the preambular paragraph on : . |

safeguards. This had also been suggested by the Germans.

Mr., Fisher also gave Roshchin a "talking points" paper ‘
containing the five principles. It was noted that these were
Euratom principles and that the United States and NATO were
‘not involved in.their formulation: '

We believe that the Euratom princlples are
consistent with the approach on a satisfactory
and generally acceptable safeguards article and we
wlil, of course, want to take them into account
as representing the-views of these allies. However,

lrrom Geneva, tel. 1503, Nov. 3. 1967, Secret/Exdis.
?See above, pp. 220-221, 228, * '
33eé above, pp. 205-206, 238-239.,

SEGREFANOPORN
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insofar as our Co-Chalrmen dlscussions and the
ensuing ENDC negotlations on Article III are

- ¢oncerned, the U,S, position will be reflected in
the actual language proposed for Article III
and the accompanying statements we propose to
make about the article,

Explaining the new first sentence, -he pointed out that
the IAEA always entered into an agreement with a ccuntry
before applying safeguards and that the agreement was "the
controlling document.," These agreements "incorporated by
reference the relevant provisions of the safeguards decument,"
and the safeguards established by agreement with the IAEA
in accordance with its Statute and safeguards system could
not "concelvably be anything other than TAEA safeguards,"

By delieting the third sentence, we did not intend "to
eliminate any appropriate and necessary inspection of
facilities.,” Although this sentence was derived from the
safeguards document, to include 1t in the treaty "would appear
to make the applicatlon of safeguards to facilities to be-.
an end in itself." Our language would leave the problem

_completely up to the TAEA., We understood that the Soviets

shared our view that 1t would not be necessary to amend the
treaty in order to change the safeguards document., We would
say so during the ENDC debate, and it would be helpful if
the Soviets made a similar statement,

. Recalling the understanding Roshchin had suggested on
the "carried out by it anywhere" phrase,! Mr, Fisher did not
believe that there could be an understanding "that 'anywhere!

means anywhere, except in a nuclear-weapon State." Expilaining.

our new wording, he saild: :

...The applicable language "carried out under
i1ts control anywhere" makes it clear that the phrase
does apply to facilities outside the territory of
non-nuclear weapon Parties 1f they do have contrcl
over them. If they do -not have control over them,
then there is no way, whatever we may write into
the Treaty, of achieving the practical result we
both want: +that non-nuclear states, having control
over an activity, no matter where it is, use that
control to see to 1t that the safeguards required
by the treaty are in fact applied...

t

lgee above, ﬁ. 208,
: : {
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It was our opinion that the first sentence of the fourth
paragraph permitted parties to negotiate with IAEA through
Euratom and that an IAEA-Euratom agreement could result. We
intended to state in the ENDC that IAEA would be permitted to
conclude an agreement with another internationai organization,
and we would make our position clear in the IAEA Board of
Governors iwhen it considered an IAEA-Euratom agreement.

While we did not consider it advisable to spell out in
detall the nature of any safeguards agreements at this time,
we believed that they should take into account our three
principles, and wi would state our view in the ENDC at the
approprlate tinme,. :

Ambassador Roshchin otjected to the filrst sentence
because it did not zpecifically say "IAEA safeguards." It
was most important to recognize a single system, and the
September 1 draft had done so, Our proposal was evasive, and
it was not clear what kind of safeguards would emerge in the
later negotiations, He did not know how our change could be
explained to the Soviet allies, who had been persuaded to '
accept safeguards on the basis of a single system. IHe peroonally
suggested that each party could undertake "to accept /The/ -
safeguards of IAEA, as set forth in an agreement to be negotiated
and concluded with the TAEA in accordance with..." Mr. Fisher
said that he would report this suggestion 1f the Soviets’
accepted the rest of our article.

Ambassador Roshchin also questioned the deletion of the
"facllities" sentence and argued that a. country might btuild a

- facillty and not declare that it had any materials in it on

the pretext that it was intended for export, Mr. Fisher
found it incredible that a state would advance such a claim for a
major Industrial 1nstallatlon. . .

The Soviet reprosentative apparently accepted Flshar's
explanation that the revised "carried out by it anywhere"
language covered jointly owned Euratom facilities in Belgium,

l"Talking points for Co-Chairmen's Meeting, Article IIIL,"
Nov, 2, 1967, Secret; from Geneva, tel, 1507, Nov. 3, 1967,
Secret/nxdis. For the three principles, see above, pp., 172, 212.

SECRET ANORORN
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He did not object to adding a reference to the preambular
safeguards paragraph. When he brought up the changes in the
last paragraph discussed by Foster with Mendelevich and
Debrynin, Mr, Fisher said that he understood we had opposed
adding the words "and its safeguards system" in the first
sentence and that the Soviets had not insisted on this,.d

On November 3, Secretary of State Rusk told First Deputy
Forelgn Minister Kuznetsov that the.chanzes of agreement were
gocd if both sides focused on non-dissemination and did not
introduce extranecus poliitical obJectives, Both he and
‘ Assistant Secretary of State Leddy stressed that the new
' araft was a U,S. proposal and dld not commit Euratom.
Mr. Leddy added that 1t had not been shown to Euratom or.NATO,2

Shustov - De Palma formula

On the next day, V.V. Shustov of the Soviet delegation
told De Palma that Moscow wduld almost certalnly insist on
describing safeguards as "IAEA safeguards.” NMr. De Palme
said that Moscow must realize that it would have to pay a
certaln price, as the United States had done, If we did not
complete the treaty this year, it might slip from our grasp
in 1968, Mocreover, the Soviets were hardly in a position
to "insist" on others accepting IAEA safeguards when they
refused to accept any contreis. They could only wreck the
chances for agreement on article III.

P

" On a personal basis. the two delegates.fhenagreed to
P conslder the following revision of the f irst sentence: -

~ Each non-nuclear-weapon State Party to the
Treaty undertakes to accept safeguards, 1n .
i accordance with the Statute of the IAEA and the
Agency's safeguards system, as set forth in an
{ agreement to be negotliated and concluded with the
IAEA for the exclusive purpose...

e A4t e s

Irrom Geneva, tel, 1501, Nov. 3, 1967, Secrat/Exdis.
For the discusslons on the last paragraph, see above, p, 223, .
: “Memcon Rusk, Kuznetsov, Leddy, et al., Nov. 3, 1967, ;
Secret, ‘

§ SECREPANOFORN
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Mr. Shustov then saild that Moscow would have difficulty
with our second and third principles, Mr. De Palma replied
that we could not press our Euratom allies to accept article
ITIT without such an understanding. He explained that we
intended the thilrd principle to apply to any safeguards
agreement, whether individual or cfllective, and that we
could probably make this explicit.- . !

Although the Shustov-De Palma redraft merely changed .the
order of the words in the U.S., proposal, Assistant Secretary
of State Leddy felt that shifting the modifying clause from
"agreement" .to "safeguards" would require Euratom to
accept the IAEA safeguards system as such and preclude the
po3sibility of a verificatlon agreement, contrary to the
second and third Euratom principles, He also thought that
it would cast doubt on the question of inspection of facilities,
He proposed a telegram instructing Foster to inform Roshchin
that we had rejected the prcposal., If the telegram wag not
approved, we should ask the Germans for their opinicn.¢

Mr., Foster and Mr, Fisher thought that the redraft might
well be the only chance to obtain Scviet agreement to language
without a specific reference to IAEA safeguards. In a
memorandum to the Secretary, Acting ACDA Director Alexander
recalled that previous U.S3. drafts had actually referred to
"IAEA safeguards." He denied Leddy's interpretation of the
redraft and urged the Secretary to hold up ghe telegram until
Mz, Tisher was able to discuss it with him,

Although the proposed telegram was redrafted after
Fisher's return, Assistant Secretary Leddy prevailled on the
basic issue. Secretary Rusk Informed Foster that the
Shustov-De Palma draft could cause “very serlous complications
with /the/ Euratom countries because they will feel this
formulation departs too far from éfbe third Euratom principle,"
It was hard for him to see that the Soviets would break on the
November 2 proposal, and he thought that "as Co-Chairman

l¥rom Geneva, tel. 1524, Nov. 4, 1967, Secret/Exdis.

2Leddy to Rusk, memorandum, Nov. 6, 1367, Secret, with'
attached draft tel. to Geneva, 3ecret/Exdis. '

Alexander to Rusk, memorandum, Nov, 6, 1967, Secret/
Exdis.

e e — s e
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(as dilstinct from our nratlonal position), we should press
/the/ other Co-Chairman very hard on /fhe/ Nov, 2 formulation

as the most likely to achieve [the/ greatest number of
signatures," .

L e e RO P

Roshchin suggestion, November 9, 1967

o November 9, Ambassador Roshchin told Foster that he
i © could not make a positive recommendation to Moscow on the

i November 2 proposal ard that we should reconsider it.

Mr. Foster urged him not to object to our formula, since it

i was essential to obtain the accessions of all five non- '
nuclear Euratom states and this might not be possible if the -
Soviets persisted in their objection,

el ovar.

Ambassador Rosihchin replied that it might not be possible
to reach agreement and that the whole project could be .
jeopardized. If we could not reconsider our approach, he oo
wondered 1f we could revlse our proposal along the lines of
the Shustov-De Palma formula, He offered the following
varlant: ’

Ao . Y NI VL T

Each non-nuclear-weapon State Party to the
Treaty undertakes to accept safeguards, in
accordance with the Statute of the IAEA and the
Agency's safeguards system, as set forth in an
agreenent to be ccncluded with the IAEA for the
exclusive purpose of verification of the ful-
fillment of 1ts obligations assumed under this
Treaty with a view t¢ preventlng diversion of
nucliear energy from peaceful uses to nuclear
weapons or other nuclear explosive devices...

PV AT 0 A et & S

The order of the words would be changed, as in the Shustov-
De Palma draft, and the words -"negotiated and" would be
deleted from the phrase "an azgreement to be negotiated and .
concluded with the IAEA," ‘ - :

R L Syps = (EW N

! 17 Geneva, tel. 66855, Nov. 8, 1967, Secret/Exdis.
) For the Euratom principles, see above, pp. 241-242.

~
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Mr, Foster sald that he would report the new proposal to
Washington but that he could not recommend its adoption since
he believed that the Soviets should accept cur formulation.
He ascertained, however, that Roshchin would accept the rest
of the article as we had amended it if we would agree to his

. revision of the first sentence, The Soviet representative
sald that he plamned to make a statement in the ZENIC to the
effect that his formula meant that IAEA safeguards wculd be
generalily applicable. He would show us the statement in
advance and refrain from challenging our 1nterpretations.1

While Mr, Fester firmly defended the November 2 proposal
. in all his discussions with the Soviets, he privately advised
i Rusk to accept the new Soviet formula. Reviewing the inter-
allied negotiations, he recalled that the FRG was the only
; Euratom member which had suggested drcpping the reference to
: "IAEA safeguards"? and that_the Dutch.had been perfectly
: willing to retain the term:

This record makes it clear that /the/ suggested
Soviet modifilcation of our rirst sentence is actually
‘better from /the/ Euratcem standpoint than anything
we have told our allies we were prepared to seek,
Considering that our initial Nov. 2 formulation
/of/ this sentence was offered asa negotiating
move and that we fully expected to have to fall
back on /a / formulation which included reference
to "IAEA safeguards", we consider it would be
l [/ a_/ suvstantial achievement if Moscow were %o
! accept Zfbg7 Sov deliegation's suggested formulation,

There was reason to believe that the Soviets would accept

21l car other changes, whose "sum total...should come as
Zfa_7 pleasant surprise %c¢ all Euratom members, more than
meeting /The/ concerns of all but /the/ FRG and, in our view,
more than /the/ FRG itself probably expected," "He pointed out
that this surprise would also te shared by most of the Eight,
who had privately concluded that there was no prespect of an
agreement on article IIT this year and werﬁ therefore pushing
for an ENDC recess by the ené of November,

JFrom Geneva, tel. 1620, Nov. 9, 1567, Secret/Exdis.

~oee above, DPD. 238-239, 244-245, 247.
See above, p. 217,

ot vt e

: YFrom Geneva, tel. 1624, Nov, 9, 1967, Secret/Exdis; to
: Moscow, tel. 68036, Nov. 11, 1967, Secret/Exdis. :
SECRET/NOFORN i
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Rusk message to Gromyko

Mr. Foster's recommendation was not accepted. Instead,
Ambassador Thompson was informed of the negotiatlions and
Instructed to give Gromyko 2 message from Rusk reaffirming
our November 2 proposal. If the Soviet Forelgn Minister
should mention the Shustov-De Palma draft¢, the Ambassador
was to say that this was a personal observation by a member
of the U.S, delegation and that the Secretary's message

-represented "the c9gsidered officlal opinion of the United

States Government,'

In his message to Gromyko, Secretary Rusk expressed the
hope that the Soviet Government would give "the most serious
consideration" to the November 2 proposal: ’

We have prepared this draft aftver the most
careful weighing of the points of view put forward
by your Government on the one hand and by our allles
on the other, It represents a compromise between
what you seek and what we belleve is acceptable,

I must say, in all frankness, that our draft of
Novemher 2 is the most that I can reasonably

hope for as a text which might command the

support of non-nuclear weapon States whose
signature, in our view, 1is essentlal to the
success of the NPT. I, therefore, again express
the hope that the USSR may find this text )
acceptabie and thereby enavle the two Co-Chalrmen
to move forward with their work.

Vhen Ambassador Thompson deliversd this message (November
13), Foreign Minister Gromyko said that he was fully conversant
with all proposals and suggestlons. He did not mention
Roshchin's proposal or the Shustov-De Palma draft. He
charged that the Euratom countries were trying to evade
"honest" verification and to blackmail the USSR. Since the
USSR did not like verification "en famille," it found the
Euratom position unacceptable, The United States and the
USSR should reach agreement between themselves, and he found
1t difficult to belleve that the Unlted States could not con-
vince some of 1ts allies that they should not obstruct the treaty.

imo Moscow, tel. 68053, Nov, 11, 1667, Secret/Exdis. : : .
20 Mcscow, tel. 68054, Nov. 11, 1967, Secret/Exdis,
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Ambassador Thompson replied that TAEA would verify the
eftectiveness of Euratom inspection and that the Euratom
members themselves would wish to be sure that there were no
loopholes, This should take care of Soviet coricerns abou
the FRG. He was surprised that the USSR should risk a i
breakdown in negotiations over safeguards when i1t had formerly
been prepared tc have no inspection at all. )

Mr,. Gromyko rejoined that the fallure of the Soviets to
raise the issue initially did not mean that they did not
] intend to bring it up at all. Euratom could continue to
. operate its safeguards system if it wished, but TAEA verifi-
: .cation would merely mean checking papers, and the Unilted
States had rejected such an arrangement for reductions of
military budgets. He brushed aside Thompson's argument ,
that several countries were lnvolved in Euratom inspection
o but that the budget reductions- the Soviets had proposed would
! be checked only by the country that made them, The USSR
; was not a member of Euratom and refused to be excluded from
verification, It had already made concessions on the firat
two articles, and Euratom should understand that a compromise
was necessary. He had -thought that agreement was near and
was surprised to find that this was not so, possibly as a
result of the intervention of some "wise men" in Bonn or
elsewhere.l

. —— e

I S N O T

On November 16, Ambassador Reshchin told De Palma that the
USSE was waiting for us to move in view of the negative
. reaction by Moscow, He was concerned that the negotiations
{ '~ might reach an impasse. WMr. De Palma replied that we
: expected a more definite Soviet respmse and that there would
certalnly be an lmpasse if the Soviets tried to revert to
their September 1 draft., Both Ambassador Roshchin and
Mr. Timerbaev indicated that Moscow did not seem tg bve
faverably inclined, toward the Roshchin suggestion.Q'

The status of the Roshchin suggestion remained uneclear,
Ambassador Roshchin reportedly told Beeley that Moscow had

lFrom Moscow, tel. 1775, Nov. 13, 1967, Secret/Exdis.
| 2From Geneva, tel. 1744, Nov. 17, 1967, Secret/Limdis.

MR

SECRET ANOFORN-
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rejected it.l U.X. Disarmament Minister Mulley then tried
out the third Brltish amendment on Rocshchin, who gave the
impression that the Soviets might accept it.2 The British
thought that the differences between our November 2 proposal
and the Roshchin suggestion were presentational rather than
substantive, especially 1f we were to add a comma begween
""IAEA" and "in accordance with" in the former draft

T T e T T S I

b At the Co-Chairmen's meeting of November 18, Ambassador
) Roshehin gave Foster the official Soviet reply to our
November 2 proposal. As Mr, Gromyko had 1ndicated, the
Soviet Union insisted on a single, generally accepted system
of control by IAEA. It was willing, however, to accept all
h ‘the other suggestions in the November 2 proposal. Ambassador
Roshchin explained that the requirement for a single system
was different from the first sentence of his November O
suggestion. .But he would not now insist on the first
sentence of the Soxiet proposal of September 1 or any other
specific language.

——t imr - amaa

Y ENTd e S

Allied discussions

Lt Y Rt P 5 S 40

On November 13, we gent the all;us an aide-memoire
expounding the November 2 proposal in the light of the five
Euratom principles. We believed that the proposal protected
them "to the greatest ex%ent possible under the circumstances,"

If our allies considered this protection inadequate, they

could "rollow procedures available to any sovereign state to
insure that a satisfactory agreement with the IAEA 1s worked
out." We noted that the provision cn fuel supply was essentially
the same as_in our previous draft, which had been approved

by the NAC:5

e e s ~ et e ARt NG AND by T L O

lno geneva, tel. 70003, Nov. 16, 1967, Secret/Lindls.
2From London, tel. 3981, Nov. 17, 1o67, Seer et/Limdis.
For the British amendment, see above, p. 22

To Geneva, tbl 70394, Nov. 16 1967, Secret
AFrom Geneva,'tel. 1793, Nov. 19, 1967, Secret/Limdis.
D3ee above, PP. 139-141, 248-249.

———
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...the undertaking concerning safeguarded

' : supply of nuclear materials to non-nuclear-weapon .

’ states does not apply until a specifilc period after
the treaty énters into force. This period does not
begin to run until a substantial (30-40) number of
non-nuclear-weapon states have ratified, These
ratifications will probably require substantial
time, The U.S,, whose ratification is also

‘ ‘ necessary to entry into force, will obviously

) have to take into account the status of the IAEA-
Euratom negotiations before ratifying. We do
not expect any confliict to arise between our NPT
obligations and the supply obligations we have to

‘ Euratom and its members. We believe the time

t avallable for conclusion of an IAEA~Euratom

' agreement is sufficient, and we do no% contemplate

- fallure to achieve agreement in that period.

At the NAC meeting cf November 15, the Belgian representa-
tive asked whether there couid not be a minute or separate
document providing specific assurances on supply. The
Belgian Foreign Ministry told our Embassy that the aide-
mémoire did not answer the basic question ¢f our intentions
if the IAFA-Euratom negotiaticns failed. The Embassy
recommended giving the Euratom countries an assurance
that we had no intention of penalizing any state that
negotiated with IAEA in good faith,3 In Geneva, the Religian
observer told Foster that any doubt on supply would give

- France a perfect excuse to object to adherence to the

: trzaty by other Euracom members. Mr, Foster saw no reason
why  Euratom and IAEA could not reach rapid agreement, He

saild that our past record in fulfilling oBr commitments showed
that we would continuve to earry- them out. We did not

change our pcsition,

F S L o e ¥}

The Dutch representative told the NAC that he would
prefer bo eliminate the reference to the "Agency's safeguard
system" and wished to be sure that the treaty siénatories

] . '

e VA U S

 1po NATO capitals and Tokyo, tel. 68052, Nov. 11, 1967,
; Secret. It was later agreed that 40 ratifications would be
' necessary to bring the treaty into force (see above, p, 196).
3 2From USNATO, tel. 404, Nov, 15, 1967, Secret.
o From Brussels, tel. ¢8u3, Nov. 14, 19067, Confidential.
; : ‘From Geneva, tel, 1716, Nov. 15, 1967, Secret.

SECRET/NOFORN
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would not be tied tc the existing system. Ambassador Cleveland
replied that we could not realistically expect to be abnle to
drop the IAEA label unless we at least included this

reference, He personally thought that we could find a way

to make it clear that the IAEA system would be flexlible and
subject to improvement,

In the NAC, the Italian representative questioned the .
phrase "carried out under its coatrol anywhere" and was con- -
cerned that this might cguse a flight of nuclear activities '
to non-slignatory states. In Rcme, the Foreign Ministry told
our Embassy that the question of governmental vs. private
activities would arise.3 We explained that we did not intend
to make a new distinction., TFor safeguards to be required, "the
nuclear activity must be under the control of the state if
carrled out béyond its territory or jurisdiction," It was
presumed that states exercised some control over private
nuclear activities, e.g., the United States required private
companies to obtain export licenses,?

In Bonn, Ambassador Schnippenkoetter immedlately questioned

the reference to "the Agency's safeguards system" in paragraph
1 of our November 2 proposal and noted that there was no

. . specific mention of "organizations" concluding agreements with
the IAEA in the last paragraph.5 As we had previously stated.
it would not be necessary tc amend the treaty to revise the
TAEA safeguards document. We roog the posltion that our
propozal covered "organizations."

In an aide-mémoire of November 21, the FRG found that our
November 2 proposal was an improvement over the Soviet draft .
cf September 1. Nevertheless, the Germans thought that the S
European Commission might find it incompatible with the : 4
Euratom treaty. Slnce they preferred an article ITI ‘which
vould not "open up possibilities" for the control of facllities,
they regretted that our proposal specifically mentioned the

;From USNATO, tel. 404, Nov. 15, 1967, Secret,
Ibid.

3From. Rome, tel. 2537, Nov. 14, 1967, Secret,

476 Rome, tel. 70530, Nov. 16, 1967, Secret,

5From Bonn, tel. 5116, Nov. 13, 1967, Secret.  The FRG .
"1llustrative" draft specifically menticned "organizations",
see ajpove, pp. 238~239, .

To Bonn, tel, 69938 Nov. 16 1967, Secret.
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!
IAEA safeguards document. At most, our proposal would make
an IAEA-Euratom agreement possible, but 1t could be argued
from our fallure to expressly mention "organizations" that
they wvere excluded, Moreover, the Soviet Union and its allies
could hbe expected to wage a political fight against a
"verification" arrangement between IAEA and Euratom, 1In the.
German view, thils could be inferred from Roshchin's intention
to make a statement that IAEA safeguards would be generally
applicable.l

The Germans deeply regretted that_we had dropped the
"furtherance" or "facilitation" clause® from our November 2
proposal. If it proved impcssible to include it in the
treaty, we should at least get a pledge of good conduct from
the Soviet Union on this point, and the clause should be made
binding within NATO. They still wished to delete the words
"carried out under its control anywhere," They asked us to
pledge ourselves to delay ratification of the treaty until
there was a satisfactory verification agreement bhetween
Euratom and IAEA, In their view, the "discriminatory"
character of safeguards would be mitigated i1f they were
applied to all exports, as the Swedes had proposed., Finally,
those who refused tc accept safeguards should not be able
to share In the rights, on the principle of reciprocity.3

Mr. Pisher pointed out to the Secretary of Stdate that
the German "reciprocity" proposal "would be clearly unacceptable
to the Soviets and wculd be regarded as a provocation by the
French.," Moreover, fhe German concept of "verification" had
far-reaching implications which we could not accept:

A more fundamental thrust of the FRG reply
however appears to be an attempt to glve the
"verification" concept the meaning that the IAFA
cannot have any inspectors at all in the EURATOM
area. This 1s a far cry from what we have
interpreted "verification" to mean, namely, that

.(see above, p. 140).

' Nov. 21, 1967, Secret; to Geneva, tel, 72523, Nov. 21, 1967,

1See above, p. 255. :

In this clause, contained in section 2 of the previous
U.S. dralt, the Euratom countries would undertake to facilitate
IAEA verification of the effectlveness of Euratom safeguards

3Aide-mémoire from German Embassy (Embassy translation), .

Secret,

“SECRET/NOFORN—
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the IAEA would make full use of the existing

- national and regional accounting and safeguards
arrangements, consistent with assuring all
parties that obligations were being adhered to;
we have envisaged thst verification would mean
that the EURATOM inspection system would assume
an appropriate place in a world-wlde inspection
_arrangement under IAEA - thus assuring its continued
axistence - but that there would nevertheless be
an over-all JAEA inspection system. The FRG's
position ralses a fundamental question of U.S,.
national interest distinct from questions of
negotiability of a particular link with the
Soviet Union on the NPT. We do not believe
the U.S. Government should or could defend %he
proposition that nc inspection measures involving
nuclear arms control agreements can apply to
vhe EURATOM area. To do so would be to preclude
further efforts to achieve such measures as the
U.S. proposal for a cut-off on fisslonable
production. We would thus be in the position of
telling the world that progress cannot be made
on nuclear arms control because the West 1s not
prepared to accept inspection. We believe this
point should be made forcefully to the German
Goverument, and we do not bellieve the German
Government 1s prepared publicly to take issue
with us,

He advised the Secretary to send Brandt a letter on the _
verification issue., He believed that we should go ahead with
the November 9 formula or the Briltish alternatl»e promptly.
Otherwise, the treaty would lose momentum, and "what we
already have achieved might_become unravelled" at the non-
nuclear conferenceiin 1969.

"The three alternatives

Secretary Rusk dld not send a letter to Brandt but
decided to try to obtaln definitive responses from the NATC
countries and Japan on three alternatives: (1) the November 2

lFisher to Rusk, memorandum, Nov. 21, 1967, Secret.

-SECREFANOFORN-
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, proposal, (2) the November 9 formula, ard (3) the third

: British amendment. On November 24, Ambassador Cleveland
told the NAC that we needed the definitive views of the
allles on the three alternatives on a "rather urgent basis.,"
The Belgian, FRG, and Italilan representatives preferred the
November 2 draft and irndicated that the other alternatives
wouid raise serious problems for ZBuratom, Ambasszador Grewe
advocated full discussion without time pressure.?

The Italian Embassy told us that both the November 9
formula and the British alternative were unacceptable and
urged us to stand firm on the November 2 draft, The Dutch
informed our NATO delegation that they could accept the
British draft, although they preferred their own proposal.u
Our Embassy in Tokyo reported that the Japanese had no strong
cbjections to any of the alternatives but tended to prefer
the British draft.>

The German Embassy had previously told us that any text
which specifically designated "IAEA" safeguards was unacceptable
" to the FRG.© In Geneva, Ambassador Schnippenkoetter told
De Palma- that the British alternative was unacceptable, He
. did not comment on the November 9 formula., Mr. De Palma
i sald that he saw no chance of agreement on terms which the
: _European Commission would find "compatible" if compatibility
was based on FRG demands. He had every reason, however,
to believe that a negotiable article would enable Euratom to
reach a satisfactory agreement with ITAEA, While the nature of -
this agreement would be up to Euratom and IAEA, he was
personally convinced that 1t would involve more than paper
' verification,” '

/

iTo USNATO, tel. 73186, Nov. 22, 1967, Secret.
“From ‘USNATO, tel. 626, Nov. 25, 1967, Secret.
370 Rome, tel. 7W722, Nov. 25, 1967, Secret.
: brrom USNATO, tel., 660, Nov. 27, 1967, Secret.
: SProm Tokyo, tel. 3595, Nov. 27, 1967, Secret.
2 6o Geneva, tel. 72966, Noy. 22, 1967, Secret.
: TFrom Geneva, tel. 1863, Nov. 25, 1967, Secret.

.
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In an effort to get the allies to fogus on the November 9
formula, Secretary Rusk now instructed Cleveland to make the
following statement in the NAC:

Speaking for the US as a matter of its own
national objectives under the treaty, we could,"
of course, accept any of the three drafts now
under conslderation. We have a different role
as Co-Chairmen where we must seek a draft which
will command widest possible acceptance by the
principal nuclear and non-nuclear powers, This
is therefore a matter upon which we need your
Judgement,

The November 2 draft contains the maximum
support which we consider feasible for the five
Euratom principles, I can assure you that we
have been pressing this draft on the Soviets up
to the point of a personal effort by the
Secretary with Gromykc. Thus far the Soviets
have refused, There is the November 9 counter-
draft proposed by the Soviets, However, when
we indlcated. Yo the Soviets that we continued
to favcer the November 2 draft, the Soviet .
delegation withdrew support from the November 9
alternative, but since the Soviats earlier indicated
support of the November ¢ version, we do not rule
out their accepting it in further discussions., ' The
November' 9 draft may therefore be worth trying on
but in considering whether to do so we would like the
views of all of our NATO allies especlally those
who are members of Euratom. Therefore, if you
have any specific problems with the November 9
draft, we would appreciate recelving {our
indivldual views as soon as possible,

After Ambassador Cleveland delivered this statement at
the NAC meeting of November 30, the Canadian, Danish, and
Norwegian representatives said that they could accept any
of the three alternatives. The Dutch representative regretted
that Cleveland had apparently dropped the British alternative,.

1To USNATO, tel, 76022, Nov, 29, 1967, Secret/Limdis.

SEOREFANCEORN-
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which his country supported. ie proposed that the five
Euratom countries and the United States Jointly prepare a
draft which would protect the Euratom principles and have
a chance of negotiability with the USSR.+

Qur delegatlon at Geneva saw no point in accepting the
Dutch proposal unless we were prepared to take a firm
position in favor of the November 9 formula, with the
British alternative as a fallback. If we did not do this,
the delegation warned, "we would surely find ourselves
resuning negotiations with no prospect of success in Zﬁhg7
foreseeable future,"?2 On the other hand, our Embassy at
Brussels believed that acceptance of the proposal would help
win Benelux cooperation, especlally 1f we could also make
a more positive response to the Belglan request for additional
assurances on fuel supply.3 Secretary Rusk decided to rejeet

the Dutch proposal and explained to Cleveland why he had
done so: .

It seems that our allies have had sufrficient
time to try to pull themselves together and give uas.
specific governmental positions. Since the last
effert to reach an agreed Euratom solution was not
successful, I am not too sanguine that any-
. 4 multilateral session as proposed by /the/ Dutch
! would produce a favorable result. Therefore

: we prefer /to/ handlg discussions on this
subject bllaterally.

American and British offers

-

Before all the allies had replied to our November 30
gquery, it was decided to surface the Amerlcan and British
offers, On December 2, President Johnson announced in a
public address that the United States would accept ITAEA
safeguards on allits nuclear activities except "thcse with
direct national security significance," when safeguards were

ST

: . lppom USNATO, tel. 750, Nov, 30, 1967, Secret,

g ’ From Geneva, tel. 1926, Dec. 1, 1967, Secret.’
From Brussels, tel., 3364, Dec. 5, 1967, Confidential.
4ro USNATO, tel. 79423, Dec. 5, 1667, Secret/Exdis.

SEORER/NOEORN

. -

UNCLASSIFIED U.S. Department of State Case No. M-2018-04281 Doc No. C06595442 Date: 06/25/2018



UNCLASSIFIED U.S. Department of State Case No. M-2018-04281 Doc No. C06595442 Date: 06/25/2018

SBESRERANCTORN
- 266 -

applied under the treaty. U.K. Disarmament Minister Mulley
made a similar statement two days later.,l President Saragat
immediately welcomed the Johnson announcement,2 and Foreign

. Minister Brandt called it "a significant step in the direction
of equality and mutuality of controls,"3

NATO impasse

On December 5, Mr. Fisher reported to the Fresident that

Japan and all the non-Euratom members of NATO would accept

any of the three alternatives but that the FRG position was
, not clear., If we were unable to table article IIT before
| -the ENDC recess, there would probably be "a sense of
; heightened frustration cn the part of the non-alilgned
delegations," who had been kept waiting during the whole
session, first by the Soviets arnd now by us. If the FRG
and Italy did not respond favorably at the December 6 NAC
meeting, 1t would not be possible to complete the treaty
until the next year., He noted that cfficial German and
Italian reaction to the Presideni's speech had been very
favorable and hoped that it ﬁould promote a more favorable
position &n those countries, .

R

At the NAC meeting, Ambassador Cleveland made it clear
: that there were still three alternatives, eveh though the
1 Soviets had rejected the November 2 formula. Ambassador
Grewe 3aid that the November 2 version was the only
alternative that seemed to offer a possibilllty of a Euratom-
: TAEA agreement., The FRG was not entirely happy even wilth
. this version, however, and would want the following
: political assurances:

(1) The safeguards would be applied only to materials;
1 (2) Progress in Euratom-IAEA negotiations should be

taken into account before the Unlted Stdtes ratified the
treaty.

s 1Tnfernationa1 Negotlations on the Treaty cn the Non-
proliferation of Nuclear Weapons, p. &2.
. ZDocuments on Disarmament, 1967, pp. 615-616. o
| 3From Bown, tel. 5363, Dec. I, 1967, Unclassified. |
Ypisher to Rostow, memorandum, Dec. %4, 1967, Secret,
with attached 1ltr. from Ffisher to the President, Dec. 5, . i
. 1967, Secret, '
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(3) The Euratom-IAEA talks should begin, without any
Soviet veto, as soon as the treaty was signed.

(4) The safeguards should be reciprocal and non-
discriminatory.

Without demanding any assurances, the representatives of

Belgium and Luxembourg also said that the November & draft.

was the only acceptable alternative, The Dutch representative
3t11l1 preferred the British alternative but was willing to
accept. the November 2 formula. The Italian representative

had reservations on all three alternatives and could nct support
any of them,l

Question of IAEA~Euratom technical talks

Even before thils point was reached, Amtassador McGhee
had concluded that there was no way out of the impasse and
that 1t would not be possible to complete the treaty in 1967.
In a telegram to Rusk and Foster, he recommended preparatory
technical-level talks between Euratom and IAEA on the ,
feasibility and general features of a verification arrange-
ment between the two organizations, These talks might result
in a set of gulding principles which could be cirvulated to

.‘other nations, including the Seviet Union. 2

Mr. Fcster opposed this praposal. He argued that IAEA
could hardly authorize its staff to discuss verification until
article III had been agreed on and that the Soviets wculd have
a valld basils for objecting. Moreover, the Soviets would b=
invited into "what should be largely technical Euratom-IAEA
negotiations."> Ambassador McCGhee replied that this argument
missed the point and explained that his proposal was intended
to "dezus? the political issue" by getting the technicians
together,

Secretary Rusk decidegd that we should neithef take the
initiative in proposing the talks nor stand in the way cf the

Y

lFrom USNATO, tel, 899, Dec. 6, 1967, Secret.

2From Bonn, tel. 5660, Nov. 28, 1967, Secret/Exdis.
ﬂrrom Geneva, tel, 1902, Nov, 29, 1967, Secret/Exdis.
From Bonn, tel, 5758, Nov. 30, 1967, Secret/Exd;s

e
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, allies if they thought that they would be useful, If

; © 7 Ambassador McGhee was asked about our position, he could state
‘ that they would be useful but that we did not believe they
would be meaningful until article III was formulated:

...We see virtue in such talks, if our
allies desire them, when such talks would not
delay drafting art III and after careful con-
sideration and consultation among our allies as

. to the best approach to take with the IAEA,
including members of its Board,l

i Aithough Ambassador Schaetzel had not been consulted on
this decision, he agreed that talks would be premature and
reported that the Zuratom Commission shared this view. :
Henvy D. Smyth, the U.S., representative to IAEA, also thought
that Euratom-TAEA negctiations would be unproductive until
agreement was reached on article ITI. He anticipated 1ittle

’ - . difficulty in working out an effective verification agree-
ment between Euratoim and IAEA if the ccuntries concerned
honestly desired it. But if some  them were determined
to sabotage the treaty, negotiations would become "difficult
and perhaps impossible."

State Department revision proposals

Vhen the NATO dlscussions reached an impasse, ACDA faced
attempts by high State Department officials to revise our ’
baslc policy on safeguards. Deputy Assistant Secretary of
State Parley pointed out that delay ilmperiled the tr2aty and
that our role enteiled "heavy political costs" in U.S.

: relations with Germany and Italy and played into Soviet hands

) by putting the allies in the position of obstructing the

. treaty. In order to expedite conclusion of the treaty, he
proposed to replace the existing article III with a hortatory
provision reccghnizing the desirabiiity of safeguards and

: calling on the signatories to work toward establishing a

N : safeguards system.

O U

: éTo Bonn, tel. 79424, Dec. 5, 1967, Secret/Exdis.
‘ From Brussels, tel, 3400, Dec., 7, 1967, Secret,
: 3Smyth to Rusk, 1ltr., Dec, 8, 1967, no classification
' glven. , .

: ‘ .
; : SECRER/ANOFORN . ‘
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While he agreed that article III was desirable, he did
not consider 1t essential, It provided only "marginal
additional assurance," since it covered only declared
facilities and would not be effective against deliberate
clandestine activities, Moreover, a would-be nuclear power
could always withdraw from the treaty. Article IITI added
a discriminatory element to the treaty, and he found it
incongruous for the United States and the USSR to hold up
the treaty because of thelr inahility to agree on a safeguards
provision they did not need to protect their own security.
Safeguards should more properly be negotlated by the non-
nuclear states whose interests were at stake, and this could
be done in IAEA. Congress might be convinced by the basic
argument that "one should not let a good thing (the NPT).
die in pursuit of uncertain or even unattainable perfection,"l-

i ACDA disagreed for several reasons. Safeguards were

g needed to assure the non-nuclear. countries that their rivals
were observing their obligations, e.g., UAR suspicions of
Israei would not be removed without safeguards on Isrselil
facllitles, Suspiclons were one of the maln pressures
toward proliferation. In the long run, worldwlde safeguards
would have great "arms control significance." The safeguards
would be applied behind the Iron Curtain, and the Sovlets
would be under pressure to accept inspection themselves,

Furthermore, ACDA felt that dropping .the article would
expose the United States and its allies.to criticism by the
nonaligned countries and the Soviet Unlon, Since most of the-
difficulties with our alliles were "not primarily because of
Article IIT but pecause of Artvicles I and II and their indefi-
nite application into the future," dropping article III would
only exacerbate our relations with them. Glving up after aill
the effort we had put into safeguards would be "widely taken
as a substantial defeat of US objectives." We now had agree-
ment on all except the first sentence of article III,- and the
President had made a public offer., The Joint Committee on
Atomic Energy strongly supported safeguards, and we had assured
the Committee that we would continue to negotiate for them.

1Farley to Fisher, Leddy, and Sisco, memorandum, ' ;
Dec. 5, 1967, Confidential, .
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"If the US gave up on safeguards after all this investment,
our defeat might well overshadow the achlevement of agree- .

ment on the treaty," ACDA concluded, "particularly if the
gK viey that we were within a comma of agreement became .
nown, ‘ -

Henry Owen, Chairman of the Pollcy Planning Council,
.thought that we should make a concerted effort to obtain
agreement on our November 2 proposal. If we did not succeed
: by January 15, however, we should pull back to a hortatory
! - ‘article and make it clear to the Soviets that thls was the
only alternative. Congress would simply have to face the
facts:

The Joint Committee wculd strongly object
to such an article, But the choice for them,
as for us, may well be this kind cf treaty or
none at all. The sooner we confront them with
this fact, the better the chance of their
coming agound in time for an NPT to be signed
in 1968.

ACDA disagreed for the same reasons it had expressed in the
case of Farley's suggesvlon.
t

i Kiesinger-Johnson lettexs

1 In spite of the stralns placed on German-American

: : relations by the article III negotiations, Chancellor
Kiesinger sent President Johnson a cordial &etter welcoming
the Pregsident's announcement on safeguards. Although the
Soviet Union could not be expected to follow the American
example, he would find it gratifying if it could at least
agree to IAEA verification of Euratom safeguards., Otnerwise,
he feared that the "free market for nuclear materials and

; nuclear energy in Europe" would suffer harm and the movement
. toward European integration would suffer a setback. He was

vt e A s o

lpiexander to Farley, memorandum, Dec. 14, 1967,
Configential. For the U.K. view, see above, p. 259,

Owen (State-S/P) to Rusk, memorandum, Dec. 8, 1967,
Secreg. :

Foster to Rusk, memorandum, Dec. 21, 1967, Secret.
bsee above, pp. 255~256. ' '

2N e e e

R )

e v .-

[ = L7

UNCLASSIFIED U.S. Department of State Case No. M-2018-04281 Doc No. C06595442 Date: 06/25/2018



UNCLASSIFIED US Department of State Case No. M-2018-04281 Doc No. C06595442 Date: 06/25/2018

e e——— s e ——

-SEGREL/NOFOEN_
- 271 -

" pleased that we had changed our position on the duration of
the treaty.l Later, Chancellor Kiesinger indicated to McGhee
that he considered that his letter superseded the German
aide-mémoire of November 21 which Mr. Fisher had found so -
objectionable, This apparengly spared us the necessity of
replying to the aide-memoire,

In his reply, President Johnson said that he shared
Xiesinger's hope that the Soviet Union would accept IAEA
.verification of Euratom safeguards. He agreed that European
integration should not suffer: , . o

The momentum of the European integration
mocvement must be maintainsd, A free flow,
from country to country, cf nuclear materials
for peaceful uses is crucial to Europe's progress.
; ~ The Non-Proliferation Treaty must not hamper such
i trafric between nations who enter intc the treaty
: and carecy out 1its obligations in good faith.

Our Geneva delegation had been instructed to stick to the
i November 2 proposal and to reassure the Soviets that this
: proposal did not mean Euratom self-inspection:

We have emphasized to them the clear and
basic intent of this article. The agreement
between TAEA and EURATOM seeks only to assure
all Treaty parties that safeguards will be .
effective in practice. It intends only that.
JAEA can be certain that nuclear material is
not diverted tc nuclear weapons or other nuclear
explosive devices., I am assured that these key
principles-are consistent wlth the German position.u

Fh e e A i —de as

lKiesinger to Johnson, ltr., n.d., no classification
given2 :

See above, pp., 260-261.
i : ‘3puhan (State-EUR/GER) to Leddy, memorandum, -Dec. 21,
f 1967, Confidential. R '
f bpo Bonn, tel. 82479, Dec. 11, 1967, Secret/Nodis.

SEGRET/NOFURN
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, _ Final U.S. effort

On December 9, Mr, Foster was instructed to tell Roshchin
‘ that we had been unable to obtain allied agreement to the
} November 9 formula.-~ We therefore believed that the road to
agre=ment lay through the November 2 sentenqe.2 We understood
that Gromyko had rejected the ‘latter because it would
) constitute "self inspection" by Euratom countries.3 This
; was wholly incorrect, and Mr, Foster should polnt cut that
{ our three principles made 1t clear that the IAEA-Euratom
agreement must provide for safeguards inwhich all parties
could have confidence and that IAEA must be able tc satisfy
; itself. that nuclear material was not diverted to "nuclear
i weapons or other nuclear explosive devices," This could
“ not possibly constitute "self-inspection." Time was running
out, and the Co-Chairmen should concentrate on substance rather
than labels.> : :

Mr, Foster read these instructions to Roshchin in the Co-
Chalrmen's meeting of the same date. The latter szid that
i he would immediately inform Moscow. But the Soviet delegation
had instructions not to settle on the November 2 formula,
and Moscow had not found the November § version satisfactory.6~
In other contacts with the Soviets in Moscow and VWashington,
we learned that the Soviet Government apparently thought
we were contemplating an IAEA-Kuratom arrangement which
provided only for "paper verification." This was not true,
and we7attempted to dispel Sovliet misconceptions on this
score, -

At the last Co-Chairmen's meeting of the session,
Mr, Foster said that we had concluded that the road to a
solutlion lay through the Necvember 2 formula. We had made
our firm view known, and the Soviets should urderstand what

;See above, p. 254,
. » “Jee above, p. 248,
! _ 3See above, p. 256.
! See above, pp. 172, 212, :

2To Geneva, tel, 82381, Dec. 9, 1967, Secret/Exdis.
: 6From Geneva, tel. 2019, Dec. 9, 1967, Secret/Exdis.
: TMemorandum for the record by Nathaniel Davis re lunch
with Vorontsov (Soviet Embassy), Dec. 12, 1967, Limited
Officlal Use; to Moscow, tel. 32895, Dec. 12, 1967, Secret.

“CECRETAVOFORN-
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we meant, Euratom was a reallity which must pe dealt with,
TAEA verification should aveld the extremes of complete :
duplication on the one hand and a mere paper check on the
other. He was sure that the IAEA agreement wouid provide
equal treatement for non-nuclear partles on safeguards
against diversion of fissionable materials to weapons,
When Ambassador Roshchin tried to ascertain whether there
were any other approaches we might be willing to try,

Mr, Foster repeated that the November 2 formula was tne only
one the alliﬁs would accept and that he could not suggest
any changes. ’

o R v e e S S AP S e T o e te by —ed E

; " Security assurances (II)

-

Mr. Fisher did not receive instructions on security
assurances until October 28, when he was sent the following
draft Securlity Council resclutlion and draft U,S. declaration:

Draft Security Couacil Resolution

- — t ——a

The Security Council,

1. Noting with appreciation the desire of a large
awnber of States to subscribe to the Treaty on the
Non-proliferation of Nuclear Weapons, and thereby
to .undertake not to manufacture or otherwise acquire
nuclear weapons or other nuclear explosive devices,
or control over such weapons or devices.

2. Taking into consideration the concern of certaln
of those States that, in conjunction wilth their
adherence to the Treaty on the Non~proliferation of

. Nuclear Weapons, appropriate measures be undertaken to
safeguard thelr security,

ERI Y PR AP APRPREIpPUD PPV WONID U LD U LS S

1From Geneva, tel. 2078, Dec, 15, 1967, Secret/Limdis.
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— AT 222

e
————n e e -

UNCLASSIFIED U.S. Department of State Case No. M-2018-04281 Doc No. C06595442 Date: 06/25/2018



UNCLASSIFIED U.S. Department of State Case No. M-2018-04281 Doc No. C06595442 Date: 06/25/2018

S g o o s s+

—SECRET/NOFORN
- 274 -

3. Bearing in mind that any aggression accompanied by
the use of muclear weapons wlll endanger the peace and
security of all States,

A. Recognizes that aggression with nuclear
weapons or the threat of such aggressicn agalnst a
non-nuclear-weapon State will create a situation
in which the Security Council, and above all its
nuclear-weapon State permanent members, will have
to act ilmmediately in accordance with theilr
obligations under the United Natlons Charter;

B, Welcomes the intention expressed by States
that they will provide or support immediate .
assistance, 1in accordance with the Charter, {o any
non-nuclear-weapon State that has undertaken not to-
manufacture or otherwise acquire-nuclear weapons or
other nuclear gxplosive devices, or control over such
weapons or devices, and that is a victim of an apt
of aggression in which they are used;

. C. Reaffirms 1n particular the inherent right
under article 51 of the Charter .of individual and
collective self-defense 1f an armed attack cccurs
against a member cof the United Nations, until the
Securlty Council has taken measures necessary to
maintain international peace and security.l’

Draft U.S. Declaration

1. The gGovernment of the United States notes with
appreciation the desire expressed by a large number
of states to subscribe to the Treaty on the Ron-

' . proliferation of Nuclear Weapons,

2. We weicome the wiliingness of these States to
undertake not to manufacture or otherwise acquire
nuclear weapons or other nucliear explosive devices,
or controli over such weapons or devices,

? 170 Geneva, tel. 61529, Oct. 28, 1967, Secret.
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3. The United States also notes the concern of
certain of those States that, in conjunction with
their adherence to the Treaty on the Non-proliferation
of Nuclear Weapons, appropriate measures be under-
taken to safeguard their security. Any aggression
accompanied by the use of nuclear weapons would
endanger the peace and security of all States. The
United States recognizes that aggression with

nuclear weapons, or the threat of such aggression,
against a non-nuclear-weapon State will create a
situation in which the nuclear-weapon States which are
permanent memoers of the United Nations Security
Council will have to act immediately, through the
Security Council in accordance with the United

Nations Charter, to take the measures necessary to
counter such use or threatened use.

4., The United States affirms its intention, as a

permanent member of the United Nations Security

Council, to seek immediate Security Council action

to provide assistance, in accordance with the Charter,

tc any non-nuclear-weapon State that has undertaken

not to manufacture or otherwise acquire nuclear wespons
- or other nuclear explosive devices, or control overn

such weapons or devices, and that is a victim of an

act or threat of aggression in which they are used.

5. The United States reaffirms in particular the
inherent right under Article 51 of the Charter of
individual and collective self-defense if an armed
attack,occurs against a member of the United Nations,
until the Security Council has taken measures necessary
to maintain internatlonal peace and security, C

6. The United States vote for this resoluition and

this statement of the way in which the United States
intends to act in accordance with the Charter of the
United Nations are based upon the fact that the
resolution 1s supported by other permanent members of
the Security Council who are nuclear-weapon States

and are also proposing to sign the Treaty on the Non-
proliferation of Nuclear Weapons, and that these States
have made similar statements as to the way in which
they intend to act in accordance with the Charter.l

1po Geneva, tel., 61530, Oct. 28, 1967, Secret,

v 4yt

.
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Both documents were based to a large extent on earlier.
Soviet proposals, In the declaration,.we added a reference
to measures to "counter" the use or threat of use of
nuclear weapcns, in order to give the declaration more
appeal without adding to the obligations., The provisions
on providing assistance were limited by the phrase "in
accordance with the Charter." The Soviet reference to
"punishment" was deleted as alien-to the Charter, There

. would be no new commitments:

«eein our view, adoption of the res and
issuance of the declaration would create no new
security commitments for nuclear-weapon states,
Under /the/ res and declaration, nuclear-weapon
sta*es would in certain events requeut meeting

r /The/ UNSC at which they would urge it to
take some kind of action - neither necessarily
including nor excluding military measures - to
- provide assistance and support to / a / wichim
of aggression, Even in /fhe/ absence of security
assurances, under /% e arter, certain members
.would be expected to Take /the/ same kinds of
steps 1In those circumstances,

For constitutional reasons, the declaration would be made
as an explanation of our vote for the resolution,

Since the United Kingdom was also a nucleal power, we
proposed to invite the British representative to join the two
Co-Chairmen in discussing the declaration and resolution.
Other ENDC delezates would receive the texts when the three S
nuciear powers nad reached agreement, JSince we nzeded
"whatever bargaining leverage we can muster to incrsase
chances of broad adherence" to the treaty, the assurances
vere limited to non-nuclear states which undertook not to
acquire nuclear weapons. Our NATO allies, Jjapanr, and Indla
were to be given the texts immediately.2

1see above, pp. 152-153.
270 Geneva, tel. 61531, Oct. 28, 1967, s-cret
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! A member of the Canadlan delegation at Geneva noticed

i that the declaration and resolutlon were not explicitly tied
tc the treaty and was concerned that a non-nuclear cocuntry
.might beneflt from the assurances by simply making a
unilateral declaration rather than by signling the treaty.l
This point was not immediately clear tc Indian Ambassador
Trivedi, who commented that assurances should not be linked
with the treaty and that a non-nuclear country should be

i able to unilaterally declare its intention not to make
nuclear weapons. He sald that we were offering a "reward"
for acceding to the treaty. Mr, Fisher stressed the great
political importance of concerted action by the Unlted States.
and the Soviet Unlon and the deterrent effect that the
proposed assurances would have, ’

Our Embassy at New Delhil noted that the deciaration
referred tc "an act or threat of aggression," while the
' resolution mentioned cnly an "act of aggression,"
E Washington explalned that we had gone beyond the Soviet
3 draft and were not sure whether the Soviets would accept
' ‘ the provislon in the resolution on an "act of aggression,"
: much less add a reference to a "tnreat of aggression.”
! We would be willing to do so, however, if the Indians
: wanted it and the Soviet Unlon agreed, The Indians, who
i ‘ had formerly been the foremost advccates of securlty
. " assurances, now seemed to lose interest, Brajesh C, Mishra,
1 the Indlan Deputy Permanent Representative to the Unilted
. - Natlons, privately sald that events in the Mlddle East and
1 Vietnam showed that no assuraﬁce had any real meaning when
i it came to nuclear relations,® .
t

At (Geneva, Ambassador Roshchin was reluctant to agree
to trilateral talks on security assurances, as we had proposed,
and suggested paraliel talks instead, BRBoth the United
States and the United Kingdom found this arrangement acceptable,
_ Sir Harold Beeley told Foster on November 22 that the '
Forelgn Office shared the Canadian view that there should be

lrrom Geneva, tel, 1452, Oct. 31, 1967, Secret.
¥rom Genava, btel, 1500, Nov. 2, 1967, Secret,
3From New Delhi, tel, 5232, Oct. 31, 1967, Secret; to
i New Dglhi, tel. 64314, Nov. 3, 1967, Secret,
From New York, tel. 2287, Nov. 16, 1967, Secret,
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a direct 1link between assurances and the treaty., Even with
this link, however, nuclear parties would not be precluded

from later giving assurances, and ne asked why we should

glve away our treaty leverage in advance, Criticizing the
self-defense paragraph of the draft resolution, he pointed .
out that the right of self-defense existed prior to the Charter
and should not be restricted to the case of armed.attack.

He therefore proposed the following language:

Reaffirms in particular the inherent right
of individual and collective self-defense
recognised in Article 51 of the Charter, until
the Security Council has taken measures necessary
to maintain international peace and security. -

I

When he asked whether we intended to imply the .
possibility of military action or other assistance without
creating an actual commitment, Mr, Foster replied that this -
was correct and that we had made this point in our Con-
gressional consultations, Sir Harold saw a discrepancy
between the 'declaration, which referred to an intention
to seek Security Council.action to provide assistance,
and the resolution, which referred to "immediate
assistance."” Since this would mean that the nuclear powers
would provide assilstance tefore the Security Council met,’

"he proposed to move paragraph C to the preamble of the

rescolution, We pointed out that this would make the resolution
less attractive, .

He also noted the poiht raised by our HEnbassy at New

' Delhi on the "threat of aggression" and suggested making

the resolution conform to the declaration, And he asked
why paragraph B of the resolution referred to assistance
by "states" rather than nuclear powers. Mr. Foster agreed
that - we meant nuclear powers but saw no reason why other
states mignht not be willing to express their interest in
providing or supporting assistance,l

Washington explalned that the resoiution and
declaration already linked assurances wlth the .treaty:

lFrom Geneva, tel. 1826, Nov. 22, 1967, Secret.

SECRBEANOPORN
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' /The/ fact that /The/ draft resolution and
declaration fare/ conceived in /the/ light /of
thg/ present NPT negd lations and are intended
to assure successful negotiations and general
acceptance /of thg7 NPT means, of course, that
‘ : becoming /[ a_/ party /fo_the/ NPT would satisfy
j /the/ requirement of /an/ undertaking. We

' construe /the/ term "undertaken" to require an
effective and binding international obligation.
We do not see how anything of lesser order than
the NPT or an equally effective regional arrange—. ‘
ment would suffice...

. ——— -

We did not think that our language meant that article 51 of
the Charter created rather than recognized the right of -
self-defense, Nor did .we think that anything would be
gained by shifting paragraph C to the preamble of the
resolution, as Sir Harold Beeley had suggested.l

e s

The Soviet delegates M.V. Antyasov and V.V, Shustov
told De Palma and Neldle of the U.S. delegation that the
Soviet Union wanted both to do something for the Indilans
; and to take steps on the ncn-use of nuclear weapons. Walle
: ‘ they accepted the fact that there would be no non-use
i " provision in the treaty, as they had proposed,2 they hoped
i ' that we would be flexible in looking at alternatives in
\ the context of the U,N, Charter, WMr, De Palma recalled our
: difficulties with non-use propcsals and said that we did not

wish to create distinctions between different tspes of

weapons when the Charter did not distinguish between them but
: ' condemned all use of force for aggression, He asked whether
! ‘ the Soviets might not be satisfied to leave their current
General Assembly proposal to be dealt with later.3

In the Co-Chairmen's meeting of November 2, Ambassador
_— Roshechin asked whether some non-use measure cculd not be
o added to our assurances proposal, Mr, Foster replied that
vt ~ he had no 1nstryctions but hoped to be able to discuss the
: question later.,* As Mr, De Palma had:told the Soviets,

1To Geneva, tel, 78669, Dec. 2, 1967, Secret..
See above, pp. 51, 164,
3From Geneva, tel., 1476, Nov. 2, 1967, Secret. See also:
below, chapter K-6,
IFrom Geneva, tel, 1619, Nov, 9, 1967, oecret/Limdis.

| - .
1 -
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a non-use formula presented difficulties for us.l We had
invariably opposed Soviet or nonaligned proposals to ban
the use or filrst use of nuclear weapons,< ahnd we could
not accept the Kosygin proposal because 1t discriminated
against allied countries where U.S. nuclear weapons were
stationed.3 1In 1966, however, we were willing to declare
that we would not use nuclear weapons against a non-nuclear
party to a non-proliferation treaty that was not engaged
in aggressiocn supported by a nuclear power, Owing to the
parliamentary situatlon in the General Assembly, this

. declaration was not surfaced at that time.

B I ol S SR W S

The 1966 formula was the basis of the amendments we
now proposed to make to the draft resolution and declaration,
These amendments, sent to Ambassador Cleveland on
H November 23, read as follows:

Amendment to U.,S, Draft Resclution

D. Welcomes the intention expressed by
nuclear-weapon States to refraln from the threat
o use of nuclear weapons against any non-nuclear-
weapon State that has undertaken not to manu-
facture or otherwise acquire nuclear weapons or
other nuclear explosive devices, or control
over such weapons or devices, and that is not
engaged in an armed attaci assisted by a
nuclear-weapon States,

Amendment to U,S8, Draft Declaration

€. The United States affirms its intention

) to refrain from the threat of use of nuclear weapons
! against any non-nuclear-weapon State that has :
undertaken not to manufacture or otherwise acquire
nuclear weapons or other - nuclear explosive devices,
or control over such weapons or devices, and that 1s
not engaged 1n an armed attack asslsted by a nuclear-
weapon State. ’ .

L Y N N P,

\ lsee above, pp. 52-53, 74-75.

: ‘2See below, chapter K-6, i
3See above, p. 51 ff. " ;
4See.above, pp. 98-99, :

t

. : !

)
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Ambassador Cleveland was instructad to uell the allies
that these amendments were "probably" necessary to achieve
many nonaligned signaturesto /the/ NPT." We also needed -
some U,S. non-use proposal to defend our position against the
Xosygin proposal, which was very popular with the nonaligned.
Noting that the restriction on use would not apply if a
non-nuclear state was engaged in an attack assisted by a
nuclear power, we explained that "nuclear weapons could -
still be used in the event of a war in Europe in which
the Soviet Union provided assistance." From the standpoint
of the alliance, it was ”important to retain the nuclear
deterrent to cover such cases,"

Related to the assurances ques*ion was™ the German
desire to include a treaty provision agalnst nuclear black-
mail, The Germans had pressed for such a provision in
April, 2 and on October 23 FRG Minister von Lilienfeld gave.
Leddy a memorandum proposing a preambular paragraph in
which the nuclear powers would resolve not to use nuclear
weapons "fer the purpose of political pressure, political
threat or political blackmail against non-nuclear-weapon
powers."3 Assistant Secretary Leddy later gave von Lilienfeld

"an oral statement in which he said that we believed our

draft resolution and declaratlon would meet the concerns
of many non-nuclear states He added that the basic
guarantee for the FRG would continue to be "a strong and

* vigilant NATO military alliance."4

When the November 23 instruction was sent to Cleveland,
Ambassador McGhee was instructed tc tell the Germans that
our proposals went farther than those they had advanced,
since curs dealt with the use, as well as the threat of
use, of nuclear weapons. As for the FRG proposals, we
sald:

‘lpo USNATO, Bonn, ete., -tel. 74017, Nov. 23, 1667,
Secret. :
23ee above, pp. 138-141. : _

Circ, agm. CA-3203, Oct. 27, 1967, Secret.

Circ. agm. CA-3488, Nov. 9, 1967, Secret.

 SECREFANOTOTN

06/25/2018

T e -

UNCLASSIFIED U.S. Department of State Case No. M-2018-04281 Doc No. C06595442 Date: 06/25/2018




UNCLASSIFIED U.S. Department of State Case No. M-2018-04281 Doc No. C06595442 Date: 06/25/2018

SECRET/NORORN.
- 282 ~ .

...We continue /To/ find great difficulty
dealing with either afrirmative or negative :
assurances in /the/ treaty, which we hope will be
wldely accepted, wlth /the/ result that, unlike
/the/ NATO treaty, /the/ Communist bloc and non-
aligned non-nuclear states would be /the/ '
beneficiaries /of/ our treaty commitments. More-
over, /the/ FRG proposal might be_taken to
prohibii Us from threatening /the/ use of nuclear
weapons against / a / threatened conventional
attack by a non-nuclear st%te which was supported
by a nuclear+weapon state,

In response to a later FRG l1nqulry, we sald that
nuclear blackmail would not be a violation of the non-
proliferation treaty. A serlous threat to use nuclear
weapons could, however, be cited by the threatened state
as grounds for withdrawal, or it could bring about the

; implementation of the securifty assurances, The treaty, 5
of course, would no longer be controlling the event of war.

! In the NAC, the Italian representative criticlzed our
non-use proposal for failing to assure allliance members that.

: nuclear weapons would not be used against them, He even

, suggested that.an alliance member might bve more vulaerable

to nuclear attack because of its tles, Ambassador Cleveland

found thils suggestlon far-fetched and commented. that nothing

in our proposal exposed ar alllance member more than all

' nations were exposed in this dangercus world. He also :

. observed that Italy had the best possible assurance 1in article

; V of the North Atiantic Treaty.3 B

| : On December 9, Mr. Foster was instructed to present our

: non-use proposals to Roshchin, and he did so on the same

! date, He told Roshchin that the Kosygln preposal was completely
unacceptable because 1t discriminated agalnst our defensive

i 1po USNATO, Bonn, ete., tel, 74017, Nov. 23, 1967, Secret.
| - The Embassy at Bonn immediately informed the Foreign Ministry
: . (from _Bonn, tel. 5535, Nov, 24, 1967, Secret).
i cCirc, agm. CA-4163, Dec, 12, 1967, Secret,

3From USNATO, tels. 750, Nov. 30, 1967, Secret, and 898,
Dec., 6, 1967, Secret.

-SECRET/NOPORN
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alliances. We assumed that the USSR would not wish to gilve
an assurance to a NATO ally which engaged in an armed attack
assisted by the United States, and the reverse would hold
true for a U,S. assurance to Warsaw Pact members, Since it
had been very difficult to develop our proposals, the
chances of revising them were virtually nll., If the USSR
wanted a reasonable non-use provision, it should accept
them, In response to a Soviet inquiry, he said that the
declarations by the nuclear powerns should be as closely
parallel as possible,l At the last Co-Chairmen's meeting
of this ENDC session, he told Roshchin that it would be
presumed that any attack by & NATO or Warsaw Pact country
had the assistance of the nuclear ally. This would leave
each nuclear power free to exercilse 1ts own judgment.
hlthough Ambassador Roshchin reported our proposals to
Moscow, there was no definitive Soviet reply when the

ENDC recessed. .

Recess and report

"As the session drew to an end, it became evident tnat
the treaty could not be completed in time to present it at
the current General Assembly. " Except for the duration and
amendments provisions, the Co-Chalrmen had agreed on a series
of amendments, but the Soviet Unlon refused to submit them
to the ENDC until agreement was reached on article III,3 -
and the first sentence of that article remained in dispute
in spite of arducus American efforts to find & compromise
that would be accepted both by the Soviet Union and by our

allies,

The reports that the ENDC submitted tc the General
Assembly and the Disarmament Commlssion usually  included
as documentary annexes the papers submitted by the varicus -
delegations, In order to prevent a premature General
Assembly debate, however, the Co-Chairmen decided that the
ENDC report for this year should not lunclude the documents.

l7o Geneva, tel, 82381, Dec. 9, 1967, Secret/Exdis;
from geneva, tel., 2019,.Dec. 9, 1967, Secret/Exdis.
From Geneva, tel, 2078, Dec. 15, 1967, Secret/himdis.

3See above, p. 197.°
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In spite of Indlan and Brazillan protests, the other delegates.
. acquiesced in this decision., On December 7 the ENDC reported

f that 1t had made substantial progress toward a non-
proliferation treaty but was unable to provide a full report

at this time, It would submit a full report, including
documents, as soon as possible.l The ENDC recessed oh
December 14, 1967, and agreed to reccnvene on January 18, 1968.

; ' The Brazillan and Indlan Problems

While 211 the nonaligned members of the ENDC wished to
change certain provisions of the draft treaty, the majority
favored a non-proiiferation treaty in principle, Brazil
and India, however, took such an antagonistic attitude
that it appezared 'likely that they wculd not only refuse
to sigh the treaty but would actively work agalnst 1t.

Brazil, unlike the United States and most Latin American
countries, took the position that the Tlatelolco treaty
permitted the signatories to develop and use peaceful nuclear

. explosive devices.2 The PBrazilian attitude apparently

i stemmed from the desire of Foreign Minister MagalhZes Pinto
to exploit the peaceful explesions issue for domestic
political purposes, In May 1967, however, the JBrazilian
delegation at Geneéva was headed by Sergio’ Corréa da Costa,
the Secretary-General of the Foreign Ministry, who took a
more moderate line, In July, AEC Chalrman Seaborg had a
very successful visit to Brazil, and it appeared that the

! ~ Brazilians were becoming more reasonable,

e e e .

Only a week after the draft treaty was submitted,
Ambassador Azeredo da Silveira attacked it in the ENDC
as "one-sided" and "discriminatory", since it imposed
obligations on t he non-nuclear naticns and did not deal
with "verticial proliferation," 1.e,, the growth of the
weapons stockplles of the nuclear powers., He also criticlzed

lSee International Negotiations on the Treaty on the
. Nonproliferation of Nuclear.Weapons, pp. 91 -92,
i <ibid., pp. 05-07. .
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the treaty for banning the manufacture or acquisition of o
peaceful nuclear explosive devlices by the non-nuclear
countries and denounced the absence of security assurances,l

Mr, Foster found this statement very damaging. He-

advised Washington to inform Brazil that a frontal attack
on the treaty would ralse a question of’ the extent to which we
could extend nuclear cooperation to Brazll, and he recommended
cancellation of the bilateral talks scheduled for mld-

oo September.2 In Rio de Janeiro, Ambassador Tuthill reported

that responsible Brazilian officials wers taking a more

sober vilew of the questlon,and advised against cancellation

- of the talks,3 Washington concluded that it would be best

to avold an "overly harsh reaction" which might solidify

. Brazilian opposition to the treaty and decided to go ahead -

; " with the talks.l

-Ambassador Tuthill told the Brazilians privately that
the speech had not dealt constructively with the differences
between the two countries and had actualliy exacerbated them
because of 1ts:cemotional tone. He also warned them to expect
a rough meeting in Washington.® These remarks were passed
on to President Costa e Silva, who indicated that nuclear
problems would not be allowed to damage relations with the
United States.6 Our delegation at Geneva appreciated
Tuthill's efforts and prepared a detailed analysls of the
speech to be gilven to Costa e Silva cn a confidential basis.?

Ambassador Tuthill returned to Washington for the talks
(September 12-13, 1967). During these talks, Secretary-
General Corréa da Costa told Katzenbach that he agreed with
the baslc objective of the treaty but not with the renunciation .
of the technology leading to peaceful nuclear explosions.8

P Al A . Wyl Ut S o tinims mtd o et b

Eggcuments on Disarmament, 1967, pp. 368-372.

cFrom Geneva, tel. 7ib, Sept. &4, 1967, Secret/Limdis.

3From Rio. de Janeiro, tel, 1628, Sept. 6, 1967, Secret/
Limdiﬁ. )

lll

o Geneva, tel. 33315, Sept. 7, 1967, Secret/Limdis. -
SFrom Rio de Janeiro, tel. 1670, Sept. 7, 1967, Secret/
Limdig. : , '
From Brasilla, tel, 930, Sept. 9, 1967, Secret/Limdis.
TFrom Brasilia, tel, 923, Sept. 8, 1967, Secret/
Limdis; from Geneva, tels. 800 and 801, Sept, 12, 1967,
Secret/Limdls,
8Memecon Correa da Cost:a, Katzenbach, et al., Sept. 13,
1967, Confidentlal.
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In a meeting with Fisher, the Ambassador taxed Corr a da Costa
with a recent statement by Magalhaes Pinto, who had told

the press in Rlo that, as more countries developed the bcmb,
there was less likelihood that it would ever be used.l Our
representations to the Brazlliana did not keep them from
submitting completely unacceptable amendments on QOctober 31.2

G e b miammma et iv o G —— bt

As previously}noted the Indlan representative at
Geneva suggested a number of completely non-negotiable
changes in the draft %reaty.3 India apparently lost-
intereﬁt in the security assurances we viere prepared to
offer,™ and the Indian Deputy Representative at the United
Nations told a U.,S. delegate that it was clear that India
would not sign the non-proliferatlion treaty. 5

Henry Owen, Chalrman of the Folicy Planning Council,
warned the Secretary of State that it might take as long
to- overcome India's objections as it had taken tc meet those
that the Germans had raised. He thought that .the Indlans
would want only a flve-year treaty and that they would demand
bllateral securlity assurances from the United States and the
Sovliet Union. Tne Soviets, for thelr part, would probably
not accert a treaty of such limited duration, and we would
probably be unable to offer the kind of security assurances
the Indians wanted, But he did not think that Indian
abstention would be fatal gnd suggested that we might as
well ‘accept 1t gracefully.® Mr. Foster agreed that the
treaty should not be held up to obtain Indian adherence.
He thought, however, that "a strong but unhurried effort
should be made to secure an Indian signature" after the
nuclear powers signed.’ :

PR U

R T P e

litemcon Corréa da Costa, Tuthili, FiQher, ef; al.,
Sept. 12, 1957, Confidential, .

2See above, pp. 181, 194, ) : :

S>See above, pp. 181-182, 194, The Indian representative at
the General Assembly took a simllar position; see Internaticnal
Negotlations on the Treaty on the Nonproliferation or Nuclear

Weagogb, p. 95.
See above, p. 280,
S5From New York, tel, 2287, MNov, 16, 1967, Confidential
6owen (State-S/P) to Rusk, memorandum, Dec. 8, 1967,

Secret.
TFoster to Rusk, memorandum, Dec. 21, 1967, Secret.
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22nd General Assembly (Part I)

On November 30 Washington decided that it was time to
postpone General Assembly consideration of the non-proliferation
treaty. The "deadline psychology" had become less credible
and could backfire by giving the impression that we mignt try
to force the treaty through the General Assembly in the last.
days of the sesslon, Mr. Foster was therefore instructed

.to seeck Soviet support in getting the ENDC to prepare a
dreft General Assembly resolution asking the ENDC to continue F

its work and report to a special session of the General
Assembly. A%t that stage, we preferred a specilal session,
with 1ts greater prestige, because it cculd more readily be
confined to the nen-proiiferafion question, We also con-
sidered referring the treaty to the Disarmament Commission
but decided agalnst thils course since that organ had less
status, was more open to the introduction of other questions,
and would permit some to argue for deferring the treaty to
the 23rd General Assembly.l

At the Co-Chairmen's meeting of December 2, Mr, Foster
found Roshchin highly doubtful about the procedure we
preposed., The Soviet representative was not sure that the
final treaty should be sent to the General Assembly at all
and suggested that it might be sighed at a high-level meetirg
in Geneva and then uransmltted to the General Assembly.

Mr. Foster replied that we did not have fixed ideas on the
conclusions of the treaty but that he saw scme psychological
advantage in General Assembly endorsement and doubted that
General Assembly discussion could be avoided.2 After this
discussion, our delegation advised Washington that it would
be undesirable to draft the resolution in Geneva because of
the "great frustration and irritation” which prevailed there
and the prospect that we could win Trivedils support only at
a price we were not prepared to pay.3

The task of drafting the resolution was then given to the
U.S. and Sovlet delegations in New York. Ambassador Mendelevich
early expressed a prefercnce for a resume rather than a :
speclial session, of the General Assembly, and we eventually
agreed. On December 14 the United States,  the USSR, and 14

loire. tel. 77310, Nov. 30, 1967, Confidential.
2From Geneva, tel, 1945, Dec. 3, 19567, Secret.

3From:.Geneva, tel, 1944, Dec. 3, 1967, Secret.
4From New York, tel. 2710, Dec. 2, 1967, Confidential.
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other countries (including India) Submitteé a draft resolution
calling on the ENDC to continue 1its work and to submit

a full report on the non-proliferation treaty by March 15,
1968, It recommended consultations on setting a date for the
resumption of the 22nd sesslon of the General Assembly

after that time.

But we had underestimated the strength of the suppert for the
non-nuclear conference, A Preparatory Committee of 11 non-
nuclear states had reccmmended that the conference be held
from March 11 to April 10, 1968, to consider security
assurances,: peaceful uses of nuclear energy, and other
non-proliferation problems., In spite of Amerilcan and Soviet
opposition, 21 countries submitted a draft resolution on
December 15, 1967, providing for a non-nuclear conference
at the time recommended by the Preparatory Committee.l

The Pakistanis, who had initiated the movement for the
conference, were perfectly willing to postpone 1t until
August, but they encountered strong oppcsition led by Italy,
Brazil, and Nigeria, Faced with.this movement, PFirst
Deputy Foreignh Minister Kuznetsov and Ambassador Goldberg
agreed that it was necessary to appease the group in order
to prevent the conference from taking place before the
resuned General Assembly could be held. When Mr. Fisher
and Soviet delegate Shevchenko met with the representatives:
ol several noh-nuclear countries, they found the Brazilian
and Nigerian representative - who had served in the ENDC - -
complaining about the "run-around" they had received in
Geneva. Ambassador Goldberg then agreed to support the
2l-nation resolution if the date of the conference was post-
poned to August.2 This was done, and Ambassador Goldberg
publicly disclosed the deal in the General Assembly. Both
resolutions were approved by large majoricies.3 )

iInternational Negotiations on the Treaty on the Non-
proliferation of Nuclear Weaponhs, p. 90.

2From New York, tel. 3.100, Dec., 16, 1967, Confidential.

3International Negotiations on the Treaty on the Non-
proliferation of Nuclear Weapons, p. 97. ]
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13th Session of the ENDC, January 18-March 14, 1968

PR A I N

As usual, the Co-Chairmen came to Geneva a few days
before the ENDC session formally began., At their meeting
of January 15, Ambassador Roshchin ascertained that our
November 2 safeguards proposall was the best we could offer
and that we had no other suggestions. He then told Fisher
that the USSR wanted more assurance that our first sentence
would lead to the establishment of IAEA safeguards and asked
whether we could repeat as a formal statement Fisher's
November 2 remark that the safeguards established by an
agreement with the IAEA could not conceivably be anything
other than IAEA safeguards.2 If we would do this, the Soviets
would accept our proposal. Our delegation recommended that
.we agree to Roshchin's suggestlon and add the following
statement to our three principles:

P

—— oy

R

PR T

4, Safeguards established by .an agreement
negotiated and concluded with the IAEA in accordance
with the Statute of the IAEA and the Agency's safe-
guards system must result in a universal system so 5
that the IAEA can carry out 1ts responsibility of
providing, with equal confldence with respect to
all Parties to the Treaty, assurance that no diversion
1s taking place.3

R I

Washington decided, however, to offer the assurance in the
.form of an additional sentence in the first pr1n01ple~

. mwes

. ...Therefore safeguards establishea by an

! agreement negotiated and concluded with the IAEA

; in accordance with the Statute of the IAEA ard the
] - Agency's safeguards system must enable the IAEA to
' , ‘ carry out its responsibility of providing assurance .
that no diversion 1s taking place.

lsee above, pp. 248-249.

; ’ <See above, p. 250. ‘
: 3From Gnneva, tel. 2266, Jan. 15, 1968, Secret/Limdis.
¢ For tﬂe three principles, see above, p. 172

To Geneva, tel. 98936, Jan. 16 1968, Secret/Limdis.
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Mr. Fisher explained to Roshchin that this sentence should
eliminate any misunderstanding and that IAEA would clearly
have the responsibility of providing assurance that no
diversion was taking place, When Ambassador Roshchin noted
that the text was different from Fisher's November 2 state-
ment, he replled that the latter was intended for argumentative
presentation rather than a formal ENDC presentation. We had
difficulty with the term "IAEA safeguards," but the sentence
made clear what would happen, and there would be no "self-
inspection,"

et ey et e e s e aea

Ambassador Roshechin then brought up the {ransition
perlod and asked Fisher to comment on the following state-
ment:

Agreement between IAEA and /the/ __Euratom
countries is to be concluded wilt tenn
of two years and after this term Zf'f7 control
of TAEA shall be applied.

e PV ol AT RV I R c i A N e 1 B AR et n

Mr. Fisher replied that the Euratom system, like national
systems, would remain in being, We had never understood

. - -the Soviets to hold that the Euratom system must end,

4 and it weould be a drastic change to suggest this now. Mr.
Roshehin rejoined that the USSR had always wanted a single
system but would not object to the continuation of independent
systems.l

As noted above, the Co-Chairmen had previously agreed
on revised versions of the Mexican amendments cn peaceful -
uses of nuclear energy, peaceful nuclear explcsive devices, -
dlsarmament, and reglonal denuclearlzation, 2 These amend-
ments were not tabled at the previous session because Moscow
refused to agree to their submission until article III was
worked out.3 Now that agreement on that article was in sight,
the ‘Soviets were willing to table the amenéments, and they
also responded to our proposals on the duration and amendments
provisions,

T N . R

The Soviets proposed the following language on duration:

lprom Geneva, tel, 2273, Jan.:17, 1968, Secret/uimdis.
28ee above, pp. 185-197.
3see above, p. 197.
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.. .Twenty-ive years after the entry into force’
of the Treaty, a conference shall be convened to
decide whether the Treaty shall continue in force
indefinitely, or shall be extended for an
additional fixed period or periods. This decision
shall be taken by a majority of the Parties to
the Treaty.

And they were now willing to agree to amendments becomihg
effective only for those partles that ratified them, after
approval by a qual;fied majority.d

The Soviets made only a minor drafting change in the
amendrents language we had proposed. In the duration
provision, however, they deleted two sentences from our
draft which would give each party the explicit right to
denounce the treaty after the 25-yeer conference was held,
Mr. Fisher objected to this change, since it would make
withdrawal at the end of 25 years dependent either on the
will of the majority or on the exlisting withdrawal clause,
whose meaning would thereby be diluted. Ambassador Roshchin
maintained that withdrawal should not be mentioned twice
in the same article and that it would not matter after 25
years hkow it was descrilbed.

Mr. Fisher stated that we still felt it desirable to
‘include provisions on periodlic review and preparatory
commissions for the review conferences.2 Ambassador
Roshchin replied that these questions could still be discussed
after the treaty was tabled, and both Co-Chairmen agreed
that further amendments were not precluded.3

Mr. Fisher reported that the Soviets were unlikely to
change their position on duration and review conferences in
the next two days, although they might later agree to
revision of the review conference provislons. Under these
circumstances, he saw only two possible courses of action:
(1) to table with only the agreed amendments, if the Soviets
concurred, or (2) to table with the agreed amendments, the
Soviet duration clause, and the August 24 review clause and

lprom Geneva, tel. 2274, Jan. 16, 1968, Secret/Lindis.
23ee above, p. 195.
3From Geneva, tel, 2273, Jan, 17, 1968 Secret/Limdis.
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tell the Soviets that we were not committed to the text if
we found a change to be necessary after further discussion
and negotlations, He recommended the second alternative,

His recommendation was accepted, and he was authorized
to agree to table the draft treaty with the agreed amendments,

the Soviet duration clause, and the August 24 review conferende

provision, provided that the Soviets accepted our Nogember
safeguards draft and the explanation he had offered.

told Roshchin on January 17 that this was a package proposal
and that we would feel free to continue to propose changes
in the review and duration provisions,3 After checking
with Moscow, Ambassador Roshchin informed him on the morning
of January 18 that the Soviet Union would agree to table
separate but ldentical texts of the draft treaty at the

3:00 p.m, meeting of the ENDC. Mr. Fisher reminded him

that the text was submitted for discussion and negotiation
and that governments could not be committed.~ -

In the NAC, the decision to table the draft treaty was
welcomed by most of our ailies, The Italian representative,
however, wlshed to stiffen the requirements for entry into -
force by doubling the number of necessary ratifications ang -
by .stipulating that these must include advanced clvil nuclear
natlons., Only the FRG represertative showed any sympathy
for these views.5

President Johnson was "most heartened" to learn that the
Soviet Union would joln us in submitting a complste draft
treaty. He believed that it represented a "major accomplish-
nent" in meeting the legitimate interests of other nations
and expressed the "fervent hope” that he could submit it to
the Senate in 1968. :

lprom Geneva, tel. 2281, Jan. 16, 1968, Secret/Exdi

2To Geneva, tel. 99821, Jan. 17, 1968, Secret _,imdi$.

3From Geneva, tel, 2289, Jan, 17, 1968 Secret/Limdis.

aFrom Geneva, tel, 2294, Jan. 18, 1968, Secret.

SFrom USNATO, tels. 1377, Jan. 17, 1968; 1378,
Jan, 18, 1968; 1393, Jan, 18, 1968, Secret, For the U.S,
posit%on on the Italian proposals, see below, pp. 341—345

Documents on Disarmamens, 1968, p. 1.
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Draft treaty of January 18, 1968 .

The preamble to the revised draft treaty omitted the
. paragraphs on peaceful nuclear exploslves and regional
denuclearization, since there were new treaty articles on
these questlons, There were no changes 1in the first two
articles, Article IXJ) incorporated our November 2 safeguards
: preposal. The Mexican amendments on peaceful uses, peaceful’
: nuclear explosive services, disarmament, and regional
j denuc learization, as revised by the Co-Chairmen, appeared
: as arbticles IV-VII. Article VIII contained the revised
. amendments provision and repeated the August 24 review
; conferences clause. The ninth article provided for entry
. into force after the deposit of ratifications by the nuclear-
. weapon signatories and 40 other nations. The new Soviet
; duration provision and the August 24 withdrawal clause
] appeared in the tenth article., The last article contained
the provisions on official languages and texts.l

-

i

Interpretations of article ITII

At Geneva, the Co-Chairmen stated their interpretations
. of article III. Ambassador Roshchin said:

. +..this article provides for the establishment
of International controél by the International
Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA). This ccntrol will
be carried out wilith respect to source or special
fissionable material-whether 1t is being produced,

. processed or used in any principal nuclear
facllity or is outside any such facility. Thus
IAEA control will be applied on all source or ;
fissionable material in the peaceful nuclear
activities of non-nuclear weapon States within
thelr territorles or carried out under their .
control anywhere.

e BT e mim, WOAR o Cmae e S

lInternational Negotlations on the Treaty on the Non-
proliferation of Nuclear Weapons, pp. 98-99, 150-154,
—== )
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. 0f course, control should not entall inter-
ference in the domestlc affairs of States or
hamper their economic development, A .special
provision in the article on control provides for
the unhampered utillzaticn by all parties to
the treaty of nuclear energy for peaceful purposes,
for thelr economic and technical development,
including international co-operation in the fleld
of peaceful nuclear activities., The article on
control provides for the establishment of conditilons
for the effective verification of the fulfillment
of the obligatlon to prevent diversion of nuclear
energy from peaceful uses to nuclear weapons; and
at the same time 1t maintains .the broadest
possibilities for the peaceful development of 1
nuclear energy in. non-nuclear weapon countries,

Mr, Fisher pointed out that the article required the
application of treaty safeguards to "all source or specilal
fissionable materlal employed 1n peaceful nuclear activities
of non-nuclear-weapon parties" and that the safeguards were
intended "solely to verify the.fulfilment of obligations
assumed uvnder the treaty," in accordance with an '
agreement to be negotiated with IAEA in accordance with 1its
Statute and the TAEA safepuards system, .The TIAEA system
was not, however, incorporated in the treaty in the sense
that a treaty amendment would be required to change it. TAEA
would be permitted to "enter into an agreement concerning
the safeguards obllgations of the parties with another
international organizatlon the work of which is related to
IAEA and the membership of whi¢h includes the parties
concerned,”

~He expounded the three principles 1n the following'form:

1. There should be safeguards for all non-
nuclear-weapon parties of such a nature that all
parties can have confidence in their effectiveness, -
Therefore safeguards established by an agreement - :
negotlated and concluded with the IAEA in
accordance with the Statute of the IAEA and
the Agency's safeguards system must enable the IAEA
to carry out 1ts responsibility of providing assurance
that no diversion is taking place. '

1Documents on Disarmament, 1968, p. 7.

SECRET/NOFORN
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! 2. 1In discharging their obligations under

i article III, non-nuclear-weapon parties may

B : negotiate safeguards agreements with the IAEA

{ individually or together with other parties; and,
specifically, an agreement covering such obligations

i may be entered into between the IAEA and another

F international organization the work of which 1s

‘related to the IAEA and the membership of which

includes the partles concerned.

3. In order to avcid unnecessary duplication,’ |
; the IAEA should make appreopriate use of existing

records and safeguards, provided that under such
mutually-agreed arrangements IAEA can satisfy

itself that nuclear material 1is not diverted

to nuclear weapons or other nuclear explosive

devices,l - .

T

Soviet motives

Why had the Soviets agreed to table the treaty at this
time? In Bonn, German cfflclals suggested that it might
have something to do with Vietnam.2 Our Embassy at Moscow
disagreed and thought on the contrary that Vietnam wculd tend
to inhibit Soviet concessions to the United States. Instead,
the Soviets probably realized that time was not on the side -
‘of the treaty and that 1t would be easier to resist objections
and pressures for watering it down if the {full text was on
the table. The Soviet delay was probably due to the slow
decision-making process "characteristin /of the/ current
Soviet leadership,"3

S raTAs B T T A TR ke

T TP dea WO e

Washington agreed with this analysis. It also cited the
risks posed by the non-nuclear conference, which was scheduled
for August. It thought that Moscow had concluded that it
was profitless to labor the safeguards question any further
in face of a strong Western posit ion. This assumed that the
Sovliets really wanted the treaty: )

EAP A

-

.
“Ibid., pp. 12-14. For the three principles, cf.
above, pp. 172, 212. : .
2From Bonn, tel. 7590, Jan, 24, 1968, Confidential.
3From Moscow, tel., 2571, Jan., 25, 1968, Confiderntiail.

: . | SEORED/NOFORN
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Above analysis rests on /the/ basic assumption
/that the/ Soviets really want /the/ NPT and their
overriding motivation in this respect has not teen
solely to drive / a / wedge in /the/ NATO alliance,
but to minimize on / a / global basis /the/

. ’ prospects for hostilities involving nuclear .
Co ' weapons which could resuit in confrontation with .
us, but halting /the/ further spread of nuclear
weapons into possible contentious areas. Although
initially /The/ Soviets may have concelved of /The
NPT as primarily /an/ instrument for putting /an/
extra layer of controls on /The/ FRG, éﬁ§7 believe
over last several years /the/ Soviets have come to
develop a broader view of /The/ value of having

ar NPT._ Chicom nuclear developments, /Ghe Middle
Eastern/ war, etc., surely had /a / part in /The/
evolution /of/ Soviet thinking from initial
parochial concern re /the/ FRG.

o 1 m e et aw s T s

“Although this did not mean that there had been any'basi
change in Scoviet policy toward Western Europe, the treaty
could be regarded "as another building block in /the

Date: 06/25/2018

structure of postwar agreements with /the/ Soviets Tegarding

~nuclear weapons” which would be bound to have a. positive
effect on East-West differences,l

Chinese Communist reaction

" The Chinese Communists denounced the draft tréaty as a

landmark in American-Soviet collusion against China. They
also accused the United States and the Soviet Union of

trying to deprive non-nuclear countries of the right to P

develop nuclear weapons and claimed that the superpowers wanted

to place other nations under their "nuclear umbrella,"

1ro Bonn, tel. 107235, Jan, 30, 1968, Confidential.
2Internaticnal Negotiations on the Treaty on the Non-
proliferation of Nuclear Weapons, p. 100, '

. .
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Amendments and comments

. L

razilian amendments

The Brazilians introduced a revlised verslion of the
amendments they had submitted at the previous session. They
still wished to remove from articles I and II the ban on

o the development and use of peaceful nuclear explosives by

. non-nuclear nations, and their revised peaceful-uses article
would assure the right of all parties to develop such devices,.
) A new disarmament article would obligate the nuclear perties
. %0 negotiate a nuclear disarmament treaty at the earliest
possible date and to channel resources freed by nuclear
disarmament to a speclal U.N., fund for the develcoping
countries, The Brazilians repeated thelr Erev1ous regional
denuclearization and withdrawal proposals.

S R

British amendments

The British reaftirmed their proposal -to give the review
conference the right to review implementation of the purposes
of the preamble as well as tne provisions of the treaty.

This amendment received wide support.

PR

U.K, Disarmament Minister Mulley considered proposing
an amendment to article V to make the United Kingdom as a
nuclear country eliglble lor peaceful nuclear explosive
services.3 We took the position that this article should be
portrayed as conveylng speclal benefits to non-nuclear
countries, and the British amendment was not surfaced. We
later gave the Britlsh a memorandum stating that article
V Aaid not preclude our providing them with peaceful nuclear
explosive services and that we would be willing to make

services available to Ehe United Kingdom on the same basls
as to other countries. ‘

OV P

an v

R M = B e r——

1pccuments on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 64-65. For the
previous Brazilian proposals, see above, p. 181.

' 2See International Negotiations on the Treaty on the Non-
prolireration of Nuclear Weapcns, p. 109. The Bricish amend-
ment is described above, 181.

3From London, tel, 5%98 Jan, 25, 1668, Secret/Limdis.
‘*To London, tel. 142545, Apr. 5, 1968 Confidential.
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German memorandum -

In a circular memorandum of March 6, the FRG found the
January 18 draft treaty an improvement on previous drafts,
In the German view, however, it did not fully take account
of the needs of non-nuclear nations.: - The obligations of
article VI should be expressed in more concrete terms,
and the preambular paragraph on disarmament should 1list
partial measures of nuclear disarmament separately from

. general and complete disarmament. There should be a treaty

provision against nuclear blackmall. Review conferences
should be held automatically evexry five years and cover the
preamble as well as the body of the treaty, It was also
important that "the treaty should be bhinding on an ad=quate

number of those countries whose participation is of particulaar'

significance 1in view of thelr state of development and their
regional importance,"l

The Germans wilgshed to circulate thls memorandum as an
ENDC document, and we took up the question with the Soviet
delegation at their request. But it had always been our -
practice to obJject to the circulation of GDR papers as

. ENDC dccunents, althcugh they could be distributed under a

cover statement by the Soviet representative., When ne
learned of the FRG request, Ambassador Roshchin predilctably
declared that the GDR must have equal treatment. The FRG
attached $o much importance to the memorandum that 1t was
willling to consent to the circulation of a GDR paper as an
ENDC document on a ad hoc basis., It wilthdrew 1ts request,

hcwever, when it 1earned ed that fhe ENDC report would refer to

papers submitted by "governments,'

Itallan amendments

In a wofking paper of February 20, Italy proposed addihg
2 paragraph to article V assuring the supply of "source and
special fissichable materials or equipment,,.,for peaceful

purposes.” 'Italy also proposed automatic review conferences

every five years, and she would give all parties the right
to withdraw every 25 years.3

1Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 152- 155.
2From Geneva, tels. 2043, Mar. 11, 1968; 2864, Mar, 12,
1968; 2875, Mar, 13, 1968; 2877, Mar. 14 1968 Confidential

from Bonn, tel. 9352, Mar. 11, 1968, Confidential to Geneva,‘

tel, 128510 Mar, 12, 1963, Confidential.
3Documents on Disarmament, 1968, p. 92.

—SECREEANGRORN.
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Romanian amendments

On March 8, Romania proposed extensive changes in
article III, 1ncluding the addition of a new paragraph at
the beginning providing that control should be applied
uO such peaceful nuclear activities of non-nuclear parties
"as, by their nature and the quantities of source and
special fissienable materials which they produce, process
or use, may lead to the proliferation of nuclear weapons,"
An additicnal paragraph at the end of the article would
provide for Security Council control cf foreign bases on the
territory of non-nuclear parties to insure that the host
countries did not galn access to nuclear weapons from such
bases., Article VI would be replaced by an undertaking by the
nuclear partiles to bring about nuclear disarmament a3 soon
as possible, 1In a-new article, nuclear powers would under-
take never to use or threaten to use nuclear weapons against
non-nuclear nations which undertook not to manufacture or
acquire them, Review conferences would be held automatically
P every five years, Withdrawing states would not be required
¢ to furnish a statement of their reasons.l

o b - A e e vy ——
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Nigerian amendments

[

i .

: In a working paper of February 28, Nigeria proposed

i drafting changes in the peaceful-uses ar+icle A provision
i would be added to article V requiring annual reports to the
i TAEA, The British and Swedlsh amendments would be modified
, to specify that the review conferences snould make decis;ons
; by majority vote,?2 ‘

3

Spanish merorandum

4 . In a memorandum of February 8 to the Co- Chairmen

i Spain agreed that the provisions in the peaceful-uses article
; on scientific and techaical information were sound but took

§ the view that the information "should refer specifically %o

3 the entire technology of reactors and fuels." Spain thought
3 that there should be automatic review conferences every five
i years and that the duration should be recduced to 20 years.

. Moreover, the provisions for entry into force should be

lIbid. ? ppo 159‘162.
2Tpid., p. 136.

\
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" strengthened by requiring 60 ratifications, including at least

12 countries which either had power reactors or possessed
economlcally exploitable uranium deposits on their territory.
Article VI should include obligations to destroy nuclear
weapons and vehlcles, Safeguards should be made binding on

all nuclear powers. Finally, there should be both positive .
and negative securlty assurances, : :

Swedish amendments

Sweden submltted two sets of amendments to the draft
treaty. In the first set (February 8), Sweden proposed
to add a preambular .paragraph recalling the determination
expressed in the limlted test-ban treaty to achieve a com-
prehensive test ban, to revise the disarmament article,
and to permlt review conferences every five years at the

request of a majority of the parties. The revised disarmament
article would read as follows:

Each of the Parties to this Treaty under-
takes to pursue negotiations in good faith on
effective measures regarding cessation of the
nuclear arms race at an eariy date, and nuclear
disarmament, and on a treaty ongeneral and com-
plete disarmament under strict and effective
international control,?2

These amendments attracted wide support in the ENDC, and the
Swedes accepted drafting changes proposed by the British,3

. The second set {February 13) was addressed to the
provisions on peaceful nuclear explosive devices. The
Swedes wished to delete the words "by nuclear-weapon States"
in the seventh preambular paragraph. They also wished to
eliminate the words "non-nuclear-weapon"’ from article V
and to revise thils article so that there would be no express
reference to the possibility of obtaininﬁ peaceful nuclear

Mrs. Myrdal argued
that any billateral arrangements should be internationally

1ibid., pp. 39-41.

"‘Ibla., pp. ul-)';'eo . |

3InEernational Negotiations or the Treaty on the Non-
proliferation of Nuclear Weapons, p. 100, .

“Documents on Disarmament, 1968, p. 57.
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supervised., . She also maintained that the Swedish changes
were necessary to make the article compatible with a future
comprehensive test ban, which would require international
supervisicn of all peaceful nuclear explosions to insure

i that they were not weapons tests.

. ke e -

'

UAR amendments

Ambassador Khallaf reaffirmed the amendments submitted
by the UAR at the previous session, These amendments would
: revise articles I and II to ban the dlssemination of nuclear
! weapons by private individuals or organizations and to forbvid
a non-nuclear nation to assist another non-nuclear country
in developing nuclear weapons,Z2

[T e

- American-Soviet discussion of treaty changes

PR

After the long and laborious negotiations that had been
required to reach azgreement on articles I-III, neither of
the Co-Chairmen was prepared to reopen these articles
for further negotiation. The Brazilian amendments to
articles I and II continued to encounter their common
opposition to permitting the develcpment and use of peaceful
nuclear explosive devices by non-nuclear countries. 3 The
Romanian zmendments to article. III were also out of the
question,? While the Scoviet Union had been willing to
accept the UAR amendments to the first two articles, 1t had
not insisted on them after we expressed opposition.? At
this session, both Co-Chairmen made public statements against
the UAR amendments.® Before making his statement. Ambassador
Roshchin showed it to Foster, who explained that we could
not accept an Interpretation of article I requiring parties
to enact legislation to prevent the activitles the UAR
wished to prohibit, since this would raise constitutional

. questions of free speech for the United States., Our delegation

also got the Soviets to say that there would be a presumption

U h e < PV Ao P e kS S Nam ¥ R e

P vran

lTnternational Negotlations on the Treaty onthe Non-
proliferation of Nuclear Weapons, pp. 104-105.
<Iblid., p. 100, “For the previous UAR amendments, see
. 185,
3See above, p. 297.
4see above, p. 299.
5See above, p. 185.
6Internationa1,Negotiations on the Treaty on the Non-
proliferation of Nuclear Wéapons, pp. 100-101,

- above
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i of violation, rather than an outright violation,; for a non-
i nucleag party to give assistance %o another non-nuclear-
state.

Although other provisions of the draft treaty were
subject to amendment and improvement, the numter of con-
structive and negotiable proposals turned out to be rather
limited. The Co-Chairmen did not wish to list specific
measures In the disarmament article and publicly oppvsed
attempts by the Brazilians, Indians, and Romanians fto '

include them, Ambassador De Palma publicly opposed Brazililan,
Nigerian, and Ethioplan proposals to increase the number of
ratifications required for entry into force, He alsc

opposed the qualitative criteria proposed by the Germans,
Spanlards, and others, All these proposals could have caused
~delay in bringing the treaty into operation., He also
rejected the Brazllian and Romanlian withdrawal proposals
and pointed out that there was nothing unreasonable in
requiring a withdrawing state to provide a public statement
of its reasons or in permitting the a°curity Council to
discuss the situation,

PP RL VR S UR

As previous]y noted, thes Soviets refused to 1nclude in
the January 18 draft treatv our proposal for allowing further
review conferences at the .request of the majority of parties ‘
and for establishing preparatory commissions for such
conferences, congisting of the rnuclear parties and the non-
nuclear parties represented on the IAEA Board cf Governors
when the conferences were called.3 Ambassador Roshchin
cbjected that cur proposal would multiply conferences
unnecessarily, since tne non-nuclear nations would not lack
other forums where they could express their views on the
treaty, He might, however, consider providing for further
conferences 1f the nuclear parties had a veto on calling
t them. Mr. Fisher commented that a veto would not ve popular
"with the non-nuclear nations, and Ambassador De Palma said. -

that it would look to them &ike giving with. one hand and
taking away with the other. The Sovlet delegaticen later

. TG S WP o gt WS oV e T T b e e W S

1From Geneva, tel, 2707, Febh., 28, 1968, Secret.
2See International Negotiations on the Treaty on the
Non-proliferation of Nuclear Weapons, pp. 100-11l1,
See above, DP. 291,
From Geneva, tel, 2365, Jan, 24, 1968 Secret,

-
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suggested the possibility of reguiring a two-thirds majority
for calling review conferences, -

Our delegation suggested the following revised language
to Washington:

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
cperation of the Treaty with a view to assuring that
the purposes of the Preamble and provisions of the
Treaty are belng realized, Thereafter, the
possibility of additional review conferences shall
be discussed among the Parties through diplomatic
channels, and such a conference shall take place
whenever a majority of the Parties notifies the
Depositary Governments of its desire to hold
such a conference but not sooner than five years
from any prior conference,

‘This might be more acceptable to the Soviets, since 1t

would leave open the possibility of seven or eight years
between conferences. The delegatiorn thought that we shcould
resist Soviet demands for a nuclear-power veto or a two-
thirds majority. We should be prepared to drop the
preparatory commission provisions, which had aroused allied
doubts, but we should initially retain them and delete only
the provisions for a preparatory commlission meeting six
months before the conference was to be held.? Washington
concurred but revised the sacond sentence to read:

...Thereafter, btut not less than five years
following any prior review conference, addltlonal
review conferences shall he called upon the
submission to the Depositary Governments. of requests
therefor by.a majority of the Parties.3

lprom Geneva, tel. 2406, Jan. 29, 1968, Secret/Limdis.
2From Geneva, tel. 2434, Feb. 1, 1968, Secret,
370 Geneva, tel, 111605, Feb, 7, 1968, Secret,
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Washlington was gratified at the "moderation and reason-
ableness" of the Swedish amendments of February 8 and
instructed the delegation on February 16 to advocate them in
the next Co-Chairmen's meeting. It suggested redrafting the
preambular paragraph to make it track more closely with the
language of the limited test-ban treaty and warned the T
delegation to use "due caution in discussion /of/ prospects "
for CTB with other dels." We could accept eifher the :
Swedish proposal or our own recent draft on review conferences.
Washington doubted that we and the Soviets could agree on
any of the Swedish amendments of February 13.1 -

On February 16, Ambassador De Palma informed Roshechin
of our position on the February 8 amendments. He also
told him that we favored the British amendment and thought
that our proposal for a preparatory commission was more
practical than the Soviet idea of adding non-nuclear
cepositaries to the three nuclear depositaries and having
all of them act as a preparatory commission,?2

We did not think that the Swedish amendments to the
peaceful nuclear exploslons article were necessary becaus
appropriate international procedures would apply to both |
bilateral and multilateral projects, whether or not there
was a comprehensive test ban. Since U.S. law prohibited.
the revelation of a nuclear device or the disclosure of
design information, the bilateral optlon would not provide
a loophole, as the Swedes and Canadians feared. Nor was there
any need to omit the words "nuclear-weapon State"; although . .
the article was intended to meet the concerns of non-nuclear
nations, nuclear countries would not be precluded from
receiving services., Ambassador De Palma was informed,
however, that we could accept the Swedish preambular change °
i1f the Soviets agreed.3 .

1To Geneva, tel. 116390, Feb. 16, 1968, Confidential.
The comprehensive test ban was losing support in Washington

at this time; see below, chapter G. For the Swedish amendments,

see above, pp. 300-301,

2From Geneva, tel, 2598, Feb, 16, 1968, Confidential.
For the British amendment, see above, p. 297. .

3To Geneva, tel. 116960, Feb., 16, 1968, Confidential.
For the Swedish and Canadian views on the bilateral option,
see International Negotiations on the Preaty on the Non-
proliferation of Nuclear Weapons, pp. 104-105.

m
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! On February 22, Ambassadoi De Palma made a public state-
: ment o the American positilon, On the next day, Ambassador
. . Roshchin told him that the Soviet Union did notv favor the
; Swedish amendments of February 13. Recalling the Foster-
Roshchin talks of November, Ambassador De Palma asked if the
Soviets would object to his making a public statement that
the bilateral option should be kept open in order to meet
requests for services without wailting for a multilateral
agreement, The Soviets agreed with our .interpretation - .
but thought 1t tactically unwise tc highlight the possibility
that multilateral agreement might be delayed.Z

There was considerable delay before Moscow agreed to
table the revised draft treaty. Apparently the Soviets
held up action because of the Sofia meeting of the Warsaw
Pact naticns (March 6-7), where they made an unsucgessful
attempt to persuade Romania to support the treaty.” It was
not until March 10 that Ambassador Roshchin could tell
Foster that the USSR accepted the Swedish amendments of
February 8 and the British amendment to article VIII. He
said that other British minor suggestions could be considered
at a later stage. His instructions did not cover our
proposal for a preparatory commission. In his view, it would
be unwise to surface a question which would cause more
debate and further delay. The USSR was not yet ready to
£111 in the blank on depositaries. '

Security assurances

At the rrevious session, we had given Roshchin a draft.
. Security Council resolution and declaration,® At the
request of the Soviet Union, we had also prepared a proposal
to refraln from the use of nuclear weapons against non-nuclear
states _which did not commit aggression assisted by a nuclear
power.6 At the January 22 Co-Chairmen's meeting, Ambassador

lsee 1tid., p. 105. ' ‘

2From Geneva, tel, 2672, Feb, 23, 1968, Secret, For !
the Foster-Roshchin talks, see above, pp. 194-196.

3From Geneva, tel, 2777, Mar, 5, 1968, Confidential,

4prom Geneva, tel, 2831, Mar. 10, .1968, Confidential.

5see above, pp. 273-276.

6See above, pp. 280-283,
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Roshchin said that the Soviet Union had the following objections
.to our proposals:

; (1) The resolution should make it clear that assurances
applled only to parties to the treaty. -

(2) The preamtular clause of the resolution should
conform to the language of the treaty.

_ (3) As'India had 1lnsisted, the declaration should
include a provision that no aggressor who threatened or
dared to unleash nuclear war would go unpunished.

(4) Our non-use proposal was not acceptabie since
it would equate states without nuclear weapons on their
territory with nations where nuclear weapons were stationed, -
If we dropped our proposal, the Soviets would not insist on
including the Kosygin propcsal in the resolutlon, but they
would still advocate 1t in their declaration.

T N Nard tvedes A IR R L MR s

Mr, Fisher saild that it would not be desirable to
expressly 1link the assurances with the treaty, since this
would look like coercion against the non-nuclear nations,

He told Roshchin that adherence to a regional denuclearization
agreement should constitute an adequate undertaking to

qualify for the assurances Since the Kosygin proposal

was non-negotiable, he did not see how a dispute about 1t in
the Security Ccuncil would promote the widest adnerence to.
the treaty. The punishment clause was not appropriate, since
the U.N. Charter did not use such terms., He asked whether
punishment would be required if a Soviet or American

general made a threatening speech,

B T T CHF R VIL VRS

Our delegation at Geneva recommended that we accept the
Soviet proposal to make paragraph 1 of the resolution ang
paragraph 2 of the declaration conform to the language
of article II of the tredty. It alsc advised acceptance cf
the Soviet proposal to expressly link Securlty Councill
action with the treaty and noted that our reasoning had not

lprom Geneva, tel. 2338, Jan. 22, 1968, ecret/Limd¢J.
The Soviet draft resolution appears in Geneva, tel, 2340,
Jan, 22, 1968, Secret/Limdis, For the Soviet draft declaration,
gee Geneva, tel, 2343, Jan, 22, 1968, Secret/Limdis.
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been accepted by some of our allies., We should, however,
oppose the Soviet inftroduction in the declaration cof the
words "qualitatively new" to refer to nuclear aggression,

' since this might imply tha% immediate Security Council

action was Jjustifled primarily because nuclear weapons

were employed and that cecnventional attack would create a
less urgent situation. The "punishment" clause should be
opposed because it was "propagandistic language not fcound

in /the/ Charter and would appear to commit Zg nuclear
power to some actlion vis-a-vis /an/ aggressor irrespective

of /the/ decision reached by e/ UNSC." We should continue
to oppose the Kosygin propoual If the Soviets inslsted on .
including 1t 1n their declaration while allowing us to keep
our non-use formula in ours, we should urgé them to express

it in similar style, 1.e., as a definite pledge rather than

a political proposal.

Washington was prepared to go somewhat farther than
the delegation in meeting the Soviet position. -It was nost
only willing to revise the draft resolution and declaration
to make them conform more closely to the Soviet drafts, but
it was aiso ready to accept the-expression "qualitatively
new situation" ‘because of the effect that nuzlear aggression
would have on the victim, It explained, however, that it -
did not read this term as suggesting that the Security Council
"should act less urgently in /the/ event a conventional
attack occurrsd or was threatened." If the Soviets concurred
in this interpretation, we could accept their language.

Instead of the Soviet "punishment" language, Washington
proposed to say that a state committing nuclear aggression
or threatening it whs Mwarned accordingly." The delegation
was instructed to continue to press for our non-use lanhguage
and not to pursue its idea that the Soviets might use the
Kosygiln formula as a definite pledge. It should also urge .
the Soviets to accept the term "aggression" in place of
their word "attack," since our language was closer %to the
text of the U.N, Charter. Finally, our delegation was ingtructed

“to propose trilateral talks including the United Kingdom.°

The delegation was sent the following revised drafts of the
resolution and declaration:

lprom Geneva, tel, 2339, Jan., 22, 1968, Secret/Limdis,
270 Geneva, tel, 110158 Feb, 5, 1968 ‘Secret.
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Revised U.S. Draft Resolution

1, Noting with appreciatlon the desire of a large
number of States to subscribe to the Treaty on the-
Non-proliferation of Nuclear Weapons, and thereby
to undertake not tc.recelve the transfer from any
transferor whatsoever of nuclear weapons or other
nuclear explosive devices or of control over such
! weapons or exploslve devices directly or indirectly;
. not to manufacture or otherwise acquire nuclear \'
weapons or other nuclear explosive devices; and
not to seek or recelive any assistance in the
manufacture. of nuclear weapons or cther nuclear
explosive devices,

- e

sazaeaete . e

2. Taking into consideration the concern of certaiJ
of these States that, in conjunction with their

: : adherence to the Treaty on the Non-proliferation of
) Nuclear Weapons, appropriate measures bg undzrtaken
; . to safeguard theilr security.

3. Bearing in mind that any aggression accompanied
by the use of nuclear weapons would endanger the
‘peace and security of all States,

A, FRecognizes that aggression with nuclear .
veapong or the threat of such aggression against :
a non-nuclear-weapon State would create a situation
"in which the Security Council and above all its
3 nuclear-weapon State permanent members, would have
: ' to act immediately in accordance with their
obligations under the United Nations Charter;

B. Welcomes the intention expressed by
States that they wiil provide or support immediate
assistance, in accordance with the Charter, to
any non-nuclear-weapon State Party to the Treaty
: on the Non-proliferation of Nuclear Weapons that
: ’ is a vicetim of an act or threat of aggression in
' which nuclear weapons are used;

C. . Reaffirms in particular the inherent right
recognized under Article 51 of the Charter of
individual and collective self-defense if an armed
attack occurs against a member of the United Nations,

7
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until the Securlty Council has taken measures
necessary to maintain international peace and
‘security;

cin e e

D. Welcomes the intention expressed by
nuclear-weapon States to refrain from the threat
or use of nuclear weapons agalnst any non- .
nuclear-weapon State Party to the Treaty on the
Non-proliferation of Nuclear Weapons that 1s
not engaged in an armed attack assisted by a
nuclear-weapon State,

Revised ‘U.S., Draft Declaration

1. The Goverrnment of the United States notes with
; appreciation the desire éxpressed by a large

i : number of States to subscribe to the Treaty on the
; Non-proliferation of: Nuclear Weapons. '

2. We welcome the willlingness of these States to
undertake not to receive the transfer from any
transferor whatscever of nuclear weapons or other
nuclear expiosive devices or of control over such
weapons or explcosive devlices directly, or indirectly;
not to manufacture or otherwise acquire nuclear
weapons or other nuclear exploslve devices; and

not to seek or receive any assalstance in the
manufacture of nuclear weapons or: other nuclear

3 : explosive devices,

Caem e e

A s o b T

3. 'The United States also notes the concern of
certalin of these States that, In conjunction with

P . their adherence to the Treaty on the Non-proliferation
; of Nuclear Weapons, appropriate measures be under-

K . taken to safeguard thelr security. Any aggression
accompanled by the use of nuclear weapons would
endanger the peace and security of all States.

d 4, Bearlng these considerations in mind, the
} : / United States declares the following:

5. Aggression with nuclear weapons, or the threat
of such aggression, against a non-nuclear-weapon
State would create a qualitatively new situation
in which the nuclear-weapon States which are
permanent members of the Unlted Nations Security

17 geneva, Fel. 110163, Feb.5, 1968, Secret.
! .
SEERET/ANOFORN

UNCLASSIFIED U.S. Department of State Case No. M-2018-04281 Doc No. C06595442 Date: 06/25/2018



UNCLASSIFIED U.S. Department of State Case No. M-2018-04281 Doc No. C06595442 Date: 06/25/2018

SECREPANOFORN
s T
- 310 -~

Council would have to act immediately through
the Security Council to take the measures necessary
to counter such aggression or threat of aggression
in accordance with the United Nations Charter,
which calls for taking "effective collective :
measures for the prevention and removal of threats
to the peace, and for the suppression of acts of
aggression or other breaches of the peace." Any
» State that commits such aggression or threatens
. ’ such aggression is warned accordingly.

6. The United States affirms i1ts intention, as
a permanent member of the Unlted Nations Security
Council, to seek immedlate Security Council
actlon to provide assisfance, in accordance with
the Charter, to any non-nuclear-weaponh State,
Party to the Treaty on the Non-proliferation of
Nuclear Weapons / , / that is a victim of an act
of aggr=ssion or threat of aggression in which
nuclear weapons are used.

. : 7.. The United States reaffirms in particular the

; inherent right, recognized under Article 51 of the
Charter, of indlvidual or ccllective self-defense

1f an.armed attack, incliuding a nuclear attack,

: occurs against a member of the United Nations,

' until the Securlty Ccuncil has taken measures

: necessary to maintain 1nternational peace and uecuriuy.

-

8. The United States affirms its 1ntention. to
refrain from the threat or use of nuclear weapons
agalnst any non-nuclear-weapon State, Party to
the Treaty on the Non-proliferation of Nyclear
Weapons, that 1is not engaged in an armed attack
assisted by a nuclear-weapon State,

9. The United States vote for the resolution

before us and thils statement of the way in

which the United States intends to act in accordance’

; with the Charter of the United Natlons are based

1 upon the fact that the resolution 1s suppcrted by

: other permanent members of the Szcurity Council who

: are nuclear-weapon Statessand are also proposing

: to sign the Treaty on the Non-proliferation of Nuclear -
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famme A

Weapons, and that these States have made similar
statements as to the way in which they intend to
act in accordance with the Charter,l

Y

: The Soviets having agreed to trilateral talks,?2

. Ambassador De Palma presented our new drafts at the first

: trilateral meeting (February 10). The British representative:
. said that his government could not support the Kosygin
proposal and that he had ne instructions on alternative
ncn-use formulas. Ambassador Roshchin sald that the USSR
had accepted practically all our proposals but that cur
non-use formula was "completely unacceptable" to the

Sovlet Government, The Soviets had removed the Kosygin
proposal from.the resolution and were now even willing to
drop it from the declaration, They wished, however, to
retain the "punishment" language in the declaration. When
he suggested that the United States and the USSR might

use differing language in the declarations on non-use

and "punishment," Ambassador De Palma replied that 1t wguld
be most desirable for the two declarations to be alike,

- pmre

P Y T s

- When the Soviet delegation translated our phrase "is
warned accordingly" (paragraph 6 of the declaration) into
Russian, it added the words "of the consequences," Our
delegation was not convinced by the Soviet explanation that
the change was required by translation problems and wondered
if the Sovietv delegaticn might not be trylng to provide
Moscow with an zlternative to the "punishment" clause. It
therefore suggested that 1t might be useful to explore the
possibility of, K agreeing on "is warned accordingly of the .
consequences."? Although Washington preferred its previous
alternatives, 1t authorized the delegatlon to explore the
new 1angua§e and to accept 1t in order to reach early
agreement,

AL o A e ¢ DA Ve ¥ A AW e R o SRR 3]
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lpo Geneva, tel. 110159, Feb. 5, 1968, Secret.

2To Geneva, tel, 110158, Feb. 5, 1968, Secret,

3From Geneva, tel. 2525, Feb, 10, 1968, Secret. There
was dissension in the British Government on our non-use
formula, and the Cabinet had not reached a decision; see
London tels. 6238, Feb, 6, 1968, Secret, and 6325, Feb, 9,
1968, Secret/Limdis. o '

- "Yprom Geneva, tel. 2602, Feb, 17, 1968, Secret, -
5To Geneva, tel. 117378, Feb. 17, 1968, Secret.

e

AeCIm. A AhE A SAST

SECREFANCHORN

N r o e v, 4

<
Pt

UNCLASSIFIED U.S. Department of State Case No. M-2018-04281 Doc No. C06595442 Date: 06/25/2018



UNCLASSIFIED U.S. Department of State Case No. M-2018-04281 Doc No. C06595442 Date: 06/25/2018

J N s Wiy

{ . L
: - 312 -

Yuli M. Vorontsov, Counselor of the Soviet Embassy,
told Bunn on February 15 that the Soviet military would not
accept a formula which would inhibit the Soviet Union from-
using or threatening to use nuclear wesapons against the o~
FRG as long as American huclear weapons are stationed in
that country. How would we feel, he asked, if we were
. forbidden to use nuclear weapons on Cuba 1f Soviet nuclear
‘ . weapons were deployed there? He finally suggested dropping
d the non-use provision, .

; We were now faced with a tight timetable, since the]

; draft resolutlon would have to be tabled in the next three
weeks 1f there was to be any discussion in the current ENDC
session, Our delegation reported that there was no reason
to expect the Sovlet Unilcn to accept our non-use formula,
We thus had the chclce of accepting the Soviet proposal to
drop non-use from the declarations or of having the United
States and the Soviet Unicn use different formulas in them,
Omitting the ncn-use formula would, lhowever, expose a gap
in the assurances package that many states wished to see
filled. The Soviets would be akle to explain that we had
objJected to the Kosygin formula, and we would be faced with
the choice of surfacing our own formula or remaining silent,
Assuming that the British would finally accept our formula

- and the Scviets would convert the Kosygin formula to a
stralght pledge, the delegation recommended that we
settle for differing declarations,?2

e 4, BEPL e v

PORp

——rwe

Washington did not agree to differing declarations. It
suspected that the Soviet proposal to drop the non-use
formulas from the declarations was inspired by a desire to
clear the way to revive the Sovlet non-use gonvention arfier
the non-proliferation treaty was concluded. Although it
reccgnized .the political advantages of inecludlng our non-uss
formula in the U.S. declaration, it concluded that these were
cutweighed by the fact that allies with U.S., nuclear weapcns
on their territory would not benefit from the Kosygin formula
in the Soviet declaration. It could then be agreed that ncn-
use assurances were dlscriminatory and that these allies
would gain no "compensatory advantage" for adhering to the

TP e -

1Memcon Vorontsov-Bunn, Feb, 15, 1968, Secret/Limdis;-
to Geneva, tel, 116207, Peb, 16, 1968, Secret/Limdis., -
2From Geneva, tel, 2527, Feb, 11, 1968, Secret/ILimdis.
3For the Soviet non-use convention, see telow,
chapter K-6. "
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treaty. In the case of the FRG, this would be particularly
awkward because of German concern about "nuclear blackmail "1l

The delegatiocn was therefore instructed to accept the
. Soviet proposal for leaving the non-use formulas out of the
declarations, The Soviets were to be informed, however, that
we might wish to say publicly that we would refrain from the
threat or use of nuclear weapons against a non-nuclear party
to the treaty that was not engaged in an armed attack
asslisted by a nuclear pcwer,

We could not accept the Soviet "punishment" language.
If the Soviets would not settle for "warned accordingly," the
delegatlon could offer either of the following formulations:

1. Accordingly, any State that commits such
aggression or threatens such aggression must expect
its actions to be met effectively.

2. Any State that commits such aggression or
: . threatens such aggression mugt expect its actions
to be countered accordingly,

At the Co-Chairmen's meeting of February 19, Ambassador
De Palma communicated this position to Roshchin, who reserved
the Soviet right to advocate the Kosygin forumla. UK.
Ambassador Porter concurred in the removal of the non--use
provisions from the declarations. On the "punishment"”
language, Ambassador De Palma reaffirmed our opposition to
the Soviet draft and urged Roshchin to consider "warned
accordingly of the conseguences," Ambassador Roshchin
questloned this on the ground that it might mean that the
aggressor would be warned only in the future. The U.S. and
U.K. representatives assured him that it meant %hat any
potential aggressor w§s hereby. warned at the time the
declaration was made,

PV NE AN L@ mme P cmas v

PRt

lsee above, pp. 127, 142-145, 281-282.

2To Geneva, tel, 117238, Feb. 17, 1963, Secret.

SFrom Geneva, tel. 2615, Feb, 19, 1968, Secret., The -
delegation had previously been authorized to propose "warned
accordingly of the consequences" (see above, p. 311).
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The delegation was now authorized to change "accordingly"
to "hereby" if it would help convince the Soviets,l
Ambassador De Palma offered this to Roshchin, but the Soviets
replied that they would prefer not to change the language
they had already transmitted to Moscow.2 As in the case of
the changes in the draft treaty, there was considerable
delay before Moscow responded. C

On March 6, Ambassador -Roshchin agreed tc¢ table the
draft resolution, He proposed to replace the statement
in our draft declaration that an aggressor state "must
expect its actions tc be counvtered effectively by measures
to be taken in accordance with the United Nations Charter"
with "must be aware that its actions will be countered,"
Mr. Foster then suggested "must be aware that its actions
"are to be countered," and Ambassador Roshchin accepted this
language. Mr, Foster cleared the change with Secretary Rusk .
by telephone. The British representative concurred.3

Trivartite security proposal, March 7, 1968

Without any non-use formulas, the draft resolution was
tabled in the ENDC cn the next day, and the American, British,
.and Soviet representatives made speeches in which they -
outlined, the declarations they planned to make in the Security
Council.* There was little response from the ncnaligned
Eight, The UAR delegation was aware of the political
significance of the actlon but doubted that Cairo would be
impressed since it was obsessed with the ineffectlveness of
Security Council resolutions. The Burmese and Brazilian
representatives were critical. The Swedish representative
; saw the political signif icance of American-Soviet col-

t ‘ laboration but commented that the mountain hed labored and
brought forth a mouse.> The Chinese Communists also saw

1To Geneva, tel., 118443, Feb. 20, 1968, Secret.

2From Geneva, tel, 2656, Feb, 21, 1968, Secret.

3From Gensva, tel, 2790, Mar., 6, 1968, Secrét/Limdis,

International Negotiations on the Treaty on the Non-
proliferation of Niuclear.Weapons, pp. 112-113, 155, T

OFrom Geneva, tel., 2825, Mar., 8, 1968, Confidential.
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the proposal as an example of colladoration between the
United States and the Soviet Unlon and attacked it as
another step toward an American-Soviet alliance against

China and communlsm, =+

f Joint draft treaty, March 11, 1968

As noted above, Ambassador Roshchin finally recelved )
his instructions from Moscow and told Foster on March 1G Cl
that the Soviet Union would agree to some of the British
and Swedish amendments.? On the next day, the Unlted States
and the Soviet Union submlitted a Joint .draft treaty., The
revised draft included a new preambular paragraph on the
comprenensive test ban (a modifiled version of the Swedish
proposal) and the revised disarmament article proposed by
Sweden,  Article VIII was changed to provide that the review
conferences should cover "the purposes of the Preamble" &s
well as treaty provisions, and further review conTerences
could be obtained at five-year intervals at the request of
the majority of the parties.3 No other changes were made in

the January 18 draft.

Recess and report

Since there had been a very thorough discussion of the

draft treaty, there was 1ittle further debate at this ENDC

" session, The ENDC met the deadline set by the General
Assembly resolution anj was able to recess on March 14, .
The Co~Chalrmen attempted to include the texts of the March 11
draft treaty and the tripartite security proposal in the
report to the General Assembly and the Disarmament Commlsslon
but desisted in the race 'of opposition from other deliegates.
In the final report, these two documents were given some
pride of place by appearing as the first two annexes rather

¢ than belng lumped with other papers in the documentary

i annex,

$T R s SIS BTN K Nt T A A B ad o s 5 O kT © B e L L X

lynternational NMegotlations on the Treaty oia the Von-'
_proliferaticn of Nuclear Weapons, p. 113.

=See above, D. 305.
3International Negotiations on the Treaty on the Non-

; proliferation of Nuclear Weapohs, pp. 113, 155~100,
v 9From Geneva, tels. 2(87, mMar. 6, 1968, and 2826,
Mar. 8, 1968, Limited Officilal Use, ENDC/255, Mar. 14, 1568,
. !

SECRES/NOFORN

UNCLASSIFIED U.S. Department of State Case No. M-2018-04281 Doc No. C06595442 Date: 06/25/2018



" UNCLASSIFIED U.S. Department of State Case No. M-2018-04281 Doc No. C06595442 Date: 06/25/2018

et e caAren e e

e .

PP SV

P L T g T T

e e At * vy W s (S Aermag TP S R Y Ts T

-t

PR e T

car .o,

co

COAMIER P em e o ¢

—SECRESANOFORN

- 316 -

Problem Ccuntries

There were a number of countries which had serious
misgivings about the treaty, and this group included some
whose support was highly desirable if not essential for
the success of the whole enterprise, In the early months
of 1968 we made a vigorous effort to deal with their problems.
and obtain their support. Although we were not entirely
successful, we were.at least able to prevent an organized
and determined opposition campalgn in the General Assembly.
It was essentlal to obtain approval of the treaty at the
resumed 22nd session of the General Agsembly, since post-
ponement until the 23rd sessicn in the fall could have glven
treaty opponents an opportunity to make unacceptablie demands
at the Conference of Non-nuciear-weapon States which was to
meet in August and September, : ’ :

Australia

On April 6, Prime Minister Gortcn told Secretary Rusk
in Canberra that he had many misglvings about the treaty.
He was concerned about giving up the "nuclear option" for
25 years and was not sure that Australia could rely on the
United States in the event of nuclear blackmall or attack,
He also raised various '"technical problems," and Secretary
Rusk agreed to send a team of experts to Australia before
the General Assembly met,l Our Embassy in Canberra reported
that the principal Australian concerns lay in the field of
peaceful nuclear explosives, nuclear energy for the propulsion
cf military vehicles, and the production of nuclear materials
for peaceful use which could have a military potential.?2

The Embassy was instructed to inform the Australians
that the treaty would facilitate, rather than hinder,
iInternational cooperation in peaceful uses:

lRobinson (ACDA/GC%, memorandum, "U,S,-Australian Talks
on NPT, Apr. 18-19, 1968," Apr. 11, 1968, Secret.
~ 2From Canberra, tel, 4923, Apr. 10, 1968, Secret/Limdis.
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/The/ only technical development prohibited
by the treaty 1s /The/ development [of,
nuclear weapons (whith /Is/ understcod to mean
nuclear bombs and warheads, not delivery systems)
and other nuclear explosive devices,..

P et Mo s o

The benefits of "spinoff" from nuclear weapons development
vere largely available in the open literature, and it was
difficult to believe that Australia would choose to spend
large sums to rediscover what was generally known, There
wag no basls for-concern about propulsion reactors, and the

treaty did not prohibit facllities for p;ofucing enriched
uranium, provided safeguards were applled.$ Mr. Fisher

also made these points to the Australian Ambassador at

Washington,?2

ke

——

~

‘ The American team comprised two ACDA officers, General
Counsel George Bunn and Assistant Director Herbert Scoville,
Jr., and two AEC offilcers, Senlior Assistant General Manrager
Eoward O. Brown and Allan M. Labowitz, Speclal Assistant for
Disarmament.3 They found the Australians very interested in
ascertaining just how far they could go under the treaty
toward developing a nuclear-weapons capability so that they ‘
would not be behind Indls and Japan 1f either of those ’ '
countries suddenly wlthdrew from the treaty. The Austrialians
were concerned about the exact point at which a violation of
the ban on manufacture in article IT woculd occur. The ,

Americans replied that uranium enrichment and the stockpiling

of fissionable materials would not violate this articie

if they were safeguarded and that laboratory research on
plutonium metallurgy would be permitted. But the production .
of initiators would be suspect, and a prototype explosive device
would be clearly forbidden,

B LI - L PSPE PP R S Py

The Australlans wanted us and perhaps the Soviefs to say
in the General Assembly debate that article II permitted making

N LR B D A AR TR Rl W L b 2N R R L Skt < e

1po Canberra, tels. 144920, Apr. 11, 1968, Secret/Limdis;
and 147991, Apr. 16, 1968 Secret,

2To Canberr? tel 156742 Apr. 13, 1968, Secret/Limdis,

3Robinson loc., cit. '

- .
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anything that could be justified for non-explosive use but
that manufacture for explosive purposes only was banned,
The Americans. suggested that the Senate hearings on the
treatX would be a more appropriate forum for a U.S, state-
ment,

[

The Australians appeared to be well satisfled with the
: : interpretations of articles I and II that we had given the
' Soviets.2 On April 24, however, the Embassy at Canberra
reported that the Prime Mianister had told the press that
Australia supported the non-proliferation treaty in principle,
provided that a "complete and satisfactory guarantee against
nuclear attack" could be achieved.

-

Washington was concerned about this statement and
instructed the Embassy to tell the Australians that security
assurances were of primary concern to nonaligned non-
nuclear states and not to military allies cof the United -
States. It pointed out that Australia was an sspeclally
close ally and was linked with the Unlted Sta tes in both : )
the ANZUS and SEATO treaties. We did not believe that our :
allles should have any reascn to question the extent of the
assurances we could give ncnaligned, non-nuclear countries,
and we stressed that the non-proliferation treaty would “in
no way affect the continuing security commitments of /The/
US under exlsting treaties of mutual security."& The
External Affairs Ministry explalned that the Prime Minister's
statement had not been cleared and that security guarantees
were not an issue for Australia. It welcomed our statement
and knew that Australia could count on the United States,

AT AL s b S M TP A & e e

-

Ambassador Shaw now asked Fisher in New York for
authoritative interpretations of the "manufacture" and
safeguards provisions. Australia believed that a model
safeguards agreement should be drawn up and approved by IAEA
before negotiations began under article III. 1In the '
Australian view, we might outline a model during the General

VAN W AP TN A b, aaai W e s Do o Bt ot g S P

lprom Canberra, tel., 5114, Apr. 19, 1968, Confidential,
23ee above, pp. 157-159. ‘
3From Canberra, tel, 5176, Apr. 24, 1968, Confidential,
Apo Canverra, tel. 155064, Apr. 29, 1968, Confidential,
SFrom Canberra, tel. 5363, May 1, 1968, Confidential.
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Assembly debate, setting forth the followlhg principles:

; . (1) right to reject inspectors; (2) exclusion of ores, mines,
' and treatment and refinement plants; (3) freedom to reject
the extension of present definitions under article 20 of the
IAEA Statute; and (4) inapplicability of article 12-A-5

on preventing the stockpiling of materials.

e vt et o

In a tentative response, Mr, Fisher emphasized that the
treaty would prohibit the manufacture of peaceful nuclear
explosive devices. Some of the Australian concerns about
safeguards had already been dealt wlth in U.S, statements
at the ENDC, and we might make other publlc interpretations
during the Senate hearings, Any amendments to the IAEA
safeguards system would probabvly concern the later stages of
the fuel cycle and not those nearer the mine, which concerned
Australla. He doubtved that it would be in Australia'ls .
interest vo seek a model agreement before beginning negotlations.

Oour delegation at New York recommended prompt acticn to
head off any Australian attempt "to crowd us" on the
definition of "manufacture." It suggested that we might
give the Australians a private statement which we_might .
use later during the treaty ratification process, Washington
s agreed and instructed the delegation in New York and the
Charge in Canberra to make a strong effert to dissuade the ‘
Australians from pursuing the question in the General Assembly.E.

L L O I

wrearn

Ambassador Shaw told Fisher and De Palma on May 6 that

1 : Australia would not make a General Assembly statement on the
definition of "manufacture" but wished to discuss the questién.
with us privately. William B. Pritchett, Assistant Secretary
for External Affairs, asked whether we agreed with the Dutch
view that assistarlice could not be denied to non-nuclear
countries until it was clearly established that ald would be
used to manufacture nuclear weapong or exploslve devices,

Mr, Fisher replied that we understood that peaceful assistance-
was not prohibited. WYWe could not say in good consclence,
however, that we would gilve any and all assictance that was
requested, He was not sure that we would want tg particlpate
in the exchange of gaseous-diffusion technology.

S0 aRIT LTS

- avme

lFrom New York, tel. 4903, May 2, 1968, Confidential.
For the previous U.S. public interpretations of art. III, see
above, pp. 293-294, The IAEA Statute may be fcund in
American Forelgn Policy: Current Documents, 1956, pp. 915-
‘ 933.
0 2P0 New York, Canberra, London, tel, 158287, May 3, 1968,
¥ Configential, -
Frcm New York, tel. 4964, May 6, 1968, Confidential, -
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! We responded to the Australian request in an aide-mémoire -
, of May 11 to the Australian delegation in New York. Although

' we could not formulate a comprehensive definition or inté¢r-

) : pretation at that time, we offered some general comments!

The US decided at an early stage that it would -
be impractical for the treaty to attempt to
! proscribe all research and development that mlght
contribute to the manufacture of nuclear weapons or
i other nuclear explosive devices. Any such
prohibltion would have gone too far in restricting
the development of peaceful uses of controlled
nuclear energy and would have presented enormous
verification problems.

TP RN

Scme general observations can be made with
respect to the questlon of whether or not a
gpecific activity constitutes prohibdited manu-
facture under the proposed treaty. For example,
facts indicating.that the purpose of a parti-
cular activity was the acquisition of a nuclear
explesive device would tend to show non-compllance,
Thus, the construction of an experimental or
prototype nuclear explosive device would be
covered by the term "manufacture," as would the
production of components which ¢ould only
have relevance to a nuclear explosive device,
Again, while the placing of a partlcular
activity under safeguards would not, in and of
itself, settle the question of- whethcr that
activity was 1in compliance with the treaty, it
would of course be helpful in allaying any suspi¢ion~
of non-compllance,

s o e
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It may be useful to point cut, for illustrative _

purposes, several activities which the United States

i .would nct consider per se to be violations of the

i prohibitions in article II. Nelther uranium

B enrichment nor the stockpiling of flssionable material

L ' in connection with a peaceful program would violate

; artie¢le II so long as these activities were safe-
guarded under article III. Also clearly pem ltted

- would be the development, under safeguards, of

' plutonium fueled power reactors, .including research

2 apirmeeas e m——ts o0 e
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on the properties of metallic plutonium. Nor
would article II interfere with the development or
use of fast breeder reactors under safeguards.

.We recalled that Mr., Fisher had previously stated our
general interpretation of article IIT in the ENDC.2 If the
Australians ralsed the question of a model IAEA agreement
in the General Assembly, "the delicate compromise" that
had been reached in article IIT might be ups=t. It would
also be undesirable to ralse additional interpretations of
this article, On the speclfilc points Ambassador Shaw had
ralsed, we sald that any state would have the right to object '
to any inspector from a state that had not accepted safe-~

' "~ guards. The IAEA safeguards document specifically excluded

: mines, and any state would be able to declde for itself
whether to accept any ruture extensions of the IALA

: system. The stockpiling provision of article XII{A)"

( of the IAEA Statute did not appear to he relevant to a

safeguards agreement under the treaty,->

: We later told the Australian delegation that we did not
interpret article 20 of the IAEA Statute as applicable to
ores, The IAEA Boaprd cf Governors .would have to make a
determination to inciude ores, and 1t had never done so.q
When Mr, Fisher gave Shaw our aide-mémoire, he urged him %o
refrain from pressing the "model agreement" idez or the
specific Australian interpretations in the General Assembly.5
Ambassador Shaw's statement to the Flrst Committee of the
General Assembly (May 17) reflected basic Australian concerns
but did not go into detail. While He dld not commlt Australia

to the treaty, he announced that he would vote for the
rescolution,sponsored by the Lgited States, the Soviet Unilon,
and other pro-treaty nations,®

-t
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1These interpretations were put intc the public record
during the Senate hearings on the treaty. See Documentsg on
Disarmament, 1968, pp. 503-504. .
cSee above, pp. 294-295, :
3To New York, tel. 162721, May 11; 1968, Confidential.
Bprom New York, tel. 5162, May 15, 1968, Confidential.
2From New York,. tel. 5099, May 13, 1968, Confidential.
International Negotiations on the Treaty on the Non-
proliferation of Nuclear Weapons, pp. 120-121,

~
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As ncted above, our previcus efforts to win Brazilian
: ' . support for the treaty had been unsuccessful.l We tried
! again after the submission of the January 18 draft treaty.
. : Cn January 30, Washington lnstructed our Embassy at Rio
. de Janeiro to urge Brazil to reconsilder its position o
3 . peaceful nuclear explosive devices and to Join other ENDC
s members ip recommending the treaty %o the General
1. Assembly.2 Secretary-General Corréa da Costa of the

‘ Brazlllan Foreign Minlstry told the Embassy that the
January 18 draft treaty was an "improvement" but did not
go far enough to convince Brazil to sign the treaty. Other
Brazilian officials told the Embassy that Brazil was malnly
concerned about three problems" (1) the absence of China
and the consequent unenforceabllity of the treaty, (2)
fallure to distinguish between peaceful and military
explosives, and (3) inequality in demanding sacrifices only
from non-nuclear nations.3

T e ik Y Wer AN tfan e vAsew e T

Foreign Milnister Nagalhies Pinto opposed the treaty in
~a speech of February 5 to the U.N, Conference for Trade and
Development at New Delhi He charged that the superpowers
were maintaining a monopolistic policy which amounted in
practice to denyling developing countrﬁ@s the right to acquire
and perfect an autonomous technology. The U,S. delegation
to the conference was instructed to reply to this speech,

. but Mr. Magalhaes Pinto left New Delhi before the 1nstruction
was reccived.® President Costa e Silva reiterated the
Brazllian objections in a message to Congress (March 1).
Although he said nothing new, our Embassy reported that
the message had further increased the difficulty of changing
the PBrazlllan position.

C e AT A G VU A Al W S o
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: 1See above, pp. 284-286. o ‘ ‘ '
270 Rio de Janeiro, tel., 107236, Jan, 30, 1968, cConfidential.
3¥rom Rio de Janeiro, tel. 5188, Feb, 1, 1968, (misdated
Jan, ﬁ,--968) Confidential.
From New Delhi, tel. 9513, Feb. 5, 1968, Unclasuified
5To New Delhi, tel. 112606, Feb. 9, 1968; ' from New Delhi,
tel. 10301, Feb. 20, 1968 Confidential. '
From Brasilia, tel. 1989, Mar. 4, 1968, Confidential. : ' !
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Rio's oppositvion stifferned during the following weeks,
and Brazll attempted to instigate a campalgn against the
vreaty. In an aide-mémoire of April 5 to other U,N, members,
. Brazll announced the reasons why it could not accept the -

i American-Soviet draft treaty of March 11, Noting that the

; ENDC had "reached no conclusion" on the treaty, it called
attention to the large number of amendments and reservations
by ENDC members. 1In 1ts view, the Geneva debates had shown

. "a real need for wide negotiations towards the general \
i perfecting of the draft.,” It held that the draft treaty

' could not be reconciled with the principlis of the General °
Assembly resolution of November 19, 1965,+ It considered

the draft treaty deficient on five counts

e e s L

R

P ' 'The Brazilian Government gives special
: importance then to the fact that the Soviet-
i American draft:

a) does not contain adequate provisions
to prevent nuclear powers from proliferating
nuclear weapons;

b) does not establish any acceptable
balance of mutual responsibilities and obligations
for the nuclear and non-nuclear powers;

¢) fails to include any real and tangible
commlitment by the super powers to proceed to total
‘or even partial nuclear disarmament;

B Gl (A L S Y N Grtein et ve bt TRy VT Y g i 82

d) does not inciude measures leading to the
~universality of the Treaty, unilversal application .
being the essential element without which the
Treaty cannot be effective;

O e e, A -

e) fails to give recognition to the rignts
and obligations of such countries, as the members
of the Latin-American group, which have already
entered into a regional treaty for the prohibition
of nuclear weapons, specifically reaffirming the
inalienable right of all the parties to make
unlimited use of nuclear energy for peaceful

1see avove, p. 45,

ave

_ sEeﬁETfNQ?ﬁﬁﬁ

I

UNCLASSIFIED U.S. Department of State Case No. M-2018-04281 Doc No. C06595442 Date: 06/25/2018



UNCLASSIFIED U.S. Department of State Case No. M-2018-04281 Doc No. C06595442 Date: 06/25/2018

PR RpvpTpRS SIS IRI SENIEE SE T

N

SECRET/NOREGRN
: - 324 - -

purposes, in particular for economic and soclal
progress. Article 18 of that Treaty grants
explicit permission for the signatories to carry
out nuclear explosions for peaceful purposes
either utilizing their own resources or working
with the cooperation and assistance of third
partles,

At e = e

i ' ) Wnile Brazil couid accept the draft treaty as a "point
- of departure" and a "basis for negotiation" at the General

Assembly, it could not concur in the idea of putting it
to a vote "without a prior acccmmodation" to the principles
it nad outlined. The General Assembly should examine not
only the draft treaty but other proposals advanced at
Geneva, as well as others which might be made during the
fortheoming session,l

We soon learned that the Latin Americans were "much’
impressed" by the Brazilian aide-mémoire and wished to wailt
untll after the non-nuclear conference to vote on the treaty
or sign it.2 Our Mission at New York was instructed to
counter the Brazilian arguments along the following lines:

. By depicting the draft treaty as an American-Soviet text,
. "+ the Brazillans lgnored the part played by other countries in
; formulating the treaty. Nine major changes had been made in
he treaty since August 1967. Of the many proposals for
changes, some canceled out others, and some aroused no
! interest or support. There were, however, "clear areas of
: overlapping or congruent interest on é_ ﬁ? numbzr of major
issues," and it was on this basis tha anges were Incorporated
into the treaty. This was and remained the only feasible
course, There was no need for a detailled examination of
all propcsals, since this had been done at Geneva.

A et R m—

i As for the Brazilian comment on "gradually perfecting"

o the draft, insistence -on perfection would mean "frustration ‘
i and fallure" and ignore the rising threat of proliferation and

) - the General Assembly's appeals fcr urgent action. On the -

' . .specific Brazilian criticisms, article I met the General

: Assembly requlrement for avelding loophcies,

while the Brazilians wished to create one by allowing

t

o tgeean ot ata -

lprom New York, agm. A-1475, Apr. 9, 1968, Unclassified,
2Prom New York, tel. 4558 Apr. 12, 1968, Confidential.
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proliferation of peaceful nuclear explosive devices.
Articles I, III, IV, and V placed definlite obligations on
the nuclear powers, and article VI made the treaty a step
toward general and complete disarmament, as the General
Assembly resolution had provided, Finally, our view that
the Tlatelolco treaty did not permit peaceful nuclear
explosions by the parties was shared by Mexico.l

o B TATl e TP B asde T

Foreign Minister Magalhdes Pinto publicly announced on
April 23 that he would try to impede the treaty,2 and his
initial speech in the General Assembly was very negative.3
In preparation for a meeting with Magalh3es Pinto,

Mr. Fisher advised Secretary Rusk to tell him that we would
not consider it in our interest to sign a treaty permitting
the development of peaceful nuclear explosive devices by non-
nuclear countries, since we regarded this as a destabilizing -
loophole. If Brazil wished to preserve this option, it .

did not need to sign the treaty initially. In this case,
however, Brazil should not try to stand in the way of the
treaty. It could follow the same course as India, which :
was not actively seeking to prevent General Assembly action.“.

At their Vashington meeting(May 6), Forelgn Minister
Magalhaes Pinto told Rusk that Brazil d4id nct intend to
proselytize or present amendments to the treaty. He did not,
hcwever, want toc be accused at home of not advocating the
changes Brazil wanted, Frcm hils earlier discussions with
Tuthill and others,> he understood the many dirfficulties
we had encountered in reaching agreement with the Soviet Union.
While it would be difficult to make changes in the treaty,
there might be future technologlcal breakthroughs and 25
years was too long. The nuclear powers should have no
difficulty 1n accepting the Brazilian changes, and there
might be a speclal clause providing additional time for a

more thorough discussion of peaceful nuclear explosive
; devices.

st ce WA AYS  Sttan b e LATR $Pn v Y L e sl Bt

1Po New York and Rio de Janeiroc, tel, 146737, Apr. 13, 1968,
Limitgd Official Use Only. :

Prom Brasilia, tel, 2325, Apr. 25, 1968, Unclassified.
3International Negotiations on the Treaty on the Non-
proliferation of Nuclear Weapcns, pp. 118-119, , _ ;
“Fisher tTo Rusk, memorandum, May 4, 1968, with attached I
talking points, Confidential. ~ '
' 5See above, pp, 285-286.

s
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: Secretary Rusk was glad that Brazll would not obstruct
: the treaty in the General Assembly. The treaty would not be
: - an obstacle to peaceful nuclear development, but 1t was

s difficult to see how a nuclear explosive that could move a

! mountain coulid be any different from a nuclear expiosive
that could remove a city. In both the United States and the
USSR, peaceful nuclear expleslves were in the experimental
stage. Although we had spent large sums. much costly work
remained to be done before we could use nuclear exploslves
to excavate an lsthmlan canal. We were interested in -
Increasing peaceful nuclear cooperation and intended to work
closely with Brazil,

[PPSR U

Reviewing the negotlations, he sald that many of the
difficulties were caused by a deslre to take into account the
views ¢f the non-nuclear countries, If it had been up to the
United States and the Soviet Union alione, .a treaty could
have been concluded long ago., It seemed to him that Brazil,
as one of the leading powers in that region, had a major
interest in limlting the spread of nuclear weapons in the
Western Hemisphere, He was not very optimistic about the
possibility of major changes in the treaty. Referring to
the feeling of Brazil and other non-nuclear countries that
the nuclear powers should do more about disarmament, he
suggested that they might use some pressure on the _Soviets.1

Vodnt s e SV #a e St

PUvS

N Sy B

. At a larger meeting between American and Brazilian
officlals, Mr, Foster said that it was not the intention of
the treaty tc inhibit peaceful uses of nuclear energy but
that peaceful nuclear explosive devices were indistinguishable
from nuclear weapons, AEC Chairman Seaborg pointed out that
we were cooperating with the Brazilian nuclear program and
dld not see how the joint effort could be diminlshed by the
treaty, which.would actually permit greater cooperation on
peaceful nuclear explosive devices. We had spent blllions of
dollars on development and had not yet developed- satisfactory
devices,

LN e

ATV A S A 2 2T 2

b A e CESI P,

: 1Memcon Rusk, Magalhdes Pinto, et al., May 6, 1968,
Lonfidential/Limdis.
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Ambassador ArauJjo Castrc explained that the Brazilian
National Security Council did not want to put the country
under a technological freeze for 25 years., Brazil would
therefore take a careful look at the treaty and perhaps
enter & reservation., He recognhnized that there was no
possibility for important changes in the treaty and that 1t.
had widespread support in the General Assembly. He was also
concerned about the prospect that France and China would not
sign the treaty even though it served their interests by
keeping their prospective rivals, Germany and Japan, from
developing nuclear weapols,

Federal Republic of Germany

In early January, Dr. Kissinger visited Germany and

, talked to Strauss, Kiesinger, and other hign officials.
Finance Mlnister Strauss told him that he had cnce written
to Kiesinger that he would resign from the Cabinet if the
treaty was signed and that he still took this position,
Parliamentary State Secretary Guttenberg was also firmly
cpposed to the treaty. Chancellor Kiesinger took a more
cautlous attltude. He stressed that German views must be
fully taken into account and that he would have tc see the
full treaty before reaching a decision, ‘

"The FRG reacted fairly positlvely to the January 18
draft treaty. A press spokesman at Benn said that it
represented "quite remarikable progress.'" He added that ,
article III meant that the Euratom countries would continue
to control themselves and that IAEA would only verify through
its own controls. He welcoméd the review and duration
articles but added that 25 years was "rather long."

Our Embassy at Bonn learned that the National Defense
Council had decided on January 22 to make another démarche

; to the United States about the treaty'!'s "inflexibility.,"
N The Gemans apparently wished to liberallze the review con-

IMemcon Rusk, Magalhaes Pinto, et al,, May 6, 1968,

1

; Confidential

i 2Imhoff (Embassy Bonn) to Puhan (State/EUR), 1ltr.,
Jan, 10, 1968, Secret/Nodis.

| " 3Prom Bomn, tel. 7457, Jan. 19, 1968, Confidential.
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ference provisions, Since they considered further alliled
troop withdrawals inevitable, they remained concerned about
the "nuclear blackmail" threat.,l ACDA Acting Director
Alexander advised Rusk that the word "flexibility" was -
probably unclear to the Germans themselves and was used as
a screen to mask their next proposals for "improvements" in
the treaty.2

In Geneva, Ambassador Schriippenkoetter told De Palma
on January 27 that article IIT was largely satisfactory as
a bhasis for future Euratom-IAEA nrnegotiations. He said that
it was necessary to achleve flexibility in the treaty
articles on amendments, periodic review, withdrawal, ang
duration, The PFRG would welcome attempts to make the
disarmament article more specific. He concurred with
De Palma's personal view that formal negotiations between
Furatom and IAEA should await signature of the treaty,
although informai contacts could be used earlier,

Ambassadoir De Palma said that our views on verification
had been expressed in Fisher's statement of January 18.
In his personal opinion, IAEA would need the -same right of
access to fissionable materials in Euratom countries that
it had in the territories of other non-nuclear parties to
the treaty. The right of access would be regulated, taking
into account existing Euratom records and safeguards,
Ambassador Schnippenkoetter foresaw difficult negotiations
but agreed "in a general way" with De Palma.

Ambassador Schnippenkoetter also agreed with De Palma's
view that the best chance for "flexibility" lay in perilodic
review. He showed some concern, however, that the hard
Soviet line in .the bjlateral negotiations with the FRG on the
non-use of force might represent an attempt to Interpret the
treaty in a manner inconsistent with the U.3. interpretations.3

A very distcrted acccunt of the Schnippenkoetter-
De Palma talk apparently reached the FRG Foreign Ministry,
which asked our Embassy whether a senior American representative
could have suggested that the FRG take up the Soviet

1From Bonn, tel. 7557, Jan, 23, 1968, Secret/Exdis.
The actual demarche was delayed for two weeks (see below,
p. 330).

2Alexander o Rusk, memorandum, Jan 24, 1968, Secret.,

3From Geneva, tel. 2393, Jan, 27, 1968, Secret/[imdis.
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interpretation of articles I and II with Moscow and whether
he had said that it would be unwise to start preliminary
Euratom-IAEA talks because of the unfavorable composition

of the IAEA Board of Governors. The Germans also heard

that our delegation in Geneva had suggested that France

might be persuaded to sign the treaty and then not ratify it 1

Ambassador De Palma commented that the views attributed
to him were so clearly contrary to U.S. interests that it
was difficuit to take the report seriously. "On the other
hand," he wrote, "if any such views were attributed, they
are inventions that might be designed to provide grounds for
impeding /the/ NPT." He had neither said nor implied that
the FRG should check out the interpretations with the Soviets.
The Bonn distortion might be an attempt to win gupport for

! discussions with the USSR, which he considered "a course of
i action which would offer innumerable covportunities for

: mischief." As he had previously reported, he had told

! Schnippenkoetter that formal IAEA-Euratom negotiations

' should awailt signature cf the treaty but informal contacts
could begin now, He thought that the idea of France signing
the treaty in corder to thwart 1t probably came from scme
speculation on the part of the Belgian observer in Geneva.?

OQur Embassy at Bonn was instructed to inform the
Lo Foreign Ministry that we knew of no basis for the report and ~
t that Ambassador De Palma had not made the remarks attridbuted - -
: to the American representative. Washington recalled that
: . Brandt and Rusk had previously agreed that the USSR should
- not be asked to comment on the interpretations of articles I
and II and that Roshchin had made no comment at the Co-
) Chairmen's meeting of April 28, 1967, We did not believe
: that the Soviets would make an issue of the interpretations,
. and a bilateral German-Soviet discussion "would be unnecessary
i and potentially damaging." We favored infermal Euratom-IAEA
; contacts as soon as possible but consildered it premature to
; negotiate an agreement between the two organizations.

lprom Bonn, tel. 7763, Jan. 30, 1968, Confidential/Limdis.

2From Geneva, tel, 2422, Jan. 31, - 1968, Secret/Limdis.

3To Bonn, tel. 109555, Feb. 3, 1968, Confidential/Limdis.
For the Apr. 28 Co-Chairmen's meeting, see above, pp. 157-159,
In Feb. 1967, Brandt had concurred in our procedure for handling.
the interpretations (see above, p. 112). Kiesinger said o
publicly in Mar. 1967 that the FRG did not consider a direct
approach to the USSR expedient, although it "must also be
certain of Z%h§7 Soviet interpretation”™ (Documents on Disarma-
ment, 1967, p. 161).

B R N L, e

FRRspr. N

SEOGREFANOFPORN

UNCLASSIFIED U.S. Department of State Case No. M-2018-04281 Doc No. C06595442 Date: 06/25/2018



UNCLASSIFIED U.S. Department of State Case No. M-2018-04281 Doc No. C06595442 Date: 06/25/2018

SECRET/NGFORN

- 330 -

Dissension within the German Government apparently
delayed the démarche planned by the National Defense Council, 1
and 1t was not until February 9 that Ambassador Knappstein
delilvered a letter from Brandt to Rusk, As we had anticim ted,
the German Foreign Minister noted the need for flexibility :
and urged that the treaty provisions on duration, amendments,
and review be viewed in this cohtext. He added that U.S,
support would bge vital for achieving a satisfactory Euratom-
IAEA agreement, Chancellor Kiesinger told Under Secretary
of State Rostow that the letter was "a little softly '
formulated."3

As noted above, the German viewi were publlely stated
in a circuiar memorandum of March 6. The changes in the

March il draft treaty went some way toward meeting German
cencerns, According to one account, the National Defense

Cocuncil decided on March 15 that the treaty was acceptable

in this form but that the United States should clarify its
interpretation of the European option and issue a declaration
against nuclear blackmall., Althougnh Ambassador Schnippenkcetter .
denied that any decisive action had teen taken, the U.S.

Embassy at Bonn had the impression that a change had taken

place in the FRG attitude toward the treaty. Finance

Minister Strauss, who had been one of the most powerful

opponents of the treaty, was no longer threatening to break

up the coalition govermment if it approved the treaty.5

"While these developments were encouraging, the Germans
also made new demands.  Gecrge F, Duckwitz, Under Secretary
of the FRG Foreign Ministry, visited Washington in February
and ralsed the question of an American nuclear guarantee for
Europe. The Germans feared that the differing duration
provisions of the North Atlantic Treaty and the non-prolirera-
tion treaty might entail a national security risk, since
. parties to the North Atlantic Treaty would rte free to withdraw
i in 1969 and the non-preliferation treaty would last for 25
years. Thils would:-be especially true if the Uniited States

1see above, pp. 327-328.

2Knappstein to Rusk, 1tr., Feb., 9, 1968, 1nborporating
Brandt 1tr., Feb. 9, 1968 under cover of tranomittal 1tr.,
Feb, 14, 1968 Confidential,

From Bonn, tel., 8270, Feb, 13, 1968, uecret/Exdls.

See above, p. 298,

S5From Bonn, tel, 9617, Mar. 15, 1968, Confidential/
Limdils.
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withdrew or individual NATO countries "should depart from the
Alliance in order to review their defense policy.” The
Germans therefore proposed that the President make a "solemn
declaration" when the treaty was signed reaffilrming our
"determination to keep nuclear and conventional forces
- ready for the defense of Europe, as long as this 1s necessary
and desired by America's European aliies," This declaration
would become part of the interpretations of the treaty to
be presented to the Soviet Unlon and included in the Senate
‘ratification proces.».l

Under Secretary of State Rostow replied that the
: potential security risk was unlikely but that any fundamental.
[ change in the NATO security guarantee would justify withdrawal
d from the treaty. While we recognized that samne German
} " concern remained, there could be harmful effects in making
§ : a declaration which could ve interpreted as inspired by
concern about a possible early end to NATO, Moreover, the
security guarantees proposed by Duckwitz "would be difficult .
i to achieve outside of a new treaty framework." We would, '
however, be prepared to make a strong reaffirmation of
North Atlantic Treaty commltments when the ncn-proliferation
i treaty was signed.?2

The Germans were not satisfied with thils response and
informed us that their concerns would not be dissipated by
an allied declaration reaffirming the North Atlantic Treaty.
What they wanted was a declaration by the President that
the United States considered 1%t necessary to maintain the
alliance,

. o Pt o

The Germans were sti1ll worried about the interpretations
of articles I and II. On March 21 the FRG Embassy noted that
Roshchin had told the ENDC that these articles were inténded
X "to cover all possible reciplents of nuclear weapons - non-

: nuclear-veapon 3tates, multilateral organizations or.
associations, and any private individuals or associations.”

R

lpuckwitz to Rostow, ltr., Feb. 29, 1968, Secret.

: 2ro Bonn, tel, 138488, Mar. 29, 1968, Secret.
3Memcon von Lilienfeld, Rostow, et al., May 2 1968

with attached oral statement Secret,
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The CGermans wanted us to make a counterstatement in the
General Assembly. Recalling the interpretations we had given
the Soviets in April 1967, ACDA poilnted out that thére could
ve difficulties if we challenged their right to make inter-
pretations of treaty language.l

The FRG was engaged -in bllateral negotiations with the
USSR on the exchange of declarations on the renunciation of
force, The Sovlets had glven the Germans a draft declaration
in which the FRG would renounce "the acquisition and the
manifacture of nuclear weapons, as well as of direct or
indirect access to them.," They added, however, that this
provision could be omitted if the FRG acceded to the non-
proliferation treaty.<

The German Embassy now tcld us that Bonn had decided
that it would be too dangerous to accept the Soviet cffer
because Soviet interpretations of articles I and II were
different from ours and this would make it possible for the
Soviets to apply leverage on NATO defense and FRG pesceful
nuclear activitizs. The Germans proposcd to tell the Soviets
that they would not te bourd by any treaty interpretations
put their own,3 They did not, however, raise the issue in
their April O reply to the Soviet proposal but simply said
that they regarded a non-proliferation treaty "as a means of
strengthening peace in Europe and facilitating a detente,
especially if the prohlbinlcn of pressure, threats and black—
mail were connected with it."

- ‘Ambassador McGhee reported that there was no clear
ma,jority for or against the treaty in the Bundestag. With
the C3U opposed and the SPD in favor, the CDU was of critical
importance. The CDU feared that the treaty coulé adversely '
affect present and ruture securlty arrangements, interfere
wlth European unificaticn, and ellow the USSR to interfere in ..

—— e — ey a

. 1To Bonn, tel. 140005, Apr. 2, 1968 Confidential. The:
Roshchin statement was made in respohse to UAR propcsals to
amend arts, I and II (International Negctiations on the Treaty
on the Nonproliferation of Nuclear Weapons, pp. 100-101).
For tﬁe U.S, interpretations, sceé above, pp. pp. 153-155.
2Phe Policy of Renunciation of Force: Documents on ‘the
Renunciation of Force, 1949 To July 1960 (Bonn, 1963),
pp. 14-15,
370 Bonn, tel. 140006, Apr. 2, 1968, Confidential. -
UYpocuments on Disarmament, 1968, p. 208,
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FRG internal affairs., To meet these concerns, he recommended:
early public disclosure of our interpretations.l Washington
" st11l thought that 1t would be premature to disclose the
interpretations prilor to the Senate hearings. We did not
think that the Soviets would publiely dispute them as long
as we maintainred our present posture for handling them. It
was nevertheless important not to precipitate controversy or
allow the Romanians to further embarrass the Soviets on this
; ' score, as they had already tried to so. Allled Foreign
i Ministers were free to use the interpretaticns in confidential
briefings of Members of Parliament, and we wuld make them
public well in advance of the Bundestag debate on the
treaty.2 .

PR N e iihandal st i Lt

Mr, Poster communicated our position to Knappstein on
‘April 22 and assured him thac the treaty would not interfere
with the NATO Nuclear Planning Group. Sec"etary of Defense
Clifford had already macde this polnt clear at The Hague
meeting of the NPG. Ambassador Knappstein expressed satis-
faction and said that he believed this gquestion was settled.
Mr, PFoster was pleaged that the -Germans had not raised the
interpretations issue in their recent non-force note, - We
did not share the German concern about the Soviet proposal
and suggested that the FRG might tell the USSR that it and
1ts allles would be governed by a common lnterpretation of
which the Soviets were aware.

o e e deat ENTe GRSl 2R SARIA S

Mr, Foster and Secretary Rusk alsc discussed interpretations
with Dr, Bilrrenbach, a prominent CDU leader, -Secretary Rusk
assured him that there would be no treaty if the Soviets
saicd they could not accept the 1nterpretations. Wnen
Dr. Birrenbach mentloned the possibility of ratifying the
treaty with a reservation that NATO dissolution would be
grounds for withdrawal, Secretary Rusk suggested that the
point could be made in a Bundestag resolution rather than a
formal reservation, Dr. Birrenbach said that the CDU was’ )
split but that he would do what he cculd to support adhex‘ence.)4

P T e e

- lprom Bonn, tel, 10443, Apr. U4, 1968, Confidential.
‘ 2To Bonn, Zel. 144937, Apr. 11, 1968, Confidential,
3To Bonn, tel, 151086, Apr, 22, 1968, Secret.
o Bonn, tel, 158454, May 4, 1968, Secret/Exdis;
Memcon Birrenbach-Foster, May 1, 1968, Conhfidential/Limdis,
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The FRG was concerned about preventing any "international -

upgrading of the GDR" and asked us to make a decl

aration when

the General Assembly passad 1ts resolutlion that the accession

of the GDR to the treaty would not entitle it to

Join the

IAEA or participate in the review conferences, Some speclal
way should be found to apply safeguards on GDR territory., The
GDR had already offered to accept IAEA safeguards if it was
given IAEA membership, but the FRG would rather give up

TAEA control of the GDR than accept GDR membership.l We
"agreed to make a disclaimer of the kind the Germans wanted.®
While we did not anticipate that the GDR would be 1n-a
position to insist on IAEA membership, we would make every
effort to prevent its admittance if 1t sought membership, even

if this resulted .in an lndefinite delay 1n applying safe-

guards to the GDR.3

India

As noted above, Iridia showed no interest 1n

the kind of

security assurances the United States and the Scviet Union

were prepared to offer, and the chances of India
the treaty seemed dim.&

signing

On January 22, 1968, Brajesh C. Mishra,

the Indian Deputy Permanent Representative to the United
Nations, hinted to U,S. delegate Thacher that India might be
interested in secret assurances from the two superpowers even
though she would not sign the treaty. He implied that such -
assurances might induce India to refrain from campalgning

against the treaty.5

On the other hand, there was some pro-treaty sentiment
in the Indian External Affairs Ministgy. The key oppcnent of

E the treaty was AEC Chailrman Sarabhai.

loral statement by von Lilienfeld to Leddy
EUR), Apr. 3, 1968, Secret. For the GDR offer,
pp. .95-96.

it e o ——

bsee above, p. 286.
2From New Yor/, tel, 2351, Jan, 23, 1968, S
From New Delhi, tel. 8808 Jan, 22, 1968
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Canada was the I
principal nuciear supplier to India, and the Canadian High

\State/
see above,

€To Bonn, tel, 158725, May &, 1968, Confidential.
3From Bonn, tel, 11721, May 7, 1968, Confidential.
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Commissioner aroused a strong reaction from Sarabhail when

he warned that non-adherence might have an adverse effect

on Indo-Canadian relations.,l The Canadians then broached

the idea of a coordinated Anglo-American-@anadian approach

to Induce India to slgn the treaty. The British felt that

it would be undesirable to put heavy pressure on India

before the ENDC and the General Assembly sessions were over.
On a prellminary basis, ge concurred with the British view but
agreed to keep in tcuch,

At the conclusion of a visit to New Delhi (January 31),
Premier Kosygin joined Prime Minilster Gandhi in a- joint .
comraunique in which both noted "the importance and pressing

-need for an early_agreement on the nonproliferation of

nuclear weapons."3 We now decided to make.a "hard-sell
effort" to persuade India to adhere to the treaty., Ambassador
Bowles was instructed to glve the Indians an oral statement
expressing the hope that the Kosygin-Gandhi communique
reflected a favorable Indian reaction to the January 18
draft treaty. While we appreciated India's special problems,
a decision to adhere to the treaty would be an important
stimulus to this and future arms-control measures and

vwould be in her overall interest. We would be seériously
disappolnted if India undertook to disrupt the conclusion

of the treaty.

The January 18 draft treaty represented "the consensus
of /the/ responsible portion of /The/ international community
on an NPT wnich is equltable and realizable," and it incorporated
suggestions bty the non-nuclear states, While it was gsubject
fo amendment and improvement, we considered that it represented
"what 1s possible, in contrast to what might be desiralle
from the viewpoint of countries with disparate interests, but
‘whose common agreement 1is needed for an effective NPT," '

Article VI obligated the nuclear powers tc negotilate
disarmament measures to balance thé renunciation of nuclear
weapons by non-nuclear nations, as India nad insisted. To

lprem Delhi, agm. A-597, Dec. 28, 1967, Secret.
7o New Delhi, tel, 103309, Jan. 23, 1958, Confidential.
3FBIS, India, Ceylon, and Nepal, Feb. 1, 1968,
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attempt to enumerate specific measures, however, "would lead
to contention and could result in retrogression of Z$h37
NPT negotiations to a situation of stalemate which.existed
for many years." It was quite clear tuat any further
agreements would become more difficult to achleve unless

the treaty was concluded in the near future,

P T 2 L I

PRSP

There was no scientiflc basis for denying that
peaceful nuclear explosive devices were indistinguishable ;s
from nuclear weapons, and insistence on preserving an option
to develop peaceful devices could "only be regarded as an
effort to create a loophole in /the/ NPT." The new provislons,
of the January 18 draft treaty should, however, satisfy the
desire of India and other non-nuclear countriles to share in
the potential benefits of peaceful devices.

J O O

¢ " We believed that the American and British offers should

i meet the concern cf some that safeguards might discriminate
commercially against non-nuclear states. Safeguards, however,
could niect be made a2 treaty obligation for all nuzlear
parties, '"without Jeopardizing the adherence of one potential
party, whose adherence to the treaty is essential."

- We also believed that India and other nonalighed )
countries would find their security interests promoted "by the
political consequences of the NPT and the security assurances
associated with it," Referring to the Indian concern about
China, we said:

ey

...¥e recognize that Indla has special problems
with respect to Communist China which already has
developed nuclear weapons and which opposes the
NPT. Absoliute security against such a threat is
unattainable, even through a matching nuclear
weapons program. Ye believe the best chance to
achieve security ultimately lies through progres-
sive disarmament and strengthening of the fabric of
international cocperation, The NPT 1s & major step
in this direction. Lack-of Indian support for an
NPT would not only disappoint thos: who have applauded
Indiats peaceful international posture, but would create '
special difficulties for India's neighbor, Fakistan,l

PEC A S UNSUI W T e Y

weh s rr————av A ¢t et

; 1o New Delhi, tel, 108611, Feb. 1, 1968, Confidential.
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When Ambassador Bowles presented these views on
February 12, Forelgn Secretary Dayal replied that the only
result of India's pressing her demands would be more
bickering, which would embarrass the Unlited States and the
Soviet Unicn, 1Indlan public opinion was strongly against
slgning the treaty. Ambassador Bowles suggested an off-
the-record meeting among India, the Unlted States, and the .
Soviet Union, and Mr, Dayal said that India would study the
suggestion, 1

Mr, Sarabhal told Powles that he thought India should
not sign the treaty even though she did not.intend to manu-
facture nuclear weapons., He considered the treaty discrimina-
tory because it %ould not restrict the buildup of striking
power by the nucilear nations and would deprive India and
others of the full use c¢f nuclear technology. It would
also leave China free to develop 1ts nuclear capacity without
assuring India of support against Chinese attack or nuclear

blackmail., Ambassador Bowles found it difficult to conduct
a dialog with Sarabhai, who had "absolutely nc politilcal
sense,

Our Embassy at Mcscow thought it unlikely that the
Soviet Union would agree tc join us in the trilateral talks
Bowles had suggested to Dayal, since it would not wish to be
{ ' exposed to being attacked as an "imperialist aggressor in
; pressing nonaligned nations."3 Washington, though encouraged
by independent Soviet approaches to Indla told Bowles that
we should not get ahead of the Soviets and doubted that they
would accept trilateral talks. It also warned him not to
encourage the Indians "to suggest treaty revisions at this
! later date which could upset /The/ careful and difficult
( negotiations over the past year.

When the Indians showed no signs of changing thelr
. negative attitude, Ambassador Bowles suggested as a fallback
§ position that they might state their major criticisms when.
: . they signed the treaty and declare that they would withdraw
i. if their demands were not met in a reasonable length of time.>

.lP'rom New Delhi, tel, 10047, Feb. 14, 1968, Confidential,

2From New Delhl, tel., 10133, Feb. 15, 1968, Secret/Timdis.

3From Moscow, tel, 2812, Feb, 16, 1968, Confidential,

YTo New Delhi,.tel. 117323, Feb. 17,1068, Confidential/
Limdis.

SFﬂom New Delhi, tel, 11096, Mar. 7, 1968, Confidential.

S e o v o
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Acting ACDA Director Alexander advised Rusk to reject this

T . suggestion, since 1t would be unacceptable to the Soviets
and encourage a reservation on the duration of the treaty.

. He recgmmended against any further pressure on India at this
stage. In an instruction to New Delhi, Washington found the
Bowles suggestion unacceptable, "since it could seriously
undernine the treaty and stimulate reservations by others."
It was not discouraged by the current Indian attitude and
anticipated that India wculd eventually sign when she
realized that she was being placed in an isolated position.Z2

An Indian Cabinet Committee meeting of March 29 failed

to reach a definite decision, and Joint Secretary Jaipal

of the External Affairs Ministry was told to prepare a |

paper on the(qguestion. He asked our Embassy why the United .

States and the Soviet Union had agreed on the treaty in spite
: cf their differences on Vietnam, the Middle East, and Germany.
! - He also wished to know what would be the basis for the future
» world order_and what relation France and China would have to

the treaty.3 ‘

We repiied that cur primary concern and, we judged, that
i of the USSR and other pro-treaty nations, was to "minimize
: on /a7 global basis the possibility of hostilities involving
i nuclear weapons." It was this mutual concern that had over-
! ridden the differences between the United States and the
] Soviet Union and "should also do so with regard to differences
; between non-nuclear states." As the Middle East experience
' showed, 1t was in their interest to halt the "introduction of
! nuclear weapons into areas of contention.”. While the treaty
i ‘per se would not solve differences between the United States
: and the Soviet Union, it should have a positive effect on
. the atmosphere in which these antagonisms existed.

The treaty would be another "building block" in the
poatwar structure of arms control agreements with the Soviet
Union, and both countries would undertake to pursue further
disarmament negotiations in good falth., Without the treaty,
it was difficult to "foresee what further progress can pe

v B

it

lpiexander to Rusk, memorandum, Mar. 1, 1968, with attached
ltr. from Rusk to Bowles, Mar., 4, 1968, Secret/Exdis, and
. ACDA gemorandum on Bowles suggestion, Secret,
T o New Delhi, tel. 127657, Mar., 9, 1968, Secret/Exdis. -
3From New Delhi, tel, 12228, Mar, 2 (April. 2?), 1968,
Secret, ' :
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taken in this direction contributing to / a_7 peaceful and
more secure world." The security assurances proposal of
March 7 should help the Security Council cope w1th threats
to international peace and security. .

: France and Communist China would probably not adhere
to: thﬁ treaty.

- +..We judge, however, that France is not

i likely to disseminate nuclear weapons or to
want_to sabotage /the/ treaty project or vetc
/the/ Security Council resolution on security

. assurances, We also estimate that Peking

4 probably willl not engage in proliferating
nuclear weapons., However, any threat which
Communist China might conceivably pose regarding
proliferation will be limited by wilde-spread
adherence cf non-nuclear weapon states to /The/
NP?P,..and by force of public opinion which wide-
spread adherence could eventually bring to bear
on Communlst China to join in serious disarmament
efforts, /The/ adherence of India would con-
tribute to such pressures 1

Cwen e o

O e e

We also assuregd Jaipal that safeguards would not impose

: "industrial, econcmic or other burdens on treaty signatories”

: ‘and ref°rred to the President'!s offer to put Amerilican peaceful
nuclear activities under safeguards

ST @ e

‘Mr, Jaipal, who was personally sympathetic to the treaty,
expressed appreciation for these messages. He told the
Embassy that India would "play it cool” at the General
Assembly unless the Cabinet decided to adhere to the treaty

- in return for some concessicns,3 Inthe meantime, Mr, Sarabhai
§ . had told Wiesner that he had no personal objections to. the.

: treaty but that it was politically diffilcult for him %o
support Indlan adherence in view of the objections of others,

PRI

LRV

g m

lpo New Delhi, tel., 142674, Apr. 5, 1968, Confidential.
2To New Delhi, tel, 145572, Apr, 11, 1968, Limited Official
Use.

T N L S,

3Prom New Delhi, tel. 12830, Apr. 16, 1968, Confidential,
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Dr, Wilesner urged him to take the political risk in view of

the credit he would recelve ., if the treaty was succesaful

in curbing the arms race.l The Canadians found Prime Minister

Gandhl opposed to the treaty. She saw no advantages for

India and failed to understand why the superpowers wanted

Indian adherence, She gave no credence to the security

assurances offered by the United States and the Soviet

, Union.2 On April 18 the Cabinet Committee decided that

i India should not sign the treaty 1n its present form, Our
Embassy reported that the decision_was based ent;rely on

internal political considerations,3

b map e Aned. A v A byte PO 1

Israel

Israel's positicn was significant because 1t was the
only country in the Middle East wilth an advanced nuclear
industry. The UAR, generally sympathetic to the treaty,
recurrently professed suspiclon that Israel might be
secretly engaged 1n nuclear weapons development, and the
Israelis regularlv denled such accusations. In an address
of May 18, 1866, to the Knesset, Prime Minister Eshkol
declared that Israel would nct be the firsst country to
introduce nuclear weapons into he Middle East.

R e e T T

.

The Israelis declined to commit themselves on the treaty,
In a press interview of February 2, 1968, Foreign Minister
Eban said that Israel would study the draft treaty and might
join cther countries in seeking amendments. "Ultimately,
v when the best possible draft has been written," he sald,

"Israel will not be the exception."D oOur Emoasuy at Tel

Aviv thought that Israel wanted "to keep as many options

.open as possible while in no way rejecting the principle of
non-proliferation" and that Iban's declaration was made in

P e S a ]

170 New Delhi, tel, 144228, Apr. 9, 1968, Secret/Limdis.

: " 2From New Delhi, agm. A- 1037, Apr, 30, 1968, Confidential.
§ 3From New Delhi, tel, 13023, Apr. 19, 1968, Secret.

; UNew York Times, May 19, 1966, p. 14,

5rrom Tel Avlv, tel, 2438, Feb. 7, 1968, Unclassified.

e -
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the belief that there was a long way to go before the .treaty
was concluded. While Israel realized that. nuclear weapons
would not meet its military needs, 1t could not help but

be disturbed by UAR missile development.l

On April 28, Secretary Rusk sent a message to Eban

urging Israel to support the treaty in the General Assembly.

- He noted the "understandable désire" of some nations for
adherence by neighvoring countries and said that parallel
actlon would be relquired by Israel and the Arab states if \
the treaty was to dmprove security in the Middie East. We
were "keenly aware" of Israel's securlity problems, and he
assured Eban that we would continue to work for an agreement
with the Soviet Union limiting conventional arms shipments
to the area: .

In that' context, I believe %this treaty-is
crucial to the ultimate security of Israel.
While we will work to limit the conventional
arms race or keep it in appropriate balance, it
is absolutely essential to prevent that race from
leaping into weaponry against which Israel caanot
be defended. The conseguences of 1fts use in your
country would be catastrophic,

Because we do not expect any Arab nuclear
capabllity in the foreseeable future, Israel's
objective must be to prevent, insofar as is
possible by political arrangements, the transfer
of such weapons to its neighbors. Whille the gains
to Israel through adherence to the NPT would be
vital, the only cost to Israel would be self-
denial of the questionable deterrent of an unknown
nuclear capability.2

lFrom Tel Aviv, tel. 2448, Feb. 8, 1968, Confidential.
2To Tel Aviv, tel, 154625, Apr. 28, 1968, Secret.
For Eban's reply, see below, pp. 390-391.
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Italy

Rinaldo Petrighani, Counselor of the Italian Embassy,
told De Palma on January 1l that Italy believed 40 ratifi-
cations were not enough for entry into force and that 80 .
should be required, in addition to the nuclear signatories,
including the 10 countries which had the largest capacity,
installed or under construction, in terms of nuclear electric
power piants. Similarly, treaty amendments should require
the approval of these 10 states rather than members of the
IAEA Board of Governors, and the preparatory commissions for
review conferences should comprise the 10 countries and the
nuclear powers. Mr, De Palma pointed out that we had
studlied. the question of qualitatlve criteria and concluded
that they would raise unmanageable difficulties, He also
stated that increasing the number of ratificaticns and_ giving
a veto to the Ten would unduly delay entry into force,

The Italian representative advanced these -proposals
when the NAC discussed our decision to table the January 18
draft treaty. gly the FRG representative showed any sympathy
for these views. In an instruction to the U.S. Mission teo
NATO, Washington pointed out that there would be problems of
definiticn, especialiy if reactors under construction were
included, as the Italians had suggested. An. even more
serious difflculty was that the quailtative criteria could
give a veto power over the entry into force of the treaty to
countries that were opposed to it. Moreover, the inclusion
of the GDR and Nationalist China could ralse procedural
problems., Based on the experience of the limited test-ban
treaty, we had concluded that 40 was a suitable number of
ratifications to require, since this would permit the treaty
to enter into force in a reasonable length of time,3

et e e

O

o

To USNATO, tel. 98429, Jan, 13, 1968, Confidential,
LFrom USNATO tels. 1377, Jan. 17, 1968, Secreb;
1378, Jan, 18, 1968 Secret; 1393, Jan., 18, 1968, Secret.
3To USNATO tel. 1003&3, Jan, 17, 1968,.Conf1dent1a1.
In the case of the limlted test-ban treaty, it had taken 9
months to get 30 ratifications, 16 months ‘for 60O, and .
2 1/2 years for 80. The limited test-ban treaty required
only the ratifications of the 3 orlginal parties (U.S., U.K.
USSR) and entered into force two months after signature.

R . PP Ty WEay
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In a later instruction to the Missilon, Washington
stated that qualitative criteria would give a veto to the
following countries: the FRG, Italy, Indla, Japan, the
GDR, Belgium, Sweden, Switzerland, Israel, the Netherlands,
and South Africa. Some of thes countries had not yet
indicated that they would agree to a treaty. Similar .
problems would arise if a veto on entry into force was given
to the members of the IAEA Board of Governors. On the .
numker of necessary ratifications, "we gould not agree to
ratificatlon procedure whereby /the/ widespread consensus of
/The/ international community cculd te frustrated by a few
countries...which may have reservatiorns a2bai’s the ‘treaty or
whilch might be tempted tc hold ug ratiflcatlon for purposes
totally unrelated to /The/ NPT," '

After further discussions, we persuaded the Italians to
drop these demands and assume a more moderate position in the
ENDC. As noted above, however, they submitted amendments
(1) assuring the supply of fissionable materials for peaceful
purposes, (2) providing for automatic revisw conferences gvery
five years, and (3) permitting withdrawal every 25 years.
Washington considered that the first amendment conflicted with
article III since it would permit transfers wilthout safeguards,
As article III already insured that safeguards would not
hamper the international exchange cf huclear material or .
equipment, it would be redundant to redraft the Italian
amendment. We would not wish to change our positlon on
periodic review unless there was a strong ENDC consensus in
favor cf autcomatic conferences. And 1t was doubtful that the
ENDC consensus would favor a change in the duration provision,

The March 11 draft treaty incorporated the Swedlsh
amendment on rceview conferences and retained the previous
duration provision.“ In a public statement on the Italian
nuclear supply amendment, Mr, Foster sald that the undertaking
in article IV to cooperate in peaceful uses cocvered the supply

lro USNATO, tel. 114787, Feb. 14, 1968, Confidential.
=See abhove, p. 298.

376 Geneva, tel. 121200, Feb. 27, 1G68, COnfidentiaq.
See above, P. 315. .
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of nuclear materials for peaceful purposes. Since article.III

specified that safeguards should not hamper peaceful nuclear, .
development, he belleved that the essential purpose of the
"Italian amendment had been achieved and that no additional -

language was necessary,l -

Shortly before the ENDC recessed, news reports from

Geneva claimed that the treaty would prohibit the supply of
nuclear fuel for warships. One report quoted Foster as
saying that a nuclear-powered submarine was-a "weapon,'
Washington issued a public statement declaring that a nuclear-
powered submarine was not a "weapon" for the purposes of
the treaty:

...The treaty does not deal with such
military applications of nuclear energy as nuclear
propulsion of warships., Therefore, nothing in the"
treaty would prohivit the provision of nuciear
fuel for thls purpose, nor would this activity be

" subject to safeguards prescribed in article III
of the draft treaty which provides for the
application of safeguards on all source cor .
speclal fissionable materials in all peaceful
nuclear activities within the territory of
any nen-nuclear weapon party, under its jurisdiction
or carried out under its control anywhere., These
safeguards are for the exclusive purpose of
preventing diversion of nuclear materials from
peaceful activities to nuc%ear weapons or other
nuclear explosive devices,

Mr, Petrignani immediately requested clarification,
Acting ACDA Assistant Director Gleysteen told him that
these reports were erroneous and cited ocur interpretations of
articies I and IX. He also confirmed the aszsurances we had
previously given Italy.3 ‘- Our Embassy at Rome reported on
April 12 that the Italians still approached the treaty "1like

1Internat:onal Negotiations on the Treaty on the Non-
proliferation of Nuclear Weapons, p., 103.
2Documents oh Disarmament, 1968, pp. 193-194.
3To Rome, tel. 131238, Nar. 15, 1968, Limited Official
" Use, TFor the interpretations, see above, pp. 158~159.
The assurances are described above, PpP. 137-138.
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ZTS;K dose of cagtor 0il - principle good but effect bad"
and hoped to promote their amendments in the General Assembly,t

Japan

Althcugh the Japanese had voluntarily placed their
nuclear activities under IAEA safeguards, they remained con-
cerned about the effect of the treaty's safeguards provisions
on their peaceful nuclear program.2 In November 1967 a
team of American experts, led by ACDA Assistant Director
Scoville, visited Japan., The Japanese told them that they
were completely in sympathy with the spirit of the treaty
and had no intention of having nuclear weapons. It would:
be completely unbearable, however, if the treaty obstructed
Japanese researcll and development., They were particularly
interested in possible changes in the IAEA safeguards system..
Japanese industry was concerned about the possibility of
industrial esplonage, and the Japanese noted the reluctance
of Euratom countries to accept IAEA inspection,

Dr. Scoville did not think that treaty safeguards would
differ greatly from existing IAEA safeguards, which were
applied to certain nuclear materials and facilities., Under
the treaty, however, they would be applied to all atomic
energy activities, i.e., to all facilities which handled
special nuclear materials above a certain fixed amount., But
this was only a minor difference. We did nct regard IAEA
safeguards as static, The IAEA Statupe itself permitted
changes in safeguards, and the preamble to the non-proliferation
treaty contalned a paragrarh on automation, As for Japanese
industrial concerns, our cwn experience with YAEA safeguards
had been quite satisfactory and American industry would
interpose no objections if they were generally applied in
the United States. Moreover, the President was planning to
offer to' put our peaceful nuclear activities under IAEA
safeguards.3 The Japanese welcomed our offer but were not

—— G ¥ o St N T
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lprom Rome, tel, 5425, Apr. 12, 1968, Confidential,
2gee above, pp. 215-216. o ‘
. 38ee above, pp. 265-266.
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entlirely satisfied. Théy felt that there should be an overall
review of JTAEA safeguards when the treaty came into effect.

- The Japanese did not interpret the ban on "other nuclear
explosive devices" as prohibiting research and development of
such devices and asked.whether high-speed breeder reactors
would be tanned., In this connection, they noted that tests
were necessary to develop such reactors. Dr. Scoville
commented that it was difficult to draw an exact line but
that high-speed breeder reactors wouvld not be considered
"nuclear explosion devices." Basic scientific research would
not be prohibited but manufacture and research on the
component parts of atomic weapons were clearly military
and would be banned. AEC Assistant General Manager Brown
added that the treaty would not obstruct controlled explosions
and bvasic nuclear fusion experiments., On the peaceful
explosions question, Dr. Scoville could not foresee a time
whan nucliear weapons could be distinguished from other
nuclear explosive devices,

An AEC official told them that it would not be economical
‘. to engage in military nuclear research simply for the benefits
. of the peaceful-uses "spinoff", Mr, Brown sald that the
treaty did not ban research and development on the enrlching
of uranium but that we wculd not disclose information on
gaseous-diffusion plants because they were directly linked
with nuclear weapons development,l

The Japanese were still concerned about the definiltion
of "nuclear explosive devices," In Geneva, Ambassador
Nakayama gave Foster a memorandum on March 5, 1968, asking us
to confirm the Japanese understanding of the term:

... we understand from our knowlOdge of
present nuclear engineering that they are devices
. designed to release, within an extremely short time,
“a large amount of energy accompanied by shock waves
through nuclear reaction (nuclear fission or nuclear

lprom Tokyo, agm. A-887, Jan. 11, 1968, Confidential/
Noforn, ' : -
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fusion). Accordingly, fast critical assembliles,
reactor excursion experimenty facilities and

: ' neutron power reactors are not prohibited.by

- the...treaty.l

We provided the following reply?s

The characteristics commen tc nuclear weapons
and "other nuclear explosive devices" are that
each is designed to release a large amount of nuclear
energy in miscroseconds from a very compact source.
Reactors, on the other hand, are not desighed to
be used as explosives, do not have such ‘
characteristics, and cannot be readily adapted for
use as weapons., Tnis 1s true for nuclear reactors
whether they utilize the fisslon principle or
) are controlled thermonuclear fusion reactors which :
¢ utilize the fusion principle to produce energy . !
i in a centrolled manner, Thus, a reactor, even ‘
if 1t were to accildentally release energy suddenly
: ' * 1in uncontrolled form, or be made to do so as
part of a reactor excursive device," Fast critical
assemblies, of the type of the FCA at the Japan
Atomic Energy Research Institute, would similarly
not be considered nuclear explosive devices and
! therefore would not come within the prohibitions
. of the treaty applicable to "nuclear weapons or
i other nuclear explosive devices,"2
!

3 lFrom Geneva, tel. 2775, Mar. 5, 1968, Confidential.

i The Japanese later explained that a "neutron power reactor"

‘ was "the reactor which generates steam and then electricity
. by making use of the heat and a large amount of neutron i

. energy rel 2ased by the nuclear fusion caused by electrically
created high temperature in a hermetically sealed box" (from
Geneva, tel, 2860, Mar, 12, 1968, Confidential).

270 Geneva, tels, 127553, Mar. 9, 1968, and 129679,

‘Mar. 13, 1968, Confidential.
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fusion), Accordingly, fast critical assemblies,
reactor excursion experiment facilities ang
neutron power reactors are not prohibited by
the...treaty.l ‘

We' provided the followlng reply:

The characteristics common to nuclear weapons
and "other nuclear explosive devices" are that
each is designed to release a. large amount of nuclear

« energy in miscroseconds from a very compact source,
Reactoers, on the other hand, are not designed to
- be used as exploslves, do not have such
characteristics, and cannot be readily adapted for
use as weapons, Tnis is true for nuclear reactors
whether they utilize the fission principle cr
: i are controlled thermonuclear fusion reactors which
: © utilize the fusion princilple to prcduce energy
in a controlled manner. Thus, a reactor, even
if it were to accldentally release energy suddenly
-1n uncontrolied form, or be made to do so as
-part of a reactor excursive device.," Fast critical
assemblies, of the type of the FCA at the Japan
Atomic Energy Research Institute, would similarly
not bve considered nuclear explosive devices and
therefore would not come within the prohibitions
of the treaty applicable to "nuclear weapons or
other nuclear explosive devices."2 :

lFrom Geneva, tel. 2775, Mar. 5, 1968, Confidential.
The Japanese later explained that a "neutron power reactor"
was "the reactor which generates steam and then electricity
‘ by making use of the heat and a large amount of neutron ’
; erergy relzased by the nuclear fusion caused by electrically
created high temperature in a hermetically sealed box" (from
Geneva, tel, 286C, Mar., 12, 1968, Confidential).
P 2To Geneva, tels, 127553, Mar, 9, 1968, and 129679,
' Mar, 13, 1968, Confidential. :
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A Japanese delegate told De Palme in New York (April 24)
§ that the Yapanese Government supported the treaty in ’
o principle, but domestic problems prevented it from co-
sponsoring a resolution endorsing it, The Japanese had
prepared a draft resolution of their own, which caused us
some pi roblems.l

: : Romania

Romania was the only Communist member of the ENDC to
raige serious objections to the draft treaty.2 In March,
ohi Romanian initiative, Deputy Foreign Minister Macovescu
came to Washington for talks with State Department and
ACDA officials, He told them that Romania had four concerns:
(1) the treaty should recguire the nuclear parties to take
further measures that would result in general and complete
disarmament, (2) it should provide guarantees against nuclear
i blackmail or the use of nuclear weapons against non-nuclear
parties, (3) 1t should not prevent the use of nuclear energy
for peaceful purposes, and (4) it should provide for
effective controls on both nuclear and non-nuclear signatoriles,

St team st o
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Acting ACDA Assistant Director Gleysteen pointed out that
the January 18 draft treaty reflected most views that were
likely to receive wide support. We were discussing with the
Soviets more recent comments, e.g., the Swedish amendments,
and hoped to include some of them in the treaty. The -
Romanians should realize that we could not accept any amendment
which would make the treaty unacceptable to the United States
or the USSR, For example, an amendment impcsing safeguards
on all parties would be unacceptablie because the Soviets
would refuse to conclude a treaty if we insisted on this,

We had reduced discrimination by offering tc accept TAEA
safeguards on our peaceful activities, but Romanlan security
would not be increased even if the Soviet Union also accepted
them, It was the application of safeguards to non-nuclear
states that was important for Romania., ACDA General Counsel
Bunn added that the new disarmament and amendments provisions
met earlier Romanian objections and_that we hoped to 1include
periodic review in the final draft.

P e B A e Syt o kW o Wk (s 1m sl irtt Tk e @ A
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lprom New York, tel. 4762, Apr. 25, 1968, Confidential.
i For the Japanese draft resolution, see below, pp. 359~362.

‘ 2see above, p, 293.

3Por the earlier objections, see above, p. 184.
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‘ On security assurances, Mr. Bunn said that these had to
' : be treated separately because it had been impossible to
. agree on a treaty provision, Whille we were prepared to
accept non-use in the second prctocol to the Latin American
“treaty,l this was a limited denuclearized area with which
we had specilal relations, ZEven if there were no assurances
at all, the non-proliferation treaty would increase the )
security of non-nuclear countries, Mr, Macovescu replied
; that Romania knew all.abcut Security Council resolutions.
: She wanted an assurance that we would not attack her if she
did not attack us, Mr. Bunn explained that beth the United
States and the Soviet Union wilshed to make the treaty a
success, I there was a nuclear threat and the Security
Council failed to act, the treaty might be jeopardized. The
Kosygin formula was discriminatory between members of alliances
and no help to India, and the Soviets had refused to accept
our generalized non-use formula.

Mr. Macovescu understood that specific disarmament

. ' measures could not be listed in the treaty because the

‘ United States and the Soviet. Union could not agree on which
measures to include, He wanted, however, to include a more

| concrete obligation for- the nuclear powers to carry out

: nuclear disarmament. Mr, Buunn noted that the Swedish amend-

i ment used the term "nuclear disarmament and suggested that

this would cover the substance of the Romanian propcsals.?

Further discussion showed that the Romanians did not ,
, understand article III and were considering drastlic amendments
s to this article. Mr, Macovescu had the impression that we
wanted to change and expand the present IAEA safeguards

system. Mr, Bunn assured him that this was not the case and
indicated that we might maike interpretive comments regarding
the areas where vwe appeared to be in substantive agreement

. * with the Romanians, Mr. Gleysteen told him, however, that the
: Romanian proposal tc change the rirst paragraph of article III
i was unacceptable and would undo all that had been achieved,

: Both he and Mr. Bunn stressed that the Romanlan proposal to

{ apply controls to foreign military bases was also unacceptable.3

1see below, chapter D. oL :
2Memcon Macovescu, Stoessel, et al, Mar., 1, 1968, “Secret.

3Memcon Macovescu, Stoessel, et al., Mar., 2, 1968, ‘
Secret, ) ‘

) -
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Qur explanations did not prevent the Romanians  from
tabling their amendments at Geneva.l At the Sofia meeting
of the Warsaw Pact nations (March 6-7), the Soviets had no
‘better luck. The Romanians refused to sign a declaration
endorsing the non-proliferation treaty.2 After his return
to Bucharest, Mr. Macovescu told Ambassador Davis that the
Romanian Government was very satisfied with the discussilons
but that it had not yet changed 1ts attitude toward the
draft treaty.3 On the eve of the General Assembly debate,
Deputy Poreign Minister Malita told Davis that it was not
the intentlon of Romania to delay the conclusion of the
‘crea’cy.l*L

Yugoslavia

On April 10 Ambassador Crnobrnja gave Deputy Assistant
Secresary of State Popper an aide-memoire setting forth
Yugoslav views on the non-proliferation treaty. The
Yugoslavs favored a treaty but considered that the March 11
draft did not provide satisfactory answers to "some of the
important questions,” They thought that the nuclear povers
should undertake to pursue negotiations aimed at a com-
prehensive test ban, a fissionable materials production
cutoff, and other nuclear measures, 1In their view, the
peaceful-uses article should more fulily spell out the

: 06/25/2018

obligations of the nuclear powers., There could be discrimination -

in controls, particularly in regard to countries belonging to

regional organizations, The Yugoslavs supported the Kosygin
proposal and also wished to insure that the United Nations
would protect non-nuclear countries. And they believed that
the removal of nuclear weapons from foreign countries,
cessation of tralning allied troops in their use, and the
establishment of denuclearized zones would help solve the
security problem.> '

1See above, p. 299.

?Documenﬁs on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 158-156G.

SFrom. Bucharest, tel, 125G, Mar, 20, 1968, Confidential,
Yprom Bucharest, tel, 1368, Apr. 11, 1968, Confidential,

5Statement of the Government of the SFR of Yugoslavia on
>

non-proliferation of nuclear weapons, Apr. 10, 196
Unclassified. ‘
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Mr. Foster told Crnobrnja that some Yugoslav suggestions
would create more support for the treaty in s ome quarters
but lose 1%t-'in others, The only feasitle approach was that
of ccnsensus, and time was now vital. We could not change
the treaty to satisfy India or Brazll and still have an
gffective treaty. The Soviets would not support the cutoff, .
and specific disarmament measures could not be listed in
article VI, - Our position on a comprehensive test ban was

: unchanged, but an agreement to limit offensive and dafensive

§ missiles would affect the prospects of this measure.

: © Artilcle IV contained a commitment to cooperate in the
peaceful uses of nuclear energy. It was not discriminatory
to permit regional organizations to negotiate with Euratom,
and the IAEA arrangements with that organization would fall
somewhere between complete duplication and mere paper
verification, We could not accept the Kosygin formula

; because 1t was directed against defensive alliances and could

p not be verified. The Yugoslav proposals on discontinuing

' nuclear training of allied armies and stopping the foreign

deployment of nuclear weapons were not relevang, :

Ambassador Crnobrnja said that Yugoslavia realized she
would have to accept a more modest treaty than she would
like. She would not create difficulties for the treaty even
though 1t left much to be deslred and had caused some internal -
debate in Belgrade.l

m e At e s

Euratom Developments

i As noted above, the relationship of Euratom and TAEA

' was the thorniest 1ssue in the prolonged negotiaticns on
article ITI. The European Commission, whose approval was
necessary if Euratom was to be able to negotiate a safeguards
agreement with TAEA, found several preliminary drafts of
article III incompatible with the Euratom treaty., The non-
nuclear members of Euratom agreed on five general principles.2
Taking these principles into account, we submitted a revised
draft on November 2, 1967.3 After a2 long dispute on the first
sentence of this draft, the Soviets finally accepted it when

. 170 New York, tel. 150629, Apr. 20, 1968, Confidential.
2See above, pp. 241-242.
3See above, pp. 248-249.

=
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the ENDC reconvened in January 1968, and it was incorporated
in the draft treaty of January 18. It was understocd by
both Co-Chairmen that this article would enable Euratom.to
negotiate a safeguardes agreement with IAEA, Mr. Fisher

put our interpretations of the article into the public

record when the draft treaty was tabled. They had previously
been shown to Roshchin,l : ‘

President Rey of the European Commission visited
Washington in February and conferred with Rusk, Seaborg,
Fisher, and Leddy. He told Seaborg that the Commission

- regarded the January 18 draft treaty as a great improvement

over previous drafts and consldered that.it could be accepted,
provided the various parties shared the same interpretations.
If discussions with TAEA showed that the two organizations
shared the same views on Euratom!s status and the feasibility
of a good verification agreement, 1t would be easier for the
Commission to advise member states €o sigh the treaty.

He told Fisher that the Euratom safeguards system was
working well and must ve retained. Euratcm could not approve

-a treaty,that would put its own system out of business,

The Commission intended to seek Council approval of early
contacts with TAEA, He agreed with Fisher's view that actual
drafting of an agreement would not begin until the treaty

was opened for slgnature,

Mr. Fisher did not anticipate that IAEA authority to
negotiate with Euratom wculd be questioned, since it was
clear that the national goveriments could not negotiate for
Community nuclear facilities. The Soviets understood this
-and had not disputed it during the negotiations on article
III. Even if they changed their minds, they would not have
a veto in IAEA., While they did rot like the European
communitizs, the treaty was worth enough to them to accept
the maintenance of Euratom safeguards. He hoped that the
Council would approve Euratom-IAEA discussions, He agreed
that the TAEA safeguards system needed to be examined and
noted that the Japanese were anxious to have it changed.

1See above, pp. 293-294,

276 Bonn, Brussels, etc., tel, 117026, Feb. 17, 1968,
Confidentlal, For Japanese views, see above, pp. 215-216,
345~346. '
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But it appeared that the Commission did not- intend to
make a final judgment of compatibllity between the non-
procliferation treaty and the Euratom treaty until the
negotiations with JAEA were completed., The Euratom countries
would therefore have either to enter a reservasion on article
ITI or to withhold ratification or deposit of instruments of
ratification until_the Commission was satisfied with the
IAEA arrangements.

The Commission had -previously advised Euratom members
that reservation would be the best procedure.2 We did not
agree, While the Commission would have to find the safeguards
agreement with TAEA compatible with the Euratom treaty,
this was a different matter from establishing compatibility
between the non-proliferation treaty and the Euratom treaty,

.If the Commission nevertheless felt that it must recommend

some delaylng action, we would favor a statement rather than

a formal reservationr., There was nothing to be gained by wilth-
holding a signature which was not binding and imposed no legal,
obligation. Reservations were undesirable because they

would encourage others to make them and ilmit the effectiveness
of the treaty, Since it was unlikely that the Soviets would
accept reservations, the future of the treaty might be
endangered. It would therefore be better for the Euratom
countries to sign the treaty and issue a statement that they.
would not ratify it pending conclusion of the IAEA agreement,
Alternatively, the Commission could advise Euratom members
nct. to make a statement but simply tc withhold ratification,3

The Commission informally told the Belglans that 1t
would have to be satisfied that Euratom would be accepted as
a negotiating partner with IAEA and that a satisfactory veri-
fication agreement would be reached with that organization.
It therefere reccmmended that states signing the treaty issue
declarations safeguarding these principles and make a '"reserve"
stating that they would not ratify the treaty until the
negotiations with the IAEA had been satisfactorily concluded,

lFrom Brussels, tel, 4287, Jan. 25, 1968, Confidential.
2See above, pp. 231-232,
3To Brussels, tel. 120280, Feb. 24, 1968, Secret,
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: The Belgians felt that some statement was necessary since
they believed signature implied_an obligation to take steps

~ leadlng to prompt ratification.l We assumed that a "reserve"
would merely be a statement at the time of signature and not

: : a reservation in the legal sense, We disagreed with the

Belgian Interpretation of the effect of signature and stated

that signature did not prevent a nation from making a state-

ment. of conditions that must be met before ratification,?

On February 29 the Commilssion was unable to obtain the -

§ approval of the Council of Ministers of the European Cormunity
for a study of the Euratom-IAEA arrangements and for

informal contacts with IAEA, The French objected that the

treaty should be handled by members who were interested in

it. The Dutch dissented on the grounds tnat the prcposal

was premature in view of the status of the treaty negotiations,

Apparently their real reascn was concern that the Commission

would adopt the "minimalist" position, i1.e., paper veri fication,

favored by the Germans, They wanted Commission action to be

postponed pntil after the General Assembly,3 and their view

prevailed.‘ :

[ N T TUNRT P

The United States had an agreement with Euratom
providing for nuclear fuel shipments to that organization
until 1995. As noted above, the Belgians had previously
asked us for assurznces on continued nuclear fuel supply
if the Euratom-IAEA negotiations should fall.D After the
January %8 draft treaty was tabled, they renewed their
request, The Dutch also requested a clear U.S, statement.”

The Belgians had put the same question to the British,
who also provided nuclear fuel to the Euratom countries.
The British replied that nuclear supprlies to the Euratom
states could continue under existing arrangements during the
pericd allowed by the treaty and thereafter if the recelving -

P L S

éFrom Brussels, tel. 5270, Mar. 18, 1968, Confidential,

To Brussels, tel. 145936, Apr. 12, 1968, Confidential. .

3From Brussels, tel, 4974, Mar. 1, 1968, Limited Officilal
Use,

bsee velow, pp. 386-387.

58ee above, p, 259, ,

OFrom Brussels, tel. 4774, Peb. 16, 1968, Secret.

TFrom Brussels, tel, 494G, Feb, 29, 1968, Limited
Official Use,
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: state was still negotiating with IAEA 1n good faith. The
; . Belgian Forelgn Minister initilally replied that this was
: not satisfactory because Belgium would not ratify the
treaty until an IAEA-Iluratom agreement was concluded and
would therefore be deprived of fuel from the time the treaty
entered into force. The British considered it "extremely"
unlikely" that the treaty would_enter into force before
the Euratom states ratified it. As we have seen, the Soviets:
; ' apparently did not intend to complete theig ratification :
"action before the FRG ratified the treaty,

In our reply to the Belglans, we sald that failure of the
IAEA-Euratom negotiations was a "largely theoretical ’
possibility" and questioned whether it was wise to "attempt
to reach legal conclusions with respect to conjectural ‘
situations.” We also said that we would be glad to participate
; in a Joint study of IAEA-Euratom arrangﬁments.3 The Belgians
) appeared to be content with this reply. .

After staff discussilons among ACDA, State, and AEC
officers, AEC prepared a draft letter to Euratom cutlining
the conditions under which we would supply plutonium and
enriched uranium to that organization. This letter was so
; written as to avoid making an unconditional commitment.

. State and ACDA wished to add the following sentences:
| , .

...We also noted the progress that has taken
: place towards a Treaty on the nonproliferation of
: huclear weaponz to which the United States and the
‘ - honmucliear weapons states members of Euratom
) . presumably will become parties. This letter is
| . vased on the expectation that, pursuant to the

A terms of the Treaty, an agreement wilil be con-
cluded covering the safeguards to be applied to
Tnwuclear material in the non-nuclear weapons states
of the Community.

lprom London, tel. 7011, Mar. 6, 1968, Secret.

See ahove, p. 195

To Brusbpls, tel, 138975, Mar. 30, 1968, Confidential.
“Prom Brussels, tel, 5811, Apr. 13, ‘1968, Confidential.
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AEC opposed the additional language because it could be
interpreted as conditloning future fuel supply on an IAEA-

"Euratom agreement and this would " jeopardize rather than

promote European agreement with the NPT."1l Ambassador

Bohlen agreed with AEC, and Secretary Rusk decided to leave
out the 1anguage.2 As Wasnhington told our Mission at Brussels,
we hoped to aveld an extensive dialog about the relationship

" of the letter to the treaty:

...If the Mission is asked for such an
jinterpretation it should respond that /the/

- letter indicates our desire to meet Euratom's
requirements within the stated celling and under
special fuel supply contracts to be negotlated.
However, tne U,S.G. does not believe it 1s either
necessary or profitable to develop a precise
formulation on the status /the/ letter would have
under /the/ NPT in the event TAEA and Euratom’
run into difficulties since the U.S. is confident
that these negotiations will be successfully
completed within the desired time scale...?

During the General Assembly debate, the representatives
of the Benelux countries made statements on the relationship
of BEuratom to the non-proliferation treaty. On May 6 the
Duteh representative said:

. ..the Netherlands already participates in a’
special- form of co-operation, namely, the
European Community for Atomic Energy, better
known as Euratom. The Netherlands Government
attaches great lmportance to this co-operation.
It wishes fully to continue this co-operation
after having acceded to the non-proliferation
“treaty.

lseaborg to Rusk, ltr., Mar. 15, 1968, Confidential,
with attached draft ltr., from Kratzer (AEC) to Spaak,
Official Use Only. '

2Bohlen, Fisher, and Leddy to Rusk, memorandun,
Mar. 28, 1968, Confidential, with attached draft ltr. from
Kratzer to Spaak, Official Use Only; Bunn (ACDA/GC) to Read
(State~S/S), memorandum, Mar. 29, 1968, Confidential, with
attached draft ltr, from Rusk to Seaborg, Confidential,

o Brussels, tel., 145943, Apr. 12, 1968, Confidential,
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For that reascn the Netherlands and other
Euratom countries which wlsh to adhere to the
treaty have a common interest 1ln ensuring that
i } the obligatlons deriving from the non-proliferation
i : treaty will be no obstacle to the fulfilment of
their obligations under the Euratom Treaty. That
is one of the reasons why extensive discussions
have taken place during the past year concerning
the formulation of the text of article III
regarding safeguards on peaceful activities.

In the oplnion of the Netherlands Government
the present draft treaty is compatible with its
obligations under the Euratom Treaty. The
Netherlands Government 1s therefore prepared,

" with due observance of the relevant procedures
provided for in the Euratom Treaty, to sign

the non-proliferation treaty in its present form
as soon as possible,.

it o o —tnn A bt © rVmebn he e S va m e eOsal

Euratom was the first organlzation to
establish its own multilateral safeguards.
From my preceding remarks it will be clear
that my Government wishes to keep intact
these safeguards which have now functioned
for a number of years.

In view of the existing cc-operation within
Euratom and in accordance with the possibility
offered in article III, paragrapnh 4 of the
draft treaty, the Netherlands Governmert i1s of
the opilnion that the European Cocmmisslon ought
to conduct the negotiations with the International
Atomic Energy Agency...

L N L R

! A basic tenet of good management 1s to avoid
X unnecessary duplication. As a matter of principle
the IAEA should therefore make appropriate use of
! existing records and safeguards, on the understanding
i : that the Agency can satisfy itself that nuclear
; materials are not diverted to nuclear weapons or
; : other nuclear explosive devices. In cther words,

the agreement with the IAEA shculd be based on the
principle of the verification of Euratom safeg;uards.1

1pocuments on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 295-298.
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The Belgian and Luxembourg representauives endorsed the
Dutch statement.l , \

The 22nd (jeneral Assembly (Part IT)

; As the time drew near for the 22nd General Assembly to
; reconverie, we were once again faced with a tight timetable.
. On the international scene, it was essential to get the

' treaty signed bvefore the Conference of Non-nuclear-weapon
States met in August, since non-nuclear oppohents of the
treaty might be able to use that fcrum tc promote demands
which the United States and the Soviet Union could not
accept. 1In the domestic’ context, early signature was degirable -
in order to enable the Senate to act on the treaty before
1ts members became fully engaged In the national election-
campaign., The Republican National Convention was scheduled
tc begin August 5, and the Democratic Party was %to hold 1ts
convention later in the same month,

e et B e AL Wwad ST ECSL SANTRIATY S e e

The United States and the Soviet Union made a concerted
effort to win wide support for the treaty. As nhoted above,
several countries had serious misgivings about the treaty,
and some could have undertaken even at this late date tc
undermine it in the General Assembly. Patient diplomacy,
however, prevented the emergesnce of organized opposition,

[ T T

. On March 23 we sent out a circular aide-méﬁoire urging
other U.N, members to support the treaty 1ln the General
As.aemblyg3 Most nations were reluctant to commit themselves
before the session began. An ACDA analysis of responsgs

; showed 22 nations favorable and 26 probably favorable,

The Iatin American and African states, whose support was
necessary if the treaty was.to be approved by a large margin,
tended to be non-committal. .

S Ve v Wl T

1a/C.1/PV.1571, p. 51: A/C.1/PV.1578, p. 11. .
; 23ee above, p. 316. ' . '
: 3Circ. tel. 135528, Mar. 23, 1968, Confidential. For a
; . similar Soviet aide-mémoire, see New York.agm, A-1531, :
o Apr. 17, 1968, Unclassified. '

: Lambert to De Palma, memorandwn, Apr. 19, 1968,
Confidential,
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