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FOREWORD

This is Part. 2 of the hearings on the Nonproliferation Treaty held
by the Committee on Foreign Relations,

Part 1 consisted of hearings on July 10, 11, 12, and 17, 1968, Sub-
sequently the committee formally reported the treaty in its Executive
Report No. 9, 90th Congress, second session, Due to Senate failure to
take action, the treaty was rereferred to the committes on January 3,
1969, and the following hearings were held in order to obtain the
views of the new administration,

J. W, FuLBRIGHT,
Chairman, Committee on Foreign Relations.
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NONPROLIFERATION TREATY

TUESDAY, FEBRUARY 18, 1069

Urneren Seares SeNaae,
Cosarerer oN Foreian Reraross,
Washington, D.(",

The Committee met, pursuant to nolice, at. 10 aan., in room {221,
New Senate Oflice: Building, Seuator J, W, Fulbright. (chairman)
presiding,

Present: Senators Fulbright, Sparkman, Mansfield, Gore, Dodd,
MeGiee, Niken, Mundt, Case, Cooper,and Javits,

The Coamsay, Tho committee witl come to order,

This morning, as the Committee on FForeign Relations heging con-
sideration for a xccond time of the "Treaty on the Nonproliferation of
Nuelear Weapons, wo weleome for the first time in a publice session
the new Secvetary of State, Mr, Willinm 1P, Rogers, 1 am sure that
all of my colleagnes hoere join we in wishing Seeretary Rogers success
as he assumes the direetion of the Department. of State. Wo also are
very pleased to have the «listingnislw«\ seientist, . Seaborg, Chair-
nin of the Atomice Fnergy Commission, Mr. Gerard Smith, the Di-
rector of the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, and Mr, Adrian
IFisher, the Deputy Director of that ageney, here with us this morning,

(‘Thetext of the Treaty on the Nonproliferation of Nuclear Weapons
follows:)

TREATY ON THE NONPROLIFERATION OF NUCLEAR WEATONS

The States coneluding this Treaty, hereinafter referred to as the “Pavtios to
{he Treaty™,

Constdering the devastation that would be visited upon all mankind by a
nuelear war and the consequent need to make every etfort to avert the danger of
sueh o war and (o take measurves to safeguard the security of pooples,

Believing that the proliferation of nuclear weapons would serlously enhance
the danger of nuclear warv,

In conformity with resolutfons of the United Nations General Assembly call
ing for the conclusion of an agreement on the prevention of wider dissemination
of nuclenr weipons,

Undertaking to cooperate jn tacititating the application of Internatlonal Atomic
Fuergy Ageney safeguards on peacelal nuelear activities,

Expressing theie support for resenreh, development and other efforts to further
the application, within the teamework of the Luternational Atomie Energy Ageney
safeguards system, of the prineiple of safegunrding efVectively the flow of source
and spectal fissionable materials by use of instrunients and other techniques at
certain strategie points,

Alivming the principle that the benefits of peacetul applieations of nuelear
techuology, tucluding any technological by-products which may be derived by
nuclear-weapon States from the development of nuclear explosive devices, should
he available for peaceful purposes to all Parties to the Treaty, whether nuclear-
wedpon or non-nuclear-weapon States,

(301)



302

Convinced that, in furtherance of this principle, all Parties to the Treaty
are entitled to participate in the fullest possible exchange of scientific infor-
mation for, and to contribute alone or in cooperation with other States to,
the further development of the applications of atomic energy for peaceful
purposes,

Declaring their intention to achieve at the earliest possible date the ces-
sation of the nuclear arms race and to undertake effective measures in the di-
rection of nuclear disarmament,

Urging the cooperation of all States in the attainment of this objective,

Recalling the determination expressed by the Parties to the 1063 Treaty
banning nuclear weapon tests in the atmosphere in outer space and under
water in its Preamble to seek to uachieve the discontinuance of all test ex-
ploiizions of nuclear weapons for all time and to continue negotintions to this
end,

Desiring to further the easing of international tension and the strengthening
of trust between States in order to facilitate the cessation of the manufacture
of nuclear weapons, the liquidation of all their existing stockpiles, and the elim-
ination from national arsenals of niclear weapons and the means of their
delivery pursuant to a treaty on general and complete disarmament under strict
and effective international control.

Recalling that, in accordance with the Charter of the United Nations, States
must refrain in their international relations from the threat or use of force
against the territorial integrity or political independence of any State, or in any
other manner inconsistent with the Purposes of the United Nations, and that
the establishment and maintenance of international peace and security are to
be promoted with the least diversion for armaments of the world's human and
economic resources,

Have agreed as follows:

ARTIOLE 1

Each nuclear-weapon State Party to the Treaty undertakes not to transfer to
any recipient whatsoever nuclear weapons or other nuclear explosive devices or
control over such weapons or exposive devices directly, or indirectly; and not in
any way to assist, encourage, or induce any non-nuclear-weapon State to manu-
facture or otherwise acquire nuclear weapons or other nuclear explosive devices,
or control over such weapons or explosive devices.

ABTICLE II

Each non-nuclear-weipon State Party to the Treaty undertakes not to receive
the transfer from any transferor whatsoever of nuclear weapons or other nuclear
explosive devices or of control over such weapons or explosive devices directly, or
indirectly ; not to manufacture or otherwise acquire nuclear weapons or other nu-
clear explosive devices: and not to <eek or receive any assistanee in the manufac-
ture of nuclear weapons or other nuclear explosive devices.

ARTICLE 1J1

1. Each non-nuclear-weapon State Party to the Treaty undertakes to accept
safeguards, as set forth in an agreement to be negotinted and concluded with the
Internationnl Atomic Energy Agency in accordance with the Statute of the Inter-
national Atomic Energy Ageneyr and the Agency’s safeguards system, for the
exclusive purpose of verification of the fulfillment of its oblizations assumed
under this Treaty with a view to preventing diversion of nuclear energy from
peaceful uses to nuclear weapons or other nuclear explosive devices. Procedures
for the safeguards required by this article shall be followed with respect to source
or special fissionable material whether it is beinz produced, processed or used in
any prineipal nuelear factlity or is ontside any such facility. The safegnards
required by this article shall be applied on all source or specinl fissionable mate-
ric! in all peaceful nuelear activities within the territory of such State, under its
jurisdiction, or carried out under its control anywhere.

2, Each State Party to the Treaty undertakes not to provide: (a) source or
specianl flssionable material, or (b) equipment or material especially designed or
prepared for the processing, use or production of specinl fissionable material, to
any non-nuclear-weapon State for peaceful purposes, unless the source or special
fissionable materi: ! slall he subject to the safeguards required by this article.
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3. The safeguards required by this article shall be implemented in a manner
designed to comply with article IV of this Treaty, and to avoid hampering the
economic or technological development of the Parties or international coopera-
tion in the fleld of peaceful nuclear activities, including the international
exchange of nuclear material and equipment for the processing, use or produc-
tion of nuclear material for peaceful purposes in accordance with the provisions
of this article and the principle of sufeguarding set forth in the Preamble of
the Treaty.

4. Non-nuclear-weapon States Purty to the Treaty shall conclude agreements
with the International Atomic Energy Agency to meet the requirements of this
article either individually or together with other Ntates in accordance with the
Statute of the International Atomic Energy Agency. Negotiation of such agree-
ments shall commence within 180 days from the original entry into force of this
Treaty. For States depositing thelr instruments of ratitfication or accession after
the 180-day period, negotintion of such agreements shall commence not later
than the date of such deposit, Such agreements shall enter into force not later
than eighteen months after the date of initintion of negotiations,

ARTICLE IV

1. Nothing in thig Treaty shall be interpreted ax affecting the inallenable
right of all the PParties to the Treaty to develop research, production and use of
nuclear energy for peaceful purposes without diserimination and in conformity
with articles I and II of this Treaty.

2. All the Parties to the Treaty undertake to facilitate, and have the right to
participate in, the fullest possible exchange of equipment, materials and scientifie
and technologleal information for the peacetul uses of nucleur energy. Partles
to the 'Preaty in a position to do =0 shall also coopernte In contributing alone or
together with other States or Infernational organizations to the further develop-
ment of the applications of nuclear energy for peaceful purposes, especially in
the territories of non-nuclear-weapon States Party to the Treaty, with due con-
sideration for the nceds of the developing areas of the world.

ARTICLE V

Lach Party to the Treaty undertakes to take appropriate measures to ensure
that, in accordance with this Treaty, under appropriate international observation
and through appropriate international procedures, potential benefits from any
peaceful applications of nuclear explosions will he made available to non-nuclear-
weapon States Party to the Treaty on a non-diseriminatory basis and that the
charge to such Parties for the explosive devices used will be as low as possible
and exclude any charge for research and development. Non-nuclear-weapon
States Party to the Treaty shall be able to obtain such benefits, pursuant to a
special international agreement or agreements, through an appropriate inter-
national body with adequate representation of non-nuclear-weapon States, Nego-
tions on this subject shall comumence as svon as possible after the Treaty enters
into foree. Non-nuclear-weapon States Party to the Treaty so desiring may also
obtain such benefits pursuant to bilateral agreements.

ARTICLE VI

Each of the Parties to the Treaty undertakes to pursue negotiations in good
faith on effective measures relating to cessation of the nuelear arms race at
an early date and to nuclear disarmament, and on a treaty en genéral and com-
plete disarmament under strict and effective international control.

ARTICLE VII

Nothing In this Treaty affects the right of any group of States to conclude
regional treaties in order to assure the total absence of nuelear weapons in their
respective territories,

ARTICLE VIIT

1. Any Party to the Treaty may propose amendments to this Treaty. The text
of any proposed amendment shall be submitted to the Depositary Governments
which shall circulate it to all Parties to the Treaty, Thereupon, if requested to
do <o by one-third or more of the Parties to the Preaty, the Depositary Govern-
ments shall convene a conference, to which they shall invite all the Parties to
the Treaty, to consider such an amendment.,
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2. Any amendment to this Treaty must L. approved by a majority of the votes
of all the Parties to the Treaty, including the votes of all nuclear-weapon State«
Party to the Treaty and all other Parties which, on the date the amendment i
circulated, are members of the Board of Governors »f the International Atomic
Energy Agency. The amendment shall enter irto force for each Party that de-
positg its instrument of ratification of the amendment upon the deposit of such
instruments of ratification by a majority of all the Parties, including the instru-
ments of ratification of all nuclear-weapun States Party to the Treaty and all
other Partfes which, on the date the amendment is circulated, are members of the
Board of Governors of the International Atomie Energy Agency. Thereafter,
it shall enter into force for any other Party upon the deposit of it« instrument
of ratification of the amendment,

3. Five years after the entry into foree of this Treaty, a conference of Parties
to the Treaty shall be held in Geneva, Switzerland, in order to review the opera-
tion of this I'reaty with a view to assuring that the purposes of the Preamble and
the provisions of the Treaty are being reallzed. At Intervals of five years there-
after, a majority of the Parties to the Treaty may obtain, by submitting a pro-
posal to this effect to the Depositary Governments, the convening of further con-
ferences with the same objective of reviewing the operation of the Treaty.

ARTICLE IX

1. Thia Treaty shall be open to all States for signatnre, Any State which does
not sign the Treaty before its entry into force in accordance with paragraph 3 of
this article may accede to it at any time,

2, This Treaty shall be subject to ratification by signatory States. Instruments
of ratification and instruments of accession shall be deposited with the Govern-
ments of the United States of Ameriea, the United Kingdom of Great Britain and
Northern Ireland and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republies, which are hereby
designated the Depositary Governments,

8. This Treaty shall enter into force after its ratification by the States, the
Governments of which are designated Depositaries of the Treaty, and forty
other States signatory to this Treaty and the deposit of their instruments of
ratification. For the purposes of this Treaty, a nuclear-weapon State is one
which has manufactured and exploded a nuclear weapon or other nuclear ex-
plosive device prior to January 1, 1907.

4, For States whose instruments of ratification or accession are deposited suh-
sequent to the entry into force of thic Treaty, it <hall enter into force on the date
of thie deposit of their instruments of ratifieation or accession,

3. The Depositary Governments shall promptly inform all signatory and ac-
ceding States of the date of ench signature, the date of deposit of cach instru-
ment of ratification or of accession, the date of the entry into foree of this Treaty,
:mdi the date of receipt of any requests for convening a conference or other
notices.

6. This Treaty shall be registered by the Depositary Governments pursuant
to article 102 of the Charter of the United Nations.

ARTICLE X

1. Each Party shall in exercising it national sovereignty have the right to with-
draw from the Treaty If it decides that extraordinary events, related to the
subject matter of this Treaty, have jeopardized the supreme interests of its
country. It shall give notice of such withdrawal to all other Parties to the Treaty
and to the United Nations Security Council three months in advance. Such notice
shall include a statement of the extraordinary events it regards as having jeopar-
dized its supreme interests.

2. Twenty-five years after the entry Into force of the Treaty, a conference shall
be convened to declde whether the Treaty shall continue in force indefinitely, or
shall be extended for an additional fixed period or periods. This decision shall
bLe taken by a majority of the Parties to the Treaty.

ARTICLE XI

This Treaty, the English, Russian, French, Spanish and Chinese texts of which
are equally authentie, shall be deposited in the archives of the Depositary Gov-
erninents. Duly certified coples of this Treaty shall be transmitted by the De-
positary Governments to the Governments of the signatory and acceding States.
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IN wWiTNEsS WHEREOF the undersigned, duly authorized, have signed this Treaty.
Doxe in triplicate, at the cities of Washington, London and Moscow, this first
day of July one thousand nine hundred sixty-eight.

BACKGROUND OF TRFATY

The Craman. T think it would be useful at the outset to say some-
thing about the background of this treaty since Senate consideration
spans two administrations and because the Foreign Relations Com-
mittee has slightly changed in size and composition, "

I might say, Mr. Secretary, that I think the statement of the
President requesting the Senate to approve this treaty was very en-
couraging. There was one sentence stating that negotiation rather than
confrontation—I am not quoting exactly—is the policy objective of the
Administration, I think it was very well said. It was a good examnple,
as in the inangural address, of hearving the word rather than the
rhetorice.

This treaty was first transmitted to the Sennt.s by President John-
son on July 9, 1968. i July 10, the Committee on Foreign Relations
commenced a series of hearings on the treaty, On September 17, 1968
the committee, by a vote of 13 to 3, with three abstentions, recom-
mended that the Senate give its advice and consent to ratification.
Becanse the treaty did not receive final Senute action before the fall
adjournment, it was rereferred to the committee in January.

Althongh I personally was in favor of ratification of the treaty last
summer, I believe it may prove to have been fortunate that ratification
was delayed until the new administration was in power, I am pleased
that the interim period has hrought a strong endorsement of the treaty
by President Nixon, The President has requested the Senate to act
promptly to consider the treaty and give its advice and consent to
ratification,

With this background in mind, I welcome the new Secretary of
State to the committee in his first appearance.

I might add that I believe the committee report dated September
26, 1968, together with the minority views, is available as background
material for members of the press and others,

So with that, Mr. Secretary, we again welcome you. I believe both
you and Dr. Seaborg have a statement. You may proceed in your own
way, sir.

STATEMENT OF HON. WILLIAM P. ROGERS, SECRETARY OF STATE;
ACCOMPANIED BY HON. GERALD C. SMITH, DIRECTOR, ARMS CON-
TROL AND DISARMAMENT AGENCY ; AND HON, ADRIAN S. FISHER,
DEPUTY DIRECTOR, ARMS CONTROL AND DISARMAMENT AGENCY

Secretary Rocrrs. Mr, Chairman and members of the committee, I
am happy to appear before your committee to express the Administra-
tion’s support for the Treaty on the Nonpro{ifemtiou of Nuclear
Weapons. The policy of the Administration was set forth by Presi-
dent Nixon in his letter of February 5 to the Senate wherein he said:

I believe that ratification of the treaty at this time would advance this ad-
ministration’s policy of negotiation rather than confrontation with the U.S.8.R.

Consonant with my purpose to strengthen the structure of peace, therefore, 1
urge the Senate’s prompt consideration and positive action on this treaty.
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CULMINATION OF YEARS OF EFFORT

Of course, as the committee knows, the treaty, which has now been
signed by 87 countries and ratified by nine, is the culmination of many

ears of effort in both Republican and Democratic administrations.

eginning with the Baruch plan and the McMahon Act in 1946, the
United States has searched for ways to curb the spread of nuclear
weapons. President Eisenhower’s “Atoms for Peace IPlan” and the
resulting International Atomic Fnergy Agency helped to lay the foun-
dations on which a realistic and verifiable Nonproliferation Treaty
could be built. Now, after long, patient negotiations by William C.
Foster, Adrian Fisher, who is here with me this morning, and a very
able team, during the administration of both President Kennedy and
President Johnson, we have hefore us a carefully drafted and carve-
fully balanced international agreement which ean contribute to this
country’s nonproliferation goal.

In his press conference of February 6, President Nixon stated that,
in asking the Senate to approve the treaty :

I did not gloss over the fact that we still very strongly disapproved of what
the Soviet Union had done in Czechoslovakin und what it still 1s doing. But on
balance, I considered that this was the time to move forward on the treaty, and
have done so.

But. the invasion of Czechoslovakia was not the sole eanse of con-
cern to President Nixon in his consideration of the Nonproliferation
Treaty. TTe also wanted an opportunity to address the concerns of our
allies, with whom we expect to have further discussions next week
during the deliberations of the Senate.

EFFECT ON EXISTING DEFENSE ALLIANCES

In this connection, T want to reiterate that the Nonproliferation
Treaty will not adversely affect our existing defense alliances.

As Secretary Rusk noted during the July hearings before this com-
mittee, we provided our NATO allies during the negotiation of the
treaty with answers to questions they had raised concerning articles I
and II. They are set forth in Executive FL. I want to confirm at this
time this administration’s complete concurrence in those answers. We
stand by them and will continue to do so.

With respect to the broader question of security assurances, I wish
to make clear that the Nonproliferation Treaty does not create any
new security commitment by the United States abroad and that 1t
does not. broaden or modify any existing security commitments abroad.
My understanding of the effect and significance of U.N. Security
Jouncil Resolution 255 (1968) and the related U.S. Declaration is in
complete accord with that expressed in the committee’s veport on the
treaty last September.

SAFEGUARDS ARTICLF.

With respect to the safeguards article of the treaty (arvt. ITT), I
wonld like to stress the fact that this article was included at the insist-
ence of the United States, following intensive consultation with our

) ; s MLEL ~ L T
allies. We helieve it shonld make an important contribution to the U.S.
objective of safeguarding against diversion to nuclear weapons of the
-ast quantities of plutonium becoming available throughout. the world
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as a byproduct of the operation of peaceful nuclear reactors, More-
over, we believe that the three guiding principles enunciated by the
United States (set forth at pps. IN and X of Executive IT) constitute
important and useful guiduﬁincs for the successful implementation of
article 111, .

Mr. Chairman, the fact that T have referred explicitly to certain
prior U.S, statements this morning but not to others should of course
not be taken as in any way altering or denying the positions reflected
in such other statements, This administration has considered the many
technical issues raised by this treaty and we find ourselves in complete
agreement with the positions previously taken by the United States. In
this connection, 1 request that there be included in the record of these
hearings the letter dated January 17, 1969, and accompanying memo-
andum from my predecessor, Dean Rusk, relating to the 1ssues raised
in the minority views of this committee,

In conclusion, Mr, Chairman, 1 would like to point out that the
United States has for many years been in the forefront of the many
countries which realize thie awesome insecurity that could result from
the spread of nuclear weapons. There is no effort of greater impor-
tance than the endeavor to prevent such an eventuality, Thus I sin-
cerely hope that this committee will again report favorably on this
treaty, and that the Nenate will give its advice and consent to ratifica-
tion as soon as it reasonably can 1 the light of the treaty’s importance,

Thank you, My, Chairnan,

The Crramrarax, Thank yon, Mr, Seeretary.

('The Yctrer and memorandum referred to follow 1)

DEPARTMENT OF STATE,
Washington, D.C., January 17, 1969.
Hon. J. W, FuLsricuT,
Chairman, Committee on Forcign Relations,
U.8. Senate.
DeAr Mg, CuairMAN: This is to provide you with information on the status

of the Non-Proliferation Treaty and to describe some relevant developments in
the period between last summer's hearings and today.

SIGNATURES AND RATIFICATIONS

Eighty-four countries have now signed the treaty. Six of these have deposited
their instruments of ratification, including one nuclear power (the United King-
dom) and two other NATO members (Canada and Denmark). Mexico and
Ecuador have completed all action necessary to permit deposit of their instru-
ments of ratification, A list of countries that have signed or deposited their
instruments of ratification is attached.

Of the seven countries noted by the AEC as among those having industrial
economies probably capable of supporting the manufacture of a <izeable number
of reasonably sophisticated nuclear weapons and delivery systems within five to
ten years (Hearings, p. 31). two bave signed: Sweden and Canada (which has
also ratified). Gf the other five, Australia, Italy and Japan all voted to commend
the treaty at the UNG.A last June; West Germany did not take part in that vote:
and only India abstained and indicated that it did not intend to sign. Italy had
planned to sign on August 26. and Japan and Germany were expected to do so
later. However, after the invasion of Czechoslovakia these three countries decided
to delay thelr signatures.

There are grounds for hoping that Italy will sign in the near future. A press
spokesman for the Federal Republic of Germany stated that action by the U.S.
Senate “could influence” German deliberations. The Japanese ¥oreign Ministry
announced that factors prompting Japan’s delay were the postponement of action
on the treaty “in the United States, and the cautious attitude prevailing among
potential nuclear nations, such as West Germany and Italy * * +» Sweden,
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which has already signed the treaty, has announced that it would not ratify
until the United States, the Soviet Union and West Germany did so.

The United States made the first detailed proposals for this treaty, offered the
first draft, and has been a principal proponent during five years of negotiations.
Some of the other countries are understandably looking to what we do before
subseribing to it themselves.

We believe that, if the momentum for the treaty can be regained, all or almost
all of these seven countries will sign—except tor India. I do not mean to sug-
gest that there will not be further delays from some of these countries. But we
have little chance of overcoming their concerns if we show doubts about the
treaty ourselves.

EFFECT OF INVASION OF CZECHOSLOVAKIA

In the tirie that has elapsed since the invasion of Czechoslovakia, the Soviet
Union has felt the impact of our condemnation of that action in a variety of
ways. I beliove United States interests would best be served now by the earliest
possible Senate consent to ratification of the treaty.

The undertakings in the treaty of greatest importance to us are those of the
non-nuclear-weapon countries. These countries agree (a) not to acquire nuclear
weapons and (b) to accept international safeguards on the nuclear materials in
their peaceful nuclear activities to see that these materials are not diverte? to
nuclear weapons. The basic promise of the Soviet Union, like that of tbhe U.S,,
is not to transfer nuclear weapons or control over them to others. In our view, the
Soviets have as much interest as we do in keeping their nuclear weapons in
their own hands, and this will be reinforced by the treaty obligation of potential
recipients not to acquire them.

Your Committee’s Report stated that “while the Soviet actions [in Czecho-
slovakia] were unconscionable, the treaty itself is multilateral in character and
of such significance as a potential barrier to the further spread of nuclear
weapons that any delay in taking flnal committee action was inadvisable.” In
the same spirit, if we still regard this treaty as in our interests, we should show
that we do by moving promptly toward final Senate approval.

IAEA—EURATOM NEGOTIATIONS

Ag T indicated last summer (p. 14 of the Hearings on the treaty), there is good
reason to be confident that negotiations between Euratom and IAEA would lead
to a mutually satisfactory agreement meeting the requirements of Article III of
the treaty. We understand, however, that Euratom will not commence such
negotiations until all its non-nuclear-weapon members have signed the treaty.
Our best current assessment of the positions of such members shows that U.S.
Senate action on the treaty is a prerequisite to meeting this condition. If this is
correct, it would obviously be fruitless for the Senate to await the results of
negotiation between the IAEA and Euratom before taking action itself on the
treaty.

RESPONSE TO OTHER MINORITY VIEWS

I am enclosing a memorandum responding to such points in the Minority and
Individual Views printed with your Committee’s Report as are not addressed
above.

It i3 my earnest hope that, with the information hereby submitted to supple-
ment that which led your Committee to report favorably without reservation on
the treaty to the Ninetieth Congress, your Committee will be able to report equally
favorably on it again early in the present Congress.

Respectfully yours,
DeAxw Rusk.

Attachments:

1. Tist of signatories to the NPT.
2. Memorandum.
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JANvaAry 17, 1969,

TREATY ON THE NONPROLIFEERATION OF NUCLEAR WEAPONS OPENED FOR SIGNATURE
AT WASHINGTON, LONDON, AND Moscow oN Jury 1, 1968

(Signature at Washington, and on July 1, 1968 unless otherwise indicated)*

1. U.8. 43. Lebanon

2. Afghanistan 44. Lesotho—July 9

3. Austria 45. Liberia

4. Barbados 46. Libya—July 19

2. Belgium—Aug, 20 47. Luxembourg—Aug. 14

6. Bolivia 48. Malagasy Republic—Aug. 22
7. Botswana 49, Malaysia

8. Bulgaria 50. Maldive Islands—Sept. 11
9, Camerocon—July 17 51. Mauritius

(R.D.***1/8/69) 62. Mexico—July 26

10. Canada—July 23 (R.D.***1/8/69) 53. Mongolia (M)

11. Ceylon 54, Moroceo

12, Chad (M)** 50, Nepal

13. Republic of China A56. Netherlands—Aug. 20

1t Colombia 57. New Zealand

15. Congo (Kinshasa)—July 22 A8, Nicaragua

16. Costa Rica M. Nigeria (R.I.***10/7/68)
17. Cyprus 60. Norway

18. Czechoslovakia 61. I’anama

9. Dahomey G2. Paraguay

20, Denmark (R.D.***1/3/69) 63. Peru

21. Dominican Republic G+, Philippines

22, Icuador—July 9 63. Poland

23. Kl Salvador 66. Romania

24, KEthiopia—Sept. 5 67. San Marino

235. Finland 68. Senegal

26. Gambia—Sept. 20 G69. Somali Republic

27, Ghana 70. South Yemen (M) Nov. 14
28, Greece 71. Sweden—Aug. 19

249, Guatemala~—July 26 72. Syria (M)

30. Haiti 73. Togo

31. Honduras 74. Trinidad & Tobago—Aug. 20
32. Hungary 75. Tunisia

33. Iceland 76. USSR

34, Iran 77. UAR (M)

35, Iraq (M) 78. UK (R.D.***11/27/68)
36. Ireland (R.D.***7/1/68) 78. Upper Volta-—Nov. 25

37. Ivory Coast 80. Uruguay
38. Jordan—July 13 81. Venezuela

39. Kenya 82, Viet Nam

40. Republic of Korea 83. Yemen Arab Rep. (M) Sept. 23
41, Kuwait—Aug, 15 84. Yugoslavia—July 10

42. Laos

*The U.S. has not accepted notification of the signature of the GDR in Moscow,
** (M) Denotes countries which have signed in Moscow only.

**sR.D. Denotes Ratification Deposited.

MEMORANDUM RELATING TO MINORITY AND INDIVIDUAL VIEWS ON THE
NONPROLIFERATION TREATY

This memorandum addresses those issues, not already covered in the letter of
this date from Secretary Rusk to the Chairman of the Senate Committee on
Foreign Relations, identified in the Minority and Individual Views appended
to the Committee’s Report on the Non-Proliferation Treaty (Executive Report
No. 9, 90th Congress, Second Session).

ADEQUACY OF IAEA SAFEGUARDS

Concern was expressed in the Minority Views about “the reliability of the
present international safeguards system of verifying that non-nuclear-weapon
countries will not violate the treaty * * *.”

While the experience and existing capabilities of the International Atomic
Energy Agency, which has been assigned the primary safeguards responsibility
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under the treaty, give it an incomparable head start toward being able to fulfill
this responsibility, no one claims that it is yet in a position to do so. Its stafling,
activities and financing have naturally been geared to the more modest tasks
it has had to date. It will obviously have to gear itself up to meet the vastly
greater responsibilities which the treaty coniemplates for it. But to appreciate
how far along we are toward the goal, it is only necessary to consider where
we would have been if the alternative of creating a new international organiza-
tion for this purpose had been chosen.

The IAEA was created as the result of United States initiative: President
Eisenhower's Atoms for Peace Plan. Its first Director General was Sterling Cole,
formerly Chairman of the U.S. Joint Committee on Atomic Energy. The United
States has provided experts, funds and fissionable material to the Agency for
over ten years.

It is indleative of our confidence in the Agency that the Congress and the
Executive Branch have worked together closely to transfer to the TABA re-
sponsibility for =afeguarding those peaceful nuclear activities that we have
aided in other countries through our agreements for cooperation in the civil
uses of atomie energy.

Ax AEC Chairman Seaborg testified during your Committee’s hearings on
July 12, the TAEA has been developing its safeguards principles and procedures
for a number of years, and a cadre of competent, experienced inspectors has
been established. The Agency’s safeguards system has been applied to peaceful
nuclear activities in over 30 countries, including a privately owned power reac-
tor (Yankec) and a privately owned chemical separation plant (Nuclear Fuel
Services, Inc.) voluntarily submitted to JAEA safeguards in the United States.

In recent months, the TAEA has in fact started to gear up for the greater
responsibilities it will have in conneetion with the treaty: It is planning for
the requisite expansion, setting budgetars goals, and has begun stepped-up
recruitment and preparations for negotiating the implementing agreements
contemplated in the NPT, Even at this early stage, the Agency has found that,
with respect to recruniting for positions as safeguards inspector, there is no dearth
of qualified applicants for the jobs that ave now uvailable. We do not under-
estimate the difficulties of meeting the challenge posed for it by the treaty.
But given the importance of this task and the TAEA’s record of performance
to date in the field of safegnards, we believe that the Agency will be able to
meet that challenge.

MANDATORY SAFEGUARDS ON NUCLEAR SHIPMENTS

Another concern of the Minority was that the treaty could be injurious to our
relations with our European friends. We are convinced that it will not. Our
conviction appears to be shared by the large number of such friends that have
already signed the treaty. These Include, among others, three of the five non-
nuclear-weapon states that are members of Euratom, and two-thirds of the
members of NATO.

More specifieally, the Minority expressed concern over the possible impact on
such allies of the undertaking by nuclear suppliers in Article III not to provide
nuclear materials or related equipment to any nen-nuclear weapon State for
peaceful purposes unless the nuclear materials involved “shall be subject to the
safeguards required by this Article,” That Article necessarily provided for safe-
guards of such a nature that all parties to the treaty could have confidence in
their effectiveness, It thus called for the negotiation of agreements with the
IAEA. We have made clear our understanding that such agreements, while avoid-
ing duplication and making appropriate use of existing records and safeguards
(such as those of Buratouii, should enable the IAEA to carry out its respon-
sibility of providing assurance that no diversion to nuclear weapons or other
nuclear explosive devices is taking place.

Article 111 was incorporated in the final drafts of the treaty only after inten-
sive consultation with our Euratom allies and with the Commission of the Eu-
ropean Communities. Their position ix reflected in the statement that accom-
panied signature of the treaty by the three Euratom members who have already
signed the treaty. They nointed out that they do not consider that there is any
incompatibility between the goals pursued by the NPT and Euratom ; that the safe-
guards provided for in Article ITI of the NPT will be the subject of agreements to
be concluded with the IAIZA ; that to avoid the possibility that the application of
the NPT might be incompatible with provisions of the Huratom treaty, safe-
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guards must he defined in such a way that the rights and obligations of the
Member states and the Community remnin intact, in accordance with the opinion
of the Commission issued pursuant to Article 103 of the Euratom treaty; that
for that purpose, the Commission of the European Communities should enter into
negotiations with the IAEA ; and that it is their intention not to ratify the NPT
before such negotiations have produced an agrecment,

Our confldence in the success of such negotiations and our current assessment
that U8, Senate action on the treaty is a prerequisite to their beginning ave dis-
cussed in the accompunying letter from Secretary Rusk.

COSTS OF SAFEGUARDS

Another concern of the Minority related to the varying estimates of the cost
of administering safeguards around the world, and how much would be borne
by the United States.

The best estimates available to the Executive Branch were supplied for the
record of your Committee. (See Hearings, pp. 153-155; 281-285), But it is to be
noted that these estimates were made on a world-wide basis and thus include, in
addition to the safeguards contemplated by the treaty itself, the cost of safeguards
on all peaceful nuclear facilities in the nuclear-weapon states, They indicate
costs amounting to approximately one percent of the cost of electricity produced
in nuclear power reactors. But they are necessarily preliminary estimates, and
do not reflect the reductions in unit costs that should result from improved
safeguards techniques and the evolution of the safeguards system from a small
scale to a full scale operation.

As to the financing of the safeguards called for by the treaty. the United States
and most other members of the TAEA have taken the position that, since the
beneflelary of safeguards is the world at large, safeguards should be financed
out of the IAEA regular budget rather than by the party inspected. All costs
related to safeguards activities of the IAEA are therefore included in the “Regu-
lar Budget” of the Agency, which is funded by assessed contributions of member
states, The U.S. assessed contribution to this budget has averaged about 32 per-
cent since the inception of the Agency.

These safeguards costs are in our view an acceptable price to pay to check
nuclear proliferation and thus to help reduce the risk of nuclear war.

PEACEFUL NUCLEAR EXPLOSIONS

The Minority also expressed concern abont the ‘“nuclear largesse” which they
believed they saw in Article V of the treaty dealing with peaceful nuclear
explosions.

During negotiation of the treaty, some non-nuclear-weapon states expressed
concern that they would suffer economically from being prohibited under the
treaty from manufacturing their own nuclear explosive devices for peaceful pur-
poses, Such a prohibition is necessary since the technology for manufacturing
nuclear weapons is indistinguishable from the technology for manufacturing
nuclear explosive devices for peaceful purposes. Therefore, the U.S. expressed
its willingness to provide to non-nuclear-weapon parties to the treaty the same
nuciear explosion services, and on the same basis, that we intend to make avail-
able to U.S, industry. By joining in the undertaking now contained in Article V,
the U.8. would reassure non-nuclear-weapon parties {o the treaty that they could
obtain such services from a nuclear-weapon state, or H\mngh an uppropriate
international body, at a reasonable cost.

A few oountries have argued that the nuclear-weapon states shou]d supply
peaceful nuclear explosion services free-of-charge to non-nuclear-weapon parties
to the treaty in exchange for their adhering to it. The U.S, does not agree and
the treaty does not so provide. We believe that each country must decide for itself
whether it is in its national interest to adhere to the treaty. In order to make
that decision less difficult, we announced our willingness to join with the other
parties to the treaty in an undertaking to take appropriate measures to insure
that the potential benefits of peaceful applications of nuclear explosives would
be made available to non-nuclear-weapon parties to the treaty. You will note that
the treaty language describes fhe benefits as “potential” in recognition of the
fact that they are not yet technically and economically feasible,

In connection with this undertaking it has always been contemplated that,
consistent with past U.S. policy in the field of international cooperation in the
peaceful uses of nuclear energy, the U.8. would be willing to make nuclear explo-
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sion serviees available to other countries on what amouuts to n cost reimbursable
basix, We stated that the U.S, would attempt to keep the cost of the explosion
service as low as possible and would not include a charge for the research and
development on the explosive devices used, It was felt that it would be unfuiv
for the United States to try to recoup from adherents to the treaty the costs
which we have alveady incurred (by far the larger part of which has in fact been
inenrred for the development of nuclenr wenpons), of those which we would have
incurred irrespective of the treaty, for research and development on nuclear
explosive devices,

But the costs of furnishing the explosive service, including, among others,
the full cost of all materinls and the fabrication of the explosive devices, would
be borne by the foreign users, not the U.8, taxpayer. Moreover, Article V does
not contain a commitment to support or to conduct explosions of an experimental
nature abroad. However, if it were deemed to be in our national interest to
conduct such an experiment, we could do so (and even participate in the ex.
periment on a partial contribution bagls, as we are doing domestically, if we
were sufliciently interested), even though we would not be under a treaty obli-
gation to do so. In sum, the American taxpayer will incur no greater expenses
in the fleld of peaceful nuclear explosion services as a resuit of the treaty
than he would without it.

Thus we nre convinced that a reservation in connnection with Article V is
unnecessary as well as undesirable, If the United States, a prineipal proponent
of the treaty, attaches a reservation, other countries are much more likely
to attach their own reservations on this and other subjects. Some of these reserva-
tions might not be to our liking. Some might even prevent the treaty from com-
ing into force for particular roserving countries.

NON-NUCLEAR CONFERENCE

According to the Minority Views, another reason for Senate delay was the
fact that the Conference of Non-Nuclear-Weapon States had not completed its
deliberations when your Committee’'s Report was issued. The Non-Nuclear Con-
ference completed its final session on September 23. No clear consensus was
reached on the need for further security assurances or guaranties of protec-
tion to non-nuclear parties. On the subject of the peaceful uses of atomic
energy, many delegates made clear they would want and expect assistance with
or without the Non-P'roliferation Treaty.

These same observations apply to the recently completed session of the U.N.
General Assembly.

The treaty already contains adequate assurances to non-nuclear-weapon states
that their progress in the peaceful uses of nuclear energy would not be fm-
patred by their relinquishment of the right to manufacture nuclear weapons or
other nuclear explosive devices. The treaty would In fact enhance their oppor-
tunity to make continued progress in the field of peaceful uses of nuclear
energy.

The record of the Non-Nuclear Conference, as well as that of the latest
session of the U.N. General Assembly, indicates that if we are to get other
countries to adhere to the Non-Proliferation Treaty, we must move ahead
ourselves on the treaty.

JANUARY 17, 1969.

The Cuamnan. I believe it. would be more orderly, since we have
Dr. Seaborg here now and so that the members could have an oppor-
tunity to question either one of them, to hear his statement now. Do
you have o statement, Dr. Seaborg ?

Dr. Seasora. Yes; I do.

The Crratraran, Will you proceed, please.

STATEMENT OF HON. GLENN T. SEABORG, CHAIRMAN, ATOMIC
ENERGY COMMISSION

Dr. Seanora. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, T am
glad to appear t(zday and I welcome the opportunity to reaffirm my
) r s . v *
support, for the Treaty on the Nonproliferation of Nuclear Weapons.
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When T appeared before this committee last July to testify in support
of the treaty, 1 pointed out that it not only represents a notable land-
mark in our efforts to control the atom, but that it should also inau-
gurate a new and important era in mankind’s effort to use the atom
for peaceful purposes.

PROVISIONS FOR INTERNATIONAL SAFEGUARDS

I will not repeat. the detailed statement. I made at that time, but. I
do wish to address a number of questions which have been raised. In
my testimony, I noted the particular importance of the treaty’s provi-
sions for international safeguards in all peaceful nuclear activities of
nonnuclear-weapon slates party to the treaty. Those provisions, em-
bodied in article IIT of the treaty, represent a historic accomplish-
ment in the effort. to achieve the broadest possible application of inter-
national safeguards in the peaceful nses of atomic energy. That effort
wis initiated by the United States 15 years ago and has been pursued,
with the strong support of the Congress, by each administration since
that time.

In my disenssion last July, I reviewed the development of the Inter-
national Atomic Energy Ageney and its safeguard funetion in par-
ticular, and 1 explained the basis for our confidence that the TAREA,
by building upon its solid, though modest, foundation of experience
in the field of safeguards, will be ible to carry out the increased re-
sponsibilities assigned to it. by the treaty.

In September of last year, I had the honor to head the .S, delegn-
tion to the general conference of the TATA, I can veport that the
TAEA has already begnn to prepare itself for earrying out the impor-
tant responsibilities it will have under the treaty.

SAFEGUARDS PROCEDURFS BEING DEVELOPED BY IAEA

The Secretariat of the Agency is engaged in analyzing its role and
the steps which must be taken in the area of safeguards, It is stndying
requirements for personnel and funds in future years, The safeguards
agreements called for by the treaty arve being developed. Consultants
from several countries, including the United States, are assisting the
TAEA safeguards staff in the preparation of more detailed safeguards
procedures to supplement the regulations already in effect. Recruiting
and training of safeguards personnel to be added to the IATA staif
during this year were initiated some time ago. The results have been
most. encournging and, in fact, the Director Generul has authorized
recruiting for i)osfs against 1970 stafling levels. Thus, whereas in 1967,
the TAEA’s safeguards staff included only 13 professionals, that num-
ber increased to 28 last year, and by the em& of thia year, the pro-
fessional safeguards staff is expected to reach 44. As I noted last
July, the TAEA’s safeguards personnel requirements in the future
will be many times its current needs. By the same token, however, the
number of specially trained people in the nuclear industry throughout
the world will also increase, thus providing a much larger pool for
recruitment of safeguards personnos.

I believe the treaty will be an important stimulus in obtaining recog-
nition by governments and individuals that active participation in the
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TAEA’s safeguards activities represents a meaningful contribution to
world peace.

In my previous visits to other countries and in conversations with
representatives of many other countries in Vienna, it was clear that the
enormotts importance of the TAEA's safeguards function under the
NPT was universally appreciated. 1 am confident that this widespread
recognition will be manifested by the continued financial support by
its members, of the IAEA's safegnard activities, even when the magni-
tude of those activities will have increased many fold.

At the general conference, the TAIKA also took the first step in
preparing itself to play a role in the implementation of article V of
the treaty, under w}:ich the potential benefits of peaceful nuclear ex-
plosions are to be made available to non-nuclear-weapon states party to
the treaty. In accordance with a resolution of the general conference,
the Director General is preparing a study of the role that might be
played by the TAEA in that effort. In fact, a preiiminary analysis by
the Director General has already been distributed to the members of
the Board of Governors for consideration at their meeting next week.

U.8. OBLIGATIONS UNDER ARTICLE V

I would like to discuss briefly the concern that has been expressed
regarding the extent of the obligations the United States will be un-
dertaking in connection with article V of the treaty. That concern is
related to two points: first, the nature and terms of the services to be
provided in accordance with article V and, second, the possibility that
the treaty could be misinterpreted as requiring the undertaking of
peaceful nuclear explosions of a research and development nature
abroad.

First, the negotiating record makes it clear that article V contemn-
plates the performance of peaceful nuclear explosion services on a
commereial basis, only for developed applications. I should like to
assure you that such services will be performed on the basis of full cost
recovery. Generally, these would exclude the general costs of research
and development on nuclear explosive devices (including our cumula-
tive costs to date) since such costs have been and will be incurred in the
furtherance of our own technical programs. Of course, most of our
fundamental knowledge in this area has been acquired for nuclear-
weapon development,

All costs of furnishing the explosion service, including, among other
things, the full cost of all materials, the fabrication of the explosive
devices, and the firing of them, would be borne by the foreign user
and not the Atomic Energy Commission. Appropriate overhead costs
would also be included. We would also be reimbursed if we undertook
work relating to a particular adaptation of a nuclear device or of our
operations for the benefit of a specific user. This overall approach is
consistent with the pricing policy which the Commission follows in
connection with other materials and services that it provides domesti-
cally and abroad.

In order for us to reach the point where we can provide the type
of commercial service anticipated by article V, the Commission intends
to continue to carry out a vigorous research and development pro-
gram, including appropriate experiments.
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This leads us to the second point I would like to discuss. Article V
of the treaty does not obligate the United States to undertake experi-
mental peaceful nuclear explosions abroad. In most cases, this experi-
mental program will be conducted within the United States. In a
few cases, however, it may be in our programmatic interest, although
not required by the treaty, to carry out an ex‘)emment overseas in
collaboration with another nation. The Australian project at Cape
Keraudren for which the feasibility of nuclear excavation techniques
is now under study, could be such an experiment. Any research and
development experiment that we might wish to conduct would have to
he considered and evaluated, on a case-by-case basis, in terms of its
programmatic interest to the Commission. OQur financial contribution
to any such experiment. would be related to that interest. I can assure
you that the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy will be consulted with
regard to any such experiment. Moreover, before undertaking to con-
duct any such explosion involving the expenditure of Commission
funds, the experiment would obviously have to be reviewed by the
Joint Committee and Appropriations Committees as part of the au-
thorization and appropriation process.

The Cuararan. Thank you, Dr. Seaborg.

Mr. Fisher, do you wish to make a statement ?

Mr. Fisuer. Nosir.

COMMITTEE REPORT COMMENT ON U.N. RESOLUTION

The Crrarraan. Mr. Secretary, you anticipated one of my questions
when you said that yvou are in full accord with the statement in the
committee report with regard to the effect and significance of the
U.N. Security Council Resolution. You cleared that up very satisfacto-
rily so I won’t reiterate it. I was very pleased that you did, because
there has been a misapprehension about it. I thought the committes
report made the point very clear.

I want to say, too, in general, that I shall try to be brief in order
that everyone may have an opportunity to question today. The Secre-
tary is going abroad on Saturday or Sunday. When he returns, at some
reasonable period, we will have a further open hearing for a general
discussion of policy.

RELATIONSIIIP OF AUSTRALIAN PROJECT TO TEST BAN TREATY

I also have this question for you, Dr. Seaborg, and the Secretary as
well, about the Plowshare program. One project in particular is antici-
pated for Australia. This obviously brings up the question of how that
project would be reconciled with our obligations under the test ban
treaty. I wonder if you could say anything about it. How can you have
such Al experiment or such a project without violating the test ban
treaty?

Dr. Srapora. Well, of course, we have agreed only to a feasibility
study. We will have to wait until this study has been completed in
order to determine the technical and economic feasibility of that par-
ticular experiment, ’

Then we would have to make an evaluation as to whether it could be
conducted within the vequirements of the limited test ban treats.

The Crratryran, Has Australia signed the treaty? '
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Dr. SEaiora. The test ban treaty ; yes. .

The Cuamman. Noj has she signed the Nonproliferation Treaty?

Dr. Seasore. No.

Secretary Rogers. No. .

The CrairmaN. Why do you choose a country which hasn’t signed
the Nonproliferation Treaty to begin a feasibility study on, to begin a
project. which is really provided for in the treaty? I am curious why
you choose a country which hasn’t signed or ratified the treaty.

Dr. Seanorae. We don’t feel that this is part of the services that would
be supplied under article V,

The Cuarman, You don’t.

Dr. Seasora. No,

The Caamnan, Why?

Dr. Seapora. Senator Fulbright, this is a research and development
experiment that would be part of our overall development program
for perfecting the use of nuclear explosions for excavation.

The Crairman. On that basis, are we going to pay the whole cost?

Dr. Seanora. No: we are not.

The Crramrran. What are we going to do?

Dr. Seaora. We are going to pay for the cost of the nuclear ex-
plosives. How much more of the costs we would pav has yet to he
determined. The company involved and the other participants in Auns-
tralia would bear a part of the cost in this case.

However, we do have in our 1;1'0 ram for the development of ex-
eavation techniques, and in the budget, an experiment equivalent to
this experiment, which we would otherwise do in the United States
if we didn’t do it under these conditions,

The CHamrMAN. Do you with your present knowledge think it is
possible to conduct such an excavation project without violating the
test han treaty ? Is it. possible to confine the debris of such an explosion
within the territorial limits of Australia?

Dr. Seanora. Well, as T have indicated T think this would have to
be the subject of a careful evaluation,

EFFECT OF PLOWSHARE EXPLOSION ON ECOIOGY OF AREA

The Craraan. Do we have any more knowledge about confining
this kind of debris than the oil companies do abont. the oil which 1s
now invading California from the sea? [Laughter.]

Dr. Searora. Well, I think, we have developed very clean nuclear
explosives, in a continuing program that the Atomic Energy Com-
mission has, so that I don’t believe that it would be a question of
spreading radioactivity in any manner analogous to the oil spread.

The CHARMAN. This is what I am trying to bring out. I don’t know
that. Do you think such an explosion wouldn’t effect the marine life or
the general ecology of that area ?

Dr. Searore. It would be part of our study to determine that it
wouldn’t. We have developed increasingly clean explosives and im-
proved emplacement techniques for the firing of the explosives as a
prelude to their being used in such excavation projects in our country
and throughout the world.

The Cramman. Have they been tried in the ocean? Have they been
demonstrated ¢
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Dr. Seanore. We haven't. This would be the first explosion- che
first experiment utilizing a nuclear explosive—that would be con-
ducted under the bottom of the ocean. ) .

The Ciamman, The sort of thing that has happened in California
has focused attention on the problem of contamination of our beaches
and the living conditions of people all in the interests of business
exploration. It is a very sad case.

Of course this is the second major disaster now, after the Z'orrey
Danyon caused such devastation off the coast of England. Now we
have one. T must say as long as we are entering the Nonproliferation
Treaty to choose a country that has not signed it and is not inter-
ested enough to sign it seems a litle odd. There must be other coun-
tries yon could favor with such an experiment, assuming it is a favor,
I am not sare it is,

The Criamaran, T will have to rely on you for that evaluation.

Dre. Seasorc. We wouldn't do it if that potential existed.

The Cniaraeyran. T hope you won't, L

(Subsequently the (ﬁum-m:m placed two articles on the scientific
aspects of nuclear excavation projeets in the appendix. See pp. 442-
449.)

ATTITUDE OF NONNUCLEAR POWERS TOWARD SIGNING

The CnamryMan. Mr, Secretary, the question of the uonnuclear
powers, of course, is a very important one. I believe the Swedish
delegate to the General Assembly said the following about a major
power’s responsibilities in the disarmament field as a result of the Non-
proliferation Treaty :

During the preparation of the Nonproliferation Treaty, we, the non-nuclear-
weapon powers, were demanding tangible steps to accompany or follow it. But
no steps have so far been taken to accompany the readiness on the part of the
mujority of us to aceept non-nuclearization of our military forces. No steps have
been taken to “follow”, This is probably one of the reasons for a certain reluctance
to =ign and ratify the Nonproliferation Treaty.

Referring to the superpowers, this delegate went on to say:

An agreed cessation of strategic arms race, or at least an immediate mora-
torium, is the counterpart disarmament measure now expected from them, The
credibility of the superpowers in regard to disarmament is now at stake,

What is your comment on this statement of the Swedish delegate
that the reluctance of many countries to sign the treaty is based at
Jeast in part on the seeming unwillingness of the major powers to
stop the upward spiral in arms?

Secretary Rocers, Well, Mr, Chairman, I would doubt that that
was true in most caces,

I think there is a desire on the part of the nonnuclear powers that
tho superpowers proceed in accordance with article VI of the treaty,
and if the treaty 1s ratified and put into etfect we certainly will live up
to the commitments that were made in article VI.

The Cyairman, Do I understand then if this treaty is ratified and
put into effect that you might be more persuaded to abandon the ABM
project?

Secretary Rockrs. Well, T wouldn't want to limit my comment to
any particular phase

The Cramrman, It is just an example—a current example.
[Laughter.]

'7
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Seeretary Rosers. As I say, I think what T would like to stand on
is the language of article VI. I think it is in the interest of the United
States and peace in the world to pursue seriously and in good faith
efforts to limit the arms race.

The Criammyan. So do I. I am thoroughly in accord with article VI
but there seems to me a little inconsistency on our professing, as yvou
do now, and with which I agree, devotion to the sentiments of article
VI and, at the same time, proceeding, if we should, to build an ABM
system. This is all I mean. It has been known that we sometimes talk
one way and act another.

Secretary Rocers. Yes.

The Cuairman. And I hope this administration won't do that.

Secretary Rocers. No; but I think that realism requires there be a
certain mutuality.

The CraIRMAN. Oh, yes; I agree.

Secretary Rogers. And that 1s what we hope for.

The Crarman. I agree with that, ves, indeed. But if we are going
to ratify the treaty, I would hope we would take that provision as
seriously as the Swedish delegate does.

Secretary Rocers. Yes.

The CuarmMan. I think it could be a very important aspect.

Secretary Roaers. I'm more concerned about the Soviet Union than I
am about the Swedes as far as that particular question is concerned.

AUSTRALIA’S INTENTIONS TOWARD NPT

The CuairMan. I am, too. We all are, of course. Incident,nllgf, why
hasn’t Australia signed this treaty? Do you know any reason? Does
she have any intention of signing it or not signing it¥ Does either of
you know? .

Secretary Rogers. I don’t happen to know, Mr. Chairman.

Dr. Seasora. No; I don’t.

The CrairmaN. You do not know?

Mr. Fisuer. Mr. Chairman, Australia voted in favor of the U.N.
General Assembly Resolution commending the treaty last June. But it
has not expressed its intention whether to sign or not. That will have
to come.

'1‘;19 Ciarman. You don’t know, as of now, whether they will or
not
5 Mr. Fisner. The only indication is a favorable vote on the 12th of

une.

The CramrMan. Yes,

U.S. PLOWSHARE EXPLOSION IN NEVADA

Another question I should have mentioned on the debris matter is
this: there has been a great deal of speculation in the press that one of
our own explosions recently did put debris into the atmosphere beyond
our own territorial limits. Do you wish to say anything about that now,
Mr. Seaborg? It was the recent explosion in Nevada, I believe,

Dr. SeaBore. Yes.

The Cuairyan, That explosion vented. Is that the right word?

Dr. Seasora. I think you have reference to the Plowshare cratering
explosion, the Schooner shot, that took place in December.
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There were reports that fluctuations in the background radiation in
Canada were higher than normal. Our own monitoring stations in that
region, in that part of the country—in the Northeast part of our coun-
try—did not show fluctuations greater than normal,

The Criamraan. What you are saying is that it did not, in your opin-
ion, constitute a violation of the test ban treaty ?

Dr. SeaBore. That is right.

The Criairman, In the case of Australia, do I understand that you
believe, either that you can control the fallout or you will be sure that
you can before you attempt the project, or if you wish to go ahexd with
the project and it would violate the treaty, you would seek to get some
kin(f of an amendment to the treaty concurred in by other parties? Is
that our attitude?

Dr. Seasorc. That is right, or an agreement as to the interpretation
of the test ban treaty.

The Crramaman. Well, that is what I meant by some kind.

Dr. Seasora, Well, that might occur short of an amendment, which
is a time-consuming and laborious process.

The CrarrmMaN. But you clearly are not intending to just go ahead
and violate the treaty just to satisfy some experimental urge ¢

Dr. SeaBora. No, sir.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much, both of you.

ssepator Sparkman ?

Senator SparkmaN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

TRANSFER OF NUCLEAR DELIVERY SYSTEMS

Mr. Secretary, I want to ask you this question: Secretary Rusk testi-
fied that it is the U.S. understanding that the treaty does not prohibit
the transfer of nuclear delivery vehicles or delivery systems or control
over them to any recipient so long as such transfer does not involve
bombs or warheads.

The United States has also given our NATO allies a statement on
the Nonproliferation Treaty promising not only that there will be no
change in our nuclear relationships with Europe, but our understand-
ing that a new federated European state could assume the nuclear
weapons of one of its former components.

Do you subscribe to that statement by Secretary Rusk?

Secretary Rocers. Yes, I do, Senator.,

Senator SparkMAN. How has the Soviet Union responded to these
assurances by the United States?

Secretary Rogers. Well, I will ask Mr. Fisher, he has been in touch
with them.

Senator SpArRkMAN. Fine.

Mr. Fisuer. Senator Sparkman, the observations that are found
on page arabic 6 of xecutive H, which is before the committee, cover
this subject. Those have been shown to key members of the IXNDC.
They have now been made available to all members of the U.N,, and
an indication that this is the way the United States proposed to pro-
ceed. There has been no indication of objections,

Senator SpareMAN. Nor any indication of raising the question in
the {uture.

Mr. Fisner. No, sir.
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DEFINITION OF A DEVELOPED COUNTRY

Senator Sparkman. I want to ask Dr. Seaborg a rather brief ques-
tion. Dr. Seaborg, in discussing the use of nuclear power, nuclear ex-
plosion services in other countries, you said in your statement that
article V contemplates the performance of peaceful nuclear explosion
services on a commercial basis only for developed applications. Does
that mean applications from developed countries? Does it draw a line
between deve}opcd countries and others that are not fully developed?

Dr. Seaborg. Well, as a practical matter the only two countries that
would be in a position to perform the service would be the United
States and the Soviet Union, and here I am referring to applications
that we have developed or perfected as distinguished from experimental
applications which would be an exception.

Senator Searkyan. Well, as I vecall our hearings back last summer,
there was a distinction made between industrial nations that were able
to carry the expense and those that were not industrially developed
and not able to carry the whole expense. Is there such a differentiation?

Dr. Seasore. Well, in this case the explosive would be furnished by
us, actually developed and fabricated by us: the application would be
developed and perfected by us, and then the service performed by us
for the other country with the other country paying all of the expenses,
exclusive of those connected with our research and development costs,

Senator SparkMan. Does that apply all across the board, to all
countries?

Dr. Srarora. So far as the treaty is concerned it would apply in prin-
ciple to all signers, all non-nuclear weapon adherents to the treaty.
They would receive the service as a practical matter, either from the
United States or the Soviet Union.

Senator Sparkyan. But would pay the same share of expenses across
the hoard ?

Dr. Seapora. Would pay the same share of expenses so far as we are
concerned. I don’t know what the arrangements——

Senator SparkMan. I am asking.

Dr. Searora. Yes.

Secretary Rocers. So far as the treaty is concerned, that is correct,
Senator, There is no question about that.

Senator SrarkaaN. I assume so far as the application of it is con-
cerned that same thing is true?

Secretary Roerrs. Yes, it would be unless Congress changed its
mind.

NATIONS NEAREST A NUCLEAR CAPABILITY

Senator SrarxyaN. Would you name the states that are nearest
to a nuclear capability whose ratification would be necessary or cer-
tainly greatly desirved in order to make the treaty a success? Dr. Sea-
borg, would you answer that ?

Dr. Srarora. Yes.

I furnished for the record at the time of the July hearings, or fol-
lowing the July hearings, a list of countries in two categories. There
are all gradations of readiness in this area, and also, the countries
that you would put in any list. The list .is determined by what you

DR et st ) S AR R L T I S Hooeare .
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mean by developing a nuclear capability. Do you mean just one weapon
or do you mean somewhat of a stockpile?

In the category that would include countries that could produce a
substantial number of nuclear weapons, and the delivery capability
to go with them, within a period of about 5 to 10 years, I, at that time,
listed Australia, Canada, the Federal Republic of Germany, India,
Ttaly, Japan, and Sweden.

In a category that could develop nuclear weapons capability at a
lower level, not a substantial number and perhaps not sophisticated
delivery systems and perhaps on a longer time scale, one or the other
or all of these, T listed Argentina, Austria, Belgium, Brazil, Chile,
Czechoslovakia, ITungary, Israel, the Netherlands, Pakistan, Poland,
South Africa, Spain, Switzerland, the United Arab Republie, and
Yugoslavia.

Now, alzo the time scale here coufd he different if any of these
countries decided to put an inordinate amount of their national prod-
net and effort into trying to produce the fissionable material and to
fabricate nuelear weapons, That could shorten the time scale in the
e of any of them.

NONPARTICIPATION OF CERTAIN NUCLLAR AND NEAR-NUCLEAR NATIONS

Senator Sparkyan, I helieve most of the objection that we have
heard, so far as nonparticipation of countries is concerned, has been
dirvected primarily toward Israel and Western Germany. They are
potential nuclear nations, aren’t they? France and China are men-
tioned as nuclear powers—-—

Dr. Srasora. They are nuclear powers now.

Senator Srarkaan. And they are not signing. Can the treaty be a
suceess without the inclusion, first, of France and China?

Dr. Seanore. Oh, 1 think so, very definitely.

Senator Sparkyan. Can it be without the inclusion of Isracl and
West Germany?

r. Seasora, That would be—that would limit its success. That
would be a partially successful treaty.

Senator SearxMan. And what about India and Japan?

Dr. Seasora. If they didn’t adhere to the treaty that, of course,
would limit its nsefulness even further.

Senator SeargkMman. What would vou suggest arve the prospects of
Japan, for instance, in becoming a parvty to the treaty?

Dr. Seasora. T thing the prospects are very good that Japan will
becoma a party to the treatv.

Senator Srankyran., What about India?

Dr. Seanora, India has, as T understand it, expressed doubt that she
will adhere to the treaty.

Senator Srarxaan. What about Tsrael?

Dr. Seanora. Israel has not conmiitted itself publicly as to its stand,
its eventual stand.

Senator SeakkyMaN. Are you hopeful?

Dr. Seasora. I am hopeful in the case of Israel. I believe Israel will.

Senator Sparksan. Does West Germany come into that same
category ?

Dr. Seasore. Yes; West Germany is in that same category.
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Senator Srarkaax. Senator. Thank you very mwueh, T have some
correspondence from Assistant Seeretary Macomber that T would like
mserted at this point as well as an editorial on the treaty.

(The correspondence referred to follows.)
DEPARTMENT OF STATE,
Washington, D.C., November 19, 1968.
Hon, JouHN SPARKMAN,
U.8. Scnate.

DEAR SENATOR SPARKMAN : In the absence of the Secretary, I have been asked
to reply to your letter of November & 1968 regarding a recent editorial concern.
ing the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons, In response to your
request for a brief discussion of each of the points raixed in the editorial, T sub-
mit for your consideration the following observations. I will enumerate each of
the issues raised in the editorial and follow each with xome brief comments.

1. The editorial cites the Soviet invasion and occupation of ('zechoslovakia and
claims that “the present atmosphere is w.ong” for Senate consent to ratification
of the Non-Proliferation Treaty,

This Government, in statements by the President, the Secrotary of State, and
other high officials, has joined others in the free world in condemning the out-
rageous action of the Soviet Union and five other Warsaw PPact powers for the
unjustified invasion of Czechoslovakia, We have taken a number of concrete
steps to show our displeasure.

As you know, there has been a great deal of dixcussion both in and out of the
Government as to the effect the Noviet intervention in the internal affairs of
Czechoslovakia should have on Senate action on this Treaty. It is our conclusion
that significant delay in Senate approval will not serve the best interests of the
United States,

The Non-Proliferation Treaty, as you well know, is not a bilateral agreement
with the Soviet Union but rather a world-wide treaty to prevent the spread of
nuclear weapons “o nations not now possessing them. Qver eighty nations have
signed the Treaty. Czechoslovakia was one of the first to do so.

At the General Conference meeting of the International Atomic Energy Agency
in Vienna on September 28, 1068, one month after the invasion, the Czech dele-
gate recognized the urgency of maintaining the momentum behind the NPT
and said: “I am sure I shall be expressing the sincere and deep-felt wish of every-
body in this room this afternoon if I say we all hope every member state of our
Agency will find it possible within a very short time to take all necessary steps
to become party to this treaty.” An extended delay in Senate action will not
penalize the Soviets for their actions in Czechoslovakia so much as it will harm
our own self-interest and that of the rest of the world in its race against time
in preventing other nations from acquiring the means of nuclear destruction.

It should be remembered that this Treaty is a United States treaty., We pro-
posed it first in 1964 ; we offered the first treaty draft: and we finally convinced
the Soviets and many other countries in four years of tough bargaining.

2. The editorial cites an article in “Central Europe Journal” which contends
that while the NPT “ostensibly” stops the spread of nuclear weapons, it really
“attempts to establish cooperation—and to some extent nuclear condominion-—be-
tween the U.S. and the U.&.8.R.”

In Article I. of the Non-Proliferation Treaty. the nuclear-weapon Parties agree
not to transfer nuclear weapons to anyone, In Article I1, the non-nuclear-we:apon
Parties agree not to acquire nuclear weapons, Thexe are the hasic anti-prolifera-
tion undertakings in the Treaty. They do not establish nuclear “cooperation” or
a nuclear “condominion” between nuclear-weapon parties,

3. In a further quotation from the article in “Central Europe Journal,” the
editorial notes the claim that the NPT “ensures disarmament of states which
the U.S.S.R. may want to conquer . . .” and “destabilizes the situation in Cen-
tral and Western Europe . ..".

The Non-Proliferation Treaty prohibits parties which do not now have nuclear
weapons from acquiring them., It thus is not a “disarmamert” agreement but an
agzreement by non-nuclear nations not to arm themselves with nuclear weahous,
The NPT does not relate to any weapons other than nuclear weapons and does
not in any way “ensure disarmament of states which the U.S.8.R. may want to
conquer . .."”.

During the Hearings hefore the Committee on Foreign Relations on the Non-
Projiferation Treaty in July of 1968, Secretary Ruxk referred to the answerg we
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had given to our NATO allies concerning questions they had raised regarding
Articles I and II of the 'reaty. He said :

“The treaty ... does not deal with allied [NATO] consultation and planning
on nuclear defense so long as no transfer of nuclear weapons or control over them
results. It does not deal with arrangements for deployment of nuclear weapons
within allied territory as these do not involve any transfer of nuclear weapons or
control over them unless and until a decision were made to go to war, at which
time the treaty would no longer he controlling * * *»,

The Treaty has no effect on the present Allinnce structure concerning “*Central
and Western Europe.” If anything, it should help to *“‘stabilize” the situation in
that area by removing the uncertainties which would be created should one of the
nations in the heartland of Europe come into control of nuclear weapons.

4. The editorial contends that “proper nuclear armaments with adequate safe-
guards against provocative or unauthorized use—such safeguards are entirely
feasible—would have provided full protection against ground invasion and nu-
clear l,)lackmnu, and therefore would have enhanced European and world se-
curity”,

The testimony of Secretary Rusk. quoted in the preceding section of this letter,
makKkes clear that the T'reaty does not prohibit “arrangements for deployment of
nuclear weapons within allled [NATO] territory as these do not involve any

transfer of nuclear weapons or control over them . . .”, This, of course, assumes
that the weapons remain in the custody and control of U.S. forces in allied
territory.

To go beyond this—to transfer nuclear weapons to a non-nuclear country—
would violate the Atomic Energy Act as well as the Treaty. Moreover, to design
any system of safeguards against what the editorial ealls ‘‘provocative or unau-
thorized use” would be extraordinarily difficult. Even if a clever technician could
not circumvent such a system to remove the nuclear weapon, he could acquire
highly sensitive design information on the warhead through X-rays and other
scientifie techniques. The practical and political objections—to say nothing of the
bar imposed by the Atomic Energy Act—makes such a transfer wholly unrealistic.

5. The editorial goes on to raise the issue of “security assurances” in connec-
tion with the NPT. The editorial questions whether the treaty may force the
United States “to shoulder the burden of defending the entire globe * * »7,

As you will recall, in the course of the negotiation of the Treaty, a number of
non-nuclear-weapon states, including especially non-aligned states, expressed the
need for some form of assurance with respect to their security that would be
appropriate in light of their renunciation of the right to acquire nuclear weapons.
Members of alliances. such as our NATO allies. will continue of course to have
the benefit of these alliances under the Non-Proliferation Treaty.

While there is no provision on security assurances in the Treaty, a resolution
on this subject was adopted by the United Nations Security Council on June 19,
1908 by a vote of 10-0 (with § abstentions). The United States, the United
Kingdom and the Soviet Union each issued suhstantially identical declarations
in explanation of their votes for this resolution.

The Security Council Resolution recognizes rhat “aggression with nuclear
weapons 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 nuclear-
weapon State permanent members, would have to act immediately in accordance
with their obligations under the United Nations Charter.” The United States
in its declaration stated that ‘“the United States affirms its intention, as a
permanent member of the United Nations Security Council, to seek immedinte
Security Council action to provide 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 victim of an act of aggression or an object of a
threat of aggression in which nuclear weapons are used.”

The United States dealt with this issue in the context of the United Nations
since we were nct prepared to undertake world-wide obligations beyond our
present commitments, including those in the U.N. Charter. As Secretary Rusk
stated at the Hearings on the Non-Proliferation Treaty, “We have made it
very clear in this matter we are not directly or indirectly making ourselves
a bilateral ally with every non-nuclear state, We are simply expressing our
responsibility as a permanent member in the Security Council in accordance
with the Charter which has been part of the law of the land since the United
Nations was organized.”
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In vesponse to a question from you, Neevetary Rusk also noted at these
heavings that the United States will vemadn free to use ity veto power in the
event a future proposal betore the Security Counetl seems fucompatible with the
Intorests of the United States,

¢ The editorinl states that “the undeveloped nationy say the Non-Urotiferation
Treaty does not zatisfactorily provide for development of nuclear technology for
industefal usex”, On the contrarvy, the ''reaty assures non-nuclenr-wenpon partios
that they will not suffer any loxs in pavticipating in the pencetul uses of nuelear
energy by adhering to the NI, Artele IV of the 'reaty specitieally attivms
“the thalteanble vight of all Partles to the ‘Treaty (o develop veseareh, pro-
duction and uxe of nuclear cnergy for peaceful purposes * * 2 and ealls for
cooperntion for contributing “to the turther developient of the applieation ot
nuelear energy for peacetful puvposes’,

7. The editorial questions whether sutlilent nuvelenr explosive devicos tor
peaceful purposes, when and ¢ techuieally and economieally feasible, will
be available in order to carvy out the undevtakings in Arvtdele Vool the ‘U'renty.
Ax the United Rtates vepresentative to the Bghteen Natlon Disarmament Con-
mittee said on Februnry 22, 1908

“Rome spettkers have wondered about * % * (he possibitity that the demands
for nuclear exploston services could outweigh the avallable supply of nucleay
explosive deviees; and they ask how priovities would be determined. Lo this
1 ean veply that the United States does not feresee that. there will he auy senvelty
of nuelear explosive devices onee the peaceful applicntions of nucloar explosions
beconie fearible, A sufllelent number of explosive devicos stiould bo avatlable
to meot all toresocable needs for these services, domestically, bilatorally or
through an interngtional body,"”

1 hope this disensalon of the pointy ratsed {n the oditorial will meet your
needs, 161 ean be of any furtier assistance in this matter, please do not, hesistate
to et me know,

Nineorely yours,
WILLIAM B, MACOMRER, JTv.,
Axgistant Scerctarp for
Congressional Relations.

[,
[ rom The Birmingham News, Qct, 28, 1068}
Tur NONPROLIFERATION ‘I'mEATY

President Johnson has indieated he may eall the Senate back tnfo speelal ses-
ston after the election tn ovdoer to pnss the ‘Mrenty on Nonproliteration of Nueleay
Wenpons, He appavently helleves it's that haportant.

The Netws believes, too, that meanivgrul steps toward peace are lportant,
and that some form of nonproliteration treaty (not neceasarily the one curvently
undoer congideration) may prove welptul,

However, as wo pointed out Inst month, the present atmospheve Is wrong.
Soviet troops still occupy Czechoslovakin: Kurope s apprehensive about the
future, And the arguinents against ratification of the particular nouproliferation
treaty now hefore the Senate are beginuing to tell,

The current issue of Central Kuropo Journal, for example, carries 24 puges
of objectlons to the nonproliferation treaty, While Amerleans may not agree
that all the objections arve will-foundwd, a lot of them do make sense.

One authior contends, for fustance, that the treaty s not what it appeatrs to
he, “Oatensibly, it stopa the spread of nuclear weapons. In reality, it attempts
to establish cooperation -and to some oxtent nuclear condominion—between the
U8, and the USNR."

This may be all vight for the U8, and the USSR, the writer goes on, but there
are other nations--Red China and France, to nnme two-—that don't trust elther
the Amerieans or the Soviets

e says: “The pact ensures disnrmament of stutes whiel the USSR miny want
to conquer before tangling with the LS, directly . . . In particular, the paet
destabilizes the sltuation in Central and Western Rurope, both by fnereasing
the extent of the diveet theeat aud by stimulating vadiead politieal movements.
By contrasts, proper nuelear armaments with adequate safepuarvds ngninst pro-
vocative or unnuthorized use--such safegunrds ave entlvely  fensible—-swonld
have provided full protection agntust ground tnvaston and nuelear binckmaltl, and
thevefore wonlid have entneed Furopean and world stability,”
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It ix asked, I the VN wants to have a nuclear manopoly, will the UN beav aly
the costs nnd responsibilitios of nuelear defense? Is the WS, prepaved to shoulder
the burden of defending the entive globe agninst Communist fwmperiatism?

Furope has heard xome of the sumne senators who tavor the nonproliferntion
trenty suy that Amertea ennnot assume the vole of world policeman. Who, then,
will underwrite the freedom of non-uuelear states? Is Ameriea veady to beeome
invalved tna whole sevles of “lttle wars™?

1t s asked, 1 Indin is attacked by o non-signatory power (Red China), who
will come to Indin's defense, Amerien or Russin?

Undeveloped natious say the nenproliferation treaty does not satistactorily
provide for development of nuctear technology for industrial uses, 'Chey say that
rond bubldigz, mintng, and so on enn he speeded up by the applieation of nuclear
power, *Ihe notion that the two super-powers will run a lavge progeam of in
dustrinl evploslons for the entive world (an estimated 3000 detonations per
your), when they may be bavely able {o satisty thetr own needs, and that in
so dofngg they would be able to veconelle the contradictory nuntional interests of
thetr varvious elfents, is fancitul,”

Promixes that are kept vapue and which are not glven legal toree ave, at best,
mere words, suy the Centrat Rurvope Journal welters, The nonproliferation trenty
now hefare the Senate sn't speettle enough  i's open to wmisinterpretuation, delib-
ornte or otherwise : and it relfex too henvily upon an “understoond" afmosphere of
entente botween Russin and Ameriea,

That atmosplhicre has been polsoned by the nvaston of Czechoslovakin, and
non-nuclear, neuteal states have lost n good deal of faith in what some of them
thought was n metlowing Soviet Unton,

The Senate would do well not to act upon Prestdent Johnson's treaty just yet.
This Ian't the propoer time,

1 From The Rirmingham Newos, Feb, 8, 1869 )
NONPROLIFERATION

There are many good reasons, 1 nwnber of which 'The Birmingham News has
cited in the past several months, to justity a belieo? that the Senate was corveet
to delay actlon on ratifying the nuelear nonproliferation treaty,

That's the ggreement enghneered primnvily by the United States and Russin,
to which Great Rettadn also is a parety, by which the nuclear powers wounld bind
themselves to vefrain from facnishing nuelenr weapons to nations which do
not already bhave them; and the nonnuclear nations not to manutacture any.

There never ina heen mueh dispute of the wisdom of such a paet, tn The News'
view: the more nations possessing atomie avms, the greater the chance on 2
purely mathematienl basis that sooner or later somehody wonld use them; and
the visk actually would go up move vapidly than in simple mathemntionl pro-
grossion as the arms came into the possession of smaller, shakier governments
perhnps less apt than the big powers to make responstble deelatons as to thelr wse,

But while the aim is good, there are obvious obstacles to au lronclud puct
to that effect: For one thing, not all of the existing nuelear powers will agree
to it (France and Red Chinn fre not parties to the treaty immediately at ques-
tion) ; and for another, theve s always the possibility that one or more of the
signatories will violate the pact, efther openly, when the spirit moves them,
or elandestinely if they think they can get away with it.

The Communists’ record for keeping treatles i not encouraging in that regavd.

Ratittention of thix treaty was further complieated by the Russlan invaston
of Czochoxlovakin, Whatever the merits of the treaty, that brutal suppression
of the Czechs' moves toward grenter freedom hardly created an atmosphere
in which steps toward “detente” could procved heedlexs of what had happened,

Under the circumstances it was perfectly proper, ag The News sald at the
thne, for the Kenate to hold off on ratifying the pact,

Now President Nixon has asked that body to give its approval to the non-
proliferation treaty,

Whilte still xeving reason to be hesttant, it becomes at this poind, it seems to
this newspaper, o nutter of the Senate -and the country --giving a vote of
confidence to the newly elected Prestdent,

Richard Nixvon conid hardly be called a soft-lHner or an “appeaser.” He's hared-
headed, and he knows the Communists’ recovd. In making this recommendation,
he has welghed all factors and concluded that the advantage to be gatned-- and
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we are certain that he seex more specitie advantage than simply creation of the
laslon of a reoxy glow hetween Washington and Moscow—-is greater than the
real or potential drawbneks,

He is asking the conntry, in effect, to take a caleulated visk.

Mr. Nixon is not the kind of man to axk the country to take such a risk unless
he were convineed that the odds were reasonably safe that it wonld produce the
desired result, or, at the very least, that If it didn’t pan out the national security
wonld not be imperiled.

That being the case, the Senate should go along with his request,

The Crramraan. Senator Aiken,

Senator AIkEN. Let me say at the outset that T am in favor of any
move to restriet the spread of nuclear weapons throughont the world,
particularly to nations who do not now have them.

T also am very much in favor of sharing our facilities, our knowl-
edge, for peacoful purposes with other states if their economies could
be improved by such a process of sharing.

Third, T am in favor of giving the Senate, the full Senate, the right
to debate this question which is now before us, and for that purpose
I exncet to vote to report the treatv to the Senate regardless of
whether T am oppnsed to any portion of it,

I want to sny further that T think this treaty was prompted by the
best of intentions on the part of the State Department and the Atomie
Fnergy Commission and all those who are in favor of & more secure
world.

INSPECTION OF U.8, ATOMIC INSTALLATIONS

T have heen somewhat disturbed by two provisions tn the trantv, the
first heing the statement of our exeentive braneh chat we wonld throw
open all atomie eneray installations in the United States to inspeetion,
There was a similar statement on the part of England, and no statement
to that effect on the part of Russia.

It scems to me that a statement on our part that will make onr
atomie facilities nvailable for inspection by foreign countries or repre-
sentatives of forcign countries should be contingent on all the nuelear
powers that are party to this treaty making the same statement,

UNLIMITED SURSIDY TO PRIVATE TNDUSTRIES FEARED

T was also somewhat disturbed last July, at a hearing before the Joint
Committee on Atomie Fnergy, by the testimony of the representatives
of the Atomic Energy Commission which could have been interpreted
as meaning that article V could constitute an unlimited subsidy to the
international oil and mining companies, and that has disturbed me
considerably, and T made my support of the treaty contingent on a
satisfactory explanation of that.

LETITER FROM THE ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION

T have asked the State Department and the Joint Atomic Fneray
Commission to get together and draw up an interpretation on this
treaty which would ba satisfactory to both, and which would make it
clear that the United States is not committing itself to an unlimited
subsidy to private industries or even to foreign countries.

Last week these two agencies worked very strenuously on such an
interpretation of the treaty and last Saturday I received a letter from
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})r. Seaborg, which 1 will say goes a long way toward allaying my
enrs,

I think perhaps [ should read this letter into the committee record.
Tt will take about 3 minutes,

Honorable George G, Aiken:
nited States Senate:
Dear Senator Aiken:

In accordancee with our telephone conversation of February 11, I am writing in
response to the interest you have expressed in obtnlning more explielt assurances
from the Administration that Article V of the Non-Proliferation Treaty will
not impose a burden on the U.N, taxpayer by compelling us to subsidize peaceful
nuclear explosion projects in foreign countries.

I can understand and endorse your desire for clear and unequivoeal assurances
regarding the character of the commitment undertaken by the 1.8, in this Treaty.
1t is in this spivit that T am writing you this letter, As you know, the Atomic
nergy Commission will be the ageney for carrying out peaceful nuclear explo-
sion projeets, both domestie and foreign, Therefore, we are sensitive to the points
you have raised and 1 also believe that we are in position to provide you with
the assurances that you understandably desive on this matter, and we would wel-
come having these assurances made a matter of record.

I helieve your concern is related to two points: first, the nature and terms of
the services to be provided in accordance with Article V of the proposed Non-
Proliferation Treaty; and second, the possibility that the Treaty could be mis-
interpreted as requiring the undertaking of peaceful nuclear explosion services
of a rexearch and development nature abroad.

First, the negotinting record makes it clear that Articlo V contemplates the
performance of peaceful nuclenr explosion services only for developed applica-
tionx on a commercinl basis, 1 should like to assure you that such services will
he performed on the basis of full cost recovery, excluding only the charges for
the general costs of researeh and development on nuclear explosive devices
tineluding our cumulative costs to date) since these costs have been and will be
incurred in the furtherance of our own technical programs, much of them in
the past development of nuclear weapons,

All other costs of furnishing the explosion service, including, among other
things, the full cost of all materials, the fabrication of the explosive devices, the
costs of emplacing and fiving the device, and the approprinte overhead costs
would be borne by the foreign user and not the Atomic Energy Commission, We
would also be reimbursed if we undertook development work relating to a par-
ticular adaption of a nuclear device or our operations for the benefit of n specifie
user, This overall approach is consistent with the pricing policy which the Com-
misston follows in connection with other materials and services which it provides
domestically and abroad.

Ay you have suggested, clear-cut assurances that the explosion services pro-
vided pursuant to Article V of the Treaty would be compensated for as I have
deseribed above could well be considered in connection with the legisiation
authorizing the Commission to furnish these services.

I might add, Mr. Chairman, if there are any questions unanswered
at these hearings, the Joint. Committee on Atomic Energy certainly
will see that they are cleared up before implementing legislation is
reported out. T continue:

In order for us to reach the point where we can provide the typ: of commer-
cinl service anticipated by Article V, the Commission intends to continue to carry
out a vigorous experimental program. This leads us to the second point that I
would like to discuss, Article V of the Treaty doer not obligate the United States
to undertake experimental peaceful nuclear explosions abroad. In most cases, this
experimental program will be conducted within the United States. In a few
caxes, however, it may be in our programmatic interest, although not required
by the Treaty, to carry out an experiment overseas in collaboration with another
nation. The Australian project at Cape Keraudren, for which the feasibility of
nuelear exeavation techniques is now under study, conld be a case in point
and an example of thix type of experiment. Any research and development
project that we might wish to conduet would have to be considered and eval-
wited, on a case-by-case basls, in terms of its programmatic interest to the
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Commission and our financial contribution to any such projeet would be related
to that interest. I can assure you that the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy
will be consulted with regard to any such project; and, moreover, nny such
project involving the expenditure of Commission funds would have to be re-
viewed by the Joint Committee and Approprintions Committees as part of the
authorization and appropriation process.

1 hope these comments shall serve to clarify how we view this question and
to provide the assurances which you have sought against the possibility that
Article V of the Treaty will work to our disndvantage.

I realize that Arvtlele V was regarded by the negotintors as a central element
in our ability to encourage the other prospective signers to relinquish their
options to manufacture nuclear explosive devices. I am confident that provision
will be administered on the basts that I have described, and that the interest of
the United States will be well served by the ratification of this important
Treaty. Secretary Rogoers has nsked me to let you know that he concurs in this
letter.

Cordially,
JLENN 1. SgAaBora, Chairman.

As Lsay, that lotter goes a long way in its reassurances.
AUTHORITY UNDER ARTICLE V

Ilowever, there will be some questions, I i sure, arise as a vesult
of that. For instance the statement that article Vof the treaty does not
obligate the United States to undertuke experimental peacoful nuciear
explosions abroad, However, do you consider, Mv. Seaborg, that article
V authorizes but not obligates the United States to conduet theso ex-
periments abroad?

Dr. Seasora. Well, no------

Senator A1ken. Not under thistreaty?

Dr. Seasora. I don’t think that article V authorizes the United
States to undertale such experiments abroad. That authorization is
our responsibility as a country that rests with us,

Senator AikeN. L am glad to have that answer to my question,

Now, in the case of Australia, if wo conduct joint experiments with
Anst,miiu, that would have to be done through bilateral arrangements,
would it not, or would it be done under the treaty ?

Dr. Seasora. That would be done bilaterally. 'This pavticular experi-
ment would be done under bilateral arrangements.

Senator A1keN. I am not going to ask more questions, I think some-
body else should ask questions later because it saves a little effort on
my part,

APPLICATION OF ARTICLE V TO AUSTRALTAN PROJECT

The Citamrman, On that last question, let’s pursue the meaning of the
sentence on Australia.

Scnator Arxen. That is right.

The Crrairman. Article V is o central element, as you say, in our
ability to encourage other prospective signers to relinquish their op-
tions. It doesn’t seem to apply to Australia. You are using it in a case
apparently where they don’t want to sign it.

r. Seasora, Yes: I was referring there to the furnishing of nuclear
explosion services for developed uses. The Australian project is a re-
search and development project which conforms to our own pro-
gx:a.mnmt.ic interests, and replaces an experiment. that we would other-
wise do elsewhere,
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The Crramaan. T think we are bothered by semantics. You told me
that you know so much already about the project, that there is no
danger in conducting it. If that is true, I think the project 1s d’evcl-
oped. If it is purely experimental, how do you know it wouldn’t de-
stroy the ecology of that area, which would be a great disaster?

Dr. Seasora. Well, wo need to conduct more excavation experiments
in order to develop the technology so that it can then be nsed-—nuclear
explosives can then be used—for these engineering projects in the
future such as the construction of canals and harbors and so forth.

Wao clearly need to do such experiments. .

We are doing those in a stepwise fashion and developing cleaner
and cleaner explosives and better and better emplacement techniques
as we go along so that we can also assure the public health and safety.

HISTORY OF CAPE KERAUDREN PROJECT

Senator Awxen. T wonder, Mr. Chairman, if the Chairman of the
Atomic Energy Commission couldn’t povide us, for the record, with
the history of the Cape Keraudren project up to this time—at least, the
cirenmstances out: nil which the project grew, the prospective break-
down of costs to the United States, to Australia, and to any private
enterprises that might participate, As I understand it is to to be a joint
operation,

Dr, Seanore. Joint operation, yes,

Senator ArkeN. What would be our interest, the extent to which the
United States or foreign private enterprise would participate and
henefit in such expvrimonts? What would be the benefits?

Dr. Stanora, We would be glad to do that. Of course, the division
of costs hasu't been worked out yet, but we will indicate what we
think the principles that would govern that should be.

('The information refevred to {ollows:)

Care KeRAUDREN PROJECT

A fow years ago massive iron ore deposits were discovered in the northwestern
part of Western Australin, This area is very sparsely populated, and largely
underdeveloped. Numerous companies In Australia, the U.S,, and perhaps other
conntries, have been developing these deposits for export of the ore. Iowever,
one of the obstaeles to the development of this resource s the shortage of ade-
quate harbor facilities in the area.

One of the companies attempting to develop the fron ore deposits is the Sentinel
Minfng Company and its Austealian partners. Sentinel Mining Company is a
wholly U.S. owned company and Is a part of National Bulk Carriers,

Several months ago, representatives of the Lawrence Radiation Laboratory,
Livermore, which is operated for the U.S. Atomic Energy Commission by the
University of California, discussed with representatives of Sentinel Mining
Company the possibility of constructing a harbor on the Australlan Coast with
nueclear explosions. As a consequence of these discussions, Sentinel Mining Com-
pany approached the Government of Australia through the Government of West-
ern Austratin about the possibility of constructing such a harbor near Cape
Keraudren, Subsequently, the Australian Government approached the U.8. Gov-
ernment, requesting that the U8, Atomic Energy Commission participate in a
study of the proposed project’s technieal, economic and safety fensibility, and
the U8, agreed to do so. I'lanning for the Feasibility Study Is now underway.

The AFC has, in its Plowshare program, the broad objective of developing
and demonstrating the practicability of nuclear excavation technology. More
spectfically, the ARC is cuvrently seeking technieal data relevant to the sea-
level transisthmian canal studies now being conducted by the Atlantic-Pacifie
Interocennie Canal Study Commission. The Canal Study Commission is charged
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with the responsibility of determining, among other things, the feasibility of
using nuclear excavation to construct a sea-level canal. From a very preliminary
look at the proposed Australian harbor project, it appears to the AEC that
such a project could contribute directly to the needs of the Plowshare program
by replacing one of the experiments necessary to support the Canal Study Com-
mission’s program. Consequently, the United States is willing to participate in
the Feasibility Study.

Other than providing and maintaining custody and control of the nuclear
explosive device, the specific role for the AEC in the project, if it were to
be conducted, and the AEC's contribution to it, are not known at this time.
However, in determining the extent of AEC involvement in the preject, we
would be guided, first, by those capabilities, such as auclear operations, which
are unique to us; and second, by the value of the total project, which should
be clarified by the Feasibility Study, to our own program to develop nuclear
excavation technology. It is expected that the industrial partner will participate
financially in the project. However, the precise role to be played and contribu-
tion to be made by each of the interested parties involved in the project would
be subject to discussion and negotiation after completion of the Feasibility

Study.
Nource: Atomic Energy Commission

U.S8. SIIARE OF INSPECTION COSTS

Senator AikeN. Now, on the question of the matter of costs under
the treaty, I understand that the TTnited States’ sharve, shall we say,
is 31 percent of the inspection costs.

Dr. Seasore. That is our part of the assessed budget for the Inter-
national Atomic Energy Agency. That is about 31 percent.

Senator AIREN, Ang each other participating country wonld be
expected to pay its share of the costs, the same as is done in other inter-
national operations today ¢

Dr. Seavora. Yes: that is with respect to the operations of the In-
ternational Atomic Energy Agency.

Senator A1xeN. Do you know how much Russia owes on special
assessments to the United Nations? You need a computer for that
one. But it is a lot. Is there any real assurance that she would not
renege on any of these other costs?

Dr, SeaBorg. I believe that Russia is up to date.

Secretary Rocers. I think the Soviet Union is up to date on its
contribution to the TAEA.

Senator AIkEN. Yes; but I said the United Nations, The IAEA has
not had very heavy costs.

We have had peacekeeping operations in the United Nations, where-
upon Russia says, “We will pay if we think it benefits us to pay.”

Secretary Rocrrs. Yes. \{'eil, of course, the Soviet Union has never
agreed with the concept of peacekeeping activities in the United Na-
tions, whereas they have aﬁreed with the TAEA procedures. So we
have no reason to suspect that they wouldn’t pay their fair share of
the assessment for that organization.

APPLICATION OF IAEA SAFEGUARDS T0 U.S. NUCLEAR ACTIVITIES

Senator Aixen. Now, in regard to inspection, on December 2, 1967,
President Johnson stated, I suppose in an effort to pacify the non-
nuclear countries for whom inspection is compulsory, the following:

“. . . when such safeguards are applied under the Treaty, the United States
will permit the International Atomic Energy Agency to apply its safeguards to

all nuclear activities in the United States, excluding only those with direct
national security significance,”
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As I understand it, on February 5, 1969, President. Nixon endorsed
the commitment made by President Johnson. Is that commitment bind-
ing on all future administrations?

Secretary Roakrs. As you know, Senator, it is not part of the treaty,
but we should consider 1t is binding on this administration and prob-
ably on subsequent administrations.

might say, as the committee knows, that assurance was requested
by our allies, and they felt that somehow we would have a competitive
advantage in nuclear power activities without it.

Also, I might say, that the inspectors would be those that would be
acceptable to the United States. In other words, we would have a veto
power over the inspectors so that this is not a matter that refers to the
United States vis-a-vis the Soviet Union. It really is a matter that
relates to our relationships with our allies.

Senator Aigrn. Would a representative of the Soviet Union conduct
inSé)ect.ions in the United States?

ecretary Rocers. No.

Senator AixeN. Why not?

Secretary Roaers. Well, because the IAEA does not })el'mit that kind
of inspection by an inspector that we don’t approve of.

Senator A1keN, They do not.

EXTENT OF OBLIGATION TO SHARE KNOWLEDGE OF PEACEFUL USES

Let me go on through the resolution adopted by the United Nations.
On April 26, 1968, Ambassador Goldberg explained the U.S. obliga-
tions under these articles and I quote Ambassador Goldberg :

“On behalf of the United States and with the full authority of my Government
I pledge unreservedly, in this open forum and before this important Committee
of the Assembly, that, in keeping with the letter and spirit of this treaty pro-
vision, we will appropriately and equitably share our knowledge and experience
acquired at great cost, concerning all aspects of the peaceful uses of nuclear
energy with the parties to the treaty, particularly the nonnuclear parties,”

But not. exclusively apparently—

“Thig i9 not only a promise; when this treaty takes effect it will become an
obligation under a treaty which, when approved by our Congress and President,
will be, under our Constitution, a part of the supreme law of the land.”

Now, if the United States should withdraw from the treaty some
time in the future, would that still be part of the supreme law of
the land ?

Secretary Rocers. Noj; it wouldn’t, Senator.

Senator A1geN. It would not.?

Secretary Rocers. No.

Senator AimxeN. And does this statement of Ambassador Gold-
berg make the statement of President Johnson the supreme law of
theland also?

Secretary Roarrs. No.

Senator Aixen, Can you have a statement by a Government offi-
cial the supreme law of the land without any action by the Congress?

Secretary Rogers, No.

Senator A1kEN. Good, That is reassuring. You don’t, need a national
commitments resolution.

The Crairaman. Well, put it in writing.

Senator Aixen. I think I have just two or three more questions.
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NUMBER OF U.S. FACILITIES TO BE PLACED UNDER IAEA INSPECTIONS

Possibly Mr. Seaborg could tell us how many existing U.S. facili-
ties will be placed under TAEA inspection when the Nonproliferation
Treaty goes into effect ¢

Dr. SeaBora. Well, this would have to be determined. What we
would do is negotiate an agreement with the IAEA that would specify
the terms and conditions, I couldn’t state those at this time, but I
would hope that the IAEA would choose a representative number that
would serve the purpose for which President Johnson’s offer was
made; namely to assure that we are in the same position as others, such
as our Western allies, with respect to the possibility of industrial
secrets being revealed through this inspection process.

Senator Amxen, Could you furnish us with an estimate as to what
number, in your opinion, should be opened to TAEA inspection? You
don’t need to do it now at this time.

Dr. SeaBore. We could furnish an estimate of the number that in
our view would be adequate to meet (his concern.

(The information referred to follows:)

AcTIvITIES INCLUDED IN U.S. OFFER To PERMIT IAEA SAFEGUARDS

In connection with the hearings before the Committee on IForeign Relations
during July, 1968, the AEC supplied a memorandum (p. 110-112) explaining the
offer that when such safeguards are applied under the Treaty. the United States
will permit the TAEA to apply its safeguards to all nuclear activities in the
United States—excluding only those with direct national security significance.

The memorandum noted that the date in the future when the offer is to take
effect cannot be fixed at this time, It notes further that we will wish to con-
sider the progress being made in gaining adherence to the Treaty and in nego-
tiating and implementing the agreements between non-nuclear-weapon parties
and the JAEA, in determining when the U.S. offer will take effect.

The memorandum also points out that the 1.8, offer will be fulfilled by the nego-
tiation of a formal agreement, between the IAEA and the U.8. Government, which
would identify the U.S, activities in which the TAEA could apply its safeguards.
In implementing the agreement, the IAEA will determine in which of the listed
activities its safeguards are to be applied. The memorandum states that it is
doubtful that the IAEA will wish to apply its safeguards to all activities listed,
nor do we believe that the purpose of the U.S, offer would require that it do <o.
The memorandum goes on to state our belief that, rather than apply its safe-
guards to all the U.S, activities on the list, the TALA will elect to apply safe-
guards to a representative number of U.S8. activities, at least initially.

The memorandum included an illustrative list of facilities, in «ix categories,
which might meet the criteria of the U.S. offer. The number of facilities built,
being built, or planned in each of the six categories are:

(a) Approximately 55 central-station electric power reactors operating or under
construction, and some 30 additional reactors now planned ;

(b) Two dual purpose plants now planned;

(¢) Five experimental electric power reactors currently operable or under
construction.

(d) Approximately 100 facilities in the category of test, research and university
reactors currently operable or under construction.

(¢) Approximately 20 critical assembly facilities currently operable;

(f) Approximately 10 fuel fabrication, serap recovery, and chemical processing
facilities currently handling fuel associated with the facilities noted above.

The facilities now in operation, being built or planned which might be included,
subject to our review at the time the agreement will be negotiated with the IAEA,
total about 200. As noted above, the IAEA may choose to apply safeguards only
to a representative number of the activities which will be included in the list at
that time, For example, the TAEA would probably choose to apply its safeguards
only to a small number of the activities listed in categories A through I above,
but to most or all of the fuel fabrication and chemical processing facilities
handling the fuel for the nuclear reactors selected.
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It should be noted that before a definitive list of the activities or the facilities
1s included in the agreement to be negotiated with the IAEA, a detailed review
will be conducted by the US to assure that none have direct national security
significance.

Source : Atomic Energy Commission.

Senator Airen. It makes a difference whether it would be 200 or
200,000. It would depend on the interpretation.

When do you expect the rules and guidelines that may be laid down
on that, assuming that the treaty is approved by the Senate.

Dr. SEaBora. Yes; I would think that this would be not until the
treaty was in full effect and ins%ections were taking place in other
countries that were adhering to the treaty. Then we would negotiate
this agreement.

Senator AIKEN. Is there any hope that Russia may agree to inspec-
tion by the TAEA of atomic facilities in that country?

hDr. SeaBora. She has not given any indication that she would allow
this.

Senator Argex. Well, I wouldn’t sit up nights waiting for that.

ATTITUDE OF INDUSTRY LEADERS TOWARD INSPECTION

Now, have any representatives of U.S. industry taken a look at the
Eluns which have been drawn so far to determine if they place undue

urden on the company to be inspected ¢

Dr. SeaBore. Yes.

Senator A1ken. They have?

Dr. SeaBore. Yes.

‘We consulted rather broadly with representative leaders of the dif-
ferent parts of the American nuclear industrial economy before Presi-
dent Johnson made this offer, and they agreed that it would be in our
national interest to do this. '

Senator A1keN. What is the U.S. position in regard to facilities that
process both military and peaceful nuclear materials?

Dr. Seapore. These would not be subject to this inspection.

Senator A1geN. They would not be subject

Dr. Seasore. They would not be subject to this inspection procedure.

Senator Aixen. That is another good answer.

COMPOSITION OF INSPECTION TEAMS

You have already answered the question, but could citizens of Soviet
bloc nations inspect U.S. facilities?

Dr. Seasore. They may not.

Secretary Rocers, They may not.

. Dr. SeaBore. They may not, if we ask they not be included on the
inspection team.

enator A1eN. Very well, and if they were included then that might
threaten the continuation of the treaty itself, I suppose?

Secretary Rocers. We wouldn’t permit it. It is understood by every
one. As a matter of fact, Senator, I think it is important te point out
that we don’t think this statement by President gohnson, which has
been supported by President Nixon, really gives the Soviet Union any
advantage. As a matter of fact, the Soviet Union probably would have
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been just as satisfied if we had not made it. The statement was really
made to cooperate with our allies. Also it should be noted that it doesn’t
apply to any nuclear activity that has any direct national security sig-
nificance. So it only applies to peaceful uses, and we don’t believe—I
wouldn’t want the impression to continue here that somehow this was
gl:rlmg the Soviet Union an advantage in the nuclear field. I don’t think
1t <loes.

Senator A1xen. However, there is the possibility of disclosure of
nuclear trade secrets, I suppose.

Dr. SeaBora. Yes; but that would be more to our Western allies and
vice versa and I don’t believe that is a serious threat either.

We have placed under the disposal of the International Atomic
Energy Agency some of our plants already, on an experimental basis.

Senator A1kEN. Yes.

Dr. Seasore. And have concluded, from that, that it doesn’t repre-
sent any appreciable threat for our industrial secrets in that field.

Senator AIxEN. Yes. I think your statement that facilities process-
ing both military and peaceful nuclear material would not be subject
to inspection is very reassuring.

The Cuzamraan. Would the Senator yield on that point?

Senator Aiken. I yield.

RECIPROCAL INSPECTION

‘The Cinairman, Supposing they offer reciprocal inspection, would
you still reject it?

Dr. Seasore. Well, I believe that

The CrarmMaN. You seem to be so positive that under no circum-
stances would a Soviet scientist be allowed to look at our facilities. Do
you mean that or do you mean if they would reciprocate you might?

Secretary Roceers. I think if they reciprocate we might approve. I
think it is a good idea, the more contact we have like that the better.

Senator Aixen. But it wouldn’t be necessary to go through the
treaty to do that?

Secretary Roarrs. No.

Senator A1kEN. You could have a bilateral treaty.

Dr. Seasore. Or the Soviets could make the same ofter as we did and
then, Senator Fulbright, I agree it would be a different situation.

Senator Aixken. We would work outside the treaty ?

The Cuamryan. I don’t want the record to show that under no cir-
cumstances would you allow somebody from the Soviet Union to look
at your ﬁ;lants. If they would let you look at theirs I don’t know why
you wouldn’t reciprocate.

Secretary Rocers. I don’t intend to convey that impression.

Dr. Seapore. We have exchange arrangements involving Soviet
scientists and engineers and our scientists and engineers.

The Cuairyman. You told me we had quite an extensive exchange.

Dr. SeaBorc. They visit our laboratories and our power reactors and
so forth and we visit theirs.
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SUFFICIENT NUMBER OF INSPECTION EXPERTS

Senator A1keN, Have you enough Admiral Rickovers to do the in-
specting on our part?

Dr. Seasore. You mean will the IAEA have enough?

Senator A1KEN. Yes.

Dr. Seasorc. No, they won’t have enough.

Senator A1ken. They don’t turn them out too easily. .

Dr. Seasore. They wouldn’t have enough men of that capability, but
they will have enough men of the capability that would be required, I
am sure. They will be able to recruit a sufficient staff to do this job.
I feel certain of that.

Senator AigrN, Well, Mr. Chairman, I am through with my ques-
tions. I feel a little better than I did before I asked the first one.

The Cuamryan. I am happy about that. [Laughter.]

Senator Atxun. I thought you would be.

(For further questions asked by Senator Aiken and answers supplied
by the Atomic Energy Commission, see page 500 of the appendix.)

The Cirarrman. Senator Mansfield,

Senator MansrreLp. Mr. Secretary, is the purpose of this treaty to
lﬁ'eveglt nations not now possessing nuclear weapons from obtaining
them ¢

Secretary Rocers. Yes, Senator.

Senator ‘MANSFIELD, Senator Sparkman raised the question as to
how many nations are on the verge of developing their own nuclear
weaponsg, and I would assume that from the answer, which was fairly
all-inclusive, that you consider a span of, say, from 1 to 5 years to be-
come nuclear weapon operative.

Secretary Rocers. That is correct.

ADEQUACY OF INSPECTION PROCEDURES

Senator Mansrierp. Are the inspection procedures in the treaty

adequate, in your opinion? For example, if one of the three nuclear
owers were to ship under the table, so to speak, nuclear weapons,

devices or know-how, are there adequate procedures to bring about
a denial of such a procedure, in your opinion?

Secretary Rocers. Well, I would think that the answer to that prob-
ably would be that you couldn’t give absolute assurance that if there
were clandestine attempts or clandestine efforts to violate the treaty
that they could all be discovered. But we would hope that those na-
tions that signed the treaty would not do that.

Certainly, as Dr. Seaborg can tell you better than I can, the detec-
tion devices have improved a great deal, so I think the chances are
that we would have a much better chance to determine that if that
happened. But this treaty, of course, if it is signed by most of the
nations in the world will require a certain amount of good faith on
their parts to live up to the treaty. We recognize that there always is
a possibility that they will not be adhered to but we would hope that
they will be.

Senator Mansrirrp. In other words, Mr. Secretary, insofar as you
are able to determine, on the basis of what information is at your
disposal at this time, the inspection procedures are adequate?

ecretary Rouers. Yes; under the circumstances. Put it this way,
I think it is a better way to put it. The cause of peace will be served



336

appreciably by the ratification of this treaty. Now, I think no one
could claim it is perfect in all respects, but we think it is a very im-
portant step on the road to peace.

Senator EIANSFIELD. It is in the interests of this country, in your
opinion, that we subscribe to it.?

Secretary Rogers. Very much so, Senator.

EXPECTED BEHAVIOR OF NONSIGNATORY NUCLEAR NATIONS

Senator MansrieLp. What will prevent France and China, two
nonsignatories for obvious reasons, from supplying nuclear weapons
to some of the have-not nations?

Secretary Rocers. Well, I suppose that in the case of Communist
China, one of the answers would be self-interest. Obviously, it would
be preferable if they were a party to the treaty, but we don’t have
much hope for that.

As far as France is concerned, they have taken the position in the
United Nations as follows:

“France for its part,” and I quote what the permanent representa-
tive said in the United Nations, “France for its part, which will not
sign the Nonproliferation Treaty, will behave in the future in this
field exactly as the states adhering to the treaty. There is certainly
no doubt in that respect in the minds of anyone.” So we have that
assurance from the permanent representative of France.

Senator MansrieLp. And considering the situation in Paris, I think
that is a reasonable assurance, all things considered.

Secretary Rocrrs. Yes, Senator.

EFFECT OF TREATY ON TU.S. SECURITY COMMITMENTS

Senator MansrieLp, Now, Mr. Secretary, would this treaty call for
more protection by the United States of the siguatories, the non-
nuclear powers, who aflixed their agreement to it ?

Secretary Rocers. No. This treaty does not add anything to our
present security arrangements. We do not undertake any additional
obligations of that nature.

Senator Mansrienp. In other words—and this ties in with the next
question I have—the possibility of our being committed overseas is
neither increased nor decreased but remains what it is at the moment ¢

Secretary Rocrrs. Our treaty obligations overseas would not be
enlarged or increased in any way. We would hope that the possibil-
ities of involvement overseas would be lessened if a lot of nations
signed the treaty.

Senator MaxsrieLp. That isto be devoutly hoped for.

EFFECT ON NUCLEAR PROLIFERATION

Myr. Secretary, would the treaty actually stop nuclear proliferation ¢
Perhaps I should ask Mr. Seaborg that question.

Dr. Seasore. Yes; I believe very definitely that it would.

Senator Mansrierp. You think it would, 1f these near nuclear pow-
ers which you have enumerated were to become signatories and their
respective parliaments were to agree that this would be a step in the
right direction and would reduce the possibility of nuclear prolifera-
tion.
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Dr. SeaBorg. Yes; very definitely.

Senator Ma~srierp. Mr. Secretary, you would agree?

Secretary Rocrrs. Yes; and I don’t see any motive in signing that
if they didn't intend to do that. They don’t have to sign if they don't
want to.

Dr. Seasore. Conversely, if we don’t have the treaty we would have
many of these near nuclear powers becoming small nuclear powers in
the years ahead.

Senator MansrieLp. I am delighted to have that for the record.

Would it be an important step, the ratification of this treaty, in our
relations with the Soviet Union ¢

Secretary Rocers. Yes; I think very definitely so, Senator,

Senator MaNsriELD. Now, one more question, gentlemen.

REVIEW OF ABM SYSTEM

Inote article VI of the treaty which reads:

Each of the Parties to the treaty undertakes to pursue negotiations in good
faith on effective measures relating to cessation of the nuclear arms race at an
early date and to nuclear disarmament, and on a treaty on general and complete
disarmament under strict and effective international control.

At the present time, on the order of the President of the United
States a review is being undertaken of the antiballistic missile system.
I think that fits in with article VI in this treaty, at least indirectly and
the first question I would like to ask are the Department of State, the
Atomic Energy Commission, and the Disarmament Agency in on this
review of the ABM ?

Secretary Roeers. Yes, Senator.

Senator MansFIeLD. Mr. Seaborg?

Dr. SEaBore. Yes.

Senator MansrIeLp. Mr. Smith ?

Mpr. Smrra. That is correct.

Senator Mansrierp. I am delighted that that is the case, and it just
reinforces the opinion I have always had that this review is not some-
thing being done incidentally, but is being looked into seriously, and
contrary to newspaper reports, which I do not agree with, I do not
believe that this review is a whim of the moment and that a decision
has already been made as to what will be done when this review is
completed.

But I did want to bring out that in article VI of this treaty there
would be such matters, I believe, worthy of consideration, such as
missiles in general, the ABM, and what is being done in that respect
by the Soviet Union, both within the Galosh system, I believe around
Moscow, and the so-called Tallinn system around Leningrad. I would
hope we would find out just how effective and how far advanced these
systems are, what has been done recently in either stopping or reducing
tﬁe building of them, what we know about their effectiveness, and the
costs in relation to what we contemplate doing in this country.

So there is this relationship, which I am glad to note, which all three
departments of the exceutive branch are ﬁeing consulted on, and on
that hopeful note, Mr. Chairman, I have no further comments.

The éHAIRMAN. One further ciariﬁcation, you said that nonsigna-
tories to the treaty such as France and China could still offer nuclear
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wenpons assistance to signatovies to the treaty. It also is tene that some
80 nonnuelear countries have agreed not to aceept nuelear weapons
assistance, is that right ¥

Secretary Rodrns, That is vight, Of course, that is one of the main
safeguards

The Croamatan, That is what T mean, That wasn't elenr, ‘They ave
nol. free completely even if they wanted to aceept aid from those whao
havo not signed the treaty,

Seervetavy Roaues, That is correet,

The Cuateman, Senator Mundt,

DEFINTPION OF PROLIFERATION APPLICABRLE 'TO CPREATY

Senator Muswvre, Mr. Chaivman, Mr. Seevetavy, and gentlemen, un-
fortunately the terms proliferation and nonproliferation seem to be
vather imprecise terms o far as the geneval public ix concerned and
as far as some of our colleagues nre coneerned.

U would like to ask ench and all of you to start with which of the
two definitions of proliferation is applicable to this treaty, Prolifora-
tion could be and, in my opinion, is, the avea to which this treaty
velates, the spread of nuelear power and its expansion to other coun-
tries which don't have it or the continued development of nuelear
capacity in a countey which is just beginning to got it,

"rolifm'ntinn could also apply to what is done in countries which
alrendy have nuelear striking capacity, the development of new weap-
ons, tnd expansion of new systems,

Senator Manstield alluded to that about what the Russians hava
done in terms of ABM. Is there anything in the treaty anywhere what -
sovver that relates to the kind of prolifevation which would be prolifor-
ation il Russia or the United States or IFeanee or Chinn ex mlullmi their
own striking eapacity very startingly and very spectacularly ¥

Seeretary Rocers, No, Senator: the definition of proliferation is the
ong vou gave in the fiest part of your question, not the second pavt of
your question,

Senator Moxwre, T am suve that is corveet, T felt surve it was corvect:
but some of the questions T gt in my mail show that people have some
hopeful notion that this is related to the whole problem of nuclear
attack and nuelear striking eapacity, T'his velates only to proliferation
with other countries,

Sceretary Roaees, That is covveet.

Senator Muxer, Dr. Seaborg,

Seeretary Rocens, That is corvect,

Dr. Seanora, Yes, sirs except to the extent that article VI indieates
2 hope that wo will get. on with the-- -

Senator Muenwe, Yes,

Seeretary Rocens, Nog but as far as the treaty itself is concerned,
youave vight, Seaator,

Senator Musvr, ‘Ureaties eannot very well validate ov invalidatoe
hopes, They ean just make pious expressions, They ave utterly mean-
ingless so far as bahavior is coneerned,

Dr, Seanora, 'That is vight, So far as the treaty is concerned, your
first definition is the correet one,
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EEFECT ON ALLIES OF 1.8, RATIFICATION

Senator Moeswve, Let me rise ncouple of gquestions now that. wore
hofora us when we considered the treaty Inst sunmmer, o

At that time o question was raisad repeatedly that the ratifieation
of the treaty at that. time conld prove injurious to our velationships
with West. Germany, the Netherlands, and Belgium, some nf'. tho so-
called Euratom nations. And none of us, 1 am sure, wants to increase
dishnrmony among the friendly countries of the world. We would be
hopeful if this treaty wers ratified it would move to greater under-
standing, greater harmony, and greater cooperation,

I would like to have one of you or all of you, probably the Seeretary
of State is the man to auswer, tell us if there is a likelihood that our
ratifieation of this treaty conid create disharmony among friendly
countries,

Secretary Roarrs. No, Senator, 1 don't believe so, As 1 said in my
opening statement, the President. is going to talk next week with some
of our allies about. this treaty.

We don't anticipate that there will bo any feeling of that kind, the
kind that you indieate, nmong onr allies, They do have some questions
about. certain phases of it \%0 hope to be able to answer those ques-
tions in our discussions,

Thoe President. has indieated that he hopes that the other nations of
the world will ratify this. Ho also indicated he will not. engago in any
arm twisting,

So T would say, in answer to your question, that. we axpect. that. the
ratification of this treaty by the Umted States will not injure our
relations with any of our friends orallies,

Senator Munve, 1 am glad to have you say that and T waut to con-
gratulate our Chaivman or you or both of you on sotting this hearing
up at this particular time prior to your trip to Western Europo, be-
cause obviously this is one of the things \\'hi«!&\ will be discussed on and
off the record at your meetings, 1T would hopo that, if you find some
evidence on that trip which is contrary to what your convictions pres-
ently ave, you will sharve them with the committeo,

Secretary Roaens, Yes,

Senator Munor, For example, the Sceretary General of NATO,
General Manlio Brosio, a fine friend of ours, and a very fine friond of
freedom and a fine friend of NA'TO said this:

It Is one thing for Germany or Italy to feel secure and thereby not choose
to acquire atomic weapons, 1t 1= quite another thing formally to oblige them in
the face of their nuelear allies never to claim nuclear woapons, In such a caso
tha politieal vepercussfons on the moral cohesion of the allinnee should bo
earefully wolghed,

T think that is a pertinent statement and 1 think it is something
you would want to (\iscuss.

Seevetary Roaers, Tn that connection, of course, Sceretary Goneral
Brosio was here Iast week and we had lunch with him at the State
Deparvtment and he had dinner with the President at the White
Touse aud we did diseuss this matter with him and 1T wouldn't. want.
to give an expression heve about his views but 1 think that my
previous answer is corveet, the correct answer,
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IS A\ NUCLEAR SUBMARINE A NUCLEAR WEAPON?

Senator Aiken. Will the Senator yield? 1 would like to ask this:
Is a nuclear submarine regarded as a nuelear weapon ?

Secretary Rocers. No, it is not, Senator: not as far as this treaty
is concerned.

Senator A1keN, Thank you.

Senator Munpr. That is a curious definition if it excludes a nuclear
submarine which has great killing power. Tt is not considered a weapon
at all?

Secretary Roaers. T refer this to my lawyer,

Senator Mu~or. Mr. Fisher.

My, Frsner. Well, by its terms, the treaty applies only to trans-
ferring nuclear weapons or other nuclear explosive devices or control
over such nuelear devices. To come within the ambit of the treaty
it has to be something that explodes—a warhead is that, a nuclear
weapon is that. An ordinary nuclear reactor is not, a submarine itself
is not.

The Cnamaan, The weapon on the submarine,

Secretary Rogers. The nuclear weapon on the submarine comes
within the provisions of the treaty. The submarine itself is powered
by nuclear energy and that is not prohibited by the treaty.

Senator Munpr. The treaty does not relate to the delivery system.

Secretary Rocrrs. It is not an explosive device under the treaty.

Senator Spargxman. Will the Senator let me ask this question to
clear up my own thinking? I presume under your definitions that a
Polaris submarine with the Polaris explosive on it would be pro-
hibited by the treaty?

Secretary Roarrs. Yes, not the submarine.

Senator SearkmaN. Not the submarine.

Secretary Roaers. But the missile.

Senator Searkman. The fact that it had a missile on it.

Secretary Roaers. That is correct.

Senator Munpr. I ar ~lad you mentioned that, Secretary, because I
was a little confused too. I would hate to think if this treaty is ratified
every nation in the world which was on the border of the sea could
build a great fleet of nuclear submarines equipped with Polaris weap-
ons and be able to render destrizction.

Senator SeargMaN. I think when we mention the Polaris submarine
we think of it as being loaded.

Senator Mu~pr. That is right.

Secretary Roaers. Senator, Mr. Fisher wants to make a point.

Mr. Fisuer., That point was also mentioned on, the point on, page 6
in the statement of interpretation on Executive H and, as T indicated
to Senator Sparkman, that was seen by the Soviets and key members
of the ENDC before it was made public and there was no objection.
Tn view of the fact it is public, and has been referred to on a public
hearing, I assume all countries in the world are on notice of our
intention.
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POSITION OF WEST GERMANY

Senator Muxpr. I want to quote a statement made by Herr Strauss,
the German Finance Minister who recently said :

As long as the Soviet Union ins’sts on imposing the victor’s rights over the
loser of World War II contained iii Avrticle 53 and 107 of the Charter it must
be presumed that for the Soviet Union the ronproliferation treaty may also serve
to diseriminate against and threaten the Federal Republic of Germany.

If that position and thought pervades the people of Germany, I
understand they would be against the treaty and I hope you can do
something to allay those feelings.

Secretary Rogrrs. Yes, Senator. Of course, the United States does
not. agree with that, with those interpretations of 53 and 107. And we
have attempted to get the Soviet Union to take a different position
on that, In fact I met with a representative of the Soviet Union about
a week or 10 days ago, and subsequent to that time, I am not sure that
necessarily as the result of a meeting, but subsequently thereto, at
least there has been an additional assurance by the Soviet Union to
West Germany which has given them some consolation. I am not sure
that it has totally answered the question in their mind but at least
they feel somewhat reassured by the Soviets.

enator Muxpr. Would it be a violation of the treaty if the United
States were to supply nuclear weapons to Canada ?

Secretary Rocers. Yes: yes. It doesn’t affect our NATO alliance,
but as far as just supplying a nuclear weapon to Canada it would be
a violation of the treaty.

Senator Munpr. Would it be a violation of the treaty for Russia
to give nuclear weapons to a Warsaw Pact power?

Secretary Rocens. Yes,

Senator Munpr. So that it works both ways.

Secretary Roaers. That is correct.

Senator %IUNDT. At the time we previously considered the treaty, I
was one of the members who signed the minority views. Now, like
George Aiken, I feel that an issue involving the survival of humanity.
should have the action of the whole Senate. Se, I will vote to report
it to the Senate and stand ready to be convinced about the desirability
of voting for it at. the later time, T am not sure.

RESULTS OF NONNUCLEAR WEATON STATES CONFERENCE

But let me ask yon this. We raised in the minority view, which I am
sure you read, she toct that at that particular time a conference of
the nonnuclear weapon states was meeting in Geneva, and that confer-
ence was supposed to liave been concluded about last September. I
don’t know whether it. was or not or whether anything came out. of the
conference which would be relevant to the treaty discussion. Can any
of you answer that ¢

r. Fisrer. The conference has met, Senator Mundt. It has passed a
series of resolutions. We can submit those resolutions for the record.
Although we did not have voting rights at the conference—some of
them we would have supported and some of them we would not. I
don’t think it has any bearing now on the Senate action of this treaty.
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Wo will supply you with a précis on it so you will be free to make
your judgment,

Senator Muxpr. It would be helpful if you would. It was one of the
problems before us and we weren't able to follow through on it to be

sure.
('The information reforred to follows:)

ResuLrs oF CONFERENCE OF NON-NUCLEAR WEAPON STATES, 1008

A precis of the results of the Conference of Non-Nuctear Weapon States, held
in Geneva, Switzerland, from 20 August to 28 September 1968, is set forth below,

Although the conference was attended by representatives of the United States,
the Soviet Union, the United Kingdom and France, none of them had the right
to vote and none of them spoke, In short, our role was that of interested obsery-
ers of the activities of the 92 non-nuclear countries present.

As the precis indicates, none of the actions taken at the conference related to
the acceptability of the Non-Proliferation Treaty or preconditions to signing it.
Moreover, while there was widespread concern over the problens of assuring
security in the nuelear age, no consensus was reached at the conference on the
need for further security assurance as a price for adhering to the treaty, A reso-
lution was passed, with no negative votes, urging the United States and the Soviet
Union to enter at an carly date into bilateral discussions on limiting the strategic
arms race.

The preceis is extracted from a pamphlet on the Conference issued by the United
Nations Oftice of Public Information in November 1068,

Precis

Scores of proposals and suggested recommendations were advanced in the
course of the opening 10 days of general debate and later in the proceedings of
the two main committees, the first of which dealt with questions of security and
disarmament, and the second with the peaceful uses of nuclear energy and -
clear explosives.

The Conference, acting on the recommendations of its Committees, ultivaately
adopted 14 speeltie resolutions and a Declaration, These aimed at stronger mens-
ures of security for the non-nuclear States, the prevention of further prolitern-
tion of nuelear armaments and encouragement towards disarmament, and the
development of programmes for co-operation in the field of peaceful uses of nu-
clear energy, particularly in developing countries.

CONFERENCE RECOMMENDATIONS

The decisions and recommendations of the Conference, contained in its Final
Document were adopted in plenary by a required two-thivds vote, In suninary,
the Conference took these decisions
Measures to qasure the scearity of nog-ruclear-weeapon States

Reatlirmed the principle of the non-use o) force and the prohibition of the
threat of foree in relations between Ntates; the right to equality, sovereignty,
territorial integrity, non-intervention in internal affairs and self-determination
of every State: and the inherent right recognized under Article 31 of the Charter
of individual or collective self-defence “which, apart from measures taken ov
authorized by the Security Council of the United Nations, is the only legitimate
exception to the overriding principle of the non-use of foree in relations between
Ntates™.

The nuclenr-weapon States are asked to reafliem these principles, (Adopted
by 6 votes in favour to § against, with 26 abstentions.) (Sponsor: Federal Re-
public of Germany.)

astablishment of nuelearaccapon-free sones

Declared that establisment of nuclear-weapon-free zones is one of the measures
which can contribute most effectively ta halting proliferation, and that for max-
imum effectiveness of any such treaty *“the co-operation of the nueclear-weapon
Ntates s necessary and that such co-operation shonld take the form of commit-
ments likewise undertaken in a formal international instrument which is legally
binding™ ; recommended that non-nuclear States study the possibility of establish-

s wkos A»V -¢~
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ing by treaty the militury denuclearvization of their zones; and regretted that not
all the nuclear-weapon Powers had signed Additional Protocol 11 of the Treaty
for the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin Amerfer (Treaty of Tlatelocv),
under which they assume obligations to rexpecet the nuclear-weapon-free status
of Latin America and net #o use or threaten to use nuclear weapons against
parties to that ‘Treaty. (Adopted by T4 votes in favour to none against, with 10
abstentions,) (Sponsored by 16 Latin American States.)

Effective measures for the prevention of further proliferation of nuclear weapons,
the cessation of the nuclear arms race at an carly date and nuclear disarma-
ment

Requested the General Assembly at its twenty-third session to recommend that

the EFighteen-Nation Disarmament Committee begin not later than March 1969

o undertake negotintions for (a) prevention of further development and im-

provement of nuclear weapons and their delivery vehicles: (b)) a comprehensive

test ban treaty as “n matter of high priority”; (¢) immediate cessation of the
production of fissile materials for weapons purposes and the stoppage of the
manufacture of nuclear weapons; and (d) reduction and subsequent elimination
of stockpiles of nuclear weapons and delivery systems. (Adopted by 76 votes in
favour to none against, with 8 abstentions,) (Sponsored by 21 countries.)
Urged the Soviet Union and United States to enter at an early date into bi-
lateral discussions on the lHmitation of offensive strategic nuclear weapons
delivery systems and systems of defence against ballistic missiles, and expressed
deep concern at “the imminent danger of a renewal of the strategie nuclear arms
race and its escalation to new levels which become uncontrollable.” (Adopted by
79 votes in favour to none against, with 5 abstentions.) (Sponsored: Pakistan.)

Nafeguards againgt the diversion of gource or special figsionable material from
peaceful to military uses, and safeguards against industrial espionage

Recommended the acceptance by all non-nuclear States of the International
Atomie Energy Agency (IAEA) system of safeguards, as may be evolved from
time to time and which would provide against diversion of source or flssionable
material ; recognized the urgency of preventing proliferation of nuclear weapons,
and stated that the TABA {8 most suited to administer safeguards. (Adopted by
34 in favour to 8 against, with 41 abstentions,) (Sponsor: Pakistan.)

Recommended the establishment within the IAKA and under its Board of
Gavernors of institutional machinery on safeguards, of which both suppliers of
nuclear materials and other member countries shall form part; recommended
that the TAEA simplify the safeguard procedures through use of instruments
and other teehnieal deviees at certain strategie points, simplify safeguards con-
cerning fissionable materials in small quantities for research, and incorporate in
agreements rules laid down against industrial risks including industrial esplo-
nage; and urged the nuclear-weapon PPowers to conclude safeguards agreements
with the TAEA. (Adopted by 35 in favour to 5 agninst, with 45 abstentions,)
(Sponsored by Argentina, Brazil, Chile, Colombia, Ecuador, Spain and Switzer-
land.)

Programmes for co-operation in the ficld of peaceful uses of nuclear energy

Requested the Secretary-General to appoint a group of experts to prepare
a fall report on “all possible contributions of nuclear technology to the cconomice
and scientific advancement of the developing countries™, (Adopted by (9 votes
in favour to none against, with 1 abstention,) (Spousors: 16 Latin American
States,)

Called on the TAEA to undertake studies on arrangements to facilitate ex-
change of scientifie and technieal information, on ways to increase funds avail-
able for technical assistanee, on effective means to ensure access to speeinl fis-
~fonable materials, and on the Agency’s possible role in regard to nuclear ex-
plosions for peaceful purposes: invited the nuclear-weapon States to advise the
TABA at regular intervals on the possibility of declassifying sceientific and teeh-
nical information: urged the nuclear States to facilitate the availability of fis-
sjonable materinls for peaceful nuclear programmes of the non-nuclear-weipon
States “accepting the appleation of safeguards as envisaged in Article 111 of
the Treaty: and expressed the assumption that the IAA would examine its
procedures, as well as the composition of {ts Board of Governors, with a view
to adapting them as necessary in the light of its new responsibilities. (Adopted
by 51 votex in favour to 15 against, with 10 abstentions.) (Sponsors: Austria,
Denmark, Finland, Japan, Norway, Sweden and Switzerland.)
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Recommended that the TAFEA should undertake to examine the basis on which
arrangements can be made by the Agency to secure finunces from international
sources for the creation of a “Special Nuclear Fund” to provide loans and grants
for nuclear projects. (Adopted by 70 in favour to none against, with 4 absten-
tions.) (Sponsor: Pakistan.)

Requested the General Assembly to consider at its twenty-third session the
establishment of a nuclear technology development programme for the benefit
of developing countries within the United Nations Development Programme;
requested the World Bank to consider establishing a similar programme; in-
vited the nuclear States to assume the main responsibility for financing the two
programmes; requested the JAFEA to consider establishing a “Fund of Special
Fissionable Materials”, and invited the nuclear States to give “a firm undertak-
ing” regarding the supply of such materials to the Fund. (Adopted by 51 in
favour to none against, with 22 abstentions.) (Sponsors: 15 Latin American
States and Jamaica.)

Recommended that the TAEA broaden the representation on its Board of
Governors so as to reflect equitable geographical distribution and the views of a
broad spectrum of developing countries. (Adopted by 47 in favour to none against,
with 29 abstentions.) (Sponsors: Cameroon, Dahomey, Ivory Coast, Kenya,
Uganda, United Republic of Tanzania and Zambia.)

Expressed its conviction on the ‘“urgent need” to obtain a comprehensive test
ban treaty, and on the other hand to create a separate international instrument
for international regulation and control of all explosions for peaceful purposes as
exceptions from the general prohibition under a comprehensive test ban; and
endorsed the views of the eight non-aligned members of the Eighteen-Nation
Disarmalaent Committee concerning the close link between a comprehensive test
ban and a solution of the problem of nuclear explosions for peaceful purposes.
(Adopted by 61 in favour to none against, with 16 abstentions.) (Sponsors:
Sweden and Nigeria.)

Requested all nuclear-weapon States and non-nuclear States in a position to do
so “to provide access for students and scientists for purposes of training and
acquisition of knowledge on a non-discriminatory basis to their scientific institu-
tions and nuclear establishments engaged in research and development of the
peaceful uses of nuclear energy”. (Adopted by 37 in favour to none against, with
43 abstentions.) (Sponsor: Pakistan.)

Implementation of Conference decigions

Invited the General Assembly at its twenty-third session “to consider the best
ways and means for the implementation of the decisions taken by the Conference”
and to consider at a subsequent session the question of convening a second
Conference of Non-Nuclear Weapon States. (Adopted by 75 in favour to none
against, with no abstentions.) (Sponsor: Brazil.)

The Declaration

The provisions of the “Declaration of the Conference of Non-Nuclear Weapon
States”, reaffirm the universal responsibilities and obligations of States to guar-
antee peace, security and development in the world and reflect, in general terms,
the more detailed recommendations contained in the Conference resolutions.

In summary, the Declaration expresses the following views of participants:

The future of mankind “cannot be secure withiout the complete elimination of
the use or threat of use of force in the spirit of the United Nations Charter”. An
early solution of the question of security assurances in the nuclear era is
necessary.

All countriex should observe the United Nations Charter and the generally
aceepted norms of international law governing relations among States.

Immediate cessation of the arms race and acceleration of the process of nuclear
and general disarmament under effective international control are indispensable
for world peace and economie progress ; pending achievement of general and com-
plete disarmament, <teps should be undertaken urgently to reach agreements
on collateral measures.

The Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons should be followed up
by disarmament measures, particularly nuclear disarmament.

Nuclear-weapon-free zones, established under appropriate conditions, constitute
an effective cortribution to non-proliferation and disarmament.

It is imperative to ensure conditions to promote the peaceful uses of nuclear
energy and ensure unhampered flow of nuclear materials under appropriate safe-
guards, &s well as of scientific knowledge and advanced nuclear technology for
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peaceful purposes, on a non-discsiminatory basis. Appropriate international ar-
rangements should be prepared for the use of nuclear explosive devices for peace-
ful purposes.

International assistance, including financing, is needed for the greater applica-
tion of the peaceful uses of nuclear energy; all nations, particularly nuclear
P'owers, should facilitate international co-operation in this field.

The Conference recommends to the General Assembly the continuation of efforts
to deal with these problems, taking into consideration the best ways and means
of implementing the Conference decisions, including the convening of another
Conference at an appropriate time,

Source : Atomic Energy Commission.

FUNCTION OF IAEA INSPECTORS

Senator Muxbr. Dr. Seaborg, you raised a point or two on that ques-
tion that I would like to question you about.

On the A ppropriations Committee we are not particularly impressed
with the rclationship of the numbers of employees to achievements
which come out of any patricular agency. I noticed that in lauding the
work of the TAEA you gave us the feeling that they were doing a great
job because they have increased their members from three, then to 28
and mow, lo and behold, they have 44 employees.

T wonder if you couldn’t give us a more meaningful report as to what
these people do or what this means in terms of progress, in terms of
nuelear safety.

Dr. Seasorc. These are people who are experts in the nuclear energy
and nuclear power field, people who have experience in this field.

They go to the nuclear installations and inspect the materials and
the operations, and the records concerning the special fissionable mate-
rials that are involved at the installations.

Senator Munpr, These are the inspectors,

Dr. Seanore. These are inspectors. These are professional people,
-scientists and engineers and those who are expert 1n accounting proce-
-dures that go to the places and make actual onsite inspections.

Senator Munpr. They do that now?

Dr. Seapore. They do that now.

g Elig.nator Munpr. How will their functions differ if the treaty is rati-
ed?

Dr. Seasore. It will be much the same, except perhaps their inspec-
tions will be a little more thorough and more penetrating and there
will be a lot more of them.

Senator Munor. They will have a little bit more latitude and free-
.dom of action?

Dr. SeaBora. Yes; I would think so although they are not being par-
ticularly limited in that way now.

Senator Munpr. Will there be new areas in which they can make in-
.spection?

Dr. Seapore. There would be new areas of activity which they can
begin to inspect although at the present time most of the areas are

addressed to the regulations of the IAEA and subject to inspection in
‘these countries where the IAEA now has access. Of course, the reason
that we need the NPT is that these countries are so limited in number.

Senator Munpr. Very good, that is a much better reason as far as I
-am concerned than the numbers of people. I didn’t want to have the
new Secretary of State feeling that in coming before the Appropria-
tions Committee or the Foreign Relations Committee a year from now
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and saying “I am doing a whale of a good job, I have doubled th
number of employees in the State Department.”

Secretary Rocrrs, Senator, T will never say that, at least if you are
in the room I won’t.

Senator Muxpr. T understand that.

MIDDLE EASTERN SIGNATORIES

Now all of the countries from the troubled Middle East except Saudi
Arabia and Israel have signed the Nonproliferation Treaty, and you
mentioned that hopefully you felt Israei and West Germany would
sign the treaty. I don’t think you mentioned anything about. Saudi
Arabia. Do you think Saundi Arabia is moving in the direction of sign-
ing tho treaty ?

Secretary Rocers. We really don't know the answer to that ques-
tion, Senator,

Senator Muxpr. They are a long way from having any eapacity, T
would assume, for making a nuclear bomb, if I recall my visits to
Saudi Arabia. We don’t want to do anything certainly to stir the
troubled waters of that area.

. What do you believe would be the reaction of the Middle East states

and the United Arab Republic, if Israel did not sign the Nonprolifera-
tion Treaty. Is this something that might create new troubles and new
suspicions? What is your candid reflection on that ?

Secretary Roaers. Well, I think that the reaction of the Arab coun-
tries would be adverse, and certainly it is the hope of the United States
that Israel, along with other nations, will sign this treaty.

Senator Muxpr. Let me ask you this because I don’t think T have
ever read the rationale of the Government of Israel as to why it would
not want to sign this treaty. It would look to me as if there were any
one country that is likely to be the beneficiary of this kind of a treaty 1t
would be Israel. She has a nuclear capacity of some status now, and is
surrounded by unfriendly states, none of which has any nuclear ca-
pacity. It is difficult for me to understand the rationale of Israel saying
“We don’t like it.”

Secretary Rocers. I think it would be unfortunate to leave the im-
pression that they are not going to sign the treaty. They voted for the
treaty in the United Nations so we would hope that Israel would sign
the treaty, I don’t think they have indicated they are not going to. So
there is no rationale for that position,

DOES THE TREATY GO TAR ENOUGII?

Senator MuNpr. Let me make this comment leading to my final ques-
tion. I have great admiration for Bill Foster. I saw him many times
when he was wrestling with this problem. My basic reaction to this
treaty is not that it goes too far but that it does not go far enough.

It seems to me we started out with stardust. in our eyes hoping to
produce some kind of a nuclear mountain which would end the fear
of nuclear extermination, and we have come up with what to me is
just a kind of diplomatic mouse. It doesn’t go very far. It really doesn't
do very much, and I notice you were candid enough in your statement
to say that this isn’t the answer to humanity’s fears.
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Now, true proliferation is a very dangerous factor, and to the extent
that this treaty would stop proliferation, as we have defined it, it is a
Iaudable goal, but it seems to me progressive stockpilings of nuclear
arms by such great powers as the United States and Russia, and now
China, is infinitely more dangerous in terms of trying to free the
world from this dreadful weapon,

And so I would like to ask you this question, feeling as I do that
the basic danger is not really touched by this treaty. It doesn’t do, as
I can see, anything to free the world from the possibility in the next
decade or in the next 10 days of a great nuclear conflict.

DOES TREATY GUARANTEE AGAINST NUCLEAR ATTACK?

I would like to ask you this question. In your opinion will our rati-
fication of this treaty inake it more likely that in the predictable futurs
we can work out with the Russians, forget the Chinese for the tine
being, a nuclear disarmament pact, buttressed and supported by com-
plete and total mutual inspection? Because without that you increase
the peril, instead of decreasing it, but this is the goal, this is what
Eisenhower first thought about way back on his spen skies proposal.
It is what Bernard Baruch talked about. It is what all our Presidents
have talked about. This doesn’t even accomplish an inch of gain in that
direction unless hopefully it might be sort of a prelude to further
discussions or further negotiations which would lead to the kind of
nuclear disarmament pact. veinforced by international and mutual in-
spection so we could be free of this kind of conflict.

Now if I thought this were going to lead toward that hopeful des-
tination I could resolve my other doubts about this treaty, but if I
thought this was going to give Russia and the United States sort
of a feeling of complacency and say “well, now, we have got something
accomplished,” and each continues to build both its offensive and de-
fensive weaponry in the nuclear field, then I think the ratification
of this treaty would be a hideous mistake. I would like to have your
comments in that connection.

Secretary Rocrrs. Senator, let me say, and T want to be as precise
as I possibly can, that no one could represent that this treaty guaran-
tees peace in the world,

Senator Mux~pt. Or freedom from nuclear attack is the thing I am
thinking about. It doesn’t guarantee that.

Secretary Rogers. Or freedom from nueclear attack, right.

PREVENTION AGAINST INCREASE IN NUCLEAR CAPABILITY

So far as your last comment, the first part of your comment is con-
cerned, where you say that that does not prevent the Soviet Union
and the United States and other nuclear powers from increasing their
nuclear capability, that is correct. But it doesn’t seem to me that is
particularly relevant at the moment because both sides have sufficient
nuclear capability now to destroy each other and probably the world.
So the fact that you add to a potential that is so awesome and deva-
stating really doesn’t make that much difference in terms of——

Senator Muxpr. Will you yield ? That is correct.

Secretary Rocrrs. Yes,
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Senator Munpr. Providing neither power either gets or thinks it
has a complete superiority over the other that it can take the chance.

Secretary Rocers. That is right, and this treaty doesn’t relate to
that point at all, This treaty does suggest that the superpowers that
now Eave the capability of destrcying each other and possibly most
of the world, feei that it is in the common interests of each other and
the future of the world not to proliferate that power, not to pass it
on to other nations.

Now, we think that this treaty is the best possible one that can be
devised at the present time to accomplish that goal. Obviously it is
not totally foolproof. But it is nn iinportant step toward that goal.

Now in regard to the last part of your question, I think that this
treaty, if ratified by most of the nations of the world, will hold out
some hope that superpowers may be able in the future to negotiate fur-
ther arms reduction. It would be a brave man to suggest that that is in
any way assured. But this certainly is an important first step. It is one
that has been discussed and negotiated about for 5, 6, 7 years, and it
seems to me that all we can do is to ratify this treaty and hopefully
negotiate in the future for further arms reduction and limitations,
and it seems to me that is the attitude of this administration.

Senator Muxpr. I would hope that you would go further than hope.
If this is ratified, while the people are in the mental condition that
you describe which might be reflected by whatever induces them to
ratify, it, I would hope that you would press as persistently, persua-
sively as possible for Russia to work out with us a nuclear disarmament
pact.

Secretary Rocers. We certainly will do that. I think I used the word
“hope” because obviously when you are negotiating with the other side
it depends to some extent on this attitude of the other side.

Senator Muxpr. No question about it.

Slc_acretary Rocers. 1 used the word “hope” just because I am a
realist,

Senator Munvt. Well, press forward with hope.

Secretary Rogers. I will accept that,

Senator Munor. That is all, Mr. Chairman.

UNDERTAKING TO NEGOTIATE

The Cuairman, In that connection, Mr. Secretary, article VI spe-
cifically, as you can see, says both countries, and others undertake to
negotiate.

ecretary Rocers. That is right.

The CuamrMaN. They may not live up to it. The trouble is not the
treaty. It is the orneriness of ?mmzm beings, isn’t it ?

Seoretary Rogers. That is right.

The Cuairman. There is nothing new about that.

Senator Munpr. The trouble, Mr. Chairman, is that article VI
doesn’t do anything to change the condition. We could have done it
any time since either power has had nuclear capacity.

The CitamrmaN. It is a solumn undertaking, that is all. It is all any
treaty is. You can’t remake human nature by a treaty.

Senator Gor:?
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CONCERN OVER ARTICLE VI EXPRESSED

Senator Gore. Mr. Secretary, I must say that your repeated use of
the word “hope” and Dr. Seaborg’s use of the word “hope” with re-
spect to article VI is a matter of concern. As a Senate adviser to the
delegation in Geneva that negotiated the treaty, article VI was not,
to my knowledge, ever referreg to there as a matter of mare hope.

Secretary Rocers. Senator, I think you misconstrued my use. I
don’t talk about hope in connection with the use of article VI. I said
I hoped we could conclude an agreement that could result in further
arms limitation. We subscribe totally to the words in article VI as the
Chairman has indicated.

Senator Gore. Maybe in order that we do understand the importance
of it, I would like to read it:

ARTICLE VI

Each of the Parties to the Treaty undertakes to pursue negotiations in good
faith on effective measures relating to cessation of the nuclear arms race at
an early date and to nuclear disarmament under strict and effective inter-
national control,

Secretary Rocers, Right.

Senator Gore. Now, I understand this to be not only in the pre-
amble, but an effective article of the treaty.

Secretary Rocers. Right.

Senator Gore, And that we and other parties to the treaty under-
take to engage in negotiations looking toward measures relating to
the cessation of the armaments race. Do you so interpret it %

Secretary Rocers. Yes; I have— Senator, I want to make it clear.
There is nothing I have said in my testimony that suggests any
amendment or alteration of article VI—when we ratify the treaty,
we subscribe to every article in the treaty including article VI.

Senator Gore. In November, Mr. Kosygin, chairman of the Su-
preme Soviet expressed willingness, I can almost say anxiety, to
Initiate negotiations with respect to avoiding the mutual deploy-
ment of antiballistic missiles, so-called ABM systems. Does not article
VI upon treaty ratification commit the United States to a willing-
ness to initiate this negotiation ?

Secretary Rocers. Well, it indicates just what it says, that we will
pursue negotiations in good faith on effective measures relating to
cessation of nuclear arms race at an early date. I don’t think it refers
to any particular phase of the nuclear arms race.

Senator Gore. It refers to nuclear disarmament.

Secretary Rogers. That is correct, but doesn’t refer to the ABM.

Senator Gore. It refers to cessation of the nuclear armaments race.

Secretary Rogers. That is correct.

IS ABM DEPLOYMENT A VIOLATION OF ARTICLE vI?

Senator Gore. Is not deployment of antiballistic missiles a part of
the armaments race ?

Secretary Rocers. Yes.

Senator Gore. Then does not this refer to it ?

Secretary Rocers. Well, it doesn’t single it out. It refers to a lot
of other weapons that are involved in the nuclear arms race, too,
other than ABM. I mean, as I understand this provision, it applies
to all nuclear weapons.
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Senator Gore. Then it does apply to the ABM deployment?

Secretary Roaers. It applies to all of them, yes, all nuclear weapons,

Senator Gore. And the fact that it is not specifically mentioned does
not mean that it is excluded ?

Secretary Rocers. No; not at all.

Senator Gore. Well then, upon ratification of the treaty, have we
not then undertaken a willingness to begin negotiations to avoid
mutual deployment of ABM ¢

Secretary Rogers. No; I don’t think that is correct, Senator, The
treaty doesn’t set any priorities, It doesn’t say anything about ABMs.
Now, it. seems to me that the treaty is perfectly clear that we have an
obligation, and so does the Soviet Union and so does any other nation
that signs the treaty, to negotiate in good faith on effective measures
relating to the nuclear arms race at an early date. It doesn’t set. forth
any priorities and I don’t think we should as a nation set forth priori-
ties. I think we should do just as the treaty suggests.

Senator Gore. I wasn’t suggesting priorities. Maybe I should put it
another way. Is ABM deployment included or excluded with respect
to article VI?

Secretary Rocers. It is included along with all the other nuclear
weapons.

Senator GGore. But though included, just what do you mean, Mr.
Secretary ? Doesthis commit the United States to negotiations on ABM
or willingness to negotiate on ABM or does it notgl am a little con-
fused by your answer.

Secretary Rogers. Senator, I will see if T can make it clear. I didn’t
mean to confuse the record.

As T understand this article, it obligates those states which ratify
to pursue negotiations in good faith on effective measures relating to
cessation of the nuclear arms race at an early date. Now, that would
include all nuclear weapons,

Senator Gore. And all deployments?

Secretary Rocers. And all deployments.

Senator Gore. So as I understand your interpretation now, this does
have a bearing upon our willingness to negotiate on ABM?

Secretary Rocers. On all nuclear weapons including ABM.

Senator Gore. I think we understand each other.

The C@HAIRMAN. Will the Senator allow me to put it in a little differ-
-ent way?

Senator Gore. Yes; I have tried to put it in a different way.

IS ABM DEPLOYMENT INCONSISTENT WITH ARTICLE VI?

The Cuamyan. Would you consider, Mr. Secretary, after the
treaty has been agreed to and ratified and in full force, that to pro-
ceed unilaterally with the ABM would be inconsistent with this
article?

Secretary Rocers. No, not at all.

The Crrairyan. You don’t?

Secretary Rocrrs. Well, if I understood your question—read the
question back.

The Criairman. 1t wouldn’t be inconsistent. with article VI?

Secretary Rocers. I didn’t understand your question. Let me get it
back. I thought you talked———
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The Cramaan. After it is in full effect.

Secretary Rocers. Yes.

The CHAIRMAN, For the United States to proceed unilaterally to
congtruct and deploy the ABM, would that be inconsistent with article
VI? -

Secretary Rocers. No, I don’t think so.

The CuairmaN. It seems to me that the article means nothing if it
wouldn’t. This, and T might point out, is not only in article VI but a
similar version, a short version, is in the preamble. The preamble says
“declaring their intentions to achieve at the earliest possible date the
cessation of the nuclear arms race and to undertake effective measures
in the direction of nuclear disarmament.”

In other words, it is in both the preamble and in article VL. I can’t
imagine that after the treaty is in full effect, if we then proceed with
the ABM unilaterally without trying to negotiate an agreement to
halt deployment, that this would not be utterly inconsistent with
article VI.

Secretary Rocers. Senator, if you say without attempting to
negotiate

h’l‘he CuairMaN. I said unilaterally, when I put the question I meant
this.

Secretary Rocers. Let me say this. I think we should at an appro-
priate time attempt to negotiate arms limitations as provided in
article VI.

U.8. OBLIGATION TO NEGOTIATE FELT

The Cuairyan. Yes. I wouldn’t expect us to do it if they tell us
“no, go about your business,” and themselves have nothing to do with
it. But it seems to me we are obligated to act in good faith to persuade
the Russians and agree ourselves not to deploy ABM. That is the most
crucial question at present. 'There is nothing else quite comparable to
it, is there?

Secretary Rocers. I think there are other things.

The Cuamman. I can’t think of one. Is there another in this area
quite comparable?

Secretary Rogers. Well, multiple warheads is pretty serious.

The CuamrMan. I don’t know enough about multiple warheads. I
don’t know the status of them.

Secretary Rocrrs. Well, the only thing I would like to suggest is.
that this treaty doesn’t refer to any particular nuclear weapon.

The Crairman. I agree with that. ‘

Secretary Rocers. Secondly, I agree with you that once the treaty
has been ratified we have an obligation as well as the Soviet. Union to
attempt to negotiate in good faith to limit the arms race.

The CHAIRMAN. Yes.

‘We mention ABM because it is the matter before the Senate, the
one that we are, many of us here are interested in, particularly Sena-
tor Cooper. This is the problem that is really bothering a great many
people at the moment.

Senator Munpr. Will the Senator yield?

The CrATRMAN. The Senator from Tennessee has the floor.

Senator Munpr. Will the Senator yield?

Senator Gore. Yes.
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VFPECT OF PONSESSION O' ARM SYSTEM ON NEGOTILAVTIONS

Senator Muxor. Just to be sure the record does not indicate by
the sweeping gesture of the Chairman that all the membors of this
committee feel exactly the same way about. ABM, let. me say that some
of us believe that in order to negotinte effectively with the UL.S.S.R.
about. ABMs we have to put something on the table besides a plea. You
ean’t negotiate very effectively if you go to the other {ellow and say
“you have something T don’t have and we wish you would get rid of it.”
Perhaps the indication that we, too, can get it or could have it, might
lead to negotintions. S0 1 think there is no inconsisteney at all in trying
to study the desivability or the necessity of an ABM systom and also
trying to negotinte with the Russians,

The Cnamaran. Senator Gore.

Senator Gore. Well, T don’t quite understand either, Mrv. Secvetarvy,
vour reference to muitipie warheads., id you intend to infer that
the development of multiple warheads is comparable to deployment
of the ABM?

Seeretary Roaenrs, No.

Senator Gore. In the matter of disarmament.

Seervetary Roaens, 1 just indicated there are other areas that when
we got into negotintion we will want to talk about,

ABRMOAS THE ISSUR IN ARMS LIMUTATION

Senator Gore, Yes; I eertainly ean agree with that. But T agreoe
with the Chairman that the question of deployment of antiballistic
misziles by both the United States and the Soviet Union is now the
big issue with vespeet to limitation of the nuelear armaments race.
Would you agree with that?

Seeretary Roaers. Yes:; 1 think so. Senator, T was just velating it
to the treaty provision. T don't disagree with you on that point.

Senator Gore, A1l vight,

Then, if that is the big question on limitation of nuclear arma-
ments, and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republies has indieated in
an oflicial communieation a willingness to initiate negotiation ecither
to limit or to avoid such deployment, would not vatification of this
treaty with avticle VI contained therein, obligato this country to good
faith negotiation on this subjeet ?

Secretary Roarrs. Yes: I think so.

Senator Gore, That is a firm answer and thank vou, sir. 1 shall

support. it on that basis,

ARMED SERVICES COMMIUTTEE HEARINGR ON TRENTY

Yesterday the distinguished chaivman of the Senate Armed Services
Committeo issued a press velease in which he said that the Armed
Services Committee would hold a heaving with respeet to this treaty.
Maybe T had better vead the second pavagraph of the releaso:

Clivman Stennis stated that the hearings by Armed Services would be brief
and would last only a few days but that he felt that it is important that the
Armed Services Committee look at the Treaty from the speelal military aspects
to determine what {mpact, if any, its ratification would have on our nuclear
armaments and our military posture vis-n-vig the other nuclear powers.
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Have you been invited to testify before the Avmed Services
Committee?

Seeretary Roaers, 1 haven't. T think it is going to be next week, T am
going to be out of the country, Senator,

Senator Gore. Do you know if Secretary Laird has been invited?

Seervetary Rouegs, T don't know,

Senator Gore. Would you think it would be the proper provinee of
this committee to examine the foreign poliey implications of anti-
ballistie missile deployment ?

Seeretary Rouers. 1 think on my first appearance here 1 would
vather not. get involved in o jurisdictional  dispute,  Senator,
| Laughter.]

The Croairman. It is a very wise answer, [ Laughter,

Sonator Goke. That verifies 1 acted wisely in voting for your con-
tirmation, | Laughter.]

One other question, and then T shall desist,
PROGRESS ON A SAPEGUARDS AGREEMENT

Earlier, members of the committee veferred to the number of coun-
tries that have adhered to the treaty, "This i important, but the adher-
enee to the treaty of Cameroon doesn’t have the importance that
membars of Buratom does. In Geneva this was one of the sensitive
points, as 1 think Ambassador Fisher will surely recall.

Now, as I understand it. some of the countries in Buratom, to wit.:
Germany, Laly, Belgium, the Netherlands, and Luxembourg, have
indicated a reluetance to ratify the Nonproliferation Treaty until a
mutually satisfactory safeguard agreement has been worked out be-
tween TAEA and Euratom,

Last year this committee was assuved that in the opinion of the
Administration, there would be no difliculty in veconeiling the safe-
guard systems of FKuratom and TAEA,

My question is, after that background, what progress has been made
in_reaching uan_agreement on this ‘)oint since last July? L

Mr. Fusnuir, Discussions ave just heginning, Senator Gore. T think it
is faiv to say that the Kuratom countries don't. want to really get down
to negotiations until after all the Kuratom countries, save France,
have signed the treaty. All have, save France and Germany, at the
present. time.

1 think it is also fair to say that the Germans are waiting to seo what
action this Senate takes or the United States takes before making up
their own minds.

So in looking at the related items we are a little bit like the old
Tennessee law that was onee passed. 1t savs if two teains meet at a
grade crossing hoth must stop and neither shall proceed until the other
s passed,

Senator (Gore, We repealed that. | Laughter.]

Mr, Fisnmiw, T think if favorable action is taken we ean anticipatoe
perhaps signature by all the Euratom countries, save France, and then
prompt action on negotiations,

I shara the view there is no incompatibility between the safeguard
systems, and reaflirm your position that this was the matter we nego-
tinted quite hard on, to get a treaty provision that. would wmake possi-
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ble a Kuratom-IAEA agreement and we have high hopes this will be
done.

Senator Gore. Do you concur in that, Mr. Secretary ¢

Secretary Roaers. Yes, I do.

Senator Gore. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The Ciratraan. Senator Case.

Senator Case. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

U.S. OBLIGATION IN THREAT AGAINST NONNUCLEAR STATE

Mzr. Secretary, Dr. Seaborg and Mr. Fisher, most of the questions
that I had, have been quite well covered. But I would like, Mr. Sec-
retary, to ask you to expand a bit on what happens so far as the United
States being obligated to act in the event of a threatened aggression
against a nonnuclear state. I am referring now to the resolution
adopted in the Security Council last year which says that the Coun-
cil, and above all, its nuclear weapons state permanent members, would
have to act immediately in accordance with their obligations under
the United Nations Charter.

What happens if the Security Council does not act immediately,
what is our obligation ?

Secretary Rocers. Well, Senator, before you, I think, just before you
came into the room, in my statement I pointed out that the Admin-
istration agrees with the committee’s——

Senator Casg. Yes, I saw that.

Secretary Roaers. The committee’s report. on page 11 says that under
the treaty the U.S. does not incur any new obligations; that we do not
take on any new security commitments as a result of this,

And I think the way the committee has expressed it in the paragraph
third from the bottom of page 11 is very adequate and very accurate.

Senator Cask. In substance, what the committee said then and what
you are saying now is that under normal Charter proceedings even
without this treaty we have the option to call any case of aggression
to the Security Council’s attention, and now we have the obligation

Secretary Rocers. Yes.

Senator Cask. To call it to their attention.

I don’t mean to make it harder to get nonnuclear states to go along.
On the other hand, I don't want any fuzziness about what our obli-
gation for action is, to result in either any question in this country
or doubt or uncertainty or overoptimism in the minds of any foreign
leaders.

Secretary Rocers. That is right.

Senator ("ase. And I would just like to have you talk a little about
it, because this summary is quite pat but it is a very thin kind of 2
commitment,

Secretary Rocers. Yes; it is.

Well, let mo say that the Administration does not consider that
this treaty or the United Nations resolution adds to our commit-
ments in any security arrangements. I would say, as the committee
suggests, that it is possible that what we do is commit ourselves to
bring such a violation to the attention of the Security Council. But
if you analyze it that is not giving up much of an option because
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if there were nuclear attacks certainly the Security Council would
be brought into play.

But, as far as the specific question is concerned, the United States,
as a result of ratification of this treaty and as a result of the United
Nations resolution, does not take on any additional security guarantees.

Senator Case. One phase of that question, of course, involves the
relations between the President and the Congress, and I take it that
in your opinion, neither the treaty if it become effective——

WEAKNESSES IN SECURITY COUNCIL

Senator AIkeEN. Will the Senator yield just a minute? I point out
that one of the weaknesses in the references to the Security Council
to take action on violations is that one member of the Security Council
can veto any act.

Secretary Rocers. Yes.

Senator AmkeN. And Russia has already, I don’t know how many
times, used the veto.

Secretary Rocrrs. That is right.

Senator Case. Of course, it was against that background that my
question was asked. The same effectiveness and the same disabilities
apply here as to any other possibility of action by the Security
Council.

Secretary Rocers. Yes; that is correct.

Senator Case. We can’t act if Russia or Britain or China exercise
a veto. In other words, we can only act if we are all in agreement.

Secretary Rocers. That is correct.

Senator Case. The question that I was raising was whether there
is anythin% in the treaty or in the Security Council resolution, in any
statement by the President so far and our action of ratification against
that background that would give rise to new commitments. I know
the Security Council can’t change the President’s authority vis-a-vis
Congress or vice versa, but the action we take in ratification of the
treaty against the background of such statements might. There have
been Presidents who have suggested that something less than this
has resulted in a commitment by the Nation and ratification of it by
the Congress. Is there anything here which increases the President’s
anthority?

Secretary Rogers. No; not at all, sir,

Senator Case. In any of this background or our action on it?

Secretary Roaers. No. ‘

Senator Case. I am very much obliged to you for that answer, Mr.
Secretary.

CLARIFICATION OF ARTICLE I

Would you tell me, please, what the reason is for the distinction in
article I of the proposed treaty between our obligation not to transfer
to any recipient whatever weapons or other nuclear explosive devices
or control of such weapons or nuclear explosive devices directly or in-
directly, and our obligation in the second part of that article not to
assist, encourage, or induce any nonnuclear weapon state to manufac-
ture or otherwise acquire such weapons,
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Why are we absolutely prohibited from giving the first to anybody
and only limited in respect to our action in the second peint about en-
couragement and assistance to nonnuclear weapon states? .

Mr. Fisuxr. That was to make possible a continued cooperative ar-
rangement with the nuclear weapon state with whom we have had
close cooperative arrangements since 1942 that is, the United King-
dom. If we had the same language in the second clause that we had in
the first it would force a breach of that relationship and that was felt
not a wise thing to do.

Now, our relationship has never involved the actual transferof weap-
ons or control over them but it has involved a form of cooperation and
this has been—in this, Senator Case, I am carrying coals to Neweastle
with members of the Atomic Energlzy Committee here, but this almost
parallels the distinction made in domestic legislation of cooperation
1n weapons development but with certain rather precise findings and
hard arrangements that can be done with certain friendly nuclear
weapon states. It is much harder to transfer weapons under our
domestic legislation and we more or less followed, the negotiators did.
the pattern laid down in U.S. law.

Senator Case. Under the Atomic Energy Act, for example, it wasn't
possible to help France get the capacity, was it ?

Mr. Fisuer. Under atomic encrgy legislation.

Senator Case. If it is comparable.

Mr. Fisuer. It is comparable; yes, France is, of course, now a nu-
cear weapon power so it

Senator Case. Not now. In the past the argument was made we
should have helped them and it would have stopped a lot of—

My, Fisnen, It is an old argument.

Senator Cask. I am not making it. I say this illustrates the
ditference.

Mr. Fsner. Yes; it does, sir.

MERGER OF NONNUCLEAR STATE WITH A NUCLEAR STATE

Senator Case. What happens if a nonnuclear weapon state and a
nuclear weapon state merge ?

Mr, Fisuer, Well, if the merger involved a true merger, involving
what international lawyers would call the doctrine of state sucees-
sion, a real merger, with one conduct of foreign policy, one conduct
of military affairs, this would not be prohibited.

Senator Case. Which would the new state be ?

Mr. Fisuer. That depends on the nature of the merger, sir. The
nature of the merger, if it was a true state succession—and you have
all sorts of cases where there are things that ave less than state suc-
cession—if it were a true state succession, the merged state would
inherit, the status of hoth of the states. It would be a nuclear weapon
state though because it had had in its armed forces nuclear weapons
in its merged state but it would have to be a true merger.

Senator Case, that too was a point that was set out in the statement
of observations that you will find on page 6 of Executive H and which
were, prior to the fact they were made public here, were shown to
certain other members of the negotiations including several of the
people here.
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Senator Case. I want to have this developed a little bit in the open
record so that the people as well as those who have to read all of these
papers would have a little better understanding.

APPLICATION OF TRANSEFER PROVISIONS TO NATO

What happens, for instance, insofar as NATO goes? It isn’t goin
to be possible for any alliance to be created or somet\hmg.hke NAT
to which we could give a nuclear capacity either by way of information
or assistance or in the extreme ease, weapons, is that correct.?

Mr, Fisiner, Well, we could give nuclear assistance to one member,
that is the United Kingdom,

Senator Cask, Suppose the United Kingdom weren't there, no?

Mr, Fisnen. That is correct.

There is nothing in this treaty that prohibits deplovment or pro-
hibits the deployment of U.S. weapong or prohibits for that matter
even the transfer of delivery systems so long as the U.S. retains con-
trol over its weapon and does nou transfer the weapon or control over
it to any recipient whatsoever. This does not deal with deployment, but
the requirement is the United States cannot transfer the nuclear war-
head or other explosive device or control over it to any recipient what-
soever, and it's quite unequivocal on that and that would be true
whether or not this was a true political federation, It says, the transfer
seetion prohibits to any recipient. whatsoever.

Senator Cuse. Any recipient at all.

How would that apply, if a NATO country wanted a veto, a
restraining fingoer on the trigger, of our nuclear weapons loeated in
their territory? We couldn't give it, could we?

Mr. Fisuer, I wouldn’t say that. They could tell us not to put the
weapons in their country in the first place.

Senator Case. Well, suppose they are there, and suppose they want
the right to restrain us from using it, they want joint control ¢

My, Fisuer. 1 wouldn’t eall that joint control in that sense,

Senator Case. Well, the veto on tim trigger, you know what I am
trying to say.

Mr. Fisurr. Yes; I am saying that would not be prohibited and I
would not refer to it as a form of joint control. That is a straight
aspect of territorial sovereignty. A country that doesn’t want nuclear
weapons to be launched from its own territory without its knowing, it
can say so. )

Senator Case. Well, now look, we are dealing with a very diflicult
thing. You have dealt with it, I am sure, many times.

Mr. Fisner, But I would prefer not to charucterize it as joint con-
trol, Senator Case. I would prefer to characterize it as an attribute of
a country that has control over its own territory and we haven't trans-
ferred anything to them. They have had it all along.

Senator Cask. Let's imagine, if wo can, that 510 weapon was in a
place where the country of location was satisfied to leave 1t but NATO,
or another country, because it is right next door, wants a veto on con-
trol, on the use of that weapon by us. This would not be possible, I
guess, because this is control over a weapon, is it not ?

Mr. Fisupr. I would say not. I would say it is not control over a
weupon to have, for example, things like a nuclear planning group
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under which members of NATO get together and make contingency
plans as to what they will or will not do. I think control in this sense
means the ability to actually pull the button.

Secretary Rocers, I would like to answer that.

Senator Cask. T wish yon would.

Secretary Rocers. I think the answer to that is “No”; it wouldn’t
prohibit that because as long as the final control remains with the
United States that would be just an additional veto.

Senator Cask, The final firing is in the hands of the United States.

Dr. Srasora. Custody and control,

Senator Case. But we can’t fire it if that nation, and in this hypo-
thetical case, says no. Now, we certainly have given up—partially at
least—the control of that weapon.

Secretary Roeers. But that is an additional safeguard against the
use of the homb. So that would not be covered by this treaty.

ALLIED CONSULTATION ON NUCLEAR DEFENSE

Senator Cask. Is there anything in the record of the negotiations, Mr.
Fisher, that deals with this point that you can refer to as making
this more than just your view that a negative control is not control
from the standpoint of thistreaty ?

Mr. Fisner. Well, T wounld refer you again to page 6 in xecutive
H where we have made clear that allied consultations and planning
on nuclear defense is not prohibited, not dealt with so long as no
transfer of nuclear weapons or control over them results.

Now, we have taken the position, and continue to take the position,
that the sort of consultative arrangements and contingency planning
that you work out even though that does not involve the transfer of
control and in fact cannot because under U.S. legislation—-—

Senator Case. We can’t now, no, T know. '

Mr. Fisuuer. We are limited from doing it. And the sort of con-
tingercy planning that is worked out, does not involve that, and
I would prefer not to characterize it as negative control. T would pre-
fer to characterize it as the participation in some sort of planning
group. But as long as the final decision is a 17.S. decision, and we kee
the weapon in our hands, and we do not transfer the weapon or contro
over, the treaty is complied with.

CONCEPT OF A NUCLEARIZED EUROPEAN FEDERATION

Senator Case. There have been people, of course, who have
urged it would be in everyone’s interest if a European federation had
a nuclear capacity.

Mr. Fisuer. Well, if this treaty, if it were a true federation, and
if either France——

Senator Case. Not federation, federation is not a succession, is it?

Mr. Fisuer. Well, it depends. The papers that led to the Constitu-
tion of the United States were the Federalist Papers. We sometimes
refer to ourselves as a Federal system. It depends on whether or
not we have a single foreign office and single control over foreign
policy primarily. If it involved a doctrine of state succession, we
could rvefer to it as a new federated state. Now, on this we have
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said a new federated European state would have to control all of its
external security functions including defense, and all foreign policy
matters related to external security, but would not have to be so
centralized as to assume all governmental functions, as in fact we
have not, in the United States.

Senator Case. NATO doesn’t meet that requirement at all.

Mpr. Fisiier, It does not, sir.

Senator Cagk. So that NATO could not receive this,

Mvr. Fisuer. That is correct.

Senator Case. Tt would require a very close drawing together and
a cession by each of the member states of control over its foreign
policy entirely to the central body.

Mr. Fisugr, That is correet, sir.

Senator Case. The central body.

Then in that case this new state might be treated as a successor,
if Britain were in there——-o-

M. Fisnrr. Yes.

Senator Case. To a nuclear state and, therefore, a nuclear capable
state or a nuelear weapon state under this treaty.

Mvr. Fisuigr. That is correct.

Senator Case. Then no longer, I suspect, would the new state be a
nonnuclear state and subject to the commitments of nonnuclear states,
not to acquire weapons, not to go after them, and so forth. The fact
that one state constituent of a new state was a nuclear weapon state
then ni es this a nuelear weanon state.

My, Fisuer. That is correct, and again I commend to your further
consideration, Senator Case, the question and answer 4 on page 6 of
Executive .

Senator Cask. I wanted this to be brought out in the hearing today
just to see where we are.

Mr. Fisuer. Yes, sir.

STATUS OF A STATE ACQUIRING A NUCLEAR CAPACITY

Senator CAse. Suppose a country which doesn’t now have a nuclear
weapons capacity does not join. It gets its nuclear weapons and then
it jmm}, what is it? Is it a nuclear weapon state for the purposes of the
treat,

I\Il?., Fisuer. For the purposes of the treaty, sir, article IX, para-
graph 3, provides that for the purposes of the treaty a nuclear weapon
state is one which has manufactured and exploded a nuclear device,
a nuclear weapon or other nuclear explosive device prior to January 1
1967. That may indicate a little optimism on behalf of the drafters of
the treaty as to when it might come into effect, but that is the provision
of the treaty that is before the Senate and before this committee——

Senator Case. That is the provision on which I raise the question
now. Does that mean it will exclude any nation which acquires a nu-
clear capacity after that date?

Mr. Fisuer. That is correct.

Senator Casg. It cannot join unless the treaty is amended in accord-
ance with the rather difficult provisions that naturally are required
for amendment.

96-828—69—pt, 2108



360

U.S. OBLIGATION TO ABATE DEPLOYMENT OF ABM

Just one other point in connection with this treaty and the anti-
ballistic missile.

During the General Assembly debate last year in the United Nations
I think Britain, the Netherland‘;, and Sweden all held that both Russia
and we had a responsibility to abate the development of antiballistic
missile systems which in their view threatened to give increased impe-
tus to the nuclear arms race, and that this was an oblilgation undertaken
under article VI of the pending treaty. This was dealt with in your dis-
cussion with Senator Gore, of course. I take it that you do not disagree
with these countries that we do have a responsibility to abate this thing
as quickly as we can, as we do to abate all our weapons in a negotiation
undertaken in good faith with all the nuclear weapon powers.

Mr. Rocers. That is right.

I think I should say this, that it seems quite clear to me what
article VI says and what it means. I think that negotiations though
should not be necessarily limited to any one phase of disarmament, and
we shouldn’t go into them with that in mind.

‘We have to consider the total offensive and defensive positions of
both %overnments. Now, obviously ABM is a factor in that considera-
tion, but I would not think it would be wise to commit ourselves in
advance that any negotiations were going to be limited to any one
phase either defense or offense because that is not what the terms of
the treaty say.

Senator Case. I fully agree with that. I am just raising the general
question now because 1t has been suggested many times that the way
to get the Russians to negotiate is to go ahead as fast as we can
with the antiballistic missile system, and I frankly have some doubt
that that is a very important factor.

Mr. Chairman, I thank you, and I thank you, Mr. Secretary.

The CrARMAN. Senator McGee.

SECURITY IMPLICATIONS FOR NONNUCLEAR SIGNATORIES

Senator McGee. Mr. Secretary, I would like to pursue the question
Senator Case has raised in regard to whatever security implications
may be in that section of the treaty.

It recalls the complaint of the delegate from Yugoslavia at the
time that the Security Council resolution was adopted, when he said
“one would sim]p&y be hypocritical not to see that the guarantees
offered in that pledge, particularly by the three nuclear powers, do not
raise the level of security for the nonnuclear powers one iota.” And I
am wondering what incentive you then see in securing the adher-
ence to the treaty by those who are outside the nuclear club.

Secretary RocErs. Senator, I am not sure I quite understood the
question.

Senator McGee. Let me phrase it differently. The objection, amon
a good many around the IRN. at the time that the Security Counci
resolution on security assurances was adopted, was that there had
been no giving up on the part of the members of the club of anything
significant that could represent a better security option for the non-
club members, those without the nuclear power. How do you answer
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this objection on their part? You just mentioned with Senator Case
that the United States takes on no new obligation here, makes no con-
cession of any sort in this regard. 'What does this mean for the non-
nuclear signatories?

Secretary Rocers, Of course, 1 was speaking about a security ar-
rangement. As far as the United States is concerned it takes on the
treaty obligation not to proliferate. I mean we have the obligation by
statute now under the McMahon Act but this then becomes a treaty
obligation of the United States that it will not give nuclear bombs or
warheads or other nuclear explosive devices to nonnuclear states, But
I think that $1e other states in the world have pretty much recognized
it is to everyone’s advantage to prevent proliferation, and I don’t think
this treaty was negotiated, in the spirit, that we would give up some-
thing and they would give up something. 1 think the spirit of the
negotiation was that it was in the interests of world peace not to pro-
liferate nuclear weapons, and T think that there is a recognition that
there is an important first step on that road.

Senator McGre. The security guarantee to a signatory to the treaty
however, in the light of your response to Senator Case, isn’t really a
guarantee that if attacked there would be action forthcoming which
thcy could rely on in their own national interests.

Secretary Rocers. That is correct.

Senator McGzr. I guess it is a matter again of hope or faith which
you addressed yourself to before.

Secretary Rogers. I think the committee in its report states it about
as well as it could De stated on page 11 and I don’t really think I
should paraphrase it, I think you have done it as well as I can do it.

INDIA'S ATTITUDE TOWARD FREATY

Senator McGue. The Indian delegate at one of the exchanges in the
18-nation disarmament conference in 1965, and I quote, put it this
way : He said it is an “unrealistic and irrational proposition that a Non-
proliferation treaty should impose obligations only on nonnuclear
countries while the nuclear powers continue to hold on to their privi-
leged status or club membership by retaining :nd even increasing
their deadly stockpiles.”

You would relegate this basic Indian position to the same general
category that they are still in the long run profiting from this—

Sccretary Rocers. Yes, plus the hope that is expressed in article VI
that the nuclear powers will proceed on the road to arms limitation.

Senator McGeEe. In other words, this leaves them no worse off than
they are now and it might open up a tiny crack of light ?

S};cretary Rocers. Yes, because the more the weapon is proliferated
the greater the risks to Beace, and if there was a world conflict they
would be involved probably.

Senator McGez. Would it be fair to say or to generalize that had
we been able to achieve something like this years ago that it would
have been for the better ¢

Secretary Rocers. Well, I think so. I think my answer would be
“yes.” T think—

Senator McGee. I think most of us generally feel that the fewer
the nuclear capable powers there are, the easier to arrive at some
kind of control.
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Therefore, I suppose the other questions, many of which have
been raised here this morning, find their best answers in that category
that there is nothing that the treaty introduces anew that does not
already exist now in terms of jeopardy or insecurity or national
concern.

Secretary Rogers. I think that is correct.

VIOLATIONS OF TREATY

Senator McGeE. The question was raised by one of the members
of the committee in regard to the clandestine possibilities of some-
body cheating. Well, they can cheat to their hearts content now,

ecretary Rogers. That is right.

Senator McGee. This is where we came in; this is where we
started. Would it be fair then to say that the only hope or faith,
whatever abstraction it is that describes the possible constructive
side of this, is in its inhibiting qualities?

Secretary Rocers. Yes; I think that is correct. I think it has in-
hibiting qualities and I think it will be successful in that in cer-
tainly a very measurable way.

Senator McGee. If it doesn’t succeed we are only back where we
are now.

Secretary Roarrs. That is correct.

Senator McGre. So there is not really a great deal being reft
except our faith and hope. L

Secretary Rocers. Well, T wouldn’ want to state it quite as nega-
tively as that. I think it does hold out promise for improvement in
nonproliferation, hopefully it will result in considerable success in
that field, and more im: portantly to me, if you are going to proceed on
a path of disarmament you have to start taking some steps, and this
is an important step, I think.

PLOWSHARE ASSISTANCE TO NONNUCLEAR SIGNATORIES

Senator McGeE. In terms of the proposed treaty itself, is there
any distinction made in the treaty or intended by it concerning our
nuclear coeperation with those who sign the treaty and those who do
not sign the treaty ?

Secretary Roagers. No. I don’t think the treaty provides that. As
Mr. Fisher points out in peaceful things there maybe would be more
of an inclination to assist those who sign the treaty with help in the
explosive device field, and the Plowshare concept type of thing. But the
treaty doesn’t call for that necessarily.

Senator McGee. There is no policy that is laid down to distinguish
the nonnuclear countries in regard to assisting them in peaceful uses.

Secretary Rocers. I will have Mr. Fisher answer that.

Mr. Fisaer. Senator McGee, almost by the nature of the treaty,
obligation of the treaty only runs to the parties of the treaty. 1
mean you normally don’t obligate yourself to people who don’t take

art in the same arrangement. It is true in this treaty with respect to

tharticlesIVand V.,

Secretary Rocers. There is nothing negative in that that doesn’t sav
we will not do it.
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Senator McGeg. Zambia has not expressed approval. This does not
mean that you would refuse to engage in an agreement with Zambia
on peaceful uses?

Secretary Rocers. That is correct.

Mr. Fisuer. You would have to see those agreements were safe-
guarded, of course. It seems to me you raise one possible point here
and that is one of the obvious inducements to a smaller country to
adhere to the treaty would be the prospects that there might be a
areater or a readier degree of cooperation.

Secretary Roaers. That is right.

Senator McGrr. And if this were opened and there were no lines
drawn there at all, why sign up ?

Seeretary Rocers. That is correct. Certainly, if you were going to
perniit a nonsignatory state to obtain explosive services you would
require appropriate safeguards to be followed very scrupulously
because you might be suspicious about the motives otherwise.

ANTICIPATED SOVIET ACTION ON TREATY

Senator McGre. Is there any indication that the Soviets are likely
to follow rather quickly our action if we were to ratify the treaty?

Secretary Roaers. Well, I don’t know as we have any specific assur-
ances but certainly that is taken for granted. They are very anxious
to have the treaty ratified and I don’t think there is much question
about the fact that is the case.

Senator McGee. T note in a series of very small and yet hopefully
meaningful negotiations of this type just in the years I have been
here, beginning with the Antaretic Treaty in 1959, the Nuclear Test
Ban Treaty in 1963, the Outer Space Treaty in 1967, and the Consular
Convention a year ago or more, that in each case the Soviets weve
not. only behind us in the ratification but sometimes rather far behind.
I didn’t know whether, if this pattern continued, that would impinge
upon the anticipated impact of the treaty.

Secretary Rocers. I would be surprised if that is the case in this
treaty, Senator.

Senator McGee. I would appreciate the fact that you couldn’t
second guess what whoever does this in the Soviet Union might do
in terms of time. Many of us thought the treaty should have been
ratified last fall, that it was a matter of at least. psychological urgency
in the diplomatic realm and could see no relevancy to the Czech crisis
or anything else. It seems to me it is on an entirely different level
and I regret even now that we couldn’t have acted on it way back.

So I suppose we would have to understand the Soviets get into
this same Lmd of a bind, although I don’t think they have a presi-
dential election coming up that might intercede there. [Laughter.]

That is all the questions I have, Mr. Chairman.

The Cuamrman. Senator Cooper.

Senator Cooper. Mr. Chairman, I have three questions. I direct
my questions to articles of the treaty about which, I do not helieve,
we have received enough information. The first question concerns the
first article. I will direct my question to Mr. Fisher.
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CONTROL OVER NUCLEAR DEVICE ON FOREIGN TERRITORY

It is correct that the language of the first article does not prohibit
the United States from deploying nuclear weapons on the soil of
another country.

My, Frsurer. That is correct, sir.

Senator Cooprer. Provided that control is retained by the United
States.

Mr. Fisuer. Yes.

Senator Cooprr. I refer now to the question asked by Senator Case,
It is a fact, is it not, that in a prior draft treaty the word “control”
was defined.

Mr. Fisurr. That is correct.

Senator Coorer. I read from the draft 1].S. treaty of March 1966:
“Control means right or ability to fire nuclear weapons without the
concurrent decision of an existing nuclear weapons state.”

I assume that it is meant that we could discuss with an ally—
a nuclear weapons state, whether or not a nuclear weapon should be
fired, but if the United States retains the right—the independent
decision to fire the weapon, it would constitute “control.”

Mr. Fisurr., Well, under that—that was a treaty that had not only
a different definition but it had a different substantive article. Tt had
opened a series of different options. This was not an agreed text as
you understand, Senator Cooper. It was merely a U.S. proposal.

Senator Coorer. Of course, we have bLundreds—thousands of
nuclear weapons deployed on NATO territory. Was the question
ever discussed with the Soviet Union as to whether or not they
admitted a right under article I to deploy these weapons?

This is important to the defense of our deterrent and the security
of our country. I don’t believe this has cver been answered in the
record.

Mr. FisHER. In the course of the negotiations we advised the Soviets
that this question would be raised, accurately predicting that it would
be raised in the context of Senate consideration of the treaty, and we
told them the answer we were going to give and said that this is the
way we proposed to do it. If they would object they would bear the
responsibility. They have not indicated acquiescence or agreement be-
cause they can’t be asked to agree about certain arrangements that we
keep secret. I have referred to page 6 of Executive H that has been
shown to the other side. They have been told that this would be made
public in the context of this very hearing or the hearing last sum-
mer, and that if they were to object they would bear the responsibility
for the consequences that would happen.

We have received no objection. That is the precise parliamentary
situation, Senator Cooper, if I may use parliamentary in this tvpe
context.

Senator Coorer. Do you mean also that we have received no acquies-
cence from the Soviet Union?

Mr. Fisuer. That is correct.

Senator Coorer. Do you consider there would be any possibility that
the Soviet Union might say that the deployment of our nuclear weap-
ons in another country, particularly West Germany, to which they
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have given notes asserting the right to intervene unilaterally, is in
violation of the treaty ? Is there any point at which they might say “you
are violating the treaty or the spirit of the treaty by the deployment
of these weapons in NATO territory ¢”

Mr, FisHER. I cannot state what they might or might not do, Sena-
tor Cooper. I can say that the negotiating history would belie such a
claim, and we would be quite firm at that point in pointing out the
interpretations in Executive H and the discussions before this commit-
tee as to how we interpret.

It will be read, and if they enter into this treaty, which I believe
they will, they know the basis on which we are entering it. This
Executive H, four questions and answers, has not been kept secret and
I am happy to talk about it now just for that reason.

Senator Coorer. You made the point that the executive branch has
made our position clear. This may not be a question for you to answer,
but I believe the committee might consider whether or not an under-
standing would be appropriate to show the position of the Congress.

Mr. Fisuer, Well, an understanding can take two forms. It can take
the form of something appended to the actual instrument of ratifica-
tion, which I think would be not wise. An indication of your point
of view in a committee report or something like that is quite a differ-
ent matter. It has already been made quite clear this is the interpreta-
tion we put on it, and this is the way the United States is going to carry
out its responsibility and other arrangements under it.

LACK OF AGREEMENT ON SAFEGUARDS

Senator Coorer. Another question that I address to Dr. Sea-
borg and to you also. As to the Euratom countries, I have under-
stood that no negotiations have been undertaken with TAEA. We
assume they will be able to reach agreement, but if TATA should be
more stringent upon Euratom, particularly Germany, and make it
so difficult that they felt they could not come into agreement with
TAEA, is it not correct that under the terms of the treaty we could
no longer furnish our allies materials for the peaceful uses of atomic
energy ? ,

That would create a very difficult situation for the United States, I
would think. '

Secretary Roaers. Senator, on that point you will recall that Secre-
tary Rusk made a fairly precise answer to which I agreed, and I
think at that point if efforts were being made and an 18-month period
wasn’t lived up to exactly we would have to consider a rule of
reason.

OBLIGATION TO CEASE ARMS RACE

Senator Coorer. I won’t belabor the ADM issue. It has been very
adequately covered by Senator Mansfield, Senator Gore, Senator
Fulbright, Senator Case, and others. But I do differ from the state-
ment that only one kind of proliferation is comprehended by this
treaty, that is the proliferation of weapons to countries which do
not, now have nuclear weapons.

The preamble and article VI commit the nuclear weapon countries,
and particularly the United States, the Soviet Union, and the United
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Kingdom to undertako to negotiato at an early date, first, on the ces-
sation of the nuclear arms race, then on nuclear disarmament, and on
a treaty of general and complete disarmament undor strict and of-
feetive international control, 1 think that to disarm nuelear weapons
which arve alveady in possession, or to agree on a treaty of strict and
offective international contvol on all weapons will be very diflicult. with
respeet to its Euratom allies. But the fivst. elpuse of article V1 concerns
the cossation of the nuelear arms race,

The immediate problem before us is the deployment of the anti-
ballistic-missile system--such deplovment could esealate the nuclear
arms race. 'The tssue before the country is whether the United States
should begin this new weapons system--the anti-ballistic-missile sys-
tene--without fivst making anetfort with the Soviet. Union to mutually
agree against its deployment.

T must say, and T say it with great vespeet for you, beeause 1 know
you have undertaken a tremendons vesponsibility- - 1 know you are

oing to Europe to discuss all of these matters and probably some
things that you don't feel appropriate to talk about now—but 1
thought your position with regard to article VI was unelear, I think
most. of those who support and oppose the ABM system consider the
relation of article VI to tha ABM issue of great importance. Those
who support it very evidently consider it of great importance; Those
who oppose deployment of the ABM--at least until we see what the
rossibihities for negotintions are  think article VI is of great
mmportance,

ABM DEPLOYMENT 18 A MAJOR STEP TO INCREASE ARMS8 RACE

The deployment of the ABM is a major step to ineveaso the arms
ee, The action of one side or the other to deploy such n system
will result in more powerful offensive weapons choking the earth.
Tt seemis to me this is an immediate step that ean be taken —-to determine
whether we can enter into negotiations leading to a limitation of
nueclear weapons, So T would hope that the position of the State
Denartment, the Administration should be very elear on this, T don’t
think it is very clear.

Seeretary rlxummm. Senator, let's sce beeause I don’t like to feel it is
not elear. T don't disagree with anything you said. The only point I
made was that article VI of the treaty does not refer to any particular
weapons.

Senator Coorer. T understand that.

Seeretary Roargs, Sccondly, T don't think it is necessarily advisable
to announee in advanee what the negotiations are going to be about
exeept in a general way, Obviously the ABM svstem is an important
svstem and when those negotiations start it will be an item of very
ereat irmortanee, So 1 don’t quite see what there i about my position
that isn’t clear.

Senator Coorer. T thought it was unelear whether negotiations could
he on the ABM svstem, Tseemed that the United States must disenss
all of the ditverent weapons svstems, the difforent questions of nueleay
disvrmament,

Secretary Roarrs. No,

Senator Coorer. Then later you said that the ABM ix ineluded as
part of the intent of artiele VI and it ought to he disenssed in negotin-

BEST AVAILABLE COPY
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tions. T think the point that most of us made or tried to make in talk-
ing to you was that we considered the ABM a matter which is most
urgent---1 would hope that the negotintions with the Soviets on this
su{;jovt of the ABM take place before we take this new major step in
the nuelear arms vace, Uam hopetul about. that.

Seerctary Roaers. 1 would hope so, too, Senator, .

Senntor Coorer, I think it can be done. That. is the point T am trying
tourge, That s all 1 have (o say,

(For further questions asked by Senator Cooper and answers sup-
plied by the Department of State and the Atomie Energy Commission,
see pagzes 485499 at. the appendix.)

The Creaymax, Senator Javits,

Senator Javers, Mre, Seeretary, this is your first appearance hefore
us and also it is mine in respeet to the Nonproliferation 'I'reaty, so I
hope you will forgive me a minute, perhaps a minute, more than some
of the others have taken,

ENFORCEMENT PROVISIONR ARE ABSENT

1 find no enforcement provisions in this treaty, Mr, Secretary. Thot
is a fact, is it not. that there are no enforcement provisions here?

Scorotary Roakrs. Wall, if you don't count. the safeguard provision,
that. is correct, But 1 think the sufegruards provision surely is an im-
portant provision,

Senator Javrrs. All the safeguard provision allows us to do is to
exercise the right to withdraw if we don't think the safeguards ave
boing met, isn’t that trued There is no way of enforcing this treaty,
making the people perform it. All we can do is pull out, isn't that truc?

Secretary Roaers, Well, we also, T suppose, there are other steps
that. coulid be taken in the field of international organizations, but it is
trae that we don’t have any superenforeement body.

Senator Javers, But theve is the right to pull out, isn't that true?!

Secretary Roames, That is true,

Senator Javrrs, Now that vight is vory brief, is it not, 3 months.

Secretary Roarrs. That is right.

Senator Javrrs. In fact, General Wheeler says as I understand it if
wo gro to war we arve out, we don’t even have to wait 8 months.

Seeretary Roaers, Well, T think that is true. I think it is pretty solf-
evident, [ Laughter.]

RIGHT OF WITHDRAW AL

Senator Javrrs. Now, the technical provision which is article X, I am
very interested in beeause T think that is the real safeguard in this
treaty in terms of the national security of the United States—the right
to pull out on rather short notice. That says each party shall, exercisin
its national sovereignty, have the right to withdraw from the treat vi
it decides that extraordinary eveuts velated to the subject matter of this
treaty have jeopardized the supreme interests of its country, That is a
completely unilateral decision, is it not?

Seceretary Roaens. That is right.

SenatorJavees, And not subjeet to contest ?

Seeretary Roaers, That is vight,

Senator Javers, So, for example, suppose the Russians said that. they
have to pull out: beeause they do or hn not wish to make agreements

- I . *
1Y
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with people who asked for it. about the peaceful uses of atomic energy
and t‘mt. they would say is that serving, let’s say, a nation like Brazi
which has a military dictatorship, jeopardizes its “supreme interests”
and thereupon thoy pull out. They could do that, isn’t that true?

Secretary Roarrs, T'hat. is true.

Senator Javrrs, Nothing could stop them ¢

Secretary Roaens. That is true.

Senator Javrrs, Do we feel the same way? Will we, if we decidoe
unilaterally wo ought to pull out, pull out—without. getting all tanglod
up in legal justifications and self-inhibiting restrictions ¢

Secretary Roaers. Woll, Senator, you ask, will wo feel the same way.
I don’t think the Soviet Union would feel that way to begin with, So I
wouldn’t want to say we wonld feel the same way. I think we would
consider the provisions of article X, and we would take them very seri-
ously, and we would not. think of withdrawing unless the language of
the treaty applied.

In other words, 1 think it would have to be a situation where ex-
traordinary events related to the subject matter of this treaty jeopard-
ize the supreme intevests of their country,

In other words, I wouldn’t want to leave the impression that wo
woro just taking this treaty lightly and any time we could pull out
in 8 months. 1 think the language is pretty clear, and we take the lan-
guage very seriously.

Senator Javers. And we would endeavor to hold the Soviet. Union
to the same standard ¢

Seeretary Roaers, Well, we would-—-

Senator Javirs, And it should really be honestly something that they
could claim, with at least some color of plausibility, represented a jeop-
ardy to the supreme interests of their country ?

Secretary Roarrs. Yes, Wo would think that, we would hope that
they had the same general attitude about this treaty that we have, but
certainly, Senator, 1t is in their interests, I think, as it is in our interests,
to ratify this treaty and in their interests to continue the treaty. So I
don’t. believe it is a matter of enforcement. It is just o matter of judg-
ment. They want the treaty ratified. They think it is in their best inter-
ests. We want it ratitied, I think we think it is in our best interests and
hopefully it will serve the cause of peace.

DISCUSSION O CONDITIONS OF WITHDRAWAL

Senator Javirs, Now, could we ask Mr. Fisher whether that question
came up at all in the negotiations, the question of this speed of with-
drawal and the conditions for withdrawal.

Mr. Fisnier, Well, this had previously been discussed, Senator Juvits
at some length in the context of another treaty ; namely, the limited
test ban treaty. Similar language, in fact identical language, is in the
limited test ban treaty. It was felt that this was about as strong as a
treaty really could be, requiring a statoment of this kind and defending
it before an international body. That last requirement, incidentally, 1s
not in the test ban treaty. The Security Council reference is new in this
one and it was felt if a country really felt it was being hurt and its
national security was being jeopardized, the supreme national inter-
ests being jeopardized, due to something it didn’t know about when it
went into a treaty, that it was going to get out anyhow, so why not face
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it. ‘There was some concern that. it might be an even shorter period but
the feeling was that in the absence of & state of all-out war which
General Wheeler talked about, it was a reasonable period of time and
this was diseussed.

SIGNIFICANCE OF SOVIET BAGERNESS TO BENTER TREATY

Senator Javrrs, My, Seeretary, 1 have heard you say on a mumber of
oceasions ad this hearing that the Soviet Uinion is very anxious to sign
this treaty. There is some feeling in the workd, Mr. Seeretary, with
which you are well acquainted, that. they are extremely anxious to get
this troaty and that they would consider'it a great. diplomatie victory if
they got it, especially s it afleets West Germany. Is there any implica-
tion i your comment that they ave very anxious to get this one, is there
somo superior benefit. to them rather than to us, which has not yet been
disclosed ?

Seeretary Roarrs. Well, T think that that fuet has been taken into
consideration all during the time this treaty has been negotiated, and
it. certainly has heen taken into account by the Administration.

It scems clear that it is to their advantage but it is also to our advan-
tage and 1 think if every time we make n proposal for advancing the
enuse of peace. the Soviet Union is suspicions of us, or they make a
proposal and we are suspicious of them, pretty abviously we will never
have n meeting of the minds,

On this treaty, it. scoms to me that there is & mutuality of interest.
Certainly, they have an interest to prevent proliferation. So do we. And
1 would hope that possibly in the years ahend we can treat each other
with a certain amount of respect so that if one country makes the sug-
gostion the other doesn’t automatically say, they must have something
up their sleeve,

Senator Javers, 1 think you are absolutely right but that really was
not. the thrust of my question. T'he thrmst of my question was really to
tredge your own mind and those of your colleagnes to tell us if there
are any advantages or disndvantages which have not yet heen laid
on the table: so faras yon know, of course,

Seeretary Roaers. As you know, heing a trial man, T don't like to
use the expression “dredge my mind,” but T ean’t think of anything,
Nenafor,

Senator Javers, What about your collengues, the same way with
Dy, Seaborg, too. In other words, does the idea that the Russians
aro very anxious to enter into this treaty generate in your mind any
advantages or disndvantages so far as we are concerned, or they are
oneerned, that. we onght to know about that haven't actually heen
gone into on the record?

Dr, Stanora, No: T don't think of any at the moment.

IS THERE AN IMPLIED COMMITAMENT NOT T0 USE NUGIEAR WEAPONS?

Senator Javirs, Now, do you, Mr. Seerefary, or either of your col-
leagues, consider that this treaty establishes any implied comunit-
ment. for the nuclear powers not to use nuclear weapons? After all,
the treaty becomes oporative in the sense that we are not going to dis-
tribute nuclear weapons, and so forth, to discourage their use. It
doesn't actually say, beyond article VI, that we do propose to discour-
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age their use, Do you think there is anything implied in it about not
actually usinf nuclear weapons?

Secretary Rocers. I don't think so, Senator, 1 think the awesome-
ness of the weapon is so great that no piece of paper is going to add or
subtract to that,

Senator Javits. I gather that is one of the reasons that we take the
position we do in our country. As you know, I am very favorable to
the ratification of this treaty, and 1 amn asking these questions pre-
cisely for that reason. I would like to get the most unfavorable ideas,
if there are any, on the record and I gather that is one of the reasons
we take the position we do about entering into this notwithstanding
that Communist China will not be entering in it; that is the awesome-
ness of the weapon.

We had a list of 23 countries that are either within, or close to,
the capability of developing nuclear weapons which has been sub-
mitted ; Mr. Fisher referred to it.

EFFECT ON OTHER COUNTRIES OF U.S. ACTION

Suppose that all or a majority of those countries fail to sign this
treaty, would you still advise us to ratifv?

Secretary Rocers. Well, I would certainly hope that that would never
come to pass.

I think it is certain all 23 would not refuse to sign. I would say
this, the more nations that vefuse to sign. the less significant the treaty
is. We would do everything we could to reasonably persuade other
states to sign. I think in answering your question actualily we would
still, I believe, urge ratification. Hopefully this question will never
arise.

Senator Javrrs. Well, nonetheless, and T think it is important that we
have that, as we are in a sense going to be the leader in this ratifica-
tion, we would still urge ratification,

Dr. SeaBore. Yes; I think our ratification will help determine
whether some of tliese other countries ratify.

Senator Javits. But I think it is only prudent, Dr. Seaborg and you
would agree with me, I am sure, that when we ratify we should be pre-
pared for the worst, that is, that none or at least not too many of the
23 go in, but nonetheless we should act. That, T think, would be an im-
portant inducement—to have your assertion and that of Mr. Fisher
and the Secretary on that score.

Secretary Rocers. Oh, yes,

Senator Javrrs. That may happen. We can’t assume they are going
to sign.

Secretary Rocrrs. I think maybe T misled you a little bit. Certainly,
we ought to ratify as soon as possible hecause that will encourage other
nations to do it. I thought you meant whether in the final analysis they
would refuse to ratify.

Senator Javirs. I mean exactly that.

Secretary Rogers. But in any event even if they didn’t ever ratify,
I think we should go ahead. but as Dr. Seaborg says, if we ratify, that
will, T think, set the stage for a lot of other states to ratify.

Senator Javits. Does Mr. Fisher agree with that?
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Mr. Fisngr. Yes, sir. T think we should point out, and Dr. Seahorg
is perhaps better qualified to testify on this than I am, that putting
into effect, the building up of the safeguards system will be an im-
portant thing in itsclf, because once the treaty goes into effect and you
start establishing the safeguards system nonsignatories have to get
their raw materials from other nonsignatories. You have begun the
nucleus of an international control system which will have an effect
of itsown.

REGION AL SECURITY ARRANGEMENTS

Senator Javits. Now, I would like to ask you just one other ques-
tion on this score and then pass to peaceful uses. .

We are very interested naturally in what this will lead us to if we
ratify. Is it not a fact that this will lead to a greater need than ever
for regional agreements with respect. to security ? .

Let me explain myself on that score. This has not been gone into
very thoroughly in this hearing. But there is some disquiet expressed
about the fact that the nuclear protection we give the nonnuclear
signers depends on Security Council procedures, and those are sub--
ject to veto, But this does not take into account article 51 of the U.N..
Charter, which says: “Nothing in the present Charter shall impair
the inherent right of individual or collective self-defense if an armed
attack occurs against a member of the United Nations until the Se-
curity Council has taken the measures necessary to maintain interna-
tional peace and security.”

Under those provisions, if you had an agreement for collective self-
defense, the United States could immediately come to the aid of any
nonnuclear sighatory; is that not true?

Mpr. Fisugr, I think this doesn’t in any way change the commitment
that we have and I don’t mean to get ino a discussion as to what those
commitments are or are not. But those commitments would still exist
under article 51, and covered by article 51 of the Charter. The NATO
treaty is still there and is still strong.

Senator Javrrs. But. Mr. Fisher, your answer is rather a defensive
one and I don’t think it helps the case particularly, What I am trying
to point out is that you are not locked into helping the nonnuclear
signer by only that provision which can be vetoed by the Soviet Union.

Mr. Fisuer. That is correct. You have other defensive arrangements
which are still in effect.

Senator Javirs. That is right, So. it could be an inducement for the
United States to make even more defensive arrangements because they
would be free of that veto power that the Soviet Union has under
other parts of the United Nations Charter. That is correct, is it not?

Mr, Frsuer. Well. T would rather defer to the Secretary on the
question of further defensive arrangements: that is a little outside of
my league. All I can say is that th?y are not, in any way inhihited or
banned by this treatv,

Senator Javirs. So, that is a way you can argue to the nonsigner
who is or may be a party to a collective defense agreement with the
United States, that he is not blocked, he can't be blocked by the Soviet
Union. The Soviet Union couldn’t both attack him with nuclear weap-
ons and veto our acticn, could he?

Secretary Rocers. That is correct.
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Senator Javirs. I am sure that couldn’t happen but even theoretically
so we can make good on our declaration to the United Nations, to wit,
that we recognize the obligation to come to the aid of nonnuclear
signers who are attacked with nuclear weapons or are threatened
with such an attack.

Secretary Rocers. Well, we certainly want to make clear that we
will continue our obligations under the United Nations Charter.

Senator Javirs. Well, I think it is very important, Mr. Secretary,
to define what we understand that those are, and that there is a very
different one under the article relating to self-defense, than there is
under the resolution relating to the Security Council action. We
spelled it out very clearly in our declaration as to the Security Council
action and everybody knows it includes the right of a veto but we
don’t spell it out very clearly under the collective right of self-defense,
As Mr. Fisher says, the Russians are going to read this record and if
they do, let us have them read what are the words of our Secretary as
to what the situation would be,

Secretary Rocers. That is correct.

Senator Javirs. So you agree with my interpretation?

Secretary Rocers. That is correct.

Senator Javirs. Just one or two questions on the peaceful uses of
atomic energy and then I will be through.

COOPERATING WITH NONSIGNER FOR PEACEFUL USES

I think you said, Mr. Secretary, and I think it is very important to
spell it out that there is no inhibition from cooperating with a non-
signer for the peaceful uses of atomic energy under the appropriate
article of the treaty, which is article IIL.

Secretary Rocers. That is right.

Senator Javirs. I think you are going to have to justify that and I
will tell you why. If you will read article III or look at 1t with me—
and I want your interpretation which is much more studied obviously
than mine would be—it seems to indicate that any nonnuclear weapon
state with which you deal must conclude an agreement with the Inter-
national Atomic Energy Agency to meet the requirements of this
article. In other words for inspection, and so forth, and then it says,
and I invite your attention to the end of section 4, “Negotiations of
such agreements shall commence within 180 days from the original
entry into force of this Treaty. For States depositing their instruments
of ratification or accession after the 180-day period negotiation of such
agreements shall commence not later than the date of such deposit.
Such agreements shall enter into force not later than 18 months after
the date of initiation of negotiations.” That would seem to tie the
agreement with the IAEA, the International Atomic Energy Agency
to entering into this treaty.

Now, if we are not going to interpret it that way, and I would agree
with you that it is susceptible of another interpretation, we had bei-
ter make that clear so that again the Soviet Union reads it and can’t
complain later that we have agreed in effect, because of this tie in
that { have just described, not to deal with nonsigning, nonnuclear
nations on peaceful uses of atomic energy.

Secretary Rocers. Yes, sir. We have not agreed to that, in that
regard.
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Senator JaviTs, So that we could, we could give them peaceful uses
coopernétion and they could make an agreement with the international
agency

gS‘;ecretary Rooers. IAEA.

Senator Javrts. Without the fact that they are parties to this treaty ¢

Secretary Rocers. Right.

Senator Javits. I think it is very important. :

Now, just two other points and then I shall be through.

MEANING OF “NONDISCRIMINATORY” CLAUSE

The legal question arises, it seems to me, about Australia. There is
a provision here which interests me greatl , that we shall extend this
so-called service in peaceful uses on a “nondiscriminatory” basis. Those
are the words of the article, on a “nondiscriminatory” basis. Doesn’t
that mean that once you started with Australia, you have to do it for
everybody else?

In other words, if you have a joint deal with Australia and some-
body else comes in and offers you a joint deal, don’t you have to go
ix)hegu,l, ;vith it, that being the meaning of the words “nondiscriminatory

asis” ?

Dr. SeaBora. I don’t think we regard the arrangement that we might
conclude with Australia as coming under article V. Article V refers
to a perfected, or more or less finished, application of nuclear explo-
sives. In order to reach that situation we have a program of excava-
tion experiments, and one of these is of the type that we would per-
form either in this country or in Australia if we finally reached an
agreement with Australia.

Senator Javirs. So we do not consider that kind of a deal as binding
us to deal that way with everybody ?

Dr. Seasore. No.

Senator Javrrs. Under the nondiseriminatory clause ?

Dr. SeaBora. No, this is an experiment that suits our own program-
matic interests.

Senator Javirs. Well, in fact, Dr. Seaborg, do we not leave ourselves
free to have some judgment as to the good faith of the feasibility of
peaceful uses of an atomic energy project in which we will cooperate?
Isn’t that true, because I noticed that these words that Senator Aiken
referred to, of Ambassador Goldberg in the U.N., included the words
“appropriately and equitably.” We will appropriately and equitably
share our knowledge and experience, and you said and I quote also
elaborating on the same thing “when particular ap;)licat-ions are found
to be feasi%le we plan a nuclear explosion service.” So this will not be
automatic. We will use our judgment.

Dr, Seanore. That is rig?lt.

Senator Javits. As to whether it is feasible, as to whether it is
commercial ¢

Dr. Seasore. That isright.

Senator Javrrs. Asto whether it is appropriate?

Dr. Seaporc. That is right. When we have perfected the technique
to the point where it is commercially applicable.

Senator Javirs. Good.
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WILL THERE BE LINEUP OF TWO POWER BLOCKS?

One last question. Do you see the world lining up into two power
blocks with the Soviet Union serving Czechoslovakia, Hungary, Bul-
garia, and so forth, and the United States serving its friends in the
world with peaceful uses of atomic energy, and a nation like Czecho-
slovakia being up for grabs? Or how do you see this thing working?

Dr. Seanora. Do vou refer to article V here,

Senator Javits. Yes.

Dr. SeaBora. I of course don’t know how it will work out, but as
a practical matter I believe that it would in large part, at least start
that way. I could picture, however, and particularly if this treaty
is as successful as we hope it will be, that those lines won’t continue
to be drawn, and I could picture situations under which it would be
to our advantage, for example, to go into Czechoslovakia and furnish
this service for them under the conditions spelled out in the treaty.

Senator Javits. And we couldn’t scream very loudly if the Russians
went into Latin America, with Peru or some other country?

Dr. Seasore. T would say as the treaty developed, and 1f it served
the purpose that we would hope that it would, we could look forward
to such action with equanimity.

Senator Javirs. Mr. Secretary, I have just two other questions.

Secretary Rocers. I would like to associate myself with that answer.

Senator Javirs, Mr. Secretary, suppose we ran ini another Cuba
situation with missiles and eyeball to eyeball confrontation, is our
situation changed by this treaty?

Secretary Rocers, No,

Senator.Javrrs, We could still insist they be pulled out ?

Secretary Roarrs. That is correet,

T.S. NEGOTIATIONS WITIT COMMUNIST CITINA

Senator Javrrs. My last question is this. Do you consider that
article VI with relation to committing us to good faith negotiations
for disarmament, and so forth, would apply to our negotiations
with Communist China? Suppose Communist China should tomorrow
evideuce a desire to negotiate, would we feel that good faith under-
taking by virtue of the provisions of this treaty require us to do so?

Secretary Rocers. Well, of course as far as the treaty itself is con-
cerned it wouldn’t be applicable because Communist China probably
will not be a party to the treaty. But in terms of the spirit of the treaty,
I think we should pursue that, too, if they showed any interest.

Senator Javirs. So that the words of the treaty apply only to parties
tothe treaty?

Secretary Rogers. That is correct.

Senator Javits. But the spirit of the treaty would include Commu-
nist China if it showed any disposition?

Secretary Rogers. Well, yes; I think it is more than the spirit of
the treaty. I think it is in the interest of mankind and certainly
represents the attitude of our Government. I think anything that we
can ;19 tlo effectively limit armaments is in the interests of peace and
mankind.
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Senator Javits. Mr. Secretary, thank you very much and may I say
that I think you have acquitted yourself, and so have your colleagues,
most admirably, and the country should be very grateful.

Secretary Roaers. Thank you very much.

The CramrMAN. Mr. Secretary, I am sorry we have gone on so lon
but it is a very interesting raeeting. You have all done very well indeed.

CHINESE CANCELLATION OF WARSAW MEETING

There is another matter which has just been brought to my attention,
and since you are here and the committee is interested, I wonder if you
have any comment to make upon the announcement that the Chinese
have just canceled the meeting that was to take place in Warsaw.,

Secretary Rocers. Well, yes, Senator. I have scen on the ticker we
have issued a statement on that subject.

The CaairMAN. Thaven’t seen your statement,

Secretary Rocers. I can read it for you. Wesay:

We are disappointed that the Chinese Communists cancelled the meeting
scheduled in Warsaw for Thursday.

We especially regret this action inasmuch as our representative has been
instruected to make or renew constructive suggestions, These suggestions included
consideration of an agreement on peaceful co-existence consistent with our treaty
obligations in the area, the subjects of exchange of reporters, scholars, scientists
andblscientiﬁc information and the regulation of postal and telecommunications

ro! ms,
P Weecoitinue to stand ready to meet with the Chinese Ccmmunists at any time,

The charges made by the Chinese Communists that the United States had
engineered the defection of Liao Ho-shu are untrue,

So far we have no further information about the motivation except
what they say.

The Cuamman. The only comment I would offer is it is a little
reminiscent of the U-2 incident where we allowed our intelligence
activity to get in the way of our diplomacy. I am not sure but what the
diplomacy should have priority over the intelligence, if I had my
choice about the matter.

Secretary Rogers. As I said, Mr. Chairman. We were not responsible
for the defection of this Communist Chinese.

The CraIrMAN. Do you know where Liao is?

Secretary Roeers, I think he is in this country.

. The Cuamaan, We must have had socime Interest in it then if he is
ere,

Secretary Rocrrs. Well, interest is

The Cuamman. He didn’t come on his own steam ?

Secretary Rocers. No, he asked for asylum.

The Cuairman. With us?

Secretary Rogers. I think he asked first——

The Cuairman, With the Dutch.

Secretary Rocers, With the Dutch and then asked to come here.

The CHamRMAN. I didn’t know. I think it is very regrettable that
these talks are broken off, I must say.

Secretary Rocers. I would be surprised if that was the reason for it.

The CHAIRMAN. You would.

Secretary RoGErs. Yes.

96-823—69—pt, 2——86
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The CuairMaN. Senator Gore has just one or two questions to pur-
sue I think on one of these subjects. I wonder if you would excuse me.
I am late to a policy meeting.

Secretary Rocers. Yes.

The Cuairman. But I want to express my appreciation. You have
all done a very good job. It has been an excellent hearing.

Secretary Rocers. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman, I appre-
ciateit,

The CuarmaN. And I wish you all the luck in going to Europe.

Secretary Rocers. Thank you.

STAGE-BY-STAGE DISARMAMENT NEGOTIATIONS

Senator Gore. Mr. Secretary, how do we, in your opinion, approach
the negotiations to which we commit ourselves, at least to the extent of
willingness to cooperate on good faith, toward achievement of general
and complete disarmament égLest my question appear in the dark, let
me read you from a statement of joint principles agreed to by the
United States and the Soviet Union in 1961.

Mr. Fisher cited it. I think I heard him read the statement at the
18 nation disarmament conference.

Secretary Rogers, Oh, yes.

Senator Gore. I will read from paragraphs 4, 5, and 6:

The disarmament programme should be implemented in an agreed sequeuce, by
stages until it is completed, with each measure and stage carried out within
specified time limits .

All measures of general and complete disarmament should be balanced so that
at no stage of the implementation of the treaty could any State or group of States
gain military advantage and that security is insured equally for all.

All disnrmament measures should be implemented from the beginning to end
under strict and effective international control as would provide firm assurance
that all parties are honoring their obligations.

I read you all three paragraphs because the point of my question
is, do you conecur in these principles that in the negotiations toward
a complete and general disarmament the subject must be approached
instages?

Secretary Rocers. Yes, I think I do generally agree with what you
just read.

Senator Gore. Thank you, sir. I think that is good, and it is im-
portant to get this on the record.

DISARMAMENT NEGOTIATIONS URGED

Now, this is also the policy, of course, of the Soviet Union to which
they have committed themselves. I wanted to advert to this because I
may have done a little injustice to a conversation earlier if I implied
that Mr. Kosygin was more anxious than we to begin these conversa-
tions on ABM. He emphasized the point that it was the equal respon-
sibility of the United States and the Soviet Union.

Now, I would like to know why the United States is reluctant to
begin these conversations. Let me say that I do not understand why
the previous administration didn’t begin negotations. I was never able
to get a satisfactory answer. Are you reluctant now to enter into these
negotiations?

Secretary Rogers. No, we are not reluctant, Senator.
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Senator Gore. That is good. When do you think they can begin,
before or after we deploy ABM?

Secretary Rocers. Well, I would rather not relate it to ABMs
because—-

Senator Gore. That is the context I am talking about.

Secretary Rocers. Well, let me tell you—I would not like to relate
anything to ABM if you would like to ask——

Senator Gore. Let me back up. Maybe I misstated my question. I did
intend to ask you why we are reluctant, if we are reluctant, to begin
a conference on the deployment of antiballistic missiles.

Secretary Rocers. Well, we are not reluctant to enter into negotia-
tions as provided in article VI with the Soviet Union. On the question
of time we want to first review what has happened up to this point.
There have been a lot of papers circulated, there have been a lot of
discussions about it. We want to talk to our allies about the subject
matter because they have a very strong interest in those negotiations.

We don’t want to proceed bilaterally without consultation. As soon
as we are prepared, fully prepared, and as soon as we have preliminary
discussions about how to set up the negotiations and what we are going
to talk about then we are prepared to enter into negotiations.

When you ask me how much time that will take I can’t say. It
won’t be immediate and it won’t be too far away.

EFFECT OF ABM DEPLOYMENT ON NEGOTTATIONS

Senator Gore. Could you give the country some assurances that there
would not be a vast contractual commitment with respect to an ABM
deployment until the Administration does make a decision on initiat-
ing the negotiations?

Secretary Roaers. No, I don’t want to make any commitment for the
Administration about ABMs. That is a subject that is under review
now. It will be considered by the appropriate committees of Congress.
We will have to submit our plans for fiscal 1970, and I think that is
something that I would not want to comment on now. But as far as
the attitude of the Administration, as far as my own attitude is con-
cerned, I would hope that we can initiate talks on strategic arms
limitation with the Soviet Union as soon as we can after we are fully
prepared and after we have had some preliminary discussions with
them about how they view the negotiations.

b ?ezllgtor Gore. When do you think the preliminary discussions could
e held.

Secretary Rogers. Well, we have discussions with the Soviet Union
all the time so we will continue to have discussions with them in the
days ahead.

genator (orE. Are you not prepared to give us any estimate of time
when negotiations could begin ?

Secretary Roaers. Well, I would rather not. I think it is better not
to do it. I think that I have said about all I would want to say on
that subject.

So far as time is concerned, it will depend a little bit on their attitude
too. We want to talk to them about that and we will. Certainly it will
be before this treaty—I would hope we could start them before this
ttf'?aty is ratified by the nations that have to ratify it before it becomes
effective.
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Senator Gore. Well, that is no indication of time at all.

Secretary Rocrrs. Well, that is an indication of in the arvea of 6
months or less.

Senator Gore. Six months or less,

Secretary Rogegs. Isaid that; I am not sure.

Senator Gore. Well, Secretary Laird will be before the commit-
tee on Thursday, and he will be interrogated on this point, too. Are
you and Secretary Laird in agreement on thissubject ?

Secretary Rocers, On the subject of negotiations?

Senator Gore. On the subject of deployment of antiballistic
missiles.

Secretary Rocers. Well, as I say, the subject of deployment of anti-
ballistic missiles is under review by the Administration, particularly
insofar as it relates to fiscal 1970. We haven’t come to any decision on

that.
FOREIGN POLICY IMPLICATIONS OF DELAY IN TALKS

Senator Gore. What do you see as the foreign policy implications
of a delay?

Secretary Roeers. Well, I think that obviously the quicker we
can have successful negotiations on disarmament with the Soviet
Union the better it would be for peace in the world and therefore for
the foreign policy of the United States generally.

T do think it is important not to confuse the beginning of negotia-
tions with success of negotiations. These negotiations on NPT lasted
for how many years, 5 years, and I sense a feeling on the part of some
persons that indicate that they think the beginning of negotiations
m themselves has some great significance. 1 think that what counts
is the conclusion of the negotiations, not the beginning of the
negotiations.

Senator Gore. T think both are significant. T am one of those who
does think that beginning negotiations would be important. In fact
about the only thing that the ncanuclear Nonproliferation Treaty
signers can look to in this treaty as beneficial to them is contained in
article. VT, the promise that the signatory powers, the nuclear powers
will, in fact. undertake negotiations for disarmament, and to stop the
nuelear armaments race.

Yes, T am one of those who think it is very important to initiate
negotiations. Conclusion is more important, but initiation is of great
importance.

Secretary Roeers. Well, obviously vou have to have initiation before
y~u have conclusion.

Senator Gore. And you have to start trying to do something before
you have any reasonable expectation of doing it.

Secretary Rocers. But my point is that the results of the negotia-
tions are what count.

Now vou could have negotiations that started quickly and get off the
track, and the negotiations could last 4 or 5 years. You could have other
negotiations that would start at a later date that would end 2 years

quicker.
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THE SOONER TALKS BEGIN THE BETTER FOR MANKIND

Senator Gore. Well, one concluding question.

Is it your view and your position, based upon your statement a
moment ago, that the sooner we could achieve disarmament the better

- for the United States, and the better for mankind and the world, the
better for peace in the world ?

Secretary Rocers, Yes,

Senator Gore. That the nondeployment, the mutual nondeployment,
of antiballistic missiles, would be a contribution to disarmament and
would, in fact, be a check on the armaments race?

Secretary Roarrs. I do definitely.

Senator Gore. And you would like to see this achieved?

Secretary Rocers. I would.

Senator Gore. Thank you very much.

Secretary Roeers. And I would like to do it assoon as possible.

Senator Gore. That is good. Thank you, sir. Senator Dodd.

VIOLATIONS OF SPIRIT OF TREATY

Senator Doop. First of all, I want to apologize to the Secretary and
the Chairman and to Mr. Fisher for my departure. I had a commit-
ment on the floor of the Senate.

I think you know my views. I tried to state them at the time of the
first hearings and I based them principally on the preamble of the
treaty and what I considered to be a violation of it. I don’t want to
question you about it, Mr, Secretary, because I know you are aware of
the problem. But since that time it seems to me, and I wish you would
think about this, Mr. Secretary, Dr. Seaborg, and Mr. Fisher, it seems
to me there have been three additional violations, the first one being of
course the invasion of Czechoslovakia. Then in early September—I
think I am right in recalling, that the treaty was signed by the Soviet
Tnion in July of 1968——

Secretary Rocers. That is correct.

Senator Dopp. In September it seems to me that the Soviet Govern-
ment alleged that there were neo-Nazi and militaristic activities going
on in West Germany, and declared in so many words that it was ready
to take the necessary effective measures to deal with these activities.
That seems to me to be a threat to the political integrity, of West Ger-
many, not in the fullness of what was done to Czechosolvakia, but
it is a threat; and the preamble refers to a threat as well as the fact
of force.

And the third violation of the treaty was the announcement by
Brezhnev, of what is now called the Brezhnev Doctrine; that is, of
the right of Soviet Union, I guess it would be accurate to say, to in-
tervene militarily in any of the so-called socialist countries of the
world. That to me means that they are saying that if anything goes
wrong in a socialist country, if there is a revolt or if they don’t like
the way things are being run, they will do just the same as they did in
Czechoslovakia. They will do it in Flungary, Poland, Rumania, any
of the other countries, That seems to me to be another violation of
the preamble.

These things bother me. Other people say they are not of swbstance
but I think really the only validity that this treaty has is in the good
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faith of the signatories, This is true of most other documents, as you
know better than I.

CUBA’S ATTITUDE TOWARD SIGNING TREATY

And finally I wanted to bring up the information I just heard about.
with respect to Cuba. Now Cuba has not signed, I am quite sure. Am
I right about that?

Mr. Fisugr. Yes.

Senator Dovp. They didn’t sign the nuclear test ban treaty. They
didn’t sign the treaty on the peaceful uses of outer space nor even
the treaty prohibiting nuclear arms in Latin America, the Latin Ameri-
can nuclear agreement. Last May, it was announced by the Cuban
Minister of Foreign Affairs, or, in effect, announced, that Cuba would
never give up her right to defend herself with weapons of any kind
whatever their nature may be and despite the decisions reached on this
question by this or any other international organization.

He said more than this. I don’t want to take up your time, but
it is available, and I will see that it is made available. So is it true
or can you tell me, Dr. Seaborg, as I am informed that the Soviet
Union in November of 1968 compleied work on a nuclear reactor in
Cuba. And on January 8 of this year a nuclear agreement was signed
between Havana and Moscow under which Moscow undertook to help
Cuba expand the Cuban nuclear research institute.

Dr, Seasora. I am not familiar with that, Senator Dodd.

Senator Dopp. I didn’t know whether you were or not. 1 believe my
information is accurate, but if it is, assuming that it is, what would
be the consequences of this for parties to this treaty ? I have read the
report of the monitoring of a broadecast over the Ilavana radio on
January 9, which was made by the president of the National Commis-
ston of the Cuban Academy of Sciences and he ¢aid that Cuba could
now branch out into atomic research and that the Soviet. Union is
supplying not only scientific material but also the research.

H(‘ =aid, “they are helping us by training in their best Soviet centers
the (irst Cuban engineers and nuelear physicists who will join this
institute within the next few months.”

Then he went on and gave numbers. He said there are now 231
top Russian scientists in Cuba with 222 more due to arrive shortly.

Well, so Cuba says she has no intention of signing the trveaty:
and what if we ratify it and the Soviet Union ratifies it, what is
the situation with respect to Havana, Moscow, and the rest of them?

Dr. Seasore. Well, 1 would think that in such an ar angement
and I have seen press reports concerning it, the type of nuclear
reactor that they are talking about now would be a small research
reactor, something not capable of producing enough fissionable mate-
rial to make one nuclear bomb in less than maybe 10 years or something
of that order.

Senator Doop. Does it really take that long?

Dr. Seasore, For the average size research reactor, yes, sir; and
some of them up to a hundred years.

Senator Dobn. It seems to me—am I right, there is a difference of
opinion about this in the scientific community.
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Dr. SeaBore. No. It depends only on the power of the reactor, and
the research reactor operates at a power level that is small and we
can calculate the rate at which it will produce plutonium. That is
just a matter of calculation.

Senator Dobp. I understand. You say you are not sure there is such
an agreement or such a treaty between Havana and Moscow or you
don’t know whether these facts or what I have said to be true.

Dr. Skasora. No, I don’t have any firsthand evidence. I have just
read press reports about it.

Senator Dobp. Well, do you think you could check that out?

Dr. Srapore. I think we—I am sure that this will be known in some
circles of government.

(The information requested is as follows:)

U.S. Aroyic Exerey COMMISSION,
Washington, D.C., February 25, 1969,
Hon. J, W, FULBRIGHT,
Chairman, Commitice on Forcign Rclations,
U.S. Senate.

Dear SExator Furpricir: During the Senate Foreign Relations Committee
hearings on the Non-Proliferation Treaty on February 18, 1969, Senator Dodd
raised several questions concerning assistance by the USSR to Cuba in the
nuelear energy field. I am pleased to provide your committee with the following
additional information on the status of such Soviet assistance to Cuba @

In September of 1967, an agreement. of cooperation on the use of atomie energy
for peaceful purposes was signed by Cuba and the Soviet Union. In announcing
the agreement, it was stated that it would cover the creation of scientific cadres
in Cuba and the organization and performance of research work in the use of
atomic energy in the national economy. I understand that a suberitical reactor
assembly and three laboratories avrived in Cuba in June 1968, A suberitieal
reactor assembly is one which eannot sustain a chain reaction. This equipment
was provided by the USSR in connection with the Cuban/Soviet agreement for
the development of an “Atoms for Peace” project in Cuba. Plans call for setting
up the suberitical assembly and the laboratories and for xeleeting teams of young
scientists who will be trained by physicists, chemists, and mathematicians, The
three referenced laboratories are identified as one for nuclear physics, one for
reactor physics, and one for isotope chemistry.

According to recent reports, a suberitical research reactor, furnished by the
USSR, was dedicated on January 9 by Iidel Castro at the Institute of Nuclear
Physics and Sciences in Cuba, Viadimir Nikolacevich Novikov, Deputy Chairman,
USSR Council of Ministers, attended the ceremony. ‘The suberitical reactor
assembly would be used as a research and training tool and is not capable of
producing any nuclear weapons material,

I should also point out that when the Nou-Proliferation Treaty enters into
force, and whether or not Cuba becomes a party to the Treaty, the Soviet Union,
as a signatory of the Treaty, would only be able to supply uranium for the
assembly under the provisions of Article IIT of the Treaty. That article requires
that the uranium supplied be subject to safeguards speeitied by the article,

You may wish to make this letter a part of the record of the Committee's
bearings.

Cordially,
GLENN T. SEARORG,
Chairman.

Senator Dobp. I have some other questions but I think there is
plenty of time to take those up at a later date, Mr. Chairman. I don’t
want to hold the committee.

Senator Gore. Senator Cooper ?

Thank you very much.

Secretary Rocers, Thank you very much, I have enjoyed it.

(Whereupon, at 1:45 p.m., the hearing was coneluded.)






NONPROLIFERATION TREATY

THURSDAY, FEBRUARY 20, 1969

UNITED STATES SENATE,
Coadurrer oN ForetoN RevaTions,
‘ Washington, D.C.

The committee met, pursuant to recess, at 10.05 a.m., in room 4221,
Neow Senate Oflice Building, Senator J. W. Fulbright (chairman),
presiding.

Present : Senators Fulbright, Gore, Symington, Dodd, Aiken, Mundt,
Case, Cooper, Williams, and Javits,

The Ciamyan, The committee will come to order.

This morning we continue hearings on the Treaty on the Nonpro-
liferation of Nuclear Weapons with the Secretary of Defense, the
Honorable Melvin R. Laird and the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of
Stafl, General Earle Wheeler, who will discuss the national security
aspects of this treaty.

You all know Secretary Laird had a very long—22 yvears, T believe—
and a distinguished caveer as a Member of the House of Represent-
atives. In that capacity he often stood up in a very effective way for
the role of the Congress in our government. And I only hope, Mr.
Seeretary, that moving across the river hasn't caused you to change
your views about the significance of the Congress in the operation of
our government; that you should be very considerate and helpful to
us, I think you will. In some ways I think it is a very good idea to
take a man from the Congress and put him in a position in the
executive.

1 believe you have a prepared statement, Mr. Secretary.

Secretary Lamp. Yes, Mr. Chairman: I have.

The Cnamman, And General Wheeler, also?

General WHEELER. I have a short statement.

The Cuamyan, Will you proceed? We will hear your statements
first, please, gentlemen,

STATEMENT OF HON. MELVIN R. LAIRD, SECRETARY,
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE

Seevetary Lamwo, Mr, Chairman, and members of the committee,
I am_delighted to have this opportunity to appear before you this
morning. It is true that 1 have had an opportunity to sit on the other
side of the table as a Member of the House of Representatives and as
a eritic of the executive branch, and as a very strong advocate of the
role of Congress in dealing with the affairs of our government as a
coequal branch of our government.

(383)
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I find my role as Seeretary of Defense somewhat of & change for me.
But 1 am shifting from the role of a critic and a questioner to the
responsibilities of Secretary of Defense as rapidly as 1 can, and
making as effective a transition as possible.

I am happy to present the views of the Department of Defense
today on the Treaty on the Nonproliferation of Nuclear Weapons. I
fully support the statements made by Secvetary Rogers in his appear-
ance before this distinguished committee on Tuesday last. My state-
ment. will, therefore, be brief.

INTERDEPARTMENTAL COOPERATION ON TRENTY NTGOTINTIONS

The Department of Defense worked closely with the Department
of State, tlhe Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, and others in
developing T1.S. positions on the important questions which arose in
the course of formulating and negotiating this treaty.

The pros and cons of every maujor issue were examined through-
out the Department and the advice of all participanis was fully con-
sidered. The advice of the Joint Chiefs of Stafl' was most usetul on
all issnes and was of great importance in our eflorts {o make sure
that the provisions of the treaty would be entirely consistent with
our nmtual defense arrangements. General Wheeler is with me today.
as vou pointed out, Mr. Chairman, and will present the views of the
Joint Chiefs of Staff.

MUUPUAL SECURITY ARRANGEMUNTS AND OBLIGATIONS

Throughout. the development of the Nonproliferation Treaty the
Department. of Defense devoted particular attention to the problem
of achieving a treaty which would effectively deter the spread of
nuclear weapons without adversely afleeting our mutual security ar-
rangements and obligations. Our allies wished to make suve that the
NPT would veither interfere with exizting NATO arrangements nor
prevent allied consultations on nuclear matters, particularly in
NATO's Nuclear Planning Group. We were able to assure then: that
the treaty would do neither. Some of our allies were concerned also
that this treaty might prohibit possible steps toward European uni-
fication in the defense field, particularly the establishment of a Iuro-
pean nucleav foree which would own and control its own nuclear
weapons. We were able to assure them that the treaty would not pre-
vent a Kuropean federated state from succeeding to the nuclear status
of one of its components, such as France or the United Kingdom.

The assurances that we provided our allies on these points were
made part of the publie record during the last Senate hearings on
the treaty in.July of 1968, The Soviet Union has not taken issue with
theso assurances. Onr Iuropean allies generally shave our view that
the NPT will contribute to worldwide seeurity and stability.

I would like to reaflivm the view expressed by the former Deputy
Secretary of Defense, Mr. Nitze, that the United States and all other
signatory nations will muatually benefit from this treaty and that. it
will not provide any unique advantages for the Soviet. Union. This
{reaty will not. affect our ability to meet our defense obligations or
interfore with any existing nuclear arvangements we have with our
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allies. In my view, it will be a strong deterrent. to the spread of nuclear
woapons,

Therefore, despite disturbing international events such as the in-
vasion of Czechoslovakia last year, T believe that every effort should
be made to bring this treaty into force promiptly. We should now
move promptly to ratify it. Our action will encourage other nations
to do the same. Accordingly, the Department. of Defense urges that
this committee recommend to the Senate that it give its carly advice
and consent to the ratifieation of the Nonproliferation Trealy by the
United States.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The Citausan, Thank you, Mr. Secretary. That is o very clear and
andid statement.,

General Wheeler, wounld you like to make @ statement?

STATEMENT OF GEN. EARLE WHEELER, CHAIRMAN, JOINT CHIEFS
OF STAFF

General WoreLer. Thank you, My, Chairman.

My, Chairman and members of the committee, T again welcome the
opportunity of appearing before your committee to discuss the mili-
tary implications of the Treaty on the Nanproliferation of Nuclear
Weapons. As T have indicated previously, the Joint Chiefs of Staff
have long heen on record as supporting halanced, phased, safeguarded,
and verifiable arms control measures, The Joint Chiefs of Staff have
worked closely with the 17.S. negotiating team throughout the course
of the Nonproliferation Treaty negotiations in an effort to assure that
this treaty met these standards. In addition, the Joint Chiefs of Staff
set forth certain principles relating to the national security interests
of the United States and our allies. These principles have been pro-
tected. Tn the opinion of the Joint Chiefs of Stafl, the Nonproliferation
Treaty does not operato to the disadvantage of the United States and
our allies: does not disrupt any existing defense alliances in which the
United States is pledged to assist in protecting the political independ-
ence and territorial integrity of other nations; does not prohibit de-
plovment of U.S.-owned and controlled nuclear weapons within the
territory of our non-nuclear NATO allies; does not prohibit the
United States from using nuelear weapons in any situation wherein
nonuse of nuelear weapons would he inconsistent with .S, security
interests: does not involve antomatic commitment of U.S. military
forces.

In July of last year, T testified that the Joint Chiefs of Staff were in
agreement with the expressed objectives of this treaty and supported
atifieation of the treaty as not inimical to U.S. security interests.
There have been no subsequent developments that warrant a change
in this position.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The Ciramaan, Thank you very much, General Wheeler,

UNANIMOUS OPINION OF JOINT CHILNS

Is this a unanimous or a majority view of the Joint Chiefs?
General Wuerrer. This is a unanimous opinion of the Joint Chiefs
of Staft, sir,
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The Criairman. They all believe that this treaty is in the security in-
terests of this Nation?

General WageeLer, That is correct, sir.

The Cramman. Secretary Laird, do all of your assistants and deY-
uties support the treaty and agree with the views you have expressed ?

Secretary Lamp. Mr. Chairman, they do support the views that I
have stated here today. I have several of my assistant secretaries who
have not been confirmed as yet, but all of those that have been con-
firmed and are aboard support those views and I am sure those that
will come aboard will support these views,

The Ciamryan. The reason I ask this is that some yvears ago we had
before us the Antaretic Treaty. The Pentagon oflicially supported it,
but to my own knowledge, some officials didn’t really approve of it
as individuals. This can happen. of course, in any big organization, and
I hope this isn't likely to happen in this case. That is why T ask you
if the Joint Chiefs are unanimons and if there are any of the im-
portant deputies who take a different view. T hope not, but that is what
prompts me to ask you that type of question.

.8, OBLIGATION UNDER ARTICLE VI

I was very interested. Mr. Laird. in your statement, and I certainly
approve of 1t, that you fully support the statement of Seeretary Rog-
ers. The Secretary told us on Tuesdav if this treaty is ratified and
hut. into effect, the United States wonld have an obligation to enter
nto missile limitation talks with the Soviet Union, Do vou agree with
this interpretation of the 7.8, obligation under article VI of the
treaty ?

Secretary Latmn. T would certainly agree with Secretary Rogers
that when this treaty becomes effective there is an obligation on the
part of the United States, as well as other nuclear powers, to discuss
possible limitations of offensive and defense weapons under the terms
of article VI.

Senator Gorr. Article VI also goes further, to negotiate for the ces-
sation of an armament race. You would agree that is included in sec-
tion VI?

Secretary Tamrp, T think that is very much a part of any negotia-
tions that have to do with limitations on offensive and defensive stra-
tegie weapons.

The Cramryax, Secretary Rogers told the committee that he hoped
negotiations on the subject of antiballistic missiles wonld take place
hefore the United States entered into this new phase of the nuclear
arms race, Do you share that hope?

Secretary Laarn, Well, Mr. Chairman, I certainly share the hope
that upon the effective date of this treaty when ratified by 40 nations
and the three major nuclear powers that we will be in a position to
o forward with discussions with the major powers,

T am not in the position to set forth a timetable as far as those talks
are concerned. T am concerned, as Secretary of Defense, in protecting
the seeurity and the safety of the people of this country, and as Secre-
tarv of Defense, T helieve that this is an important role for me to play,
and the seeurity and the safety of our connuicy will always be fore-
most in my mind in dealing with maiiers of this kind.



387

I am concerned about. the escalation of the arms race, particularly
by the Soviet Union in the last 24 months, and it is my responsibility
as Secretary of Defense to keep this in mind and it will have some
influence on the decisions which I make as Secretary of Defense.

The Cramrman, Mr, Secretary, 1 certainly don’t quarrel with your
statement as to vour responsibilities. But as a Congressman, didn’t
you feel that it was your responsibility to look after the defense and
the security of this country just as Senators do? There is no difference
in our objectives. We both, I think, want to look after the security
ot the country.

There can be a difference as to which is the best way to do that. You
would agree with that?

Secretary Laikp. I certainly feel there can be differences.

The Crratraan. There can be differences as to how to achieve com-
mon objectives?

Secretary Lairp. As a Member of Congress I differed at times from
the recommendations of the executive branch.

The Crramaan. That is right.

Seceretary Lamp. And I would assume that Members of Congress
will sometimes disagree with me now that I am a member of the ex-
ecutive branch.

JOINT RESIPONSIBILITY FOR NATIONAL, SECURITY

The Criairaan. I don't want the record to appear to show that you
have a different objective in mind from the members of the committee,
I think we all are interested in the sceurity of this country. Our Con-
stitution doesn’t give you the sole responsibility for the seeurity of this
country. I think we aﬁ are interested in that subject. But what we are
further interested in is what is the most eflicient way and the most
sensible way to achieve that objective. This is at the moment a very
crucial question, probably the most crucial one, as evidenced, for ex-
am;;le,aby an editorial in this morning’s Washington Post. bia yon
read it?

Secretary Lamo. I did read the editorial, Mr. Chairman.

The Cuamman. I think, Mr. Reporter, I will put it in the record at
this point. It bears directly upon this question of the ABM and the
activities of your Department in its efforts to persuade a particular
point of view. I will put it in the record at this point.

('The editorial referred to follows:)

[From The Washington Post, Feb, 20, 1969}
Tue Bic ABM BraiNnwasu (Con.)

In response to an irrelevant question at his press conference on Tuesday,
Recretary of Defense Laird replied with appropriate irrelevance that “as far as
1 am councerned, we are not spending vast sums of money propagandizing as
far as the Sentinel program is concerned.” Which only goes to show that if you
axk an irrelevant question . .. but never mind. The question that had been
raised by the publication in this newspaper last Sunday of official, confidential
memoranda on the subjeet of Army public relations plans for the Sentinel
project had nothing directly to do with “vast sums of money.” Rather, it had to
do with a vust public relations program (presumably at some cost to the tax-
payer) on behalf of the proposed deployment of the so-called Sentinel Anti-
Ballistie Missile system. However, sinee Mr, Laird was willing to deal with the
matter of cost in a negative way, perhaps he could give us some positive estimate
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of what is belng spent for public relations, not only on the Sentinel but on other
weapons systems, not only by the Army but by the other services as well. For
this is the center of our concern---the extraordinary capa:ity of the military {o
work its way into our politics and our policy-making process by the sheer weight
of its resources, by the award of contracts, by the location of bases and by the
mustering of massive and comprehensive propaganda and lobbying efforts in
support of particular projects such as the Sentinel.

All this power has been more ov less appavent for a long time, of course, but
only dimly for the most part; President Eisenhower warned of the encroach-
menis on our society of a military-industrial complex as he was leaving office
in early 1961. But the General didn’t give us much guidance about how to deal
with it while he was in office_and_even when the average citizen gets a clear
view of any part of i, the glimpse is likely to be no more than fleeting, yielded
grudgingly, shielded as much as possible.

So it is, unhappily, in this case. For example, one of the documents reported in
The Washington Post last Sunday was a proposal for a “Public Relations Pro-
gram for Sentinel,” made to Secrcetary of the Army Stanley Resor by T.t. Gen.
Alfred D. Starbird, manager of the Sentinel project. Mr. Laird has now made
publie the program that was finally approved and, with one or two chaunges, it
exactly matches the Starbird proposal. All of it is there—the information kits,
the television films and taped radio shows: the ceaseless round of calls on
Congressmen, governors, mayors, local community leaders, editors and publixh-
ers, the articles to be written for scientific journals by Army officials and officers;
the carefully prepared interviews with the press; the coordination of the whole
effort with the private publie relations efforts of industrial firms involved in the
building of the Sentinel System.

This, according to officials, is the program as approved last fall. Yet Mr.
Taird went on to say on Tuesday that “as far as our program is concerned, we
have no propaganda program (for) the Sentinel because our . . . final decision
has not yet been made.” Maybe the hang-up comes with the word “propaganda.”
PBut if the 15-page program actually made pubiic does not add up to propaganda
of a2 kind, or at least one hell of a selling job—and at a time when the President
is still making up his mind—we are at a loss to know what it is.

We are at a loss, too, to kuow how the Secretary of Defense could pretend that
the program was available all along to anyone who requested it when the final
program was marked “For official use only” and the Starbird memorandum was
more tightly classified “confidential” on security grounds. And we are further at
a loss to know why any of this classification was necesxary if the original docu-
ment could be so readily released, almost verbatim, on Tuesday.

And there was another document—a covering memorandum from Mr. Resor,
forwarding the Starbird proposals to then Secretary of Defense Clifford—-of
which Mr. Laird had nothing to =ay, although it had a certain relevance., For
example, it contained word that the Army would be in contact “shortly” (thix
wis last September) with scientists favorable to the Sentinel in an effort (o
encourage them to write articles answering seientists less well disposed to anti-
ballistics missilry. “We shall extend to these scientists all practieal assistance,”
Mr. Resor said, Is this going on now?

Finally, nothing was said abour a much earlier publie relations plan for the
Sentinel. referred to in the Starbird memo and apparently approved almost a
voar ago, long before Congress had given its authorization to a start on the
Sentinel system.

The merits of the ABM aside, for the moment, we continue to wonder whether
this is healthy or wise or necessary—this mammoth, all pervasive, overwhelming
sales job, if you will—and we continue to hope that the Congress will wonder,
as well.

BEGINNING CONVERSATIONS ON ABM SYSTEM

The Cuamraran. Mr, Rogers said that he, and I quote, “Was not ve-
luctant to hegin conversations on antiballistic missiles and offensive
weapons.” Would you take the same position ?

Secretary Lamp. Mr, Chairman, I would hope that we could move
toward these discussions at an early date. T do feel that we are in a
position now where we are moving forward with the talks in Paris, we
are moving forward with the four-power talks as far as the United
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Nations are concerned in the Middle Tast, and T am hopeful that we
will meet with success in Paris. I am hopeful that we can show signs
of suecess as far as the four-power talks in the Security Council in the
Middle East are concerned.

Now, I would hope that we could move into these discussions at an
early date. But some people say this treaty will be ratified in 12
months, some say that it will take longer.

The Citamraran. By us?

Secretary Lamn. No, become effective by 10 nations.

The Cnairman. Forty ?

Secretary Lamp. Forty nations ratify it plus the three nuclear
powers.

At the time of my confirmation hearings I indicated then that I felt
that the invasion of Czechoslovakia had delayed the talks from 9 to
12 months as far as the Soviet Union was concerned with the United
States. Now, that invasion took place in August, and I believe that the
delay in the talks was not caused by any action by the U.S. Govern-
ment but by the untimely invasion by the Soviet Union of Czecho-
slovakia.,

The Cuamrman. Are you saying you are not reluctant to begin con-
versations when this treaty goes into effect? You have no reservations?

Secretary Larp, I don’t want to tie myself down to that long a
period. It might be shorter. It might take that long. If it is that long,
the effective date of this treaty might be from 12 months to 24 months
and I do not want to give a timetable, Mr. Chairman, because I think
it depends on the other developments. And, I would not want to make
the effective date of this treaty the timetable as far as these talks are
concerned because that could be 12 months away. It could be 24
months.

SENATE ATTITUDE TOWARD ARTICLE VI

The Cuarrman, But supposing, to make a point, that this commit-
tee acts, and I don’t think it is going to wait 12 months, I anticipate it
will act within a month——

Secretary Larp. I was talking about the effective date of the treaty
which Mr. Rogers

The Cuamaan, I understand. But when the Senate acts, and let’s
assume it does and I believe it will, with the support of the President,
his unequivocal support, and that of the Joint Chiefs and yourself,
it would seem to me that Senate approval would be a clear expression
on the part of this body that we want to move into these discussions
and not proceed to deploy the antiballistic missiles which, I think,
would be inconsistent with article VI. This is the very point we argued
with Secretary Rogers, and I would like, if possible, for you to be as
clear as you can on this. Knowing of your respect for the Congress,
I would like to see what you think about honoring the express opinion
of the Senate which would result from aflirmative action on this treaty.

Secretary Lairp. First, Mr. Chairman, I would like to say that we
are currently undertaking a very thorough budget review in the
Department of Defense, and we hope to have that review completed so
that we can present any amendments to President Johnson’s and Sec-
retary Clifford’s budget during the weck of March 15. We have been
asked to present those amendments to the Congress, if we have amend-
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ments to the budget submitted by President Johnson and sups)orted by
Secretary Clifford, on approximately the 15th day ot March.

1 have noted with some interest that some of our newspaper friends,
the Chicago Sun-Times, has a copyrighted story stating that the deci-
sion has been made by the new Secretary of Defense to cancel the
Sentinel system.

The CaairMAN. I had seen that.

REVIEW OF ABM DEPLOYMENT

Secretary Lairp. T had noted other newspaper stories which have
indicated that the decision has been made to move forward on a
Sentinel system or a revised Sentinel system.

I want to assure the Chairman of this committee and the members
of this committee that this is a very thorough and complete review
that we are making of major systems. One of the major systems in
the budget submitted by President Johnson for continuation is the
Sentinel antiballistic missile system.

Now, we are looking at all the options. We are looking, for example,
at the option of no system at all from the standpoint of discontinuing
the program, as it was approved by the U.S. Congress last year in a
vote in the House and in the U.S. Senate. We are looking at the option
of modifications of the proposal which was first made and approved
by Secretary McNamara and, as another example, at the option of
increasing or expanding the system as approved by Secretary Me-
Namara, Those are the major areas we are looking at, but there really
are six or seven different options involved in this complete study.

The only action that T have taken. as Secretary of Defense, has
been to discontinue the construction of the program approved by the
U.S. Senate and by the House of Representatives. This was not an
easy task for me to make that decision because I respect the opinion of
the House and of the Senate, and I realize that even the site had been
approved as far as the House Armed Services Committee was con-
cerned. But I did take it upon myself to put those construction con-
tracts in Boston under suspense, and contracts No. 1 and No, 2 are
not going forward at this time pending this review.

Now, when this review is completed we will take our recommenda-
tions to the President of the United States and to the National Secu-
rity Council. In the National Security Council meeting the State
Department, the Arms Control Agency, and other members of the Na-
tional Security Council will have an opportunity to pass judgment
on the review that has been made in the Department of Defense of
the budget submitted by President Johnson and Secretary Clifford.
Any amendments that we finally do submit to the Congress, after
the 15th of March, will have the approval of the President of the
United States and the National Security Council.

Now, I give you that in the way of background because I don’t
want to leave the impression with this committee or anyone in this
country that this is not a serious and complete and a thorough review
of this program as well as other major weapon systems in the 1970
budget as submitted to this Congress. .

o
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ASSESSMENT OF CHINESE THREAT

The second part of your question, Mr. Chairman, dealt with the
deployment, possible deployment, of an ABM system if this treaty is
approved by the Sc¢nate and ratified by the President of the United
States.

I would merely say that T think that here again T must take into
consideration in my recommendations to you and to the Clongress and
to the President, the national security of the United States and the
safety of our people. The Soviet Union has gone forward with an
ABM system. They are going forward with tests on a sophisticated
new A BM system on the basis of the best information which has been
made available to me as Secretary of Defense. I would not be surprised
if this budget review shows that we should go forward with an ABM
svstem, That is so, merely because talks had started or talks were
shortly to take place in a period of 6 to 9 months, I would not want to
be in a position where I would tell vou today that we would not. go
forward with this particular system if it was decided that we should
go forward in this budget review, because these talks could take a long
period of time. With the Soviet Union going forward at a very high
rate in their offensive and defensive strategic weapons systems, T be-
lieve that it would not be proper for me as Secretary of Defense to
malke any other recommendation.

I want to make it very clear that T had certain questions about the
A BM system, and its possible use as far as the Chinese were concerned
when T was a Member of Congress, and T questioned Secretary Me-
Namara at some length, because I did not believe that his assessment
of the Chinese threat was correct at the particular time that he was
outlining it before our committee.

I have since found that his assessment is correct and mine was wrong,
and I believe that the ("hinese will fire a test ICBM missile within the
next 18 months. and they will have the capability by 1975 of having
from 20 to 30 ICBM launch missiles available that could hit the United
States of Ameriea.

T questioned the Secretary of Defense, Secretary MeNamara about
this assessment, but T am willing to admit that my assessment was
wrong and that his assessment was right.

Senator Gore. Mr. Chairman, will you yield ?

INCLUSIVENESS OF BUDGET REVILZW

The (‘naryman. Tet me ask one question and then I will yield. You
say budget review. Does this budget review include the views of the
Atomic Energy Commission and the Disarmament Agency or purely
those of the Department.?

Secretary Lamrp. The bndget review is within the Department, but
our budget review recommendations on the weapons systems will go
before the National Security Council for their approval and then the
Disarmament. Agency as well as the State Department will become a
part. All agencies are conducting——

The Cuamrman, They don’t participate in the process until you
bring it to the National Security Council, is that right{

Secretary Lamo. That is correct.

96-823—69—pt, 2——7
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TARGET OF ABM SYSTEM

The CiairaaxN. One last question before 1 yield to Senator Gore.
1 thought the ABM system was designed against China. Now, I take, it
it is designed against both China and Russia ; that is, you are not con-
fining it to either China or Russia. Originally we were told this was to
be against China only, is that not correct ?

Secretary Lamp. I want it made clear, Mr. Chairman, that one of
the options we are looking at does include some protection as far as
the Sovict Union is concerned from submarine lnunched missiles, from
accidental launches and from the new FOB’s system which has been
tested by the Soviet Union at this time.

There was a very interesting story in the press today, I think many
of you saw it, that the Soviet Union’s military chiefs were talking
vesterday about the deployment of this new weapons system, this new
strategic weapons system, which is an offensive system. There are pos-
sibilities of being able to protect the United States from such a system.
I would not want this committee or the Congress or the American
people to think that we were not giving consideration in this review
of the Sentinel program protection that can be afforded to our people
and to this country.

The Ciramrman, Senator Gore.

INITTATION OF DISARMAMENT NEGOTIATIONS

Senator Gore. Mr. Chairman, I will interrupt only to call to your
attention the fact that the question before the Secretary, at the time he
gave us this very interesting summary statement, was on the initiation
of negotiations and the cffect of article VI, and the Secretary, as did
Secretary Rogers, tied the obligation of section VI to the ratification
of the treaty by some 40 nations, and I wanted to suggest, Mr, Chair-
man, that ratification of this treaty by Cameroon has no bearing really
upon the [;roblem of mutual avoidance of an armaments race between
the United States and the Soviet Union,

When the TTnited States, with the recommendation of the President
and of the Senate, places its approval upon the obligation to initinte
negotiations to limit a nuclear armaments race, to avoid a nuclear
armaments race and to seek to bring about nuclear disarmament, and
the Soviet Union is of a like mind, then it would appear to me that
there is no need to wait until 40 minor nations ratify the treaty, T
want, to elecit, instead of the general summary statement, a specific
reply to the initiation of negotiations to avoid this vast expense and
perhaps useless expense,

NFEGOTIATION OBLIGATION AFTER RATIFICATION

The CuamrManN, Do you wish to clarify what your attitude would
be upon the approval of the treaty by the Senate ?
Secretary Lairp. As to what the effective date of the treaty is?
The CuammaN. No. What is your feeling about your obligation,
your responsibility, on the date when this has finally been approved
y the Senate, and the President has issued what is called a formal
ratification based upon that approval, when we have completed the
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ratification process. Do you feel, at that point, there is an obligation
under article VI for you to seek negotiations with the Soviet Union?

Seeretary Latrp. Mr. Chairman, I believe and hope that we can
move toward talks with the Soviet Union. I think we have to be well
srepared for those talks. There have to be initial discussions held. As

suid at the time of my confirmation hearing before another com-
mittee of the Senate, T think the talks were delayed by action of the
soviet. Union, and this delay was at least from 9 to 12 months, caused
not by action of the United States Government, but by action of the
Soviet Union in invading Czechoslovakia.

The Cuairyan. I don't dispute that,

Seeretary Lamp, And T would hope that similar acts do not occur
within the next few months. I don’t \)elie\'e any of us could have pre-
dicted that the Soviet Union would move into Czechoslovakia, and at
least T did not predict that that would ha{)pen. But delay in the talks
was eaused by the Soviet Union and not by the United States.

The Cuamyan. I am not disputing this question. Tet’s assume,
which I did, of conrse, that there is no major significant change in our
relations otherwise, at the completion of the ratification. If something
wholly unexpected happens, of course, it is a different situation,

SENATE VOTE FOR POSTPONEMENT OF ABM DEPLOYMENT

"This is a crucial question. You mentioned the action of the Congress,
and I agree you are acting completely under the authority of the Con-
fress but we had a very lively debate Tast year, led by the Senator from

Centucky. The purpose of his resolution was, as I recall it, to delay
deployment but proceed with research on this project. As I recall, the
vote was very close in the Senate, wasn’t it ?

Senator Coorer. T will have to be honest, it wasn’t too close. But I
would sny this: On the first vote it was very close.

The Ciairman. That is what I mean.

Senator Cooren. 31 to 28. We never did have a large number voting
at one time, but on four amendments 46 Senators voted at one time
or another for an amendment urging the postponement for deployment
of ABM. Tt just happened because of the campaign that we never were
alb]le to get them all together at one time, but 46 !éx;nators did vote for
delay.

'l‘]l)e Crramearan, This is what T had in mind. It is a very substantial
number,

I don't (Vnest,ion that you have the authority of the Congress to pro-
ceed, but the approval was given by a very narrow margin. Now, a
gooci many things have happened since then, particularly the pres-
sure of the budget, the enormous inflation that has taken place in
this country and a lot of other things. You used to be extremely con-
cerned about the soundness of our economy. I remember you were
noted for your concern about keeping a sound dollar. Is that not
correct

Secretary Larro. I still am, Mr, Chairman.

The CriamrmaN. This is one of the things that we are concerned with
now. As Secretary of Defense, it is quite possible that you don’t fee)
the same responsibility broadly that you did as a Congressmay or
Senator. because you have a special responsibility today and that is
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natural. I don’t offer that as eriticism at all. 1 think all exceutive ofli-
cersare bound to he that way,

Seevetary Laeo. I hope 1 haven't limited my interest just to the
])ol):u'(munt of Defense, Mr. Chatrman,

The C'namsran, It is quite natural that you would not be as inter-
ested today in HHISW, for instance, as you used to be. Yours is too big an
operation not to concentrate wholly on it. I don’t offer that as criti-
cism, 1 think it is nataral, But this is a very critical matter,

PUBLIC AFPAIRS ACTIVETIES OF DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE

I won't take nny more time, I do want to put into the appendix of
the record certain matters referring to activities of the Depurtment of
Defense in the field of educating the publie, T am taking advantage of
your presence today merely to put them in the vecord, They relate to
the editovial which I mentioned a moment ago, an activity which 1
doubt you are thoronghly familinr with, but we want to get more
u(-(yminto(l with it,

Seervetary Lamp, Mr. Chairman, since the editorial has come up
several times, I would just like to say that as soon as it was enlled to
my attention that there was a program written up to support the
Sentinel missilo system, deawn up in the lnst administeation, I issued
orders to make that public immediately.

The Coamaran. Yes: I congratulate you. ,

Secvetavy Lamn, T felt. that if there was such a document in the
Department of the avay drawn up in the other administration, that
[ would want it made publie, and 1t was released and made available
to every member of the press in keeping with the kind of open de-
partment that 1 Im}w we ean have,

The Cuamyan, 1 congratulate you for it. I think it is excellent
and I hope you continue to do that.

As 1 snid, some of these activities which I shall refer to later—I1
don’t want to delay the other members at the moment—are in an
aren which there is no secret about, but the activity is still not very
well known by much of the public. You haven't been there long enough
to kitow everything that goes on in the Department.

[ yield now to the Senator from Tennessee,

Senuator Gore, Thank you.

INITIATION OF NEGOTIATIONS

Senator Gore, Mr. Secretary, I would like to return to the question
posed by the Chairman to which you have not yet. replied, that is, the
mitiation of the negotintions, Do you really mean to sugeest to this
committee that such a question, a matter of such vital 1mportance,
must. wait until 40 minor nations who haven’t any nuclear capability
at all, ratify this trcatgf ?

Secretary Larp. Senator Gore, I think that I was referring to
the effective date of the treaty. In my confirmation hearings I dis-
cussed this particular matter, and at that time I stated that I felt
the talks undoubtedly had been postponed from 9 to 12 months by
the action of the Soviet Union in moving into Czechoslovakia.

Senator Gore. Why should that be true



395

Secretary Lamn, That 9- or 12-months period has pretty well
run out and T would think that as far as the timetable was concerned
it would not necessarily—it would not be necessary to wait for the
effective date, if that effective date should be 12 to 24 months from
now, and I did not want to give you the impression that 1 was tying
it to the effective date of the treaty. And, of course, our obligntion
as far as the treaty is concerned is tied to the effective date, But I
believe it undoubtedly will be possible, 1 am hopeful that it will be
possible, to be prepared and to move toward discussions with the
Soviet Union prior to any 24- to 48-month effective date on this treaty.
I am not pre[:m'ed to give a timetable at this time because, as I said
in answer to the Chairman's question, I did not foresee the invasion of
the Soviet Union into Czechoslovakia, and events such as that would
have n significant effect upon discussions with the Soviet Union
regarding strategic offensive and defensive systems,

Senator Gonn, I deplore and regret the invasion of Czechoslovakia,
as you do, as much as anyone does, But just as T was unable to see
how that modified the interest of the United -States in preventin
the spread of nuclear weapons, I am unable to see why that shoul
delay o negotiation to avoitd a nuclear armaments race which crentes
greater dangers, greater expenditures, grenter diversion of funds
needed for other purposes and creates perhaps a false sense of security,

WHY 18 ADMINISTRATION RELUCEANT 1O ENTER NEGOTIATIONS?

But aside from that, is there any reason other than the Russian
invasion of C(zechoslovakin that enuses the V.S, Government now
to be reluctant to enter negotintions to avoid an armaments race?

Secretary Lamgn. Welly this administration, of course, has been in
oflice for a very few weeks, and I would not recommend in my position
that we were presently prepared to enter that kind of negotintions ns
far as the Soviet Union is concerned at this particular time. We are
moving forward, T hope with some success, and 1 am sure that you
share that, Senator, as far as Paris is concerned. We will be starting
negotintions, we have started some on a bilateral basis so far as the
Middle East is concerned. The Middle East situation has not been
heated up by the United States. The Middle Iast is being heated up
by actions of the Soviet Union, and we are hopeful that these four
power talks within the Seeurity Council will be suceessful in cooling
down the sitnntion as far as the Middle Kast is concerned at this time.

1 believe that we are moving into an area of negotiations rather
than a confrontation with the Soviet U'nion, and I think that the
events of the lust few weeks, not only in Paris, but with the Sceurity
Council, the activities that ave going forward there as far as the
Middle East is concerned, would indieate that we were moving into
that ern of negotintion, ,

Senator Gokre, 1 don‘t know just what connection there is hetween
the difliculties in the Middle Kast and the mutual interest, it seems
to me, of the United States and the Soviet T'nion to avoid an escealation
of a nuclear armaments race, and if you are going to wait to enter the
conference until peace and love prevail in the Middle Kast, or until
there is no longer trouble in Southeast Asia, then ABMs will be all
over the place in hoth conntries,
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Secvetary Lo, T would hope that that would not he followed,

Senator Gore, What connection is there hetween the two?

Secretary Lamp, That statement that we have peace in the Middle
Fiast or we have settlement in Southeast. Asia, I don't believe that was
my position, Senator Gore,

Senator Gore. Well, was that the only reason you gave me for the
reluctance of the LS, Government to enter into this negotintion?

Seeretavy Taamp, No, T say that the new administration has started
negotintions as far as the Soviet Union is concerned through the four-
power talks in the Security Council within a very few weeks of its
heing in office, We are going forwnrd with negotintions as far as
Southenst Asin is concerned in Parvis, and Thelieve that we arve entering
n period of negotintions, an ern of negotintions, and T believe that we
have moved away from the period of confrontation,

Senator Gore, On June 12, 1968, President. Johnson addressed the
Gieneral Assembly of the United Nations, and T would like to quote
one paragraph from that speech:

Finally---in keeping with our obligations under the treaty-——we shall, as a major
nuelenr power, promptly and vigorously pursue negotlations on effeotive measures
to halt the nuelear arms race and to reduce existing nuclear arsenals,

I, too, referred to the obligations under the treaty.,

Now, when this obligation is undertaken upon recommendation of
two Presidents, approval by the Senate, then, why, other than the
trouble in the Middle Tiast and Southeast Asia, is the Administration
reluctant to enter these negotintions which we songht in the first in-
stanee, and which the Soviet Tnion has now indieated its willingness
to commence ? Ts there another reason ?

Secvetary Toamn, Well, Senator Gore, T do not know of the relue-
tance that yon refer to. T don’t believe a timetable has been established
for these negotintions. T helieve the President of the UTnited States
has made it very clear that he wishes to consult with our allies, Tle is
making this trip to Turope to consult with our allies this next week,
and T believe that he is of the opinion that it is necessary for us to
make these contacts with our NATO friends, for him to go to Brus-
sels prior to any bilateral meetings with the Soviet Union, and T, for
one, helieve that this decision on the part of our President was correct.

PRESIDENT'S TRIP TO WESTERN BURODPE

Senator Gore, Well, T agree with you, Under all the civenmstances,
I wonld agree that this trip was advisable, T would agree that talks
with our allies in Western Kurope would be advisable before initia-
tion of the conference, You offer me some hope that upon his return
after those talks this negotintion to avoeid this costly, dangerous, and
possibly useless expenditure will oceur, Do you intend to hold ont
some hope to us that it could begin after these talks are held in
Western Europe?

Seerotary Lamn. T would hope that talks with the Soviet [Union
concerning the limitation of offensive and defensive weapons could go
forward at an early date, and I have not. tried to establish that time-
table today because T do not helieve that in my position as Secretary
of Dofense this is & recommendation which I should be making to
your committee,
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Senator Gone, I think we are making some progress, and you are not
now tying n conference to ratitication of this treaty by 10 nations, You
are not now tying it to peace in the Middle Fast or in Southeast Asin,
but independently, when the time is appropriate and after the Furo-
pean talks yvou hope that it ean proceed.

Seerotary Lan, No, the effective date of the treaty, the question
that. was direeted to me first, by the the Chairman of this conunittee,
had to do with the effeetive date of the treaty when article VI became
effective, and 1 nssumed that he was veferving to when it beeame legally
effective, and that, of course, had to do with the ratification of 40
nations, plus the three nuelear powers,

ULSe AND USSR, OBLIGATION TO NEGOTIATE

Semutor Gonre, But insofar as the United States and the Soviet
Unton are concerned, the two parties who are concerned in a nuelear
armaunents conference, when these two countries ratify it, insofar as
the obligntion vis-n-vis the Soviet Union and the United States is
concerned, we will then have undertaken our obligation.

Secrotary Lamn, Senator, T don't mean to vepeat this more than
necessary, but at the time of my confirmation hearing I did point out
that T thought these talks had been delayed from 9 to 12 months by
the invasion of the Soviet Union into Czechoslovakin. 1 firmly believe
that, that this is what has delayed the talks, [ believe that this was
the attitude of President Johnson and also Seevetary Clifford as well
as Neervetary Rusk, that the talks were delayed by this act of the
Soviet. Union,

L am not in a position to predict what might happen within the
next few months, ’l would hope that the Soviet. Union would not move
again in this divection or in any other provoeative type of act as far
as Kurope is concerned or anyplace else throughout the world.

Nenator Gore, Well, the next. question wonld be whether or not we
should }sru«-wd with deployment of the weapon pending initiation of
the conference and posgible success of the conference. But the Chair-
man has already e.\'p\ored that,

EFFECTIVENESS OF AN ABM S8YSTEM

My third question will go to the two purts of your statement. which
velated to the effectiveness of an antiballistic missile system, I have
testimony by experts in your Department that do not agree with state-
ments which both you and General Wheeler have made and, secondly,
the extent. to which the Soviets have proceeded with their own deploy-
ment, These questions will take some time and, therefore, T shuﬁ not
tresspass upon the time of my colleagues to press them at this time.

But just as the exeeutive branch must make a careful review, so, it
seems to me, that the legislative branch must so do, and 1, for one,
expect. to do so with my subcommittee beginning next week, But as
of now T will vield,

The Cuairman, Senator Case,

Senator Case. Thank you, Mr. Chairman,

Mr. Secretary, it is nice to have you with us in this capncity.

Secretary Latro, Thank you, sir,
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Senator Case. I don’t think I have any question, but following
the Senator from Tennessee I would just like to emphasize his several
points. . - o

As to the treaty itself, I think it is fine that article VI is in there
but I agree with him that we ought to proceed ]"17131; as quickly as we
can to negotiations regardless of when article VI comes into legal
effect. )

I think this question of the antiballistic missile system is* important
as far as the question of possible unnecessary expenditure of a great
deal of money is concerned. But the first question is ns to whether it
has potential for effectiveness. If it does, then Secretury McNamara,
?'mu' predecessor, and. I think everyone, would agree we ought to
wve it.

EFFECT OF ABM DEPLOYMENT ON ARMS RACE

If it is not, then the other questions come into focus. The question
of expense has already been emphasized here. But I would like to
emphasize even more tho effect of deployment upon escalation of the
arms race. I think this towers above the guestion of expense and

ossible waste of money so that only shrinks into insignifieance. This
18 the crucial question, 1t seems to me, and equally crucial is the whole
matter of negotintion on this point of deescalation.

It isn’t only the antiballistic missile system we are concerned about.
Wo are concerned about our offensive development, too. I agree with
Secretary McNamara's thesis that the effective way to deal with the
maintenance of a deterrent is through offensive power. But if it is
not necessary to move nhead with MIRV and the rest of these things
we ought not to do it, because just as the deployment of even n

soudoantiballistic missile system can stimulate the other side, as the

ussian’s deployment of a system around Moscow stimulated us to in-
crease our offensive eapacity, so an increase in our defensive capacity
would produce the same reaction, and these things have gotten to the
state where they are so horrible that we must make this matter of
escalation our first order of business.

So regardless of what you may have said last summer about how
long Czechoslovakin is going to set back arms negotiations, I just
urge that whatever you have said before be set aside and that you re-
consider the question whether really that is necessary.

Senator Gore pressed you as to whether there was any other reason
to delay negotiations, I don’t know whether he was suggesting that
some people in the Department want to delay in order to increase our
defensive capacity so we go into it in a stronger position than we are
now. I don’t know whether that was an implication, but at Jeast it was
a possibility,

Senator Gore. Will the Senator yield? I didn’t mean to imply
anything.

Senator Case. I know, but it is a possibility.

INDICATIONS 01 SOVIET WILLINGNESS TO NEGOTIATE

Senator Gore. The facts are this country undertook months ago
to persuade the Soviet Union to enter into such negotiations and now
that the Soviet Union has indicated its willingness so to do, for some
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reason—I am unable yet to determine why—this Government is not
willing to do so. I hope it will do so quickly. )

Senator Cask. I am not as clear about the question of the Soviets’
willingness to enter negotiations as the Senator from Tennessee is. 1
will be glad to have you state your understanding of this, Mr. Sec-
retary., )

Secretary Lamrp. I think the Soviet Union has indicated a desire to
have talks in regard to strategic weapons systemns.

'This desire, however, is one that was communicated the first week of
the Administration in an address that was made and in a letter which
was forwarded, I believe, to our Government. The situation is such,
I think, that the public statements which have been made in the Soviet
Union would indieate that they were moving in that direction.

Senator Case, I thank you. Of course I was aware of this, I thought
perhaps you had some other spegific reference that had not come to my
uttention.

Now, if this remains so, I fully concur with the President’s decision
to talk first with our allies, and the fact he is doing it quickly is another
example of the fact he is doing the job right, it seems to me.

Just as soon as this is accomplished, I would hope that no considera-
tions of the sort that were suggesbed before be allowed to intervene
before serious discussions on the question of reduction of armaments
between the Soviet Union and the United States are carried forward.
I urge that it not be delayed until agreement is reached on Vietnam,
and I know this wasn’t your suggestion, or until completion of a settle-
ment in the Middle East, and T know you weren’t suggesting this either.
Nor should we await the conclusion of ratifications needed to bring
this treaty into effect.

It is, of course, the responsibility of the armed services and the
Defense Department to see that we are at all times sufficiently—and I
like that word much better than the word you used before—that we
have a sufficient capacity for the defense of this country in all circum-
stances that can possibly be seen. But I think it is the obligation of all
of us, especinlly the Congress, to assist the President in doing every-
thing possible to reduce the hazards which an increased escalation of
armaments, particularly between the Soviet Union and the United
States, involves for us and for the world.

T think I will just leave the matter there, Mr, Chairman,

The Crratkman. The Senator from Missouri.

Senator Symingron. Thank vou, Mr, Chairman,

Mr. Secretary, again I would commend you for taking on this diffi-
cult job and know of nobody better equipped to handle it, based on your
past. experience. I look forward to watching your decisions with respect
to the problems you will have as anybody else would have, You believe
inn solid currency, and also a solid defense.

REMAINING SAFEGUARDS QUESTIONED

In your statement, after expressing the fact we had assured our
allies that this treaty would not affect them adversely from the stand-
point of their future position, you said :

The assurances that we provided our allles on these points were made part

of the public record durlng the last Senate hearings on the NPT in July of 1068,
The Soviet Union has not taken issue with these assurances,
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I am not sure you read the next modifying clause which follows:
namely, *although some safeguards questions remain, our European
allies generally share our views that the NPT will contribute to world-
wide security and stability.”

I am not sure you read “although some safeguards questions re-
main,

The reason T ask is that one of the members of this committee, nlso
a member of the Joint Atomic Energy Committee, told me the other
day he felt there were some details that had not yet heen agreed to
with respeet to this treaty.

Inasmmch as T am a member of Armed Services, which has an-
nounced it is going to veview this treaty and no doubt will have you
as o witness, T wonder if there is any real significance in that clause,
If it could be pertinent, I would rather have it come out now than later.

Secretary Lamp., Senator Symington, I did not read those partie-
ular words because I feel that the situation is such today that the
Soviet Union has eaused the Germans some concern over the Soviet
intm'protution of articles 53 and 107 of the UL.N. Charter. They felt
the Soviet Union had asserted that these articles gave them the right
of intervention in Germany, and some of the Germans had argued
that Germany should not sign the nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty
in face of that kind of a threat.

It is my understanding that there have been exchanges in the last
few weeks that have quieted some of the fears as far as our friends
in the Federal Republic of Germany are concerned. This is very much
a part of their current election campaign which is going on at the pres-
ent. time, and I personally do not see anything to be gained by the
United States becoming involved in this election issue, which is di-
viding one party and has become quite an issue there. That is one
reason that I eliminated those few references in my statement this
morning,

[The following was subsequently added to the testimony : “In addi-
tion, Senator Symington, that particular phrase was also meant to
refer to the fact that negotintions between TAEA and Euratom are yet
to be concluded and that the TATEA safeguard criteria under which
nuclear powers may supply nuclenr material to nonnuclear powers
have yet to he worked out. T omitted the phrase because I felt the
questions had been amply dealt with by the representatives of the
State Department and the AEC.”)

MINOR FACTORS TO BE WORKED OUT

Senator SyarinaroN. Now I would ask, is there anything left to be
decided upon before the Administration fully approves the treaty in
all its details; what we would call that contained in the fine print.

Secretary Lamp. Well, there were some very minor—I would con-
sider them not major—factors to he worked out after the treaty is
approved, having to do with the inspeetion provisions as far as our
European friends are concerned, but I believe that this can be resolved.

I expect that the negotiations between IAEA and Euratom on safe-
guards will not be easy but I see no reason why they cannot be re-
solved to the satisfaction of all signatories.

Senator SymineToN, Thank you.
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WEST GERMAN ATTITUDE TOWARD TREATY

ITas the West German Government suggested that the continuing
stationing of any particular level of American troops in Europe is
related to its attitude toward adhering to the treaty?

Secretary Laten. T don’t believe they have made this a condition as
far as the treaty is concerned in any discussions that I have had since
being Secretary of Defense, I have had an o portunity to have a dis-
cussion, with the Defense Minister of the Federal Republic of Ger-
many, and his government, of course, is most interested in our main-
taining adequate forces, particularly in view of the activities this sum-
mer, but that has never been made a condition in any conversation or in
any correspondence that I have been privileged to see since being
Secretary of Defense. -

Senator SyminatoN. Thank you, Mr. Secretary.

Tast July, Deputy Secretary of Defense Nitze told the commit-
tee that the United States hmi, given West Germany no guarantees
to defend that country against nuclear attack even if NATO should
be dissolved. Do you know if this is still true?

Secretary Lamw, T think that is o fair assessment of our commitment,
Senator Symington.

Senator SyaunaroN. Thank you.

INITIATION OF ARMS NEGOTIATIONS

This question I ask again, it may have been covered. Be frank and
sny you think you have covered it if that is the case. On the question
of the initintion of strategic arms talks with the Soviet Union, Sec-
retary Rogers told the committee—unfortunately I was out of the
country, did not hear himn before the committee, only know what I
read in the paper and the dialog this morning you had with the Chair-
man, Secretary Rogers said, and I quote:

I would hope we could initlate talks on strategic arms negotiations with the
Soviet Union as soon asg we can after we are fully prepared and after we have
had some preliminary discussion with them about how they view negotiations.

Do you agree with that statement ?

Secretary Lamn. 1 agree with Secretary Rogers’ statement.

Senator Syarinaron. Thank you.

The Cinamraan, Senator Mundt,

Senator Muxor. I suggest you eall on Senator Williams,

o The Ciramryan, Senator Clooper then would be next in line. Senator

‘ooper,

Senator Coorer, Thank you, A

Mr, Secretary, T am glad to welcome you here, we remember you
as a colleague and & very able one,

RESPONSIBILITY FOR ABM DEPLOYMENT REVIEW

I want to commend you on your very forthright statement on the
procedures that are being followed in this review that is taking place in
the Department of Defense, a review that will be forwarded to the

Security Council and then to the President. Who is making the review ¢
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Seeretary Lamp, The review is under the chaivmanship of David
Packard, the Deputy Seeretary of Defense, Tle has the responsibility
for the budget review and as far as suggesting amendments {o the
1970 budget as submitted by President Johnson and approved by
Seeretary Clittord, That budget is currently hefore the Congress,

Senator Coorer. This review goes not alone to the quostion of cost,
but. does it address also the complete defensive and offensive posture
of the Defense Department, that is, U.S, offensive weapons and de-
fensive woapons capabilities, vis-n-vis the Soviet Union?

Secretury Lamn, Yes, sir: we have two studies going on. We have a
long-range strategic study which is progressing at. the same time as
the budgot. review, The budget review has a time limitation on it, as
we must get. our amendments to the Congress by the [hth of Mareh,

Our overall strategic study of offensive-defensive steategic systems
plus the conventional foree study will undoubtedly take n little more
time than that, But the budget review must he completed so that we
ean go before the authorizing commitiees, the Armed Services (fom-
mittees, and the Approprintions Committee by the 15th of Mareli, so
theve is a time limitation as far as the budget review is concerned.

LONG-RANGE STUDY O DEFENSE CAPABILITLIES

Senntor Coorer, TTow mueh longer do you think it would take to
complete this long-range study of the offensive and defensive enpabili-
ties of our country with regard to the Soviet Union?

Seeretary Latn, T think the strategic offensive and defensive studies
could undoubtedly he--n preliminary report. could undoubtedly he---
ready the latter part of May.

As far as the conventional foree structures are concerned this is be-
coming more complicated, and it becomes even more complicated be-
cnuse of the possibilities of talks with the Soviet Union on strategice
weapons limitation both of an offensive and a defensive nature, So |
wouthl think that the conventional review could not be ready until
some time in October, if T were to pick a tavget date to have that part
of the study completed,

Senntor Coorkr. On the 15th of January of this year, former
Secretary of Defense Clifford presented a defense budget and defense
posture to the Congress. T assume that before that budget was pre-
sonted with its statements about the offensive eapabilities, and defen-
give ('Jlf)llhi“ﬁ(‘ﬁ of the United States and the offensive and defensive
capabilities of the Soviet Union that a review was made. Ts that your
understanding?

Secretary Lo, That is my understanding, that such a review was
made by Secvetary Clifford and by his deputy hefore the budget was
wesented, T was assured by them that they had a continuing review of
his matter in progress during Seeretary MeNamara's term and also
during Secretary Clifford’s term, but T felt it was necessury for us to
muke onr own,

Senator Coornr, 1 think you are correct. While your conclusions
may differ from the conclusions of former Secretary Clifford, I assume
that you are using a great many of the people who mude the review
for him, is that corrvect ?

Seeretary Lamrp, Some of them T am sure were involved in the re-
view, We are using new people, too, and the chairman, of course, the
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very eapable Deputy Seeretary of Defense, Mr, Packard, is in charge
of {his review, and he has brought a new and a fresh look at our stra-
tegice defensive and offensive systems as well as o new look at. our con-
ventional foree levels, T have attended as many of those meetings as
1 possibly cany and T want. to assure the Senator from Kentueky that
this is indeed o very thorough and an exhaustive study. 1 spent. two
of my afternoons last week just on the review of the ABM programs,
and Seeretary Packard is going into theso programs in great detuil.
I ean assure you that yon will be satisfied with the kind of detail that.
is being given to this review,

Senator Coorer. I know your eapabilities, but I do hope you will
spend more than 2 days on this ABM review,

Seeretary Lamn, Well, this was my opportunity last. week of the
Hor 6 daysthat T was in the Pentagon, un«s one duy last week wis spent
entirely at the White House, T'wo of those a fternoons were spent in this
review, But Mr, Packard has spent. every day full time on this review,
and this review has been continuing the last 2 weeks and will continue
for another 10 days or 2 weeks before we make our recommendations
on the amendments that we will take to the Senate and to the House,
to the Johnson-Clifford budget, before we finalize those amendments,

COMPARNIIVE RTRENGTHS OF UNUPED STATES AND UK KR,

Senator Coorkr, I don't want to get into too much detail now heenuse
I know others have questions to axk you but T want to make two or three
points,

Iirst, it is corveet that for years and, I believe, under Presidents
Johnson and Kennedy, that nll the Secvetarvies of Defense said that both
the Soviet Union and the United States have the nssured eapability of
destroying each other even after sustaining a first attack by one or the
other, Is that still the opinion of the Secretary and of Genernl Wheeler?

Secretary Lamn, Yes; 1 helieve that: we have the ability if we are
struck by the Soviet Union to destroy the Soviet Union, And 1 holieve
that the damage that would come about would indeed be great,

Senator Coorenr, In Secretary Clifford's statoment of n month ago, he
made a similar statement, He also, on page 42 of the report, gave an
estimate of the comparative strength of the United States and the
Soviet Union, He estimated that as far as nuclear warleads were con-
cerned the United States had an estimnted 4,200, while the Soviet
Union had 1200, 1 would be interested to know if anything has
happened from the time the other review was submitted to change that
estimatef? :

EFFECT OF ABM DEPLOYMENT ON ABILTLY TO NEGOTIATE

The reason I ask this question, and I read the statement of yours at a
meeting with the press, Thursday, January 30, 1969, spenking of talks
with the Soviet Union on offensive and defensive missile systems you
said

And I do not want to be in position where we go fnto these talks, if we do, with

one hand tied bebind our back. 1 think it Is most important, as we go into theso
talks, to have defensive ns well as offensive missile systems up for discussion, and

debate and negotlations,
You do say for discussion, debate and negotiations. You do not say
“construction or under construction,”
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Do you consider that it is necessury that the United States have
deployed, or have in the process of deployment, an ABM system before
it enters discussions witL the Soviet Union? Some have argued that
point of view in our debates in the Senate. They call it “negotiating
from strength.”

Now, with the ability—assured destructive ability-—of the United
States to destroy the Soviet Union even if it should attack us fivst, do
vou think it is necessary that we have to deploy this ADBM system or
})Sp:_in i{)ts deployment in ovder to be able to negotiate with the Soviet

nion?

Secretary Lamrp, Senutor Cooper, first, if n decision is made to go
forward with an ABM system—and T want to be perfectly frank with
you, T lean toward going forward with such a system——

Senator C'oorkr, T thought that from your statement.

Secretary Larro, And I don’t want people to interpret the suspen-
sion of the construction contracts in Boston to mean t‘mt the program
necessarily will be canceled. T personally lenn toward the deployment
of some type of protection for the people of the United States and for
our whole defense posture, T think that this may very well be needed.
T am not trying to prejudge this study but T want to be frank with this
committee and I do lean personally in favor of the deployment of such
a system on the basis of the information that has been made available
to me since serving in this position as Secretary of Defense and also
for 16 years on the Defense Appropriations Committee in the House
of Representatives,

Now, I would hope that should we enter into negotiations on arms
limitations with the Soviet Union that defensive as well as offensive
strategic systems would be part of those negotiations.

The Soviet UTnion has escalated the strategic arms race, They have
gone forward with an ABM system, are going forward with the test-
ing of a sophisticated new ABM system. They are the only country
in the world that has actually fired an ABM at a missile and have
conducted tests in the atmosphere with missiles.

The Crramyan. When was that, Mr. Secretary?

Secretary Lamp. Well, this was prior to the treaty. The Soviet
Union did conduct such tests——

The Criamrman. What treaty ?

Secretary Latrp, I think it wasin 1963,

The CrrarMAN. 1963, that is right.

Senator Coorer, The nuclear test ban treaty.

COMPARABLE U.8. AND U.S.8.R, DOLLARS SPENT ON DEFENSE

Secretary Lairp. The Soviet Union is now outspending the United
States in terms of dollars in the strategic defensive weapons systems
and has for the last 24 months, It is outspending us in dol‘m‘s as far as
offensive strategic weapons are concerned. In the area of the offensive
weapons it is outspending us on the basis of $3 for $2 that we spend.

Now, when you convert this into effort, and it is a greater effort for
them to make this expenditure than it is for the United States because
their gross national product is about half of our gross national product.
This is also true in the field of the defensive weapons systems.
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It seems to me, Senator, that we must bear this in mind as we look
at the defense posture of the United States of America, I would hope
that we could move in the direction of arms limitation. I would hope
that we could have peace in the world, and I believe that I will be
judged as Secretary of Defense during this + years on the basis of
what happens at the end of that 4 years. If we have restored peace
and been able to maintain peace, I will say that my contribution as
Defense Seeretary has been worthwhile because that is the most im-
portant thing that a Secretary of Defense could contribute.

Senator Coorer. I agree with that, And, of course, we understand
vour responsibility as Secretary of Defense, and we all agree that
our country should be secure. But as the Chairman and others have
said, we have different judgments as to how it can be made secure.

I am not going to get into this business of comparative dollars
spent, because I think at some point in the near future you will be
asked to break it down and to indicate \n-e(‘isely what these dollars
are being spent for, both in offensive and defensive weapons, There are
many kinds of defensive systems—nuclear and conventional-~but that
will take too much time today as faras I am concerned.

Secretary Lamp. Senator, 1 would like to comment just one minute
on the second part of that question, if I could. I feel that I did not—
are you satisfied with that answer?

Senator Coorer, Yes; for the moment. I am going to ask you some-
thing else.

Secretary Lamn, T had not finished the second part of the question
but if you ave satisfied with the answer—-—

U.8, SUFFICIENCY IN OFFENSIVE WEAPONS

Senator Coorer. Former Seceretary McNamara and former Seeretary
Clifford have all said recently in past months the Soviet Union has
been catching up as far as intercontinental ballistic missiles ave con-
cerned. But they have also said in this last report that we are far ahead
in the submarine-launched missiles,

Now you, as Secretary of Defense, a new Sccretary of Defense, you
are not donbtful that the United States is going to keep a “sufficiency,”
as tl?m President said, as far as offensive weapons are concerned, are
you

Sceretary Lamn, Well, as long as I am Secretary of Defense I am
going to do everything I can to see that we maintain sufficient and
adequate forces. Now sufficient and adequate forces to the United States
of America must be judged on the basis of the open society in which
we live as coml}ared with the closed society of the Soviet Union. I am
not as sure as I would like to be about the force levels, strategic and
general purpose force levels of the Soviet Union. I do know they have
under construction and in being a larger number of intercontinental
ballistic missiles than the United States has in being or under con-
struction, Vast numbers of the nuclear warheads which you referred
to, and which the Secretary referred to, are tied in with our Strategic
Air Force, Their delivery 1s not made by missile, but would have to be
made by the B-52s and by other strike vehicles, and could not be made
in the same way that the Soviet Union could launch an attack upon the
United States.
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NATURE OF SOVIET ABM SYSTEM

Senator Coorer. In the debate over the ABM system—we are
all trying to find out the facts and implications of possible deployment.
We want the United States to be secure. Our purpose 1s to find
out the facts, to know whether or not deployment is going to
escalate the arms race. One thing which has disturbed me in
statements made by the Department of Defense, and I say this with all
respect to you because I respect your ability and we are friends,
but in statement after statement it is said the Soviet Union is deplol}('ing
an anti-ballistic-missile system, without any explanation of what kind
of a system it is deploying and its effectiveness. The general public
over this country asks “well, if they are deploying one then I think
we should do it.”

I may say my wife told me the other day, “The Secretary of Defense
says the Soviet Union is deploying an ABM system,” and she was
concerned about it. That is a typical reaction.”

Now, according to what Secretary McNamara said and what Sec-
retary Clifford said, that these were the ABM systems that have been
deployed : the Leningrad system which has been dismantled as obso-
lete, fﬁe Tallinn system whieh in the best judgment of the intelligence
is not an anti-ballistic-missile system but an antiaircraft system; you
may have a different view ; and the Galosh system begun in 1962 which
has been slowed down. Clifford’s posture statement gives reasons for
this slowdown—I think, Secretary Clifford said the Galosh had about
the same capabilities as the old Nike-Zeus which was abandoned.

Now, I will ask you and those from the Defense Department
who make these statements saying that there is an anti-ballistic-missile
system being deployed by the Soviet Union that you lay out very spe-
cifically what. kind of system it is, and how effective it is, because the
statement will bear upon congressional opinion, public opinion and
the judgment of all of us. We ought to know.

AN OBLIGATION TO DISCUSS ARMS LIMITATIONS

I will go back now to the Secretary’s report on the treaty, and I
agree with my colleagues who have expressed themselves that
this treaty does impose on the United States as well as the Soviet
Union the duty of beginning to negotiate cessation of this arms race. I
would say that because of the invasion of Czechoslovakia and the great.
danger in the Mideast there is a possibility of confrontation with
the Soviet Union. I believe you would agree that it would be right
and necessary to attempt to resolve such differences and to slow
down the danger of nuclear war. Would you agree with that?

Secretary Lairp. I certainly would agree to that, Senator.

Senator Cooper. Secretary Rogers did say, and T repeat it now for
emphasis, that he would hope that negotiations would be entered into
with the Soviet Union before the deployment of the Sentinel system.
He said he hoped there would be negotiations. Do you share that view ?

Secretary Lairp. Well, I would hope so. The system would not be
deployed operationally until 1972 under any of the options that we are
presently considering, the operational deployment would not take
place until the latter part of 1972 and I would certainly share that
view of Secretary Rogers.
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Senator Coorer. You are making an extensive review of the ABM
and our defense posture, Do you believe that the Congress and the pub-
lic should have the full benefit of that extensive review, and the reasons
you may give for and against this weapons system or any other weap-
ons system you may have in mind, before the executive branch deploys
the system ¢ Shouldn’t we also have all this new information that you
are seeking before a decision is made ?

Secretary Lairp. Senator Cooper, I certainly think you should have
this information, and the Congress will be given all of the information
u]i)on which we make our judgment at just as early a date as we pos-
sibly can. We are now trying to do that the week following the 15th
of March, and I can assure you that every effort will be made so that
this material is available to the Congress. I would like to add that the
Congress has already approved this system, both the Senate and the
THouse, and this review is being done 1n the executive branch and the
hold on the construction is a hold in the executive branch. As far as the
legislative branch, the congressional branch is concerned they have
given complete approval.

CONGRESSIONAL APPROVAL OF ‘“TIIICK’’ SYSTEM

Senator Javirs. Would the Senator yield for clarification? I am
unclear, as perhaps others are, whether in this review you are talking
about the so-called thin antiballistic system which the Congress has
approved or whether you feel free in your review to decide whether
¥ou nged a hard antiballistic-missile system and not come and ask

or it

Secretary Lairp. I believe we should look at all systems in this re-
view and I do not want to mislead this committee that we will
not look at all the alternatives. We will look at-—as I pointed out
in my opening remarks, the colloquy with the Chairman of this com-
mittee, this is one of the options that must be looked at. I personall
have reservations about whether such a system would be successful,
but I do not want the Senator from New York to feel that we aren’t
looking at all the options.

Senator Coorer. I have one other question,

The CuamrManN. Will the Senator yield? Do you feel that the so-
called “thick” one is authorized by the former action of the Senate?
That is what you asked and I don’t think was answered.

Senator Javirs. That is right.

Secretary Lairp. I apologize to the senior Senator from New York
for not answering his question. The only system which has been ap-
proved by the Congress is the so-called thin system, the Sentinel
system, and that has been approved by both the House and the Senate.

nd the thick system has not been approved by the Congress.

Senator Javits. So if you decide you want to recommend the other
option you have to come back here and get it all over again ¢

Secretary Larrp. Absolutely. We must come back to the Congress for
ap%)roval should we move toward a thick system.

Senator Javrrs. Thank you.

Senator Gore. Will the Senator from Kentucky yield for just a
moment ?

Senator Cooper. I have just one question and I am through.

96-823—69—pt. 2—8
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REASON OF JOHNSON ADMINISTRATION FOR ARM DEPLOYMENT

Seuator Gone, Fu conneetion with their repeated assertion that this
program has been approved by the Congress, 1 think it should he
entored into the record that we now have the word of the former
Viee President that the last administention recommended it primavily
not. beeause they thought it would be effective in protecting the Ameri-
ean people, but beeause of the prineiple that. we could better parvlay
with the Russians if we had started deployment. 1 think that. should be
a part of the vecord, I think Congress approved it under some mis-
leading information,

PRESENT OPPORTUNITY TO ENTER ARMS NEGOTIATIONS

Senator Coorrr. T elose by saying this: We know your responsibili-
ties e to make the recommendations which you think will secuve this
conntry and that is proper. But T would like to say the President of
the United States has said in his campaign, and T think properly so,
he wants to enter into negotintions on the nuelear arms race. That was
the compelling substanee of his inaugural address, and 1 would hope
that this administration wonld take into consideration the fact that he
has been given by the course of ovents a great floxibility: he has in
his power one of the best opportunities any President. has had to do
something meaningful to stop the arms race,

I henrd an expert on nuelear weaponry sny yesterday that step by
step the United States and the U.S.S.R. were already esealating as
new weapons are developed. More weapons would be developed such
as mobile TOBM launchers and we would soon reach the point where
negotintion would bo impossible, There is a tremendous opportunity
for President Nixon to enter negotiations, T know you are a very
responsible and very influential person in this Cabinet—1 think yon
ought to impress upon him the unparalleled opportunity to stop the
arms race and as o consequence give greater seeurity to the United
States as well as to all the people of the world, T think that is part
of your responsibility,

The Cuaiesean. T the committee will allow me, T want to associnte
myself with that Inst point. 1 did make the point n moment ago that
regarding this question of the seeurity of the United States, the erux of
tho matter is which gives the greater security, the continuation of this
buildup or a negotiation to limit it

SAPABILITY OF POLARIS MISSILE SYSTEM

\ .

T want to clavify a point, for the record® Yay stated, as T understand,
quito clearly that the Russinns has more ICBMs under construction
than woe have, Do you include in this compilation our Polaris missiles?

Seeretnry Larn, T don't consider the Poliris missile as an TOBM
itself. The Polaris missile system is a shorter range missile than the
1CBM. The Soviet Union, however, is going forward on a crash pro-
gram in this avea, and I do not believe will equal us in the submarine-
fired missiles until the time period of 1973 or 1974,

The Ciramaran, Yesterday the experts that Senator Gorve referved
to said the Polaris is more diflicult to defend against than the ICBM.
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He was talking about the feasibility of ABM. T had always thought the
Polaris was equal to or better than an ICBM beeause of its close
approach. T thought it was our latest and finest weapon in this area,

Seeretary L. I happened to handle the Polavis amendments in
the House of Representatives, and proposed the add-on to the Polaris
program in a separvate amendment over and above the budget that was
recommended by the Eisenhower administration, o I feel very close
to the Polaris program, and T would like to concur in the statement
of the Chaivman of this committee, T think it isa very effective weapons
system,

Now, as far as its capability and the size of its impact as far as a
wenpon s coneerned, it does not equal the destruetive ability of the
TCBMs being deployed by the Soviet Union. But T would assure the
Chairman of this committee that this is a most. eflective weapons
systenn,

The Cuamaan. 1 think the record should be elavified. Tt would ap-
pear that we were deficient in these, and in an unelassified statement.
of Junuary 15 of this year, your predecessors stated, and T think this
ought to be known beeanse we don't want to frighten the Ameriean
people, that we have 1710 TOBM launchers and Polaris missiles, as
opposed to 945 of the Soviet Union, and if you add the intercontinental
bombers the total ndds up to 4,200 versus their 1,200, 1 don’t think it
is fair to leave the impression that we are way behind the Russians
in effectiveness, If you include the Polaris which T was always under
the impression is good, aceurate, and hard to destroy—Dbetter than the
Minuteman series—then our defense posture looks a little better,

Soeretary Lamn, T agree that the Polaris weapons systom is a very
lino system, and 1 have been a great supporter of the Polaris program,

The Crameyran, But the impression is left that we are way behind
the Russinns,

URAENCY OF ARMS NFEGOTIATIONS

Senator Cask. M. Chaierman, T coneur in the vemarks of the Nena-
tor from Kentucky as to the need to enter into and conclude negotia-
tions on arms limitations at the earliest moment beeause as the eseala-
tion inereases, so does the difliculty of being sure that any arms reduc-
tion or limitations agreement is being carried out in view of the relue-
tance of Russia to permit inspeetion, The more complicated and the
moro varied the weapons that are deployed-—the Senator suggested
mobile weapons, for example-~the greater will be the diflienlty oﬁming
sure that an arms limitation agreement can safely bo entered into. It is
this, T think, that underscores the urgeney of entering talks as quickly
as !mssiblo.

Senator Coovkr, Mr, Chaivman, T must say again that. the President
has an unparalleled opportunity.

TIMING OF NEGOTIATIONS

1 just have one more question to clear up something, to sco if there is
any difforence between you and Sceretary Rogers. Seeretary Rogers,
I think, was responding to the question asked him, “Would" you con-
sidor it good not, (o deploy the system untit wehad had-tatha witte tlee o
Soviet. Union?” You said, T believe, that you associated yourself with
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that statement. but then I veeall you said, and T think I am right, you
said until it became “operational.”

Now, would “operational™ mean until deployed to such an extent -
that it would be installed fully, is that what you meant ?

Secretary Lamp, That is what 1 meant.

Senator Coorenr. You wouldn't negotiate until that time?

Seeretary Lamn, Senator, that is \\mnt I meant. I would not be for
delaying the construction of the ABM, but for moving forward on
the ABM program should the decision be made in our budget review
to continue the program as approved by Congress or with some vavia-
tion of the program as approved by the Congress. T would not. be for
delaying that program pending the outcome or the convening of talks
with the Soviet Union.

Senator Coorer. There is, therefore, a difference between your posi-
tion and that of Secretary Rogers,

Senator Svaineron, Mr. Chairman: may T ask one question?

The Cnamrman, On this subject, Senator Symington has one

question,
ARE SOVIETS TRYING TO CATCH UP?

Senator SyMinaron. Mr. Seeretary; T an getting mixed up here on
the discusston of ICBMs, As 1 understand it, the Polaris submarine
now has quite a long range capacity with its missiles, and can roam
the sens; therefore, to me it is & more valuable weapon than a sta-
tionary ICBM oven of the Minuteman series, harder to destroy as it
moves and probably more accurate because the range of its launched
missiles is bound to be shorter. Now we have the development. of the
IFOBs in the Soviet Union which you have referred to. We have the
development. in this country not only of MIRV, which gives more
missiles in the warhead, but also the Poseidon, which would do the
same thing to the Polaris that we would like to have in the MIRV.
In addition we have the MO, which ultimately could be utilized for
military purposes,

With those premises, although it would be diflicult to decide exactly
how mueh the Soviets are spending, in dollars, and [ know you would
agree to that, perhaps what they are trying to do, and this is my point,
is to catch up with us. Flaving been through two major mistakes in
the fifties—the first had to do with big Soviet homber production
that didn’t happen, the second when we thought. there was a missile
grap, that later turned out to be wrong—T am one who does not want
to he eaught again because of the gigantic expense involved and the
need to establish priorities with respect to our treasure. We know far
moro today about what they are planning to do, through the improved
technology of intelligence.

T would ask, first, don’t you believe one of the reasons the Soviets
are spending heavily is in.an effort to eatch up with us in the strategic
field: and, second, don’t you believe in the theory of overkill?

Seeretary Latmo. Well, first, I do believe in the theory of overkill.
There certainly is no question on that with the kind of weapons that
haye been developed an overkill capacity can and has been developed.

I believe the Soviet Union is moving forward, however, very rapidly
in the strategic field, both offensively and defensively. I support the
Poseidon improvement, T supported it last year here in the Congress,,
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but it was defeated over here in the Senate. 1t is back in the 1970 hudget.
I would hope that that improvement could go forward as far as the
Poseidon missile system is concerned.

As far as the MIRV system is concerned, to which the Senator refers,
I would support. that. 1 believe, however, that the Soviet. Union has
this eapability, too, and 1 am not one that will discount. the ability of
the Soviet Union o do the same sort of things with their weapons
system that we can do with ours, and as Secvetary of Defense, I must
assume that in order to mlm‘uutvly protect the security of this country
and the safety of our people.

MUTUAL BUILDULPS

Senator SyMiINa1oN, | understand that, Now a follownp question:
If it takes 10,000-—-which it doesn't—I1CBMs to destroy the Soviet
Union; and, if it takes 10,000 to destroy the UTnited States—which it
doesn't—to stay superior, or even suflicient, it is not necessary—is it ?---
for one country to build 20,000, and then the other country follows
with 20,000, T ask this in all sincerity.

Sceretary Lamn, T wouldn't think that that would necessarily fol-
low and, although the Soviet Union has a greater megatonnage than
wo do, certainly at the present time the capacity to deliver a greater
megatonnage than we have, T feel that we are in a secure position as
far as the weapons system that we currently have in being.

My concern is that we must remain in that position pending the
successful outcome of arms limitation talks.

Senator SyaminaroN. When you say they have greater megatonnage
than we, you don’t mean the total amount of nuclear tonnage. You
mean per unit, that some of their missiles have greater megatonnage
per missile, correct?

Secrotary Laign. That is correet, and I think that we had better leave
it right there,

[ In amplification, Secretary Laird supplied the following: “The
Soviet. Union does have missiles with greater individual nuclear pay-
load than our own. In addition, their total megatonnage is lavger than
ours, But as you know, megatonnage is only one of the criteria we con-
sider in maling force comparvisons,”

Subsequently, Senator Symington inserted in the record the follow-
ing statement of January 13, 1969, by Seeretary of Defense Clark M.
Clifford:

“Necordingly, it is reasonable to conelude that even if the Soviets
attempt to mateh us in numbers of strategic missiles we shill continue
to hinve, as far into the future as we ean now discern, a very substantial
qualitative lead and a distinet superiority in the numbers of deliverable
weapons and the overall combat effectiveness of our strategic offensive
forces.” (See p. 46, Statement by Secretary of Defense Clark M. Clif-
ford, The Fiscal Years 1970-74 Defense Program and 1970 Defense
Budget, dated January 15, 1969.)]

Senator SyaiNaron, T agree, except it is fair to say we have not been
remiss about it. We have adopted a policy which we believe a more
effective policy, net.

Seeretary Latrn, T think it is more effective as far as our requirements
are concerned and the requirements of this country, and 1 have no
questions about that, Senator Symington.
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Senator Syarineron. Thank you, Mr, Chairman,
The Ciamraan, Senator Williams,

EFFECT OF STATING WILLINGNESS TO NEGOTIATE

Senator Wirrtanms. Mr. Secretary, T agree with what has been said
earlier that it is well that the President is making this visit to urope
and talking with our NATO allies hefore we start any negotiations
with Russia. But nevertheless, what would be wrong with accepting
Russia’s offer and stating that we were willing to begin these negotia-
tions just as soon as the President has had his talks with our allies,
and indicate to them that we are willing to start these negotiations at
the earliest possible date?

Secretary Latrn. Before he goes on his trip and before he talks with
the allies? T would be opposed to that, Senator Williams. T helieve that
this wounld certainly downgrade the President’s trip to Europe in a
most effective way, and I would oppose such an announcement at
this time.

Senator Wirriaas, What I mean is, after he has returned from his
trip, and his talks—I think it is proper in having these talks fivst—-T
would assume we do make it clear that we are willing to enter into
negotiation stage and not necessarily wait for the report that is being
prepared in your review committee,

Secretary Latrn. Senator Williams, T think that is a matter that the
President would have to decide after he visits with our European
friends. I am not going to belabor the question but T believe that deci-
sion would be one that would have to be made by the President after
his visits, and that the announcement should not he made by me or
anyone else prior to consultation with our friends. That is what the
consultation is all about.

Senator WirLiaxs, That is correct, and I agree with that but T hope
T didn't understand that we are going to let our European friends
make the decision or determination as to whether or not we will ulti-
mately enter into these negotiations,

Secretary Lawp. No: T think it has been made very clear by the
President that he will consult with onr allies in Western Europe.

Senator Wrrrrays, But we will make the final decision onrselves,

Secretary Lamp. The decision will be made by the President of the
United States,

Senator WirLiays. That is what T wanted to get clear.

T.S. RIGIITS AND OBLIGATIONS UNDER TREATY

Now, on the question of the treaty, could you assure us that the
approval of this treaty would in no way affect the rights of the United
States to enter into agreements to station nuelenr weapons under U.S,
control on the soil of one of our allies?

Secretary Tamn. There is nothing in this treaty that would pro-
hibit that.

Senator Wirriams. Is there anything in this treaty that would in-
crease our responsibility as a country to act, you might say, as a world
policeman for some of these countries if they were threatened ¢

Secretary Larp, There is nothing in the treaty itself that wonld
require that.
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EFFECT OF ABSENCE OF CERTAIN COUNTRIES ON EFFECTIVENESS OF TREATY

Senator Wirrtiams. How effective do you think this treaty could be
in the event that both France and China stay out or if nuclear
weapons are eventually developed by some other non-signing countries,
which is the possibility I understand with Israel and a few other
countries? Do you think the treaty will be effective?

Secretary Lairn. It will not be as effective as if they were a part of
the treaty. I think though that under article VI it could very possibly
be that the Soviet Union and the United States, when the discussion
on arms limitations take place, that we could be negotiating mutually
a protective system as far as the Chinese are concerned. I am sure that
the treaty is not as effective without having the Chinese and the French
part of it. I would hope that. the Chinese, the French and Israel would
become a part of it at un early date.

Senator WiLrrams. But you think it would be well to approve it
even though they did not; that it would be a step in the right
direction?

Secretary Lairp. Yes; I do, Senator Williams.

REVIEW OF ABM DEPLOYMENT

Senator WirLianms., Now, to return to the question of the ABM, 1
am glad you are making this review. I realize that you should keep all
of your options open, but I think we have made it clear that you are
not necessarily waiting for the result of a decision as to whether we
deploy these missiles or not before you perhaps enter into negotiations.
I mean that is not being one of the factors in the timing, is it.?

Secretary Lamp. Noj it is not a major factor as far as the study is
concerned, Senator Williams.

COST OF HARD LINE OF MISSILES

Senator WirrraMs. We realize that the question of whether it should
be deployed or not is one that will have to be determined on the basis
of the needs of the country, the security, and certainly in determining
that we don’t necessarily measure it always in the matter of dollars, as
the Senator from Kentucky has pointed out. I think that isa fact. But
in the event it was decided to move in and deploy the hard line of
missiles, what would be the ultimate cost of that program ?

Secretary Latrp, The hard line, the thick system?

Senator Wirrrams, Yes, just assuming that you really decided to go
ahead and deploy these, what are you talking about in terms of
dollars? ‘

Secretary Lairp, Well, Secretary McNamara talked in terms of dol-
lars at one time of some $50 billion, and, of course, that was doubled
by. I think, several individuals, but Secretary McNamara had already
added some on his estimate, This is being looked at now, but I do not
look at it as a very practical step at this time, but we can price that
out and will do that.

Senator WiLLtams. I have no further questions,

The CiratrmMaN. Senator Dodd ?

Senator Dopp. Thank you, Mr. Chairman,

Mr. Secretary, I am glad to see you.

Secretary Lamrp. Thank you, Senator.
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NUCLEAR REACTOR IN CUBA

Senator Dobp. I want to go back, if I may, to the Nonproliferation

L4 A (4 )\ :
Lreaty. Two days ago, I think it was the day before yesterday, when
Secretary Rogers was here, I raised a question about some informa-
tion that I had received from what I consider a reliable source, to the
effect that Moscow ‘had already installed a nuclear reactor in Cuba.
And T know that the Cuban Government has announced that it does
not intend to participate in any arrangements or agreements with
respect to its nuclear capabilities.

First of all, let me say this: the question I raised with Secretary
Rogers was whether or not, if it is a fact that a nuclear reactor has
been installed in Cuba by Moscow, with some 200 supporting Soviet
scientists there, whether this does not already constitute a violation of
the treaty. Am I right in understanding that the signatories promise
not to provide nuclear facilities for peaceful purposes to any nation
whicl does not subscribe to the agreement?

Secretary Lamo. I believe that when safeguards under the treaty are
in effect, nuclear materials and related equipment could not be shipped
to such a country without the application of those safeguards., This
would not constitute a violation, of course, as of today.

Senator Dopp. Let me ask you this: Do you know whether this is so
or not, whether there is such a nuclear reactor in Cuba?

Secretary Lairp. I have seen those reports, and perhaps General
Wheeler has some information on that. I have seen the reports but 1
can't substantiate whether such a reactor hag been established in Cuba
at this time,

General WueeLer, Neither can I, sir,

Senator Dopp. That is what I understood the other day. I don’t
think either Secretary Rogers or Mr. Seaborg or Mr. Fisher knew.

IS NUCLFAR REACTOR IN VIOLATION OF TREATY

The Cnarman. Would the Senator yield for clarification? Would
presence of a nuclear reactor be in violation of the treaty ?

Secretary Lamp. After the Treaty is effective, Mr. Chairman, if
Cuba refused to sign the treaty or to arrange for TAEA safeguards on
the nuclear materials involved, it would be a violation, as I understand
the treaty, but this would be after the effective date of the treaty. As
vou know the treaty provides that we will not share for peaceful pur-
poses with nonnuclear countries unless the nuclear materials involved
“shall be subject to the safeguard required by article I1I,” and I think
the point that is made by the distinguished Senator from Connecticut
is true that this would be a violation if, in fact, it did occur, after the
effective date of the treaty but it would not be a violation as of today.

Senator Doop. Well, I understand your point, But if this report is
true, then wouldn’t this be a violation, certainly, of thé spirit of this
treaty—because my information is that the reactor was installed after
the Soviet Union signed the treaty, and the announcement was made
only this year, January 9, I believe is the date? I know you are cor-
rect legally and I don't charge you with trying to be evasive.
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. Secretary Lairp. No, Senator, I am not trying to be evasive in try-
mg to answer your question,

Senator Dobp. I know that. But. it is this sort. of thing that bothers
me, and I would think it would bother other people.

CONVERTING A PEACEFUL NUCLEAR REACTOR

I am also told that there is really no sharp division line between the
peaceful nuclear technology and military nuclear technology, is that
true? I am told this by scientists, by one in particular, whom I respect.
But if it is true that they have already installed what has been de-
scribed as a peaceful reactor in Cuba, and that there is really no sharp
division, as I have put it, between the peaceful nuclear technology and
the military nuclear technology, that we would be setting up, wouldn’t
we, a f)re'tty dangerous situation for ourselves right next door?

AsT tried to understand that, it seems to me that the great interest
of the Soviet TTnion is in West. Germany not developing nuclear weap-
ons, and I understand that, But it wouldn't help us very much to have
set up, right at our shores, another power, very hostile to us, with a
potential of great danger for us,

1 think Mr. Seaborg said the other day that even if Cuba did misuse
this facility, it is « small nuclear reactor for peaceful purposes, and
it would take, I think he said 10, 20, maybe 100 years, to use it for mili-
tary nuclear purposes. I am not contradieting him, but I have heard
other opinions, and I wonder if you know ?

Secretary Lamp, Senator Dodd, I am not qualified as a scientist in
this particular field, but I have been advised that there are differences
that are involved as far as the peaceful plant application of the
nuclear art and that converted to a defensive or offensive capability
would require additional information, additional technology, and 1s
not as simple a matter as one might be led to helieve.

Senator Dobp, I didn’t suggest it was simple, but I assume this is
one of the reasons why the treaty provides for inspection of peaceful
nuclear reactors. I assume that 1s the real reason, so it can’t be used
for military purposes.

Secretary Lairp. That is one of the reasons, of course.

Senator Dopbp. If it is so far away as 100 years, it wouldn’t seem to
me that it would be very important that we have the requirement for
inspection of peaceful reactors. Would it to you?

Secretary Lamrn, I would believe that the inspection requirement
was most needed in this treaty. I cannot assess whether Cuba will
become a part of the treaty or not. I would hope that Cuba and Red
China, France, Israel, all would join and ratify this treaty.

Senator Dopp. Well, I would hope so, tos. But I merely raise the
question because it seems to me that, if these are the facts, then we
ought to be thinking about it. Nobody seems to know really, and T don’t
expect you to. I don’t know either. But it has been reported, it was
broadcast over Havana Radio, according to the monitored report which
T read, and I thought I should bring it to your attention today as well
as to that of Secretary Rogers.

Secretary I.arp, Thank you, Senator. '
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US. PEACEFUL NUCLEAR ASSISTANCE TO NONSIGNATORY COUNTRIES

Senator Gore. Would you mind my injecting one point here? Mr,
Secretary, it should also be noted that the UTnited States is now giving
nuclear technical assistanee to many countries, including nonsignatory
countries, including Israel, for instance,

Senator Dopp. Will the Senator yield?

Senator Gore, I was making the point that the United States is also -
furnishing reactors to nonsignatory nations for peaceful uses.

Senator Doon. What countries are they ?

NSenator Gore. Israel, for one, comes readily to mind. We are not
only giving nuclear reactor aid but the Ilisenhower-Strauss proposal
is to furnish to the entire Middle East with a very large dual purpose
desalination power production reactor. So long as it is for peaceful
uses, we certainly feel we are doing something to which we are entitled
to pia,udits. I have no information about the reported reactor in Cuba
but it might fall in the same category.

Senator Dopp. Will the Senator yield? We are not supplying any
reactor to a country that has announced that it will not be a party to
any such agreement,

. Senator Gore. We are furnishing nuclear aid to India, and she
is pretty close to not signing the treaty. We furnished reactor aid
to Brazil, who has announced that she will not sign, Thank you.

Secretary Lamp. Senator, could I comment on Senator Gore’'s—

The Cramryan. Go ahead, sir.

Secretary Lamrn, Just so there is no misunderstanding, I think
that the actual provision of article ITT, section 2 of the treaty does
not. in itself require that the nuclear material for peaceful purposes
be transferred only to someone that has signed the treaty. But I think
that section provides that, after the treaty is in effect, such a transfer
cannot be made to a nonnuclear state that has not ratified the treaty
unless the material is subject to the safeguards required by the treaty.
And T would like to further enlarge upon that because this is the
provision that really limits the movement of nuclear materials for
peaceful purposes to countries that may not sign, but they must
show assurances that they will follow the IAEA safeguards which
do provide for the inspection.

enator (Gore. The purpose of which is to avoid the use of a by-
product of a peaceful reactor for weapons purposes. I agree with
on.
y The Citamryan. Senator Mundt.

Senator Mu~or. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I might say, Mr. Secretary and General Wheeler, that I was de-
tained at another meeting during the earlier part of your testimony.
but T have since read it, and if I ask some questions which you have
previously answered you may answer them monosyllabically just to
get it in the record. Let the other details stand on their own,

I would like to start by asking General Wheeler a couple of
questions,

L] L -
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EFFECT OF TREATY ON U.S. DEFENSE STRENGTII

General, is there any way that you can think of that this treaty
might be construed as weakening the defensive strength of the United
States?

Gieneral Wheener, No, siv. 1 believe that the present treaty does
not limit us in defending ourselves or in honoring our treaty obliga-
tions, for example, to the NATO powers.

Senator Muxvr. Can you think of any way in which this treaty
might weaken our comparable defensive stature as far as the U.S.S.R.
is concerned ?

General WaeeLer, I don’t believe so, sir.

After all, the subject of this treaty is to prevent the spread of
nuclear weapons into nonnuclear countries. It has nothing to do
with our own nuclear or strategic forces nor with those of the Soviet
Union, except in article VI where therve is expressed the thought that
the signatory would proceed promptly to productive talks on the
limitation of arms.

Senator Muxpr. Correct. As I see it, there is nothing in the treaty
which in any way would prohibit either the U.S.S.R. or the United
States of Ameriea, if they should so desire, from stockpiling in their
own areas limitless numbers of types of nuclear devices?

General WHEELER. T agree with you, Senator.

Senator Munpr. Mr., Secretary, you concur in that ?

Secretary Larn. Yes, I do, Senator Mundt.

ABM AS THH DEFENSIVE ARM OF DEFENSE SYSTEM

Senator Muxpr. General Wheeler, we heard a lot of discussion about
the relationship of this treaty to nuclear devices, such as the ABM
system. Is there anything in the treaty other than article VI that would
affect that ¢

General WaereLer, The only article that bears upon that subject is
article VI, inmy judgment, Senator.

Senator Moxor, I think that is correct.

Now, we talk a great deal about the ABM, which is the defensive
arm of our defense system. We don’t seem to talk much about ICBMs,
which are the offensive arm. Which is the greater threat to the United
States insofar as the stockpile in Russia of their ICBM or ABM?

General WaeeLEr., The offensive weapons are the greater threat,
Senator.

Senator Munpt. 1t would follow, would it not, that the stockpile of
1CBMs which we have is a far greater threat to the Russians than
any kind of ABM system? :

General WneeLer. That is correct.

Senator Munpr. 1 say that because I wonld hope along with some
of my colleagues who have said this, that when you get to.article VI,
if the treaty is ratified, and you try to engage the Russians in negoti-
ations that you look at the whole nuclear weapon package. It would
not really achieve very much if we just either mutually our unilaterally
destroyed our offensive capacity and left the country open to attack
by any kind of offensive weapon that they can have,

General WurerLer. That is my view, too, Senator. As a matter of
fact, I believe the intent of article VI—and certainly what would seem
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to me the logical way to proceed—would be to negotiate both in the
offensive and in the defensive areas simultaneously. As I understand
the Soviet position, they are more interested in negotiating in the of-
fensive field than in the defensive field.

Now, perhaps I am wrong in that but this is the way I have read
the exchanges and the public statements that have been made.

Senator Munpr. I don’t want to neglect my old friend Mel; I want
to ask him a question or two.

Secretary Lairp. Thank you, Senator.

NEGOTIATIONS ON THE WHOLE NUCLEAR PACKAGE

Senator Muxpr. If there are negotiations, you are probably going
to be involved in them i some way. I wonder if you share this feeling
that if we negotiate with Russia about nuclear weaponry we had
better negotiate on the whole picture rather than going to them and
say, “Let’s negotiate about ABMs because you have them and we
don’t have them.” I don’t think we are in a very strong negotiating
power to start out on that basis, but we should take the whole nuclear
package. We have some things which they don’t have and they have
capacities which we don’t have. I believe that a negotiated conclu-
sion with only defensive power would be meaningless.

Secretary Latrp. T couldn't agree with you more, Senator. I think
that is most important, and I think that to do otherwise would be a
very grave error.,

Senator Munpr. I am glad to hear you sayv that. Secretary Rogers
said something very similar to that. A lot of mail and editorial and
radio and television commentary would lead one to believe if you
could negotiate away the right of power of a country to try to defend
its ICBM, we have accomplished something worth while. I just hap-
pen to believe we haven’t accomplished anything, and really in the
field of negotiations on nuclear weaponry we aren’t going to provide
security for either side of this ideological contest unless we get a
strong, total, and comprehensive nuclear disarmament program sub-
ject to mutual inspection which cannot be challenged.

Secretary Lairp. I would hope, Senator Mundt, it would include
offensive and defensive weapons whether they be nuclear or not.

Senator Muxor. I agree,

Secretary Latrp, Because there are areas of development in the area
of research and development which we are working on and which we
know the Soviet Uinion is working on, and it is most important that
this whole area be subject to the negotiation.

Senator Munpr. It is a good point because while nuclear destructive
power is the one most publicized we could very easily get a false sense
of security on either side if we simply said, “All right, we are out of
the woods now with nuclear power.” Because we have germ warfare
which we are not going to talk about very much, but if you have to
kill the other fellow it can be done that way. You have other new
scientific developments which can move into that. field, so I would have
to believe, however, that if yon got over the big hurdle of offensive and
defensive nuclear weapons, the total unchallenged and unchallengeable
mutual inspection, that we could probably expand that to include the
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striking capacity of either side. That would be a big prelude, it seems
to me, to a peaceful area. Do you agree !

Secretary Lairp. Yes, it certainly would.

General Wueerkr. It would be a logical first step.

Senator Muxpr. That is all, Mr. Chairman. Thank you.

SOVIET GALOSII SYSTEM

The Cuamman. I wonder if you would mind if I read one item
into the record, Senator? On the 15th of January, this is a quotation
on the anti-ballistic-missile defense from a statement by Secretary
Clifford:

During the past year, the Soviets apparently curtailed construction at some
of the Galosh ABM complexes they were deploying around Moscow, The signifi-
cance of this action cannot as yet be ascertained. However, it is the consensus of
the intelligence community that the Galosh system as presently deployed could
provide only a limited defense of the Moscow area and could be seriously degraded
by currently programed U.S. weapons systems, Nevertheless, until we achieve a
workable agreement with the Soviet Union on a limitation of ABM deployments,
we must continue to plan our strategic offensive forces on the assumption they
will have deployed some sort of an ABM system around major cities by the
mid-1970's.

The question has been in dispute here apparently as to its factual
merit. You said they were proceeding more rapidly than we, is that
just research and development or is it nctual deployment ?

Secretary Larp. Chairman Fulbright, first I would like to say that
I agree with the statement of Secretary Cliftord that the program
has been slowed down around Moscow, I would like to add to his
statement that I believe that has been slowed down because of the
recent information which we have had on research and development
activities in testing of a new sophisticated ABM system, and I believe
that the slowdown of the Galosh system is certainly a result of the
testing that is going on in the research and development field.

The Cuairman. How do they test it?

Secretary Lamp. A test similar to the kind of tests that we have
tried to carry on at Kwajalein, and they have a testing range in which
they carry on certain tests, and we carry on certain tests, too. I didn’t
mean to imply that they were the same kind of ABM tests that they
carried on in 1962 when they actually used the nuclear warhead, but
they did in 1962 carry on actual tests, but this is in the research and
development field, and we are confident that they are moving forward
with an upgraded system as far as their ABM program is concerned.

The CHAIRMAN. In the research and development field ?

Secretary Latmp, In the research and development field.

The CuarrMaN. But not in deployment? -

Secretary Lairo. The second part of your question, Mr. Chairman,
had to do with the expenditure, and the ratios which I was using on
expenditure. I did not use the research and development money in that
expenditure figure. I was using the actual expenditures as far as strate-

ic defensive forces. Take, for instance, and these are estimates, but
1n 1968 in this area, and this does not include the research and devel-
opment, the ratio was a little better than 3 to 1. Now if we add research
and development in some of the other space applications of their space
program and the defensive nature of part of their space program to
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these figures we come up with even a higher figure. But I was not
including the research and development estimates with those figures.
The Cirtammyax. The Senator from New York.

TIME ELEMENT INVOLVED IN ABM DEPLOYMENT

Senator Javers, Mr, Secretary, I am very interested in one question
which I think is left unclear and that is the time element available to
us. The Nonproliferation Treaty is not yet in effect. We have to ratify
it, it has to be ratified by 40 other nonnuclear nations, and the nuclear
powers who have signed it. Negotiations for disarmament or arms limi-
tation under article VI are going to take some time. What is your com-
ment upon the proposition that if we just move forward with the anti-
ballistic-missile system, that we will get, long before you can come to
erips with limitation of armaments, to the stage where “automaticity”
will have taken over with respect to the functioning of nuclear weapon
systems because of the reduced warning time, possible ambiguities as to
what may be happening, and the awesome technological complexit
of the systems? \H)mt are the time elements involved ﬁere? How much
time have we got before we are really so far committed to a new gen-
eration of missiles to try to do things to save mankind, to wit, enter
into the Nonproliferation Treaty and make a meaningful, sincere, good
faith effort to negotiate arms limitation?

Secretary Lamp. Senator, I can't read the mind of the Soviet Union
and the Red Chinese any better than anyvone else, I think, in this room.
I wish I could because if I were to answer your question I would have
to be in a position where I could make that kind of an estimate, and
I can’t do it.

Senator Javrrs. Well now, time lags are very long in these things.
You have spoken yourself about being able to do whatever you feel we
will have to do in the 1971 range. The question I am really asking yon
is how much time can we give to negotiations assuming circumstances
remain as they are? How much time have we got, in your judgment,
before we have to commit ourselves irretrievably to an anti-ballistic-
]mi]sgi?le system to give the art of negotiation an opportunity to take
10

Secretary Latrp. Senator, I tried to be very frank earlier today as
regards the study going on. It is a very thorough study being made.
T informed the committee that I leaned towards the deployment of
some protection as far as the Soviet Union accidental launc{led missiles,
the new FOBS system and perhaps some other protection there, and
particularly protection against the Chinese Communists.

I believe that if we find that this is practical and that we have an
effective system, and this review reveals that this is the case, that we
should go forward immediately on that basis, reflecting the views of
the Congress, to protect the security and the safety of our people.

Senator Javirs. Am I to take it that you do not believe that the
decision of the Congress to ratify the Nonproliferation Treaty, includ-
ing its good faith commitment under article VI to negotiate nuclear
arms limitation, echanges anything? You still would hold us in our
decision to the thin ABM deployment decision with no reference
whatever to the later decision to negotiate in good faith ?
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Secretary Lairn. No, Senator Javits, 1 do not believe that article
V1 requires unilateral disarmament on the part of the United States.

Senator Javits. Well, I think that is completely misstating my ques-
tion and trying to stick me with something which I don’t advocate any
more than you do. I didn’t say anything about nuclear disarmament.
I won’tlet you do that to me or to my argument.

All I am asking you is, are you going to give any weight to this new
commitment to negotiate in good faith which is new and follows
rather than precedes the determination to deploy a thin anti-ballistic-
missile system ? That is why I asked you, as the Secretary of Defense,
is there a time element which we can use to advantage to arrest this
race which may get beyond us. You do intend, just to see if we can
elicit an answer tﬁat would be fair to both of us and to the issue before
the country, you certainly do, as Secretary of Defense, intend to lend
yourself to good faith negotiation pursuant to article VI, correct ?

Secretary Lairp, I certainly do, Senator.

EFFECT OF ABM DEPLOYMENT ON U.8. NEGOTIATING POSITION

Senator Javirs. No question about that, You will agree as an intel-
ligent man, a man of great experience, there will be a material effect
upon our negotiating posture if we deploy the Sentinel. We can't
read the Russian mind as to their willingness to negotiate in good
faith any more than we can as to their plans for antiballistic missiles.
They may be very anxious to negotiate.

So you will feel, I gather, that nothing that you are going to do
about the antiballistic missile will adversely affect the good faith of
the United States or its capability to negotiate under article VI.

Secretary Latrp. No, Senator. Depending upon what our decision is,
and I believe that should our decision be to support a system along the
lines as approved by the Congress or a variation of that system, that
this very well could be an asset in the negotiations in that we could
get into the defensive as well as offensive area as far as negotiations
with the Soviet Union are concerned.

But in answering that I don’t mean to imply that that is an over-
riding consideration as far as the negotiations are concerned.

Senator Javits. So the overriding consideration with you would be
strictly the security issue without regard to this new treaty ?

Senator Lairp. I believe that as Secretary of Defense that is my
responsibility.

Senator Javrrs. And, therefore, if there is to be a change in that, for
political reasons pursuant to this treaty, this will have to come from
the President or the Department of State, or from us? After all, we
also can change our minds about the authority we have given you to
deploy a thin antiballistic missile system.

Secretary Lamp, And I will respect the decision of the Congress
absolutely. :

Senator Javirs, Right.

Secretary Lairn, Absolutely. The decision of the Congress is in the
other area, however, and I am respecting that decision made by a
majority vote of both Houses.

Senator Javrrs. I think you are making it very clear and I am grate-
ful to you and I think the country should be grateful to you. So far
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as vou arve concerned as Seevetary of Defense your job is security, 1f
there is anybody going to say there are overviding political veasons
for slowing up, not- domg it, waiting, the only comtort you give them
is that is your decision, My, Secretavy of State, Me, President, Mr,
Congress, T am not making that,”

Seevetary Lo, That is corvect,

Nenator Javees, And you are unable atzo to supply us with a seenre
time element, Suppose we said, “Look, Mr, Secretavy, yon are going
to review this, you are going to he vendy shortly after the middle of
Mareh, what about 90 or 120 days more > You wonld say, *1 am sovry,
f;‘"n:ys, Lean't tell you whether it is good or bad, you have to devide
that.

Seerotary Lawn, I would hope to be able to make a contribution to
that but. 1 believe that my primary vesponsibility is to proteet the
seenvity of this countey in the position of Seeretary of Defense. By
that, Senator Javits, T don't want to give the impression that 1 aw
not concerned about the problems that we have been concerned abowt
as members of the llunlllh. Fduention, and Welfare aml Approprin-
tions Committea over these last 16 years, T am concerned about the
problems of the cities, T am concerned abont entting back on defense
spending ax soon as we possibly eang so that we ean get on with other
areas of problom-solving in which I know we ave both interested. B
1 do feel that T have a new responsibility as Seevetary of Defense,
and 1 have this vesponsibility and do not treat it lightly,

KERPING CONGRESS INFORMED

Sonator Javers, Now, vou did give us some clue by saving you hoped
to ke a contribution to this question of the time, or roomy, for m-
nenver wo have in negotintion, Will that be part ol your review, so
that perhaps. -

Seeretary Laaun, D serve on the National Security Couneily and this
has been reconstituted, 1T think, in a very offective and in an eflicient
fushion by the President of the United States, this new administeation,
nned it is going to be a very etfective policymaking gronp as far as the
oxeettive braneh is coneerned,

But 1 want to assure you, Senator, that the decisions will not be made
by the National Seeuvity Council, Those decisions coming from the
Nutional Security Couneil and diseussed in the National Security
Couneil, will be the decision of the President of the United States and
the President. of the United States alone,

Senator Javers, Now, Me, Seeretary, you would not wish to imply,
I am sure, as a former member of the Congress, that we have any lluss
concern with theseeurity of the Nation than you,

Seeretary Loann, 1 wounld cortainly not mean to imply that in any
way, and ns in my fivst remarks to the distinguished Chaivman of this
committes, T made it very clear that I constder this group, this com-
mittee, the Senate, and the House of Representatives as coequals in
thiz business of governing the United States and giving divection to
policies and programs as far as our country is concerned, and 1 want
that undorstood very clearly. T have a great love for this Congress,

Senator Javers, And that you would give us all the help you ean in
giving us the clements of the decisionmaking process for us as well,
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For example, you will give us what ever help you ean on this question
ol what voom, or time, for nmueuver we have, without matevially
jeopardizing the seenvity of our Nation ¢

Seeretary Lo, That is corveet, and 1 feel that the Joint Chiefs of
Stafl shave that point of view, but T would like General Wheeler to
comment on that,

General Waestam, U feel that way, Senntor,

Senntor Javers, 1 odo hope our objective is not to outsmart each
other but to do our utmost to lay the issue bave, 1T hope perhaps wo have
stimulated you in our cotlective questioning to give us ax mueh help
as you ean, M, Seeretary of Defense, in considering how muneh room
for maneuver we have before the steen decree of the advanes of de-
ployment and teehnology takes the ball away from us all together,
Uhnnk you very much, We nay count very much on you on that,

Seeretuey Lamn, You certainly enn count on me for that, Senator,
1 know that we have had a tine associntion over the years, and 1 will
tey to he as geeat a help as 1 possibly can,

PORCE OF FRENTY IN TEME OF WAR

Seintor Javers, Just two questions nbout the text of the treaty and
then, Mr, Chairman, 1 shall be throngh,

One is this: 1 tind an interesting difforence of view in the testimony
lnst. year of Seerotary Rusk in sustaining the treaty and Goneral
Wheeler in connection with the teeaty, May 1 ask the Seevetary and
the QGeneral about. this question,

General Wheeler's opinion seemis to he that in the event of war the
trenty will become immediately inoperative, ‘That. does not seem to
be Secretary Rusk's view, So T wonld like to vead hoth statements and
perhaps vou gentlemen would desive to vefer this matter to even other
authority but. cortainly it should be Iaid upon the record. General
W healer testified at page 78 of the vecord :

Woll, of conrse, In the case of war, Senntor Alken, the troaty as 1 helieve
Reeretary Rusk polnted out yesterday immediately beeomes inoperative,

But when you look at Seevetary Rusk's testimony he didn’t say that,
Thisix what hesnid:

Waoll, 1 think, sy, there would be inhibitions tn the teeaty agatnst the notlon
that any kind of a contliet or dispute wonld antomntically vetlove that particulae
conntry or the disputant trom the oblgntions of the treaty * * * 1018 not intendwd
here that (e were fact that there ts an armed elnsh would operite to retlove n
puety of tx obligations under the treaty, But guch party might luvoke the with-
drawal article, glve fortinl notlee * * ¥,

Now, there is lots of varinnee there, armed clashes, war, and so
forth, The withesses may have been talking. about dim\n\nt things,
but. nonetheless, 1 think something ought. to be done to make clear
to ux what. is the construetion of our country s it enters into this
treaty, upon this very sevious question as to the force of the treaty
in times of contliet batween nations,

I wonld not wish to press the Seeretarvy to an answer, so if he would
vather not, T would usll\' unanimous consent that. whatever veply there
is be mado a part of the record, Would the Seeretavy profor that?

Secretary Lam, That would be fine, Senator,

The Cramraran, Without objection so ovdered,

PO-82R - O pt, B
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(The information referred to follows:)
StaTUS OF TREATY IN TIME OF WAR

Clarification has been requested of the status of the treaty in the event of war

In answering this question, it is necessary to differentiate among the many
types of situations that might be comprehended within the term “war”,

At one extreme would be the condition of general war involving the nuclear
powers and the use of nuclear weapons. With respect to this type of situation,
Secretary Rusk referred to the questions and answers furnished to our NATO
allies which stated that the treaty “does not deal with arrangements for deploy-
ment of nuclear weapons within allied territory as they do not involve any
transfer of nuclear weapons or control over them unless and until a decision
were made to go to war, at which time the Treaty would no longer be con-
trolling.” He said :

“I think sir, that this was simply a recognition of what today is almost an

clement of nature. and that is, in a condition of general war involving the
nuclear powers, treaty structures of this kind that were formerly interposed
between the parties would be terminated or suspended.” (July 11, 1968 hearings,
p. 27.
At the other extreme would be a limited, loeal conflict, not involving a nuclear-
weapon-state, In this case the treaty would remain in force, The first preamble
to the treaty considers *“the destruction that would be visited upon all mankind
by a nuclear war and the consequent need to make every effort to avert the dan-
ger of such a war” and the second preamble states the bellef “that the prolifern-
tion of nuclear weapons would seriously enhance the danger of nuclear war.”
This central purpose of the treaty would be subverted by maintaining that the
treaty was suspended in the event of such a war between non-nuclear-weapon
parties. Accordingly, such parties would be bound by the treaty unless and until
they exercised the right of withdrawal under Article IX,

lllt was this type of situation to which Secretary Rusk alluded in the following
collogquy :

Senator Carlson. In other words, let's assume that a nation would decide it was
necessary that it became involved in a war, could it, for instance, go to France if
France were not a signatory and get not only weapons but warheads and mate-
rials to transmit them?

Secretary Rusk. Well, I think, sir, that there would be inhibitions in the treaty
against the notion that any kind of a conflict or a dispute would automatieally
relieve that particular country or disputant from the obligations of the treaty.
There have been a good many armed clashes since the end of World War 11,

Senator Carlson, There will be some more, I am sure.

Secretary Rusk, I am sure there will be some more. It is not intended here that
the mere fact there is an armed clash would operate to relieve a party of its
abligations under the treaty. But such party might invoke the withdrawal article,
give formal notice—excuse me, I just wanted to look at this—if “Extraordinary
events related to the subject matter of this treaty have jeopardized the supreme
interests of its country.” Now, that withdrawal article is there, and each sig-
natory to the treaty has access to it under the provisions of the treaty.

Senator Carlson. In other words, you use the term “supreme interests?”’

Secretary Rusk. Yes; supreme interests,

Senator Carlson. It is your thought it would take more than just a provoca-
tion to result in a local conflict?

Secretary Rusk. That is correct, sir.

Senator Carlson, I was interested in that because I can see where it might be
very easy to withdraw even though you were a signatory to this treaty, provided
you decided that it was necessary to get into a conflict with another country. 1
wanted some clarification on that if I can get it.

Secretary Rusk. Senator, let me review the record and see whether I ought
to make a small extension of my remarks on this point, But the great objective
of this treaty is to make nuclear war less likely by preventing the spread of
nuclear weapons to additional countries,

Again, looking back toward the dozens and dozens of armed engagements that
have occurred since the end of World War II, some small scale, others large
scale, we would not expect that each one of these engagements should be trans-
lated into a nuclear engagement by casual action on the part either of a nuclear
power or nonnuclear powers.
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Senator Carlson. I shall not press it further, but it is rather easy to get into
a nuclear situation when you use nuclear warheads, is it not; they need not be

very large?

Secretary Rusk. That is correct, sir.

(July Hearings, pp. 27-28)

Thus, it is clear from Secretary Rusk’s testimony that in answering ques-
tions as to the status of the treaty in time of war, the particular situation in-
volved must be considered in the light of the intention of the parties and the
purposes of the treaty, It follows that there was no inconsistency between the
testimony of Genernl Wheeler, who was addressing the first type of situation
deseribed above, and was referring to Secretary Rusk’s prepared statement,
and the testimony of Secretary Rusk, who discussed both situations.

Source: Department of Defense.

EFFECT OF ARTICLE III ON NONSIGNATORY POWERS

Senator Javrrs. One other question which I have about the terms
of the treaty concerns this very interesting question of the uses—
of the peaceful uses.

[ don’t think it was left very clear that the testimony of Secretary
Rogers is to the effect that so long as a nation which is a nonsignatory
of the treaty enters into the arrangements that the treaty requires for
inspection, that we can enter into arrangements with that nation,.
wit!hin the terms of the treaty for the peaceful uses of nuclear energy.
I might tell the Secretary of Defense, I read the language and said it
wasn’t clear to me as a lawyer that that was so, but. Secretary Rogers
snid that is the way the State Department construes it.

Again if the Secretary feels that he would rather take that home
and under advisement, I would suggest the same thing,

Secretary Lamp. Well, I would appreciate doing that. I addressed
myself to that point so far as article FPI (2) is concerned o little carlier
today, and if there is a difference that has developed here that I am
not aware of between the interpretation of the State Department and
the interpretation that I put on the article in my colloquy with Senator
Gore, I would lik to clear that up,

The Ciramman. Will the Senator allow me to add to that? As long
as you are going to undertake to clarify it, in addition to that aspect,
I would appreciate anything the administration has to offer with
regard to the Turatom aspect of it. Last summer there was a little
uncertainty.

Secretary Lap. Fine, we can take care of that at the same time
but I think that situation is about the same.

Senator Javis, Of course we would gather that you will take care
of the coordination between your own Department and the State
Department, D

ccretary Lairp. Yes, I will be in contact with Secretary Rogers.

Senator Javrrs. Just to be sure.

fSecretm"y Latrp. If there is a difference here which I was not aware
of.

The Ciratrman. T am not aware of it.

Senator Case. I don’t think there is.

The CitamrMan. I don’t think there is.

Senator Javrrs. It would be fine if there is not.

Secretary Lamp. We will certainly see that there is not, It will be
worked out and the statement will be placed at this point in the record
if there is any difference because it is not intended.

Senator Javirs. That is fine,
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('The document referred to follows:)

ARTICLE III

At issue in your question, Senator, is whether a party to the Treaty could
make arrangements to supply a non-party with nuclear materials if such mate-
rials would be subject to the safeguards called for by the Treaty. The Treaty
would, indeed, permit such arrangements. Article III(2) is an undertnking by
the parties not to provide source or special fissionable material or equipment
especially designed for the processing, use or production of the latter to non-
nuclear weapon states for peaceful purposes “unless the source or special fission-
able material shall be subject to the safeguards required by this article.” If
the material were subject to such safeguards, whether or not the recipient was
a party to the Treaty, this condition would be met.

There is no discrepancy between this answer and (1) Secretary Clifford’s
on page 50 of the printed record of the July 1908 hearings on the Treaty in
response to a similar question from Senator Cooper; (2) the testimony of Secre-
tary Rogers and Mr, Fisher at pages 362-3 and 372-3 of the hearings on I'ebruary
18, 1969 ; and (3) the testimony of Secretary Laird at page 416,

With respect to the proposed agreement between Euratom and the IAEA pur-
suant to Article 111 of the Treaty, there have been no new developments not cov-
ered in Secretary Rusk’s communications to Chairman Fulbright, dated January
17, 1969, except for the subsequent signature of the Treaty by Italy. Italy, like
the three other EURATOM members that have signed the Treaty, has indleated
that it does not intend to ratify the Treaty until agreement between IAEA and
EURATOM has been reached.

Source : Department of Defense

(Subsequently the committee asked for and received from ACDA
the following information on “source or special fissionable material :)

U.S. ArMS CoNTROL AND DISARMAMENT AGENCY,
Washington, February 27, 1969.
Hon, J. W. FULBRIGHT,
Chatrman, Commiittee on Foreign Rclations,
U.8. Senate

DeAR Mr. CramyMaN: I understand that your Committee desires further
clarification as to what constitutes “source or special fissionable material” under
the Non-Proliferation Treaty, and specifically whether either of those terms
would apply to radioisotopes used for medical purposes.

As for the definition, I would like to confirm the response inserted in the
record of the July, 1068 hearings at page 66. Currently no radloisotopes used
for medical treatment or diagnosis would come within this definition. If a medical
treatment application were found for a radioisotope that did come within this
definition, the quantity involved would almost undoubtedly be so small as to
pose no risk from the point of view of the treaty, and would come within the
IAEA de minimis rule found in the IAEA Safeguards System (1963), the per-
tinent portion of which is enclosed.

The foregoing conclusions have been verified by appropriate officials of the
Atomic Energy Commission.

Sincerely,
GERARD SMITH,

Enclosure : Bxtract from IAEA Safeguards System, 1965,

ExTrACT FroM IAEA SAFEGUARDS SYSTEM, 1065

“21, Nuclear material that would otherwise be subject to safeguards shall
be exempted from safeguards at the request of the State concerned, provided that
the material so exempted in that State may not at any time exceed :

(a) 1 kilogram In total of special fissionable material, which may con-
sist of one or more of the following :
(1) Plutonium;
(if) Uranium with an enrichment of 0.2 (209%) and above, taken
account of by multiplying its weight by its enrichment;
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(1il) Uranium with an enrichment below 0.2 (209 ) and above that
of natural uranium, taken account of by multiplying its weight by
five times the square of its enrichment;

(b) 10 metrie tons in total of natural uranium and depleted uranium
with an enrichment above 0.005 (0.5%) ;

(¢) 20 metric tons of depleted uranium with an enrvichment of 0.005
(0.5% ) or below ; and

(d) 20 metric tons of thorium.”

(Excerpt from the 1968 hearing follows:)

The terms “source material” and “special fissionable material” are defined in
the Statute of the International Atomic Energy Agency, a treaty to which the
United States is a party. These definitons, which were patterned afer U.S.
atomic energy legislation, will be applicable under the Non-Proliferation Treaty
by virtue of the role to be played by the International Atomic Energy Agency with
respect to safeguards under that treaty, The definitions are as follows:

“Article XX. Definitions.

“Ag used in this Statute :

1. The term “‘speclal fissionable material” means plutonium-239 ; uraninm-233;
uranium enriched in the isotopes 235 or 233 ; any material containing one or more
of the foregoing; and such other fissionable material as the Board of Governors
shall from time to time determine; but the term “specjal fissionable material”
does not include source material.

2. The term “uranfum enriched in the isotopes 235 or 233" means uranium
containing the isotopes 235 or 233 or both in an amount such that the abundance
ratio of the sum of these fsotopes to the isotope 238 is greater than the ratio of
the isotope 235 to the isotope 238 occurring in nature.

8. The term “source material” means uranium containing the mixture of iso-
topes occurring in nature; uranium depleted in the isotope 235; thorium: any
of the foregoing in the form of metal, alloy, chemical compound, or concentrate ;
any other material containing one or more of the foregoing in such concentration
as the Board of Governors shall from time to time determine; and such other
material as the Board of Governors shall from time to time determine.”

The Board of Governors has never made any determination as to the inclusion
of other material in the definition of either “source material” or ‘‘special fission-
able material”.

With reference to another point raised by Senator Hickenlooper in the same
colloquy, the negotiating history of the Non-Proliferation Treaty fully supports
the response by Senator Pastore to the effect that a nuclear submarine (as dis-
tinguished from a nuclear bomb that might be carried in such a submarine) is
not considered to be a “nuclear weapon” within the meaning of this treaty.

CREDIBILITY OF U.S. NUCLEAR DETERRENT

Senator Javrrs. Now, finally, Mr. Secretary, I found something in a
speech by Paul Warnke, the Assistant Secretary of Defense, which was
made in October 1967 which I think would bear consideration by you.
Again, if you feel that it is something that you would want to think
about, please do. 'This is much too important to give us an answer off the
top of your head. Mr. Warnke indicated that one of the reasons for the
deployment of the thin anti-ballistic-missile system was that he thought
it. would help to remove the doubts as to the credibility of our nuclear
deterrent, bearing in mind that the credibility of our nuclear deterrent
is eritically important to the nonnuclear nations. I am sure the Secre-
tary understands how serious is our commitment to the nonnuclear
nations,

There is a lot of loose talk about not being the world’s policeman,
with which I thorou%hly agree. But we must understand the tremen-
dous dimensions of the moral commitment we are undertaking to the
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nations that sign away their options to develop atomic weapons of
their own.

He said one of the elements invalidating the credibility of our nu-
clear deterrent, would be the deployment of this thin anti-ballistic-
missile system.

Does the present Sccretary of Defense think that that should be an
element in considering whether or not to deploy it ?

Secretary Larrp. I certainly do, and this is a part of one of the ele-
ments being considered in the present study that is being carried on.
I think General Wheeler would agree with that, too.

Senator Javirs. So if we don’t agree with that conclusion, that
would not be a conclusion relating to the security of the United States.
It is a political question.

Secretary Lainp, That is a political question in the terms that Paul
Warnke addresses it in his speech. I think Secretary Clifford used a
similar position in his speech before the Press Club, I believe, in Au-
gust, in which he outlined that as one of the prime considerations.

Senator Javirs, Would you consider it your duty to contain that
(}lwstion in your review, or would your review leave that question to
the State Department, the President, and the Congress?

Secretary Laro. I think that is & very important Fart of the review,
and would be certainly considered by the National Security Council
too, in its consideration of this whole matter.

Senator Javrrs, I was more concerned with whether you would con-
sider it part of your review. In other words, if you are going to confine
yourself to the security aspect of this matter and follow through in a
nice straight line on the security aspect, isn’t this quite a political thing
that you are undertakin{;?

Secretary Lairp, Well, this also affects the military aspect, and I do
not want to give the impression, Senator, and perhaps I oversimplified
this, I believe that there are certain political aspects that have to be
considered, too. But this goes to the heart of the military question as
well and I believe the Department of Defense is very much involved
in that as they are in other matters today.

Senator Javirs. If we allowed you that, Mr. Secretary, I hope you
will allow us also a little indulgence in appraising the security-aspects
of the matter.

Secretary Lairp. Well, I have felt that I have had a lot of latitude
when I was on that side of the table before, and I don’t think you will
ever find any criticism of the Congress coming from me. I am finding
it though a little more difficult to be on this side of the table than 1t
is bemfg on that side, It is much easier being a critic, and [laughter]
and I found that, although it is enjoyable to be in the executive branch,
I feel that it is a little more difficult to get out of the role of the critic
which I was always in as a member of the minority in the House of
Representatives.

enator Javits, I won’t let the Congressman say that about himself.
I have sat with him in too many conferences. He has done very many
constructive things with lots of 1nitiative and I will not let him give his
own appraisal for himself in that way.
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PUBLIC INFORMATION ON SENTINEL PROGRAM

Just one other peripheral thing. There has been a big flap that the
military organization of the country engaged in quite a big burst of
propaganda to sell the Sentinel anti-ballistic-missile system before
Congress made its decision.

Now, we are in a new administration, with a new Secretary. The
Secretary may or may not choose to comment on what I am about to
say but I would hope that whatever decision you do come to, at least
we won’t have to, if we don’t agree with you, fight uphill against that
$80-billion compl’ex across the river with all the connections that Gen-
eral Eisenhower spoke about. I ho;foe we will really be able to fight this
one out in the public forum on a fairly even basis.

Secretary Lairp, Senator Javits, I did comment on the release of
that report which had to do with a program of public information
as far as the Sentinel was concerned in the last administration. That
was a report that was held within the Department of Defense and the
Department of the Army, and immediately upon hearing of the report
and its existence, reading about it in the local newspaper?i ordered that
that report be made uglic to everyone. I do want to assure you that
once a decision is made in the Department of Defense on amendments
to the budget, I certainly will expect everyone there in the Department
of Defense to support the position which we take, to sup{)ort the posi-
tion which the executive branch takes, not only the civilians but also
the military will support that position. We will try to use the best
possible means of convincing you and your colleagues in the Senate
and the House based upon the facts, based upon the study that we
made, of whether our position is right or wrong, and we hope that on
the basis of the kind of information we present you will support our
position,

Senator Javirs. You will make available to us everything you know
that is competent for the public domain, and in executive session un-
der protections of the law, of everything we ought to know. The only
thing I had in mind was the question of taste which is involved.

I think you have shown your attitude on that by the way you re-
leased the public relations plan. But I think there is a big concern
here, which I voiced, frankly I think voicing it is adequate, consider-
m% the people that I feel we are dealing with.

Secretary Lairp. I share your concern.

Senator Javrrs. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

PRIOR CLASSIFICATION OF MEMORANDUM

The CrarMAN. On that, Mr. Secretary, why was such a document
classified ? Why should it ever have been secret? What is the justi-
fication for the classification?

Secretary Lairp. I am not sure of the exact classification on that re-
port, Mr. Chairman.

The CHamrMAN. It was first confidential.
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Secretary Lamp. I think it was for oflicial use only but don’t hold
me to that. It may have been confidential,

The CramrmaN. One of the editorials stated it was, Would you re-
member, General Wheeler, what it was?

General WrerLer. I never heard of the report, Mr. Chairman, until
I read about it in the newspaper, so I don’t remember what the classi-
fication was.

The Cramryan. Do you know Lt, Gen. Alfred Starbird?

General WHerLER. Yes, sir; I do.

The Cratrman. He is the one, isn’t he, who sent this memorandum?

General WareLER. He may have, sir, but this was in Army channels,
It was not in Joint Chiefs of Staff channels.

Seeretary Lamp, I would like to say T know the general very well
and he is a very capable and outstanding Army officer. T think that
certain parts of the document which I ordered released are not in
accordance with the manner in which we intend to operate in the De-
partment of Defense as long as I am Secretary of Defense. But T do
want to make it very clear that I have had an opportunity to talk
to General Starbird, and he is one of our outstanding Army officers.

The Cramman. Certainly nothing I have said should be interpreted
to mean he is not outstanding. The danger is they are too outstand-
ing. [Laughter.] You give the Department $80 billion and all that that
implies, there is no force in this country that can stand up against you,
That is what bothers us. I am by no means snying he is not an able
man. That goes for all the Joint Chiefs as well as General Starbird.

Secretary Lairp. Well, T had some criticism of certain paragraphs
in that memorandum and I thought it was overly public.

APPROVAL OF MEMORANDUM QUESTIONED

The Criarman. You made it public. You didn’t say whether you ap-
proved of it. Do you or don’t you approve of that approach ?

Secretary Lamp. No: T can assure youn, Senator, that kind of a pro-
cedure will not. be used as far as the Department of Defense is con-
cerned, and T think that some of the phraseology in the document was
just misleading. T hope it was, UUnfortunately, the document that was
first referred to in the newspapers was not the document that was ap-
proved. It was a draft that had not been approved, and the draft that
was approved, even that draft had certain sections that I think should
have heen changed.

The Cuamraran, This, T take it, was done before yon took over,
wasn’t it?

Secretary Lairp, T want to assure the Chairman of this committee
that this was done long before I became Secretary of Defense.

The Crramyan. Of course the Post says, and this is really all I know,
since I haven’t seen the memorandum, “Mr. Laird has now made pub-
lie the program that was finally approved and with one or two changes
it exactly matches the Starbird proposal” which left the impression
that any difference was of a minor cllmracter. If that is inaccurate, of
course it ought to be corrected.

Secretary Lamn. Well, the point that T made, Mr. Chairman, was
that the document, even as finally approved, had certain objectionable
sections.

The CrairmMaN. You don’t approve of it ?

Secretary I.arp. I do not approve of it, and I can assure you that
this has been changed.
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ACTIVITIES OF INDUSTRIAL COLLEGE OF TUHE ARMED FORCES

The Criamagax, Mr, Seeretary, earlier T mentioned certain activities
that are a little unrelated to the treaty, that is, the capacity for influ-
encing public opinion, not only directly but indirectly decisions on
matters such as the deployment of ABM. I remind you of another ac-
tivity which once before I was engaged in and I was vigorously at-
tacked for because I raised the question of the military educational
program which extended to the civilian _population of this country.
Your exchange with Senator Javits, if I understood it correctly, is
that you said once you make a decision you expect your colleagues in
the Department to support it. .

1 have no objection to that. But I do have a very serious question
about an activity of an extensive nature that is carried on by the De-
partment of Defense and specifically by the Industrial College of the
Armed Forces, as o matter of fact, for many years, and other activities
which do give your Department, I would say, an undue advantage over
the civilian agencies of our Government. I only ask you to look into it.
I am not asking you right now to make any declarations at all and T am
putting some material into the appendix of the record simply in the
hope that it will draw your attention to the problem and maybe a more
moderate approach could be taken,

The point. is this: It seems inappropriate for the military depart-
ment. in this or any other government, to undertake to educate the peo-
ple generally upon such things as the comparative political systems in
the world, and upon the significance of ideological aspects. These are
the seminar programs which in your pamphlets have been carried on
for & number of years, and I believe 1t states in one I have here, has
reached nearly 200,000 people, in many difterent. areas, including my
own state. I question the appropriateness of the military undertaking
this type of indoctrination, if you like. I don’t know why the Indus-
trial College declined, or at least up to now failed, to supply the com-
mittee staff with two types of lectures which have been delivered by
your people. One is on the presentation entitled “On Public Opinion,”
and one 1s entitled “Inside TVSA.” I would hope you would ask your
people in the Industrial College to supply them simply to make our
records complete. They have supplie(F others. But there are aspects
of this kind of study which, it seems to me, are not appropriate for
the military to undertake. It is somewhat similar to the criticism this
committee had on your research and development program in which
vou authorized and are carrying on programs for research in the social
sciences in universities in Sweden, in Japan, and in Africa. You remem-
ber that exchange we had last year, I believe, don’t you?

Secretary Lairo. Yes, sir.

DOD ACTIVITIES BEYOND TIIE S8COPE OF THE MILITARY

The Cwamman. I would simply urge that you look into this. And
T would hope that you would agree that some of these activities go
beyond the proper scope of the military’s responsibility. They are not
directly or even approximately related to the mission or responsi-
hilities of the Defense Department even though they might be use-
ful in themselves.
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This led most of us to feel that the only reason you engage in
these activities is because you have the money. You have money
beyond the necessity of the military so you are engaging in education
and research of a general nature. So I will put this in the record for
your information. I don’t expect you to comment on it. You were not
expecting it and I am only taking advantage of your presence here
to raise the matter because I will expect some further exchanges on
it, after you have had a chance to review this material.

You may be acquainted with it. If you wish to comment it is per-
fectly all right but I didn’t want to press you for that that now be-
cause I think it would be unfair.

(See pages 506 to 518 of appendix for material referred to.)

Secretary Lairp. Senator Fulbright, I appreciate the opportunity
to look into it at a later time. I have had concern about some of the
research activities funded in the Defense Department that should
have been funded in the Health, Education, and Welfare budget. I
served on both of these Appropriations Committees for a long period
of time, and I have raised similar questions about the activity of the
Department of Defense in certain of the social fields. The Department
of Defense should not transgress on the responsibility of the Depart-
ment of Health, Education, and Welfare or any other department in
the area of research and I will be very happy to review this and
provide the committee with full response to your questions.

READER'S DIGEST ARTICLE

The Crairman. Recently there was in the Reader’s Digest, which I
believe, has the largest circulation of any magazine in the world,
an article about one of your admirals, Admiral McCain, and it makes
statements, similar to some that were furnished to this committee
some years ago, which were very optimistic statements about Viet-
nam, I will put it in the record in order to make this question more
comprehensible.

(The article referred to follows:)

[From Reader’s Digest, February 1969]
IN VIETNAM, THE ENEMY 18 BEATEN

AN INTERVIEW WITH ADMIRAL JOHN §.MC CAIN, JR.,' COMMANDER IN CHIEF PACIFIC
By John G. Hubbell

Q. Admiral McCain, what 18 the military situation in Vietnam?

A. We have the enemy licked now. He is beaten. We have the initiative in all
areas. The enemy cannot achieve a military victory; he cannot even mount an-
other major offensive, We are in the process of eliminating his remaining cap-
ability to threaten the security of South Vietnam. I am convinced that that is why
he has come to the conference table in Paris—ito try to win there what he has failed
to win on the battlefields. We must, of course, expect further periods of very hard
fighting as he attempts to negotiate some sort of victory. He could not care less
about sacrificing manpower in an effort to win a political objective.

Q. Political and military leaders have been making this kind of optimistic statc-
ment for the last four years, yet the war has continucd to escalate. What rcason
is there for such optimism now?#

1 After two years as the Commander in Chief of U.S. Naval Forces in Europe, Admiral
'Z\Ic(,'ta’ll? t(t)ﬂr over his Pacific command last July 31. Since then he has visited Vietnam at
east monthly.
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A. My optimism is based on hard military realities. The enemy has suffered
staggering losses. More than 420,000 communist troops have been killed, 170,000
11st year alone. In both Vietcong and North Vietnamese army units, leadership
and general caliber of troops are deteriorating rapidly. The Vietcong has been
s0 decimated that two thirds of its ranks are now composed of North Vietnamese,
and the training capacity of the North Vietnamese can’t keep up with the Viet-
cong’s demands. Inexperienced youngsters are replacing battle-seasoned veterans
(we have captured 14-year-olds). North Vietnam has had to increaxe its draft
age from 30 to 33. North Vietnamese officers who have surrendered or deserted
lto tu;a complain bitterly of having had to throw inadequately trained troops into
hattle,

North Vietnamese and Vietcong desertion rates have been high and appear
to be accelerating. Of the nearly 90,000 who have come over to us since 1903,
almost half have come in the past two years. Knemy troops now are giving up to
our side at a sustained rate of 500 per week (including prisoners of war). In
short, for the past year we have been looking at an increasingly anemic military
capubility.

Q. Is this the result of some new strategy on our part?

A. It’s the result of having worked a terrible attrition on the enemy for four
vears. In recent months, General Abrams * has taken the Initiative from the enemy
in brilliant fashion. An enemy offensive in May—the first they were able to
Jaunch since last winter's Tet offensive against South Vietnam's cities—was
crushed. The enemy then spent months gathering his forces for another major
offensive in August. But Abrams hit the enemy in his staging areas before he
was able to strike, and there was no August offensive. The South Vietnamese
military supported by allied forces are rooting out the enemy’s political appara-
tus, scattering his guerrillas, surfacing his arms and food caches, blocking his
lines of communication, sealing off his sources of recruitment and undercutting
his every hope of revival ns a military threat,

Q. How 18 General Abrams able to launch such effective pre-cmptive atrikes?
He must have better intelligence now than was available a short year ago, prior
to the Tet offensive. It appeared that no one kncw that was coming.

A. There are really two answers to that, First, we did have signs that the Tet
offensive was coming, but we didn’t read them correctly because we couldn’t
believe what we were seeing. We couldn’t believe that the communists would
profane Tet, which is the most sacred time of the year to all Vietnamese, espe-
cially after agreeing to honor it with a truce.

Second, our intelligence is indeed much better now. One reason is that, after
the communists so savagely violated Tet, large numbers of South Vietnamese
finally turned against them, Prior to this, many South Vietnamese had no tradition
of loyalty to the central government. Now such a tradition is developing. The
people have becone better sources of intelligence. In retrospect, the Tet offensive
may have been the turning point of the war, where the enemy once and for all
lost the South Vietnamese people—which is what this war is all about.

Q. And there is no chance the enemy could launch anothcr offensive as savage
as Tet?

A. Obviously, if you give an enterprising enemy a breathing spell, he is going
to re-establish some capability. He is going to rebuild bridges, repair roads,
train and equip forces and move supplies south. But he can’t do anything
again on the scale of the Tet offensive. Our intelligence is too good and our forces
are too strong for him, It is possible he will try something spectacular—a major
rocket attack on Saigon, for example—but it would be aimed mainly at demoral-
izing the American people and at scoring bargaining points at the conference
table in Paris. .

Q. You say the communists have lost the South Victnamcese people. What is
the situation in the countryside, in the villages?

A. About 70 percent of the population now lives in relatively secure areas. This
is largely the result of the government of South Vietnam’s pacification effort
and its new Phoenix Program, a highly efficient and successful intelligence effort
which got under way in late 1967, Its purpose is ito destroy the commuuists’
political structure in South Vietnam. It goes about this by gathering intelligence
putting together dossiers, and distributing ‘“most wanted” lists in villages and
hamlets. We are now able to go into villages and pick up the communist leaders.

1 W, Creighton Abrams, Commander, U.S. Forces Vietnam,
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Recently, for example, we apprehended 57 of the highest-ranking communists in
Quang Duc province. We have destroyed the communist infrastructure in many
villages and severly damaged morale among communist cadres.

Q. How cffective are South Vietnam’s armed forces now?

A, They have come a long way. In recent months, they have been displaying
an increased morale, proficiency and dedication. The main reason is that they
are receiving much better training and are being led by a growing number of
competent, combat-experienced men. Also, they are now equipped with the M--16
rifle (replacing the M-1), which increases their firepower by 50 percent. And
there have been intangible factors, including the increased support of the South
Vietnamese people, and an awareness that the war is being won.

There is still a lot of room for improvement, of course. but, in one recent week
we got a good look at what the South Vietnamese can do. First, South Vietnamese
Marines and regional-force soldiers took on the enemy at the Phnee Tan outpost
in Tay Ninh province, killed 148 and inflicted a casualty ratio of 20 to 1. Four
days later, a Civilian Irregular force at Katum outpost in Tay Ninh province met
the enemy, killed 137, inflicted a casualty ratio of 13 to 1 and captured a large
quantity of arms and munitions. Two days after that, the enemy launched simul-
taneous attacks on the Phuoc Tan and Thien Ngon outpoests in Tay Ninh province,.
Both attacks were beaten off; the enemy lost 276 killed, the South Vietnamese
only 11. Significantly, these battles were fought close to the enemy’s Cambodian
sanctuaries, where he is supposed to have an advantage.

Just as happened with South Korea’s armed forces, I believe it is entirely
reasonable to assume that South Vietnam will come out of this war with a suffici-
ently strong military posture to face up to any communist aggression in future
years. I think, too, however. that as in Korea, some sort of American military
presence will be required in South Vietnam for several years.

Q. Do we need more men in Vietnam to finish the war?

A, Our current authorized strength is 549,500 (U.S. forces actually there now
total 537.500), and total allied strength is about 1,400.000. This should bhe ample
to do the job, particularly in view of the enemy's fast-deteriorating military
posture.

Q. Do you have any advice for a war-weary American people?

A. Yes. We must remember that the communists announced publicly long ago
that they meant to extend their dominion over the world’s peoples through “wars
of national liberation.” Vietnam is the first “war of national liberation,” the
testing ground. If the communists make it work there, we must expect to find
ourselves involved in more such wars elsewhere. 8o we must not let it work in
Vietnam. We must fight it to a finish. and achieve in Paris the kind of peace that
will convinece the communists that their evil experiment in warfare will not work
anywhere else. The job will be much easier if every American understands that
the war i« ns much his concern as that of the boys who are doing the fighting,
bleeding, and dying.

SEEKING ADVICE OF DEPARTMENT OF STATE

Senator Fureriarir. Because of that I sent a letter to the Secretary
of State, and I will read you one paragraph from their reply. It says:

T have been informed that the interview—that is, the McCain interview-—was
submitted for clearance to the Department of Defense, which asked the Depart-
ment. of State to take part in the review, in accordance with established pro-
cedure, On December 3, we returned the interview to the Department of Defense
with a number of recommended amendments based on foreign policy considera-
tions. We have subsequently been advised by the Department of Defense that
it received our recommended amendments and telephoned them to Admiral
MeCain in his headquarters in Hawaii. We find that some of these recommended
amendments were incorporated in the interview and some were not.

This raises a question which has arisen before. What is your view as
to the proper policy when you have a situation in which you seek the
advice of the Department of State? Is that purely advisory and do you
reserve your right, vour complete right, to approve any kind of state-
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ment an admiral or general under your direction is to make or is the
State Department or any other agency given equal consideration in
permitting such statements? )

Secretary Latrp. I would think the State Department would be
given every consideration. I don’t believe, however, that in an interview
the State Department would serve necessarily as a censor in this case,
I am aware of the problem. Many of our mii)itary as well as civilians
give interviews, and I am sure that this is what happened in this
particular case. I will be glad to look into it further, Mr. Chairman.

The Cnamran, It is a matter of policy. This particular interview,
in my opinion, is very provocative to the North Vietnamese. If 1
tried to put myself in their position I would say provocative and I
would say it certainly does not help promote the solving of issues in
Paris. The timing of it was not wise. This is in the February 1969
issue of the Reader's Digest. Many of us in Congress are trying to be
quiet and not talk too much about these negotiations in order not
to be disruptive. Let me read to you to illustrate what I mean.

The question to Admiral McCain is: “What is the military sitaa-
tion in Vietnam?” T'be admiral says: “We have the enemy licked
now. He is beaten.” We have heard this before, and it didn’t turn
out to be quite that way. He says, “IVe have the initiative in all areas.
The enemy cannot achieve a military victory; he cannot even mount
another major offensive. We are in the process of eliminating his
remaining capability to threaten the security of South Vietnam. I
am convinced that that is why he has come to the conference table
};1 ]{l’ar’is——to try to win there what he has failed to win on the battle-

elds.

I wonld say that is not designed to help the situation in Paris.

Secretary Lairp, Mr. Chairman, I know that you understand that
we try to keep things as open as we can in this country, I will be glad
to look into the interview to which you refer and the objections the
State Department had. I have not had an opportunity to read that
State Department letter. :

MAINTAINING PROPER BALANCE BETWEEN CIVILIAN AND MILITARY

The Criairman, What I am doing is drawing your attention to what
I think is another aspect of the problem of keeping a proper balance
in our Govermment and our country between the military and the
civilian part of our Government. When you consider that you have at
your disposal over $80 billion and there aire innumerable enormous in-
dustrial complexes in this country, who are interested in your pro-
gram, as the Senator from New York said, I don’t know whether we
have the capacity to resist anything you want. Through something like
Starbird's memorandum, youn can generate an enorinous pressure. There
is hardly anything we can do about it.

In the editorial this morning it says, among other things, that
General Starbird recommends “the coordination of the whole effort
with the private public relations efforts of industrial firms involved in
the building of the Sentinel system.” Involved in that are some of the
biggest corporations in the world and certainly the biggest in the
United States with billions of dollars of resources. The Senator from
Tennessee states that some 15,000 contractors are involved in this mis-
sile program.
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T am not trying to be eritical of you. You are new to this position.
What I am trying to express is our deep concern over a situation as
to whether or not. the eivilian branch of this Government, and spe-
cifically the Congress and the Senate, can maintain a proper balance
in the consideration of these very impovtant issues,

OPINION OF CERTAIN SCIENTINTS ON ABM

Yesterday we heard two outstanding seientists, We were told they
were formerly with the Defense Department, are now with MI'T,
which is constdered one of the great institutions. They were brought,
here to speak to Members of the Senate about the A BM.

1 think it is fair to say both of them expressed doubt about the feasi-
bility of the Sentinel system. I don't wish to speak for them, but 1 be-
lieve that is a fair assessment. You have said you lean toward the ABM,
Sentinel system,

First, T would like to ask you how does Mr, Packard who is chair-
man of the review committee, feel 2 Does he lean toward it or against it ?

Secrvetary Lamo, I would rather have Mr, Packard speak for him-
self as chairman of the review committee, IMe is trying to proceed
in a very objective way.

The Criamaran. I just assume you have talked to him about. it and
you had a knowledge of his feelings.

Seeretary Lamn, As far as his recommendation, which he will make
to me and then we will take it to the National Security Council and
to the President, T would not want to prejudge that. The study is
a very serious study, and, as T said earlier, one newspaper has reported
that we have decided to cancel it and the other has reported that
we have decided to go forward I would rather just keep 1t that way
for a little while,

The Cunamraan. That is all vight. T just. wanted to know. I thought
maybe you had consulted him.

Last spring, 1 believe, when the Senator from Kentucky's resolu-
tion was up, some of us asked members of the Armed Services
Committee, who had made the recommendation for the approval of
the thin Sentinel system, whether or not they had invited any inde-
pendent scientist, one who was not associated with the Pentagon
to testify. As I recall it, they said “No.” All of those who testifie
were either witnesses within the Department or so closely associated
with some aspeets of the Pentagon that they could be considered what
we sometimes call n trained seal. Theére were no independent
scientists.

Now there are a number of scientists we know who don’t approve
of it. These two individuals, although they have been in on many
of your weapons systems studies, indicated yesterday they did not
believe this particular system was teclmicul’ly feasible, They were
not concerned about the political implications, They made fairly posi-
tive statements that as a practical matter of operational efliciency that
it was a very dubious undertaking.

Now, the recent veport of Mr, Nossiter about o study by an official
of the Budget Bureau states that there have been 13 weapons systems
accounting for $40 billion, 1 think, since 1964, which were proved to be
ineffectual. You see, a doubt is raised in one minds,

Do I make myself clear as to what I am getting at?
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Seeretary Lairp, Yes, I have been raising some of the same kinds
of questions as a member of the Defense Appropriations Committee
and as Secretary of Defense.

Senator Gore, That is good.

RELATIVE MILITARY POSITIONS OF UNITED STATES AND US.S.R.

‘The Cieamaran, 1 would like to return to the subject of the relative
military position of the Soviets and ourselves. After thinking about
it & moment, it seems to me that what you have said is this, and I
would like you to correct me if I am wrong, that the Clifford state-
ment seems to indicate that the Soviets are working at the same level
as we are. They are not moving forward with deployment but are
going very strong into research and development. The Senator from
Kentueky whose resolution it was last year, as I recall it correctly,
was for going forward with research and development; he just didn't
want the deployment.

Senator Cooren, Right.

Tho Cnamsan, It I understand the situation and if I am not cor-
reet I hope you will correct me, all we need to do is not deploy the
Sentinel but to increase research and development to be equal with
the Soviets, Am 1 correet?

Secretary Lamo, Mr. Chairian, the Soviets have deployed a system,
and T would just like to make it elear that this is very firm information
we have that the Soviet Union has deployed an ABM system. Now, it
is true that they have not moved as rapidly as Secretary McNamara
estimated in his appearance before the Senate Appropriations Com-
mitteo and the Ilouse Appropriations Committee. But this is a sub-
stantial system,

The Crramman. Are you talking about the Galosh system ?

Sceretary Lamp. And it is about half way toward completion. Now
it. proteets just the Moscow area. I believe that that system has been
slowed down in the last 12 months because of the research and develop-
ment program that is being carried forward by the Soviet Union, and
[ must assumo that on the basis of the information that I have and
aet accordingly, because this system does affect our strategic balance
as far asthe Soviet Union is concerned.

Now, as far as some of the other statements that are made about the
Tallinn and the other systems that were referred to earlier, I am not
suro that they, as presently deployed can be used as an ABM system.

Tho Cuamyman. I understand it is extremely dificult to have an ef-
fective defensive use for these weapons. This is the very problem. This
is why these two gentlemen yesterday were saying that really there is
no good sound evidence that these systems will work well as defensive
units, The Russians do have missiles.

Secretary Lamrn. I would like to invite the Senator to come out to
Kwajalein and watch some of the experiments. I am sure that it will be
most enjoyable for you to see the experiments. The Soviets have been
conducting experiments in this area since 1962, and we have the equip-
ment, the electronic equipment, which we could. I think, demonstrate
to the Senator in a very effective fashion whoether we can make inter-
cepts or not, and I would certainly invite the Chairman to look over
the actual programed games with this type of equipment.
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The Cramyan. T appreciate the invitation. Perhaps some time we
can do it but I am afraid T ean’t do it before we have to vote on this
treaty, and make & decision on this. But for the record 1 want to quote
further from Mr. Clifford’s statement. This was on January 1[5 and
hesays:

Their Galosh ABM system resembles in eertain important respeet the Nikee
Zeus system which we abandoned years ago because of its limited effectivencss,

Maybe there is just a diflference of opinion between you and ofhers
as to the effectiveness of this galosh system, but if so, this is such an
important matter, that it should he resolved and not proceeded with
if 1t is uncertain, Your own predecessor only a month ago said the
NIKE-ZEUS system, in effect. is very limited in efleetiveness, which is
a polite way of suyin% it isno good.

Secvotary Latgp, Well, I wouldn't disagree with the statement made
by my predecessor in this office, T am not trying to upgrade the system
in any way, the Galosh system, and if my comments have indieated
that, I did not mean to imply that.

1 do, however, feel that the system hax been deploved and as Seere-
tary of Defense, it is impossible for me to say that the svstem is ineflee-
tive. When we are dealing with the closed society in the Soviet Union it
is necessary for me to take the position that it does have some effective-
ness, T don’t think we ean just say that on the basix of the information
that we have, that that system is ineffective,

The Citairman. The Senator from Tennessee wishes to ask a ques-
tion,

EFFECTIVENESS OF ABM QUESTIONLD

Senator Gore. Mr, Seeretary, in line with the questions of Senator
Trulbright, a few days ago General Westmoreland favored us in Ten-
nessee with an address, T didn't have a chance to vead the text of his
speech, But T reeall the headline was “ABM Will Work, General West-
moreland Says.” General Westmoreland’s eredentials as a seientist ave
not as imposing as his record as a general, and his rank as a general,

T had been suggesting to my constituents that there was some doubt
about the effectiveness of ABM. T had not been quoting General Wost-
moreland, T had been quoting Dr. Foster, lw:u% of the research and
development. bureau of the Department. of Defense, who has testi-
fied that there is no efleetive ABM defense against a massive sophisti-
eated Soviet ballistic attack on the United States. Would you agree
with Dr, Foster?

Seeretary Lamn., On the basis of the statement that you quote 1
would be inelined to agree with Dr. Foster, yes, Senator Gore, T think
that such n massive attack on the part of tha Soviet Union there
would be bound to have missiles getting through. T believe Dr, Foster,
is a very competent and qualified seientist, T have asked him to stay
on as Director of Reseavrch and Development in the Department of De-
fense, T think that shows the kind of confidence T have in him, and 1
am sure that the statement he has made is correet.

Senator Gore. T share your confidence in his capacity.

Two years ago the subcommittee of which T am chairman held ex-
tensive hearings in executive session on this subject, Dr, Foster testi-
fied at length, as did General Wheeler, and many other people. T hope
it will be possible very soon to hold a publie heaving for informational
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purposes, The American people are, T think, justifiably concerned
about this question, what. 15 an ABM, what would be its effect, what
are its dangers, what ave its purposes? .

Now, you say you lean toward protection of the American people.
1 am sure all of us share that feeling. Back before the days of seven
footers, Senator Cooper and 1 played college baskethall in Appalachia,
Then the best. defense was a good offense, wasn't ity Senator Cooper.
This was before the full court press, [ Laughter.]

So this coneept is involved here.

ELEMENTS INVOLVED IN PUBLIC PROTECTION

In protection, there ave, it seems to me, three major elements in-
volved, One is the offensive or defensive relianee which should be
maximized, and which wonld provide the greatest defense; second the
effectiveness of defense, defense against an incoming missile ; and then,
thirdly, protection of onr own people against not only a possible enemy
weapon but.our own weapons,

Now, in his testimony before my committee, General Wheeler said—
1 will not vefer to it in detail, beeause it was in exeeutive sesgion-—-
it was within the plan to have a civilinn defense, a vast. shelter pro-
eram providing shelters for 250 million people in conjunction with the
ABM, beeause an intereeption of a ballistic missile by another ballistie
missile has such timing that many of the interceptions would be over
the United States eausing radioactive fallout.

So there is a question not only of accidental explosion involved,
against. which we must try to seck to proteet onr people, if there is
to be deployment, there is also protection agninst intentional explosion.

I will not go into it in great. detail here. It is past 1 oclock,

It seems to me, Mr. Secretary, if I may drive home the point, that
the real security for the American people, the real protection of the
Ameriean }mop]o, the genuine defense of the American people, would
be to reach an agreement that neither we nor our potential enemy
would have such weapons in place subject either to aceidental detona-
tion, intentional detonation or any other danger therefrom,

So you have been very helpful, and I thank you. 1 will not press you,

Secretary Lairp. Thank you.

The Cramman. Senator Aiken, you had to leave & moment ago for
o meeting,

Senator AgeN, Mr, Chairman, I am sorry I missed most of this
hearing beeause I was particularly anxious to see how the new Scere-
tary of Defense would react to sitting on the other side of the table.

IMPLEMENTING LEGISLATION 10O TREATY

I assume that the Nonproliferation Treaty will be approved by the
Senzde but T would like to point out that although some of us, includ-
ing myself have had questions regarding some provisions of the
treaty and particularly statements which have been made in reference
to it, that the final job of safeguarding the interests of the United
States will vest with the implementing legislation which will come out
of the Joint Committee on Atomie Fnergy, That is one reason that 1
felt it was important to attend the other meeting this morning, T have
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been here long enough to realize that the new Seeretary is very adroit
in taking eare of himself, and answering all questions according to his
beliefs. T have no desire to participate in any endurance contest, because
the committee always has the advantage over the witness,

The Cruamran. ITe isn't worn down, He doesn’t look worn down to
me. He looks fresh.

Senator AikeN. I think his experience on the other side of the table
has proven to be of real value to him. So I have no questions to ask.
I am sure they have all been asked. I look forward with interest to
reading the answers,

The CrrairMan. Arve there any other questions?

You both have been extremely patient and very responsive, I think
it has been a good hearing.

SOVIET REACTION TO U8, DECISIONS

I just want to say one thing, not as a question, It is prompted by a
comment you made a moment ago, Mr, Secretary, that you couldn't
read the Soviet mind. I ean’t either, but T do think that we may have a
lot to do with what that mind reflects, It isn’t rigid, it doesn’t neces-
sarily remain the same, and that is one of the reasons why it is so im-
povtant. that we make the vight decision on the ABM. Our decisions
have a great. deal to do with how the Russians vreact: our decision on
ABMs will have a great deal to do with what they decide to do. But.
one can't be certain. You seem to feel that you have to assume the
worst because you are Secretary of Defense. I don’t know whether
that is true or not, but it is, of course, traditional,

Secretary Lamp. T hope that isn't true, Mr. Chairman, that I give
that impression. T do believe that sometimes we fail to consider in our
defense planning exactly what is going on behind the Tron Curtain, and
I would like to know more about what is going on behind the Iron
Curtain, because in order to have a sufficiency or an adequacy or any
other term you want to use, as far as our defense establishment is
concerned, whichever, we need the best possible kind of information,
We know they have the best information on us because we are so open
in our society.

The Crairman. I agree with that, and I certainly agree with you
that we ought to know all about it but I still don’t think it invalidates
the idea that being the richer, and I think the more sophisticated tech-
nologically, what we do has a great deal of effect upon how they react.
There is an interaction here, %fl%y just don’t go down a line without
regard to what we do or say. I think we can have some effect. That was
the only thought I wished to leave.

NATURE OF A SOVIET ATTACK

Senator Gore. I just wish to add one further thought. I know all
of us have difficulty disciplining ourselves, but it just seems to me
unthinkable that the Soviets would ever contemplate launching any-
thing against the United States except an all-out attack. I don’t know
how we could plan on a thin system tYmt would not be effective against
an all-out attack, as Dr. Foster says. I can’t imagine the Soviet Union
touching us with a powder puff. If an attack ever comes it will be
massive, in my opinion.
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Secretary ko, 1 think your point is well taken, and should be con-
sidered. I alluded briefly earlier today to the possibility that in the
long term it could very well be that the Soviet Union and the United
States would be negotiating to protect themselves against a few missiles
on an ABM systen.

Senator Gore. From somebody else?

Secretary Lamrn. From somebody else,

Senator (Gore. Yes, I agree,

Secretary Lamn. So I don’t want to just discount that 100 percent
by anything that I might say here today.

Senator Gore. Well, thank you. You have been very lwlyful.

The Coamyax. Mr, Secretary, thank you very much. We appreciate
your coming.

To compTete the record, I would like to make reference to three
reports which were done by the Library of Congress concerning the
Nonproliferation Treaty. One was done by Charles R. Gellner and two
by Ellen C. Collier of the Foreign Affairs Division. They will be filed
in the appendix. (See pages 450-184.)

The committee is adjourned. We will be in executive session on
Tuesday.

(Whereupon, at 1:25 pan., the committee was adjourned.)

(Additional statements were received for the record but the com-
mitteo decided not to publish them, since public hearings on the
Nonproliferation Treaty were held last year.)
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[ From Sclence, Jan, 10, 1069 )
NEW CANAL: WHAT ABOUT BIOENVIRONMENTAL RESEARCH?

The protests of scientists concerned about U.S. plans to build a new inter-
ocennic Atlantie-Pacific sea-level canal seem, like television commercials, to
grow louder and longer. These scientists claim that, unless thorough, extensive
sclentific studies are carried out before the occans are linked, serious and ir-
remediable ecological consequences may oceur,

Since 1906 it has been recognized that eventnally another canal would have to
be built, as traflic through the Panama Canal increases. Some 1400 ships now ply-
ing the seas cannot pass through the existing canal beeause of draft and beam
limitations. It is estimated that the canal will have reached ecapaeity around
19835, with a flow of 19,000 ships a year. About 13,000 ships now pass through the
canal each year.

After the outbreak of civil violence in I'anama in 1964, President Johnson asked
Congress to establish a five-member Canal Study Commission to lay the ground-
work for a new canal project. Members of the commission are Robert Anderson
(chairman), a diplomat; Robert Storey, a lawyer; Milton S, Eisenhower, a uni-
versity president; Kenneth IMelds, a former Army engineer; and Raymond Hill,
a civilian engineer. The commission has an appropriation of $24 million and has
heen assigned a final reporting date of 1 December 1970, The commission's task
is, among other things, to recommend a location for the second eanal, to study
the scope of the anticipated negotiations with the country involved, to recommend
an excavation technique, to assess costs and means of support, and to consider
defense system for the canal. Some ceritics say that, with a multitude of politieal,
diplomatie, engineering, military, and tinancial problems facing the commission,
the scientific considerations tend to get lost.

Scientists find two proposals for the canal particularly controversial: a pro-.
posal that the channel should be at sea level, thus intermixing the two oceans,
and a proposal that atomic energy be used to dig it. They argue that consideration
of either of these proposals should be preceded by extensive research into the
possible environmental consequences, Scientists fear, for example, that Hnking
the two oceans might result in serious changes in certain specles of marine life,
which may be genetically different in the Atlantic and the Pacific. They say that
interbreeding may lead to sterilization of the offspring in some species, They
wonder whether existing predator-prey relationships would be ups<et, with certain
species becoming extinet and others overabundant. They worry lest temperature
and water currents might be changed, and the balance of marine life thereby
affected, They are also concerned about the sociological effects of the canal upon
nearby tribal populations, which might be upreooted from their homes and means
of livelihood. They warn that the use of atomic explosives to dig the eanal may
endanger plant and marine specles, contaminate the food chain, and ultimately
harm man.

Some scientists note that the only large-seale Canal Commission research pro-
gram now under way is a Corps of Engincers study of feasible engineering
methods, Environmental research pertaining to the eanal is only modestly sup-.
ported and is limited in scope. The Atomic Energy Commission (ALC) and the
Smithsonian Institution are conduecting research programs specifienlly designed
to yield data on the canal. The commission alvo has asked the National Science
Foundation and the Interior Department’s Bureau of Fisheries to orient their
own research programs, where possible, with canal studies,

The Smithsonian ecological research is self-supported. Tnitiated in 1967, it
was funded at $55.000 last year and at $73.000 this year. The program focuses
primarily on the possible biological consequences of linking the oceans with
a saltwater channel, which would make possible the free movement of all types
of tropienl ocean biota across the isthmus. The Smithsonfan’s Tropical Research
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Institute near Balbou, in the Canal Zone, conducts studies of existing marine
life and the ocean environment. Projects vary from a comparative study of the
offeets of temperature changes on the metabolism of tropical fish to an investiga-
tion of behavioral diserimination in Atlantle and Pacific shallow-water sea
urchins, Only early results of this research are available—results such as
the discovery that certain marine specles can be crossbred.

The AEC's research program is supported by the Canal Commission, Begun in
1963, {he 5-year, $3-million recearch project has n more narrow focus than the
Smithvonian rescarch, The ALC ix responsible for making radiological studies
of the safety of nuclear excavation, These AEC bioenvironmental studies are
contracted to Battelle Memorlal Institute, which, in turn, subceontracts to uui-
versities, firms, and individuals, Projects include a study of human, agricnltural,
freshwater, and saltwater ecology, the construction of predictive models on
fallout distribution patterns, and analyses of the transfer of radioactivity through
the food chain, The Battelle Institute’s programs are still largely in the data-
collecting stages, One project which is well advanced, however, is an experimental
program with radioactive nuclides. The institute has found nearly 300 nuclides
unsafe for biological species.

Canal Commission executive director John Sheffey recently told Seience that
Commnission members are in the process of negotiating ecological research pro-
posals with Battelle Memorial Institute, which total $250,000, Sheffey said he
has had “very strong assurance” from Commission members who plan to meet
next Monday that some of Battelle’s projects will be approved. Battelle has
primarily proposed completing identitication of marine life specimens collected
by Gilbert 1. Voss, professor of marine sclences at the University of Miami, to
learn more about marine life populations.

ADDITION AT, RESEARCH PROPUSED

Some scelentists who argue that AEC and Smithsonian ecological research pro-
grams are Inadequate want the federal government to sponsor a much mere
comprehensive, in-depth environmental study relating to the canal, which would
run the coxst into the millions figurve, instead of thousands. Sidney Galler, Smith-
soninn assistant seeretary for science, feels that such research would cost between
$25 and $50 million over a period of 15 to 25 years and would involve numerous
government and private institutions. (It Is estimated that the chartering, oper-
ation, and data collection for one research ship for 1 year would cost ahout
$2.5 million. At least two ships, one on the Atlantie and one on the Pacific side.
would be needed to conduet studies over a period of years.) Feologists recommend
that a survey and extensive studies be conducted of both the deep ocean and
the continental shelf. The focus. they say, should be on food-chain studies, marine
life, ocean currents, fish breeding, temperature differentinls, wind conditions, and
transplantation possibilities. The tfirst phase of such a rescarch program would be
the gathering of fundamental data on biological, physical, and anthropologieal
resourees in the Pacifie and Caribbean. This would be followed by comprehensive
testing, by predictions, and possibly by a preventive program, base on system
analysis, mathematical modelings, and pilot testings., This research would be
conducted during as well as before construction of the canal, and interim results
would be made available for technical applications,

“With the exception of Battelle’s work, there has not been a comprehensive
rosearch program with the object of ecological evaluation either proposed or
supported by the Commission,” Smithsonian’s Galler has said. His views are
largely shared by Smithsonian sclentists Ira Rubinoff, assistant director of
marine biology, Smithsonian Tropical Research Institute: I. Il Wallen, director
of the Office of Oceanography and Limnology ; and David Challinor, deputy direc-
tor of international activity, The Smithsonian scientists would like to sce the
federal government establish a national commisston of environmental assess.
ment, which would sponsor full scientific research on the possible ecologicnl
consequences of construction of the eanal and propose prophylactic action where
necessary,

In an article tn Seience (30 August) Ira Rubinoff suggested the creation of
1 multidiseiplinary environmental contrel commission with broad powers to
assess potential alterations in the environment. ITe has also suggested that a
sclentific advisory panel consisting of oceanographers, ecologists, and marine
scientists he convened to disenss the scope of feasible pre-construction experi-
mental research. Challinor recommends training sclentists to assess the research
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needs. He says there is only a handful of scientists in the nation who have the
expertise and the reputation to handle the canal-research data.

But the fanciful red brick towers of the Smithsonian are not the only place
where comments flow. Richard Rosenblatt, an associate professor of marine
biology at Seripps Oceanographic Institute, also fecls that present knowledge
and research are inadequate. One of his deepest concerns is a fear that the canal
will place different morphological species in direct competition with each other,
thereby disrupting the marine balance. Perhaps the most outspoken critic of the
Canal Commission’s proposal to build a sea-level channel is Lamont Cole, an
ecologist at Cornell University, He objects to linking the oceans without long-
term breeding experiments on what he believes may be genetically different
marine populations : he warns that marine life is highly sensitive to even the most
minute temperature differentials. On the question of atomic energy, Cole feels
that present expertise is not sufficient to prevent dangerous radioactive isotopes
from contaminating water and land and eventually upsetting the fo~d chain.
“I think this is the most irresponsible suggestion that I can remember since
Admiral Byrd’s senile proposal to blow ice caps off Antartica,” he says.

Beologists will face numerous problems in their efforts to secure an intensive
canal bioenvironmental research program. For one thing, an economy-minded
Congress indicated last spring that it was not entirely sympathetic with the
Canal Commission’s financial problems, An extension of the commission’s report-
ing date by a year and a half and an increase of $6.5 million were granted only
after considerable debate.

Another problem is that of possible conflicts of interest. The AEC, for example,
is charged with promoting the peaceful uses of atomic energy, yet it is also
responsible for insuring that safe radioactivity levels are maintained. Thus far
there has been little interest shown by any agencies other than AEC and the
Smithsonian in eanal bioenvironmental research.

Not all of the problems relating to the canal are ecological. Another issue of
interest to scientists is the question of the nuclear test ban treaty. If the U.S.
Government decides to use atomic energy to build the canal, the present inter-
national nuclear test ban treaty, which prohibits nuclear explosions which would
cause radioactivity to be present beyond a nation’s territorial 1imits, would have
to be changed. Some U.S. officials believe the U.S. could obtain Soviet consent if,
in exchange, the U.S. would agree to allow the Russians to use atomic energy to
build harhors in the Bualtic. But this, of course, is speculation.

There are also vested political considerations involving the Canal Commission,
evidenced by a comment from Canal Commission executive director Sheffey:
“They [scientists] are Interested in research whereas we are interested in tac-
tical problems.” While political, engineering, and legal interests are represented
on the five-member Canal Commission, there is no spokesman for scientific inter-
ests per se. Sheffey admits that some government officials take the view that
“research is nice to have, but not very important,” and he adds, “we can’t be
certain of the biological implications, until after the canal is built anyway—
regardless of how much research is done now.” Sheffey does not view the poten-
tial environmental consequences of a canal as particularly serfous. “The possi-
bilities of any serious disruptions to nature are very remote,” he says, “and the
potential threat to biota is so insignificant that it doesn’t merit spending a lot
of money on it.” Sheffey also added, “it is obvious that Wallen and other Smith-
sonian scientists adopt the policy of taking an alarmist view to attract attention,
and they tacitly admit it.”

On the other hand, scientists feel that planning for the canal provides an
opportunity to collect and analyze invaluable ecological data through extensive
research, “I think its sole justification should be science, . . . This is a tremen-
dously interesting once-in-5-million-years experiment,” Wallen says. A lot of
ecologists also seem to feel that the planning stages for the new canal provide
a class opportunity for scientists to do what they can do to see that man does not
manipulate his environment on a major scale without assessing the conse-
quences.—MARTT MUELLER,
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[From BioScieuce, January 1969])
THE SEA-LEVEL PANAMA CANAL: POTENTIAL BIOLOGICAL CATASTROPHE
(By John C. Briggs?)

While the possibility of a sea-level canal somewhere in the vicinity of the
Isthmus of Panama has been discussed for many years, its feasibility as an engi-
neering project has become enhanced as the result of recent experimental work
with nuclear devices that can be used for excavation. It appears now that
the undertaking of this project will be strongly supported as soon as the current
economic crisis in the United States is over. Until recently, the only facet of the
plan that had drawn the attention of many biologists was the possibility of radia-
tion damage., However, Rubinoff (1968) finally pointed out that there would
be other important biological effects and gave examples of disastrous invasions
that have occurred in other places as the results of human interference.

THE NEW WORLD LAND BARRIER

The New World Land Barrier, with the Isthmus of Panama forming its nar-
rowest part, is a complete block to the movement of tropical marine species
between the Western Atlantic and Eastern Pacific. This state of affairs has
existed since about the latest Pliocene or earliest Pleistocene (Simpson, 1965 ;
Patterson and Pascual, 1963) so that, at the species level, the two faunas are
well separated. It has been estimated that about 1000 distinct species of shore
fishes now exist on both sides of Central America but, aside from some 16 circum-
tropical species, only about 12 can be considered identical (Briggs, 1967).

This land barrier is also effective for marine invertebrates, Haig (1956, 1960)
studied the crab family Porcellanidae in both the Western Atlantic and Eastern
Pacific and found that only about 7% of the species were common to the two
areas; de Laubenfels (1936) found a similar distribution in about 11% of the
sponges he studied; and Ekman (1933), about 2.5¢9% for.the echinoderms. It
seems, therefore, that only a very small proportion of the species in the major
groups of marine animals are found on both sides of the Isthmus of Panama. The
present Panama Canal has not notably altered this relationship since, for most of
its length, it is a freshwater passage forming an effective barrier for all but a few
euryhaline species.

With regard to the tropical waters on each side of the isthmus, there is no
reason to suspect that each area is not supporting its optimum number of species.
Studies of terrestrial biotas have indicated that most continental habitats are
ecologically saturated (Elton, 1938; Pianka, 1966) and that islands demonstrate
an orderly relationship between the area and species diversity (MacArthur and
Wilson, 1967). Assuming the niches of the two marine areas are filled, achieving
maximum species diversity, invasion by additional species could alter the faunal
composition but should not permanently increase the number of species.

REGIONAL RELATIONSHIP

The tropical shelf fauna of the world may be divided into four, distinct zoogeo-
graphic regions : the Indo-West Pacifie, the Eastern Pacific, the Western Atlantic,
and the Eastern Atlantic. While the Indo-West Pacific undoubtedly serves as the
primary evolutionary and distributional center (Briggs, 1966), the Western
Atlantic Region may be said to rank second in importance. Its geographic area is
larger, its habitat diversity greater, and its fauna considerably richer than
for each of the remaining two regions. Since the Western Atlantic species
are the produects of a richer and therefore more stable ecosystem, we may expect
that they would prove to be competitively superior to those species that are
endemic to the Eastern Pacific or Eastern Atlantic,

1The author 18 Professor and Chairman of the Department of Zoology, University of
South Florida, Tampa, Florida 83620. This research was supported by National Sclience
Foundation Grant GB-4330. Helpful suggestions were recelveg from Jv L., Simon, H. H,
DeWitt, and T. L. Hopkins.
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An examination of the faunal relationships between the Western Atlantie and
fhe Eastern Atlantic does provide good circumstantial evidence that species from
the former are competitively dominvant. An impressive number have managed to
traverse the open waters of the central Atlantic (The Mid-Atlantic Barrier) and
to establish themselves on the eastern side. IYor example, in the shore fishes there
are about 118 trans-Atlantic species but only about 24 of them have apparently
come from the Indo-West Pacific via the Cape of Good Iope. The rest have prob-
ably evolved in the Western Atlantic and have successfully performed an eastward
colonization journey across the ocean. None of the trans-Atlantic species belong
to genera that are typically Eastern Atlantic. Recent works on West African
invertebrate groups tend to show that an appreciable percentage of the species
is trans-Atlantic (Briggs, 1967). It scems likely that the great majority of these
species also represents successful migrations from the Western Atlantic,

EFFECT OF THE SUEZ CANAL

The Suez Canal is a sea-level passage that has been open since 1869, but itx
biological effects are not entirely comparable to those that would occur as the
result of a sea-level 'anama Canal for two reasons: first, the Suez ('anal connects
two areas that are separated by a temperature barrier, the Red Sea being tropical
while the Mediterranean is warm-temperature ; second, the Bitter Lakes which
form part of the Suez passageway have a high salinity (about 45 0/00) which
prevents migration by many species.

Despite the abhove difficulties, the limited migratory movements that have taken
place through the Suez Canal do provide some significant information. At least
24 species of Red Sea fishes have invaded the Mediterranean (Ben-Tuvia, 1960),
16 species of decapode crutsaceans (Holthuis and Gottlieb, 1938). and several
members of other groups such as the tunicates (Pérés, 1958), mollusks (Engel
and van Eeken, 1962), and stomatopod crustaceans (Ingle, 1963). So there is
ample evidence of intrusions into the eastern Mediterranean, but there are no
relinble data that indicate any successful reciprocal migration. Furthermore,
there are some indications that the invaders from the Red Sea (a part of the
vast Indo-West Pacific Region) are replacing rather than coexisting with certain
native species. George (1966) observed that, along the ILebanese coast, the
immigrant fishes Sphyraena chrysotaenia, Upeneus moluccensis, and Siganus
rivulatus may be replacing, respectively, the endemic Sphyraena sphyraena,
Mullus barbatus, and Sarpa salpa.

AN ANCIENT EVENT

I't is now well established that in the past one or more seawanys extended across
Central America or northern South America for a considerable period of time,
probably throughout the greater part of the Tertiary. While these oceanic
connections assured the initial development of an essentially common marine
fauna in the New World tropics, they operated as an important barrier for
terrestrial animals. Later, perhaps about three million years ago, tectonic forces
gradually produced an uplift that re-established the land connection between
the two continents,

The effects of the new intercontinental connection must have been rapid and
dramatie. The fossil record of this event is fragmentary but considerably better
for the mammals than for the other terrestrial groups. Simpson (1965) pre-
sented an interesting and well-documented history of the Latin American
mammal fauna. His findings relevant to the re-establishment of the Isthmus
may be summarized as follows: (a) the full surge of intermigration took place
in Pleixtocene times with representatives of 15 families of North American
mammals spreading into South America and seven families spreading in the
reverse direction; (b) the immediate effect was to produce in both continents,
but particularly in South America, a greatly enriched fauna; (c) the main
migrants to the south were deer, camels, peccaries, tapirs, horses, mastodons,
cats, weasels, racoons, bears, dogs, mice, squirrels, rabbits, and shrews; (d)
in South America, the effect was catastrophic and resulted in the extinction
of the unique notoungulates, litopterns, and marsupial carnivores; the native
rodents and edentates were greatly reduced; and (e) now, South America has
returned to about the same basic richness of fauna as before the invasion.
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Comparatively, the invasion of Central and North America by South Ameri-
can mammals was not nearly so successful. The three migrants that have
managed to survive north of Mexico—an opossum, an armadillo, and a porcu-
pine—apparently occupy unique niches, Simpson (1965) noted that when eco-
logical vicars met, one or the other generally become extinct. The dominant
species that invaded South America were the evolutionary products of the
“World Continent” including both North America and the Old World (the
Siberian Land Bridge was frequently available).

CUTTING THE ISTHMUS BARRIER

How effectively would a sea-level ship canal breach the New World Land
Barrier? The engineering problems have been worked out using scale models.
Although the mean sea-level is 0.77 feet higher on the Pacifle side, it would
have little effect compared to the effect of the difference in tidal amplitude. The
tidal range on the Pacific side is often as great as 20 feet while it is usually
less than a foot on the opposite side. For an open canal, it has been calculated
that the tidal currents would attain a velocity of up to 4.5 knots and would
change direction every 6 hours (Meyers and Schultz, 1949). Tide locks would
probably be employed to regulate the currents but it seems apparent that the
vast amount of fluctation and mixing would provide ample opportunity for
most of the marine animals (as adults or as young stages) to migrate in either
direction.

NUMBER OF AFFECTED SPECIES

Data on the number of marine invertebrate species that inhabit the major
parts of the New World tropics are not available, The total fauna is so rich
and so many groups are so poorly known that it almost defies analysis. Voss and
Yoss (1955) reported 133 species of macro-invertebrates from the shallow waters
of Soldier’'s Key, a little island (100 by 200 yards) in Biscayne Bay, Florida.
The tiny metazoans comprising the meiofauna of the sediments were not sampled.
Work in other areas has shown that the numbers of individuals per square
meter in the meiofauna are about 100 times that of the macrofauna (Sanders,
1960). Although a complete tally of species has apparently never been made, there
are indications from partial identifications (Wieser, 1960) that the number
of species in the meiofauna is at least four or five times greater. For Soldier’s
Key, if we assume that the meiofauna is only four times richer in species, we
would have a total of 665 benthic invertebrates.

Ichthyologists who have collected among the Florida Keys would probably agree
that the shallow waters of Soldier’'s Key could be expected to yield close to 30
species of fishes, This provides an admittedly rough but useful ratio of 1:13
between the numbers of fish and invertebrate species for a small tropical local-
ity. Although the fish fauna of the western Caribbean is not yet well known, the
number of shore species can be approximated at about 600; this is probably a low
estimate since we know that more than 600 exist in Ilorida waters (Briggs,
1958). Using the 1:18 ratio, the number of marine invertebrate species for the
western Caribbean can e estimated at about 7800. Adding the fish species gives
a total of about 8400 marine animal species.

The tropical Eastern Pacific possesses a less diversified fauna than the Western
Atlantie. The Gulf of Panama and its adjacent waters is probably inhabited by a
shore fish fauna of some 400 species. Using the 1:18 ratio gives an estimate of
about 5200 species for the invertebrates and a total of about 5600 marine animal
species, The great majority of tropical, shallow-water animals are very prolific
and possess highly effective means of dispersal. It has been estimated that $0-
85% of all tropical, benthic invertebrate species possess planktotrophic pelagic
larvae (Thorson, 1966). Since the fishes are relatively mobile, it seers apparent
that the great majority of the animal species under discussion would be capable
of eventually migrating through a saltwater canal,

Assuming that 809 of the species on each side of the isthmus would succeed
in moving through the canal, 6720 species would migrate westward and 4480
eastward, However, since we are dealing with only rough approximations, it
would be more appropriate to simply estimate that we would probably witness
the invasion of the Eastern Pacific by more than 68000 species and the invasion
of the Western Atlantic by more than 4000 species.
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PREDICTION

A logical prediction can be made most easily if the pertinent information
given above is summarized as follows:

1. The great majority of the species on either side of the Isthmus are distinct,
at the species level, from those of the opposite side.

2. The habitats on each side of the Isthmus are probably ecologically saturated
so that maximum species diversity has been achieved.

3. The Western Atlantic Region includes a much larger area, exhibits more
habitat diversity, and possesses a richer fauna than the Eastern Pacific or East-
ern Atlantic Regions.

4. Western Atlantic species are apparently competitively dominant to those of
the Eastern Atlantic—a smaller region but comparable in size and habitat di-
versity to the Eastern Pacific.

5. At least some of the dominant species that have invaded the Mediterranean
via the Suez Canal seem to be replacing the native species.

6. When the land bridge to South America was re-established, the invasion
of North American mammals enriched the total fauna, However, this effect was
temporary since so many native South American mammals became extinct that
the number of species soon returned to about its original level.

7. A sea-level canal would provide ample opportunity for marine animals
to migrate in either direction. This would probably result in the Eastern Pacific
being invaded by over 6000 species and the Western Atlantic being invaded by
over 4000 species,

For the tropical Eastern Pacific, it is predicted that its fauna would be tem-
porarily enriched but that the resulting competition would soon bring about a
widespread extinction among the native species. The elimination of species would
continue until the total number in the area returned to about its original level.
The fact that a large scale extinction would take place scems inescapable. 1t
would be difficult, and perhaps irrelevant, to attempt a close estimate of the
number of Eastern Pacific species that would be lost. The irrevocable extinction
of as few as 1000 species is about as appalling as the prospect of losing 5000 or
more,

There is little doubt that the tropical Western Atlantic fauna would suffer
far less. With the exception of a few species that may be ecologically distinet,
the level of competition would probably be such that the invaders would not
be able to establish permanent colonies, Some dominant, Indo-West Pacific
species have been able to cross the East Pacific Barrier and establish them-
selves in the Eastern Pacific (Briggs, 1961). It is likely that a few of these
forms would eventually find their way through a sea-level canal. In such cases,
the equivalent Western Atlantic species would probably be eliminated.

Man has undertaken major engineering projects for most of his civilized
history and the construction of such necessary facilities as canals, dams, and
barbors will continue and expand as the human population grows larger. In
this case, however, man would remove a major zoogeographic barrier that has
stood for about three million years, The disturbance to the local environment
would not be nearly as important as the migration into the Eastern Pacific of a
multitude of species that would evidently be superior competitors., So, instead
of having only local populations affected, the very existence of a large number
of wide-ranging species is threatened. This poses a conservation problem of
an entirely new order of magnitude.

Rubinoff (1968) assumed that sea-level canal would be constructed and
looked upon its advent as an opportunity to conduct the greatest biological
experiment in man’s history. As I have stated elsewhere (Briggs, 1968), this
approach 1s unfortunate for it tends to divert attention from a vital conservation
issue., The important question is: Should the sea-level canal project be under-
taken at all? What is the value of a unique species—of thousands of unique
species? Currently, many countriey are expending considerable effort and funds
in order to save a relatively few endangered species. The public should be aware
that international negotiations now being carried on from a purely economic
viewpoint are likely to have such serious biological consequences. Does our gen-
eration have a responsibility to posterity in this matter?

A Dbiological catastrophe of this scope is bound to have international reper-
cussions, The tropical waters of the Eastern Pacific extend from the Gulf of
Guayaquil to the Gulf of California. Included are the coasts of Ecuador, Colom-
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bia, Panama, Costa Rica, Nicaragua, Honduras, El Salvador, Guatemala, and
Mexico. While the prospect of such an enormous loss of unique species is some-
thing that the entire world should be aware of, these countries are the ones that
will be directly affected since their shore faunas will probably be radically
changed.

ALTERNATIVE

Assuming that a better canal would provide economic benefits, I suggest either
an improvement of the existing structure or the construction of a new overland
canal that would still contain freshwater for most of its route. There seems to
be no reason why we cannot have a canal that could accommodate ships of any
size yet still maintain the freshwater barrier that is so important, One could
conceive of other alternatives such as a sea-level canal provided with some
means of killing the migrating animals—possibly by heating the water or adding
lethal chemicals. However, such expedients would be both risky and distasteful.



THE CONFERENCE 08 NON-NUCHEAR-WEFAPON SraTiR, 1908 A SUnrvey o Views
AND PROPOSALS

(By Chuarles R, Geliner, Senior Specialist in Internntional Relations, Poreign
Aftadrs Division, Junuary 220 1968)

IN'TRODUCTION

Under the auspices of the United Nations General Assembly the Conference
on Non-Nuclear-Weapon States was held in Geneva from August 20 to Septem-
bor 28, 1968, with 92 non-nuelear states in attendanee, 'Fhe nuelear-weapon
powers were also invited to attend with full vights of participation but without
the right to vote, The United States, the Soviet Union, Great Britain and Ifrancee
necepted the Invitation. Communist China did not, ‘The International Aomic
Energy Ageney (IAEA)Y, the International Labour Organiaztion (I1L0O) and the
World Meteorological Organization (WMO) were represented by observers,

The ngenda contered around such subjeets as the security of non-nuelear-weap-
on states, nuelear-free zones, measures to prevent the prolitevation of nuelear
weapons and for nuelear disarmament, means of promoting peacetul uses of
nuelear energy anong non-nuclear states, nuclear explostons for peacerul uxes
ad the applieation of their benetits to non-nuelear states.!

During the conference the representatives of the attending nations expressed
a wide range of attitudes on these subjeets. The variety of views demonsteated
that any coneept of a highly coherent, coliesive bloe of “non-nuclear states”
opposing the “nuclear-weapon states” was not founded in reality. While the
record clearly shows that nou-nuelear governmeuts were aware of certain
basie common interests and general aspivations in regard to such matters as
security and the question of profiting from the benefits of peaceful nuelear tech-
nology. there was only limited coincldence of view among them on how to attain
these ends, Many of the non-nuclear states, although they advoeated measures
designed to promote or protest their interests as they concelved them, differed
from ench other in rexard to the extent to which they should depart from existing
arrangements and institutions or to deviate from what woere known to be the posi-
tions of the nuclear-weapon states in order to achieve thefr inferests.

Certnin differences in viewpoint were {dentified with specific states or groups
of states, For instanee, there was a divergence between Pakistan and India, and
thix tended to divide the other Asinun-Afvrican natlons, who were already vari-
ouxly divided for other reasons, The Western European countries were not united,
mostly beeause the Federal Republie of Germany and Haly went off on indi-
vidualistie courses, The Federal Republie was intent on making a strong impaet
beenuse it looked upon its attendance as its first opportunity sinee the end
of the war to play a role in a world-wide political conference.

In contrast to these divisions the Comnmnist states stuck together and the
Tatin Amerviean countreies, often led by Brozil, generally opervated together and
registered n marked influence on the outeome. Behind the seenes the nuelear-
weapon stafes worked to attndn results that were not indmical to their Interests,
An indleation of the attinde of the nuelear-weapon states towawrd the Conforence
is that they did not speak in any of its meetings although they had the right
to do so.

The many attitudes and approaches to the agenda subjeets were brought
partly into focus in the speeific resolutions that were proposed by the partiei-
pants, During the course of the Conference o shaking down process occurred in
which many of the more dreastie, less vealizable, and less practienl proposals were
wintowed out or toned down. This occurred in two ways—hy negotintions and
by voting, In many eases conntries that sponsored resolutions in the same subjeet
fleld declded to consolidate them and in the process the more extreme idens were

1 See Appendix A for statement of pertinent itews of the agenda,
45
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lopped off. Votes on resolutions were taken in committee and In general session
and a0 number were lost this way, Resolution tinally approved tended to be in
the nature of common deneminators ov of compromises ot varying points of view,

The purpose of the analysis which follows s to summarize the main views and
idens that were put torward in the conference discussions. I some cases pro-
posals or expressions of viewpoint are tagged with names of speetfle countries or
there is an indication of the amount of support a proposal or suggestion veceived,
It the main stress is on the ideas thetselves vather than on the identity of their
proposers or on the strength of their support.

SECURITY D GUARANTEES 1O NON-NUCTEAR-WEAPON COUNTRIES

The agendn Hem on methods of assuring the security of the non-nuelear-
weapon states was diseussed at length by the attending delegations, A great many
spertkers declared that under present international conditions the securlty posi-
tion of the non-nuclear powers was not satisfactory. A number of sueh powers,
in what were evidently atlusions to the Soviet intervention in Czechoslovakia,
stressed the dangers of intervention or domtnation by nuclear weapon stiates,
Muny of the non-nuclear states assereted that the ‘Treaty on the Non-Prolifera-
tion of Nuclear Weapons (NI, beceause it would finpose on them a renuneia-
tion of nuclenr weapons, entatted a =acritice as tar as their security was con-
corned. It was a sacrifiee, many said, which under the terms of the ‘Treaty was
not. balaneed by the coneessions made or obligations undertaken by the nucleny-
waennpon states,

Many of the non-nuclear-weapon states also made it elear that they did not
belfeve that the resolution approved by the United Nations Sccurity Counell on
June 19, 1168, and the Deelarations of the United States, United Kingdowm, amd
the VLSRR, assoclated with it,? were adequate guarantees of the security of the
non-nuelear states, Under the terms of the security council resolution and the
declarations the three nuclear-wenpon states which sponsored the NPT pledged
to seek immedinte Seeurity Council action to assist a non-nuctear signatory of
the Treaty that was a vietim of aggression or the threat of aggression with
nuelear wenpons,

Although a number of non-nuclear countries coneeded that the resolution and
declarations were useful as far as they went, they contended that they did not
go far enough, Criticisms included the charge that the resolution and declara-
tlonx were only statements of intent and did not involve a sufficiently strong
commitment, 1t was argued also that the resolution wax tied to the concept of
saggression,” a term which had not been internationally deined, and that it would
have been better if protective action were related directly to use or threat of
use of nuelear weapons as distinet from aggression, The contention was also made
that the procedures of the Security Council were unrelinble and could be ve-
duced to innction beeause of the veto, Although the resolution and deelnrations
aflirmed the rvight of individual or collective self-defense under Article 31 of the
United Nations Charter, some nutionx declared that colleetive defense was not
n dependiable recourse unless a country was in the North Atlantic 'Troaty Or-
ganization or some other military allinnee, The opinion was also voiced that it
Article Ol came into play after a nuclenr attack, it would be meaningless for
many non-nuelear countries,

In contrast to these sentiments, some conntries expressed the belief that the
Nocurity Couneil resolution and the deelarations made by the sponsoring nuclenr-
weapon stales were the hest secavity assurances that could be expeeted or
nehieved under present efreumstances, It was alzo contended that the N1V sorved
the security interests of the non-nuclear countries by assurving them that other
non-nuelenr statex would not aequire nuclear weapons. Many of the attending
countries did not accept these explanations as satisfactory and sought during
the course of the negotiations to arrive at some better security formuln, A variety
of proposals was advanced. While they usually coinelded in cortain baxie atms,
there were signifleant differences partly explainable by the fact that seeurity
conditions often diffeved for individual countriex. The hard reality was that no
socurity assurance could be stronger than what the nuclear-weapon states were
prepared to aceept.

3 Qee Appendix B for texts of Security Counell Resolution 263 (1088) and of the U.S.
Declnration,
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Many of the non-nuclear-weapon countries thought that secnrlly guaranfees
should go beyond the expressions of intent made by the three nuelear-weapon
states and should be embodied in formal legal commitments, Some of the non-
nuelear conntries suid that they were justitied in expecting such commitments,
The kinds of legal commitments the non-nuclear governments suggested varied in
regard to their coverage and their form. Many proposals would not have re-
stricted security measures solely to those countrles which adhered to the NPT, as
was stipulated in Security Counell Resolution 235, Securlty assurances, accord-
ing to these various proposals, should be extended etther to all non-nuclear-
wenpon states or to those non-nuclear-weapon states which had renounced the
acquisition of nuclear weapons in any form, although some proposals provided
that those in the latter category which permitted nuclear weapons on their
terrltory should not be the bheneficlaries of a securlty guarautee,

The form of the security guarantees suggested by the non-nuclear states was
either “positive,” “negative,” or both. A “negative” guarantee implied a pledge
or a treaty committing nuclear-weapon states not to use nuelear weapons against
non-nuctear conntries and, in some proposals, also against each other. A large
number of countries at the conference made proposals for a “non-use” guarantee,
Pakistan, for instance, introduced a vesolution urging that the nuclear-weapon
stites undertake to refrain from the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons
against. any non-miclear-weapon state which had renounced the manufacture or
acquisition otherwise of nuclear weapons (not necessarily through the NPT,
In another noteworthy proposal, discussed in more detail below, the Federal
Republie of Germany called on the conference to veaffirm the buasice principle in
international law of the non-use and non-threat of force by either nuelear or non-
nuelear weapons,

‘Some states made the point that a realistle distinetion could not he made he-
tween aggression with nuclear weapons and aggression with conventionnl
weapons, The nuelear-weapon states should not, it was contended, use conven-
tional weapons under cover of a nuclear threat. In this connection, it was pointed
out that the nuclear-weapon states were also the prineipal conventional weapon
powers,

In contrast with those numerous countries which proposed a prohibition of the
use of nuclear weapons, Canada contended that such a prohibition would not be
an effective security guarantee, The Canadian representative declared that the
commitment of the nuclear-weapon states under Security Councll Resolution 255
was “tantamount to a promise that the nuclear power would not itself use its
nuclear weapons, or threaten to use them, against non-nuclear-weapons states
parties to the Treaty.” The Canadian argued that this was probably a better guar-
autee than a treaty or convention, The legal form did not matter and under the
present circumstances no more credible assurances could be offered. A convention,
he asserted, would give no more assurance that nuclear weapons would not be used
than the existing recognition that thelr use would mean immeasurable destruction.

The “positive” security guarantee proposed by various non-nuelear-weapon
states wounld have involved a commitment on the part of the nuclear-weapon
powers to defend or assist non-nuclear countries if they should become the victims
of attack or threat of attack. A large group of Latin American countries recom-
mended that the U.N. General Assembly at Itstwenty-third (1968) session convene-
a conference with the participation of practically all nuclear and non-nuclear
states for the purpose of concluding a “multilateral Instrument” whereby the.
nuclear-weapon states would “undertake to adopt the appropriate measures to.
assure the security of all non-nuclear-weapon States.” More conerete than this
vague proposal was the Pakistani proposal recommending that. the three nuclear
powers who pledged fmmediate Security Council action to defend the signatories
of the NPT extend thefr pledge to include all non-nuclear-weapon states which
renounced nuclear weapons, and in addition recommending to the nuclear-weapon:
states that they effectively respond, jointly or severally, to n request for immediate
assistance, in exercise of the Inherent right of individunl and collective self-
defense, by a state which had renounced the manufacture or ncquisition otherwise
of nuclear weapons if a nuclear attack or threat occurred ngainst that state, until
the Security Councll had taken the steps necessary to maintain international
peace and recurity, Pakistan portrayed this proposal as a measure to strengthen
the United Natlons and not just to parallel it,

Several African states put in a resolution looking toward the conclusion in-
the near future of a protocol to the NPT or a separate convention through which
the nuclear-weapon states would undertake not to attack non-nuclear-weapon
states or one another and that states party to the convention would undertake to.
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come to the aid of any state, nuclear or non-nuclear, attacked by nuclear or con-
ventional wenpons,

The Pakistani and African proposals would have involved defense commit-
ments outslde the mechanism of the U.N. Security Council as well as beyond the
unilateral pledge of the United States of March 7, 1068, and the U.N, Security
Counetl resolution of June 19, 1968, They would have entajled commitments which
the United States opposed, evidently in part on the grounds that they would not
have been aceeptable to the 1.8, Senate,

The generally worded Latin American proposal was adopted In committee by
a vote of 40 to 17 with 25 abstentions. Following this Pakistan and the African
states did not press their resolutions to a vote on the understanding that they
would be transmitted to the UN. Secretary General in accordance with paragraph
2 of the Latin American resolution and would be working documents for the
conference to be convened under that resolution, But the Latin Amerlean proposal
failed by one vote to receive the required two-thirds majority in the plenary
sesslon, Consequently, the Conference did not go on record as recommending any
kind of formal defense commitment on the part of the nuclear-weapon states. It
did, however, give final approval to certain security principles embodied in a
resolution formulated by the Federal Republie of Germany:,

When the Foreign Minister of West Germany discussed the security situation
of the non-nuclear-weapon countries, he asserted with an apparent allusion to
the Noviet Intervention in Czechoslovakia that it was obviously not enough merely
to bar nuclear aggression in order to safeguard the security of the non-nuclear
states and to fultlil their legitimate desive to develop in dignity and independence.
“There is no doubt,” he said, “that a nuclear state ean endanger the security
and independence of a non-nuclenr state by using conventional wenpons; there
would not even be any need to threaten to employ its nuclear potentinl,” e
concluded, therefore, that states should mutually undertake not to use any
foree and that the only legitimate exception to this undertaking would be the
right to individual and collective self-defense ncknowledged in Article 51 of the
United Nations Charter, *“We shall try to acbleve,” he declared, *a prohibition
of any aggression with nuclear, biological, chemieal, and conventional weapons,
s well as of the direct or indirect threat of such an aggression, as a breach of
the generally valid principle of non-violence that is also laid down in the principles
of Article 2 of the United Natlons Charter.”

The resolution eventually intreduced by the Federal Republic conflned itself
to reconfirming three mnjor principles of international law: (a) the principle,
indivisible in its applcation of the non-use of foree and the prohibition of the
threat of foree in relntions hetween states by employing nuclear or non-nuclear
wenpons, and the belief that all states had an equal and inalienable right to enjoy
the protection of this prineiple, recognized (but not established) by Article 2
of the United Nations Charter; (b) the right of every state to equality, sover-
cignty, territorinl integrity, non-intervention in internal affairs and self-deter-
minntion; and (¢) the inherent right, recognized (but not established) by Article
51 of the U.N, Charter, of individual and collective self-defense which, apart
from measures taken or authorized by the UN. Security Couneil, was the only
Jegitimate exeeption to the overriding principle of the non-use of force in rela-
tions bhetween states, This was the only resolution approved by the conference
reinting to the agenda item on the security of non-nuclear-weapon states.

The substance of this resolution, a reafirmation of hasie security principles,
indiented a judgment on the part of those who voted to support it in preference
to other resolutions that in the present state of international relations it was im-
practical to obtain a security guarantee from the nuclear-weapon states stronger
than thetr pledges of security assurance and the Security Couneil resolution of
June 19, Therefore, the only thing to do was to reaffirm basice international legal
principles,

SECURITY ! NUCLEAR DISARMAMENT

Although the conference did not arrive at an officlal conclusion on a practical
formula to guarantee the security of the non-nuclear states, there was virtual
unanimity that an important route to world security was further progress by
the nuclear-weapon powers toward nuclear disarmament. It was repeatedly
asserted that the nuclear-weapon states must carry out their obligations for
disarmament under article 6 of the NPT ? in order to balance the concessions

8 Article 6 readr as follows: “Each of the Partles to the Treaty undertakes to pursue
negotiations in good falth on effective menrures relating to cesrntion of the nuclear arms
race at an early date and to nuclear disarmament, and on a treaty on general and complete
disarmament under strict and effective internatlonal control.”



454

made by the non-nuclear-weapon countries. Some said that only nuclear dis-
armament would remove the fear of nuclear aggression and that the NPT would
have ouly limited usefulness until more nuclear disarmament was achieved,
Many countries suggested specitic nuelear disarmament measures that the
nucleav-weapon powers should undertake, A typical lsting of these was con-
tained in a resolution sponsored by a large group of Latin American and
Asinn countries and approved by the conference in plenary session. It ree-
ammended that the Eighteen Nation Committee on Disarmament shonld he-
gin by March 1969 negotintions for: (1) the prevention of the further de-
velopment and improvement of nuclear weapons and their delivery vehicles:
(2) the conclusion of a comprehensive test ban treaty as a matter of high
priority : (3) the immediate cessation of the production of fissile materials for
weapons purposes and the stoppage of the manufuacture of nuclear weapons:
and (4) the reduction and subsequent elimination of all stockpiles of nuclear
wenapons ind their delivery systems.

Still another resolution submitted by Pakistan and approved by the conference
urged the U.S, and the U.8,8.RR. to enter at an early date into bilateral discussion
on the limitation of offensive and defensive strategie nuclear weapons delivery
systems,

Another form of nuclear disarmament that received the appreval of a great
many countries attending the conference was denuclearized zones. Many of the
speakers, especially those from Latin American states, praised the Treaty for the
Denuclearization of Latin America (‘Treaty of Tlateloleco) which had been signed
in 1967. This treaty was often cited in the conference as a model which might
be followed by other major reglons of the world. Some countries argued that a
succession of treaties creating denuclearized zones could constitute a method
of approaching world nuclear disarmament. Canada contended that treaties on
denuclearized zones could provide one of the most practienl means of assuring
non-nuclear states against nuclear attack. In explanation the Canadian repre-
sentative alluded to a protocol which had been attached to the Latin American
treaty wherein nuclear-weapon powers would pledge not to use nuclear weapons
against the signatories of the treaty.

A large group of Latin American countries submitted a resolution which
urged all non-nuclear-weapon countries to pursue studies of the possibility of
establishing by treaty the military denuclearization of their respective zones
and urging the nuclear-weapon powers which had not done so to sign the protocol
attached to the Treaty for the Denuclearization of Latin America in which non-
signatories of that treaty promised not to use nuclear weapons agninst the slg-
natories. Only the United States and the United Kingdom have thus far signed
the protocol.

The Latin American resolution was approved by the conference.

INTERNATIONAL SAFEGUARDS

Another major subject of discussion was the question of applying international
safeguards to fissionable material in order to prevent its diversion from peace-
ful to military purposes. Article 8 of the NPT provided that all non-nuclear-
weapon parties should accept safeguards on fissionable materinl under their
jurisdiction or control in accordance with an agreement negotiated with the
International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA).*

¢The text of Article 3 1s as follows:

“1. Each non-nuclear-weapon State Party to the T'reaty undertakes to accept safeguards,
as set forth in an agreement to be negotinted and concluded with the International Atomie
Energy Apgency in accordance with the Statute of the International Atomie Energy Agency
and the Ageney’s safeguards system, for the exclusjve ‘mrposn of veritleation of the fulfili.
ment of its obligations assumed under this Treaty with a view to preventing diversion of
nuclear energy from peaceful uses to nuclear weipons or other nuclear explosive devices,
Procedures for the safeguards required by thir article <hall he followed with respect to
source or speelal fisrionable materinl whether ir is being produced, processed or used in
any principal nuclear facility or is outside any such facllity. The safeguards required by
this article shall be applied on all source or specinl fisglonable material in all peaceful
nuclear activities within the territory of such State, under its jurlsdiction, or earrled out
under its control anywhere,

2. Each State Party to the Treaty undertakes not to provide ;: (a) source or special fission.
able material, or (b) equipment or material especlally designed or prepared for the process-
ing, use or production of special fissionable material, to any non-nuclear-weapon State for
peaceful purposes, unless the source or speclal fissionable materinl shall be subject to the
safegnards required by this article,

3. The safeguards required by this article shall be implemented in a manner designed to
comply with article IV of this Treaty, and to avold hampering the economic or technologieal



455

There was practically unanimous agreement in the conference that there should
be safeguards on lissionable materials intended for peaceful nuclear operations,
bt the views of the participants varied in regard to such matters as the coun-
tries that should be subject to sufeguards and the scope of the safeguards inspec-
tion system,

Some countries asserted that the Conference of Non-Nuclear-Weapon States
was not an appropriate forum for making detailed recommendations on safe-
guards and that the problems relating thereto should be dealt with by the IAEA.,
Nevertheless, many countries made suggestions for what they considered to be
improvements in the international safeguards system. These suggestions cen-
tered largely around methods of reducing or eliminating dangers of “industrial
espionage.” Many countries feared that diserimination in the application of
safeguards and the activities of foreign inspectors assigned under am inter-
mitional system to scrutinize national nuclear faellities might result in a com-
petitive advantage for some countries in peaceful nuclear development and
comimerce.

Several proposals were made repeatedly at the conference. One was that
in order to achieve equality of treatment under the international inspection
system, all nuclear-weapon states should be subject to international safe-
guards.® Other proposals were aimed at simplifying the system of safeguards so
as to minimize its intrusive character. One of these suggested by several repre-
sentatives was that safeguards should be applied only to highly enriched
uranium and plutonium, The reason advanced was that only these materials
ware suitable for weapons purposes. By restricting inspection to these fissionable
materials, it was contended that the number of inspection personnel would be
reduced, costs would be lowered and the amount of intrusion into national
facilities would be lessened, thus limiting possbilities of industrial espionage.
The representative of the IAEA at the conference asserted however that re-
stricting safeguards to highly enriched uranium and plutonium would make it
possible for natural uranium to be diverted from proper use, because in order
to determine with confidence the amount of plutonium a reactor was producing
it was necessary to establish how much uranium was going into it. .

Another proposal that received considerable support was that the flow of
fissionable materials should be safeguarded by instruments at certain strategic
points in the nuclear fuel cycle,® thus limiting the requirements for inspection
personnel, The West German delegation, particularly, stressed the potentialities
of this inspection principle and declared that the research for the techmical
implementation of it was already well under way at the Nuclear Research Center
in Karlsruhe, These instrumented techniques, it was contended, would reduce
costs and the danger of industrial spying. The IAEA representative told the con-
ference that his agency promoted research with the aim of incrensing the use
of instruments and improving technical methods of inspection in order to achieve
economy and minimum intrusion but that the attainment of instrumented super-
vision would entail a vast development effort. None of the elements of the
existing safeguard system could at present be dispensed with, he declared.

A resolution making recommendations on the above subjects was sponsored by
a group of Latin American states, Spain and Switzerland. A provision in the
resolution that safeguards should be confined only to highly enriched uranium

development of the Parties or international cooPemtion in the field of peaceful nuclear
activities, including the international exchange of nuclear materinl and equipment for the
processing, use or production of nuclear materinl for peaceful purposes in acrordance with
t:m '}grov:slons of this article and the principle of safeguarding set forth in the Preamble of
the Treaty.

4. Non-nuclear-weapon States PParty to the Treaty shal conclude agreements with the
International Atomie Energy Agency to meet the requirements of this article either indi-
vidunlly or together with other States in accordance with the Statute of the International
Atomic Bnergy Agency. Negotintion of such agreements shall commence within 180 days
from the original entry into force of this Treaty, For States depositing thelr Instruments
of ratifiention or accession after the 180-day perlod, negotiation of such agreements shall
comnience not later than the date of such deposit. Such ngreements shall enter into force
not later than elghteen months after the date of initiation of negotiations.”

8 According to Article 3 of the NPT only the non-nuclear-weapon states were nhllﬁ:\ted
to conclude safegunrds agreements with the TAEA, However, the United Statex and the
United Kingdom declared that they would voluntarlly accept IAEA safeguards on their
peaceful nuelear facilities,

8 A clause en this snbject had been included in the preamble of the NPT, It read: “Ex-
prosshniz their sn’pport for regearch, devvlorment and other efforts to further the applica-
tlon, within the framework of the International Atomle Energy Agency safegunrds system,
of the prineiple of safegnarding effectively the flow of source and special fissionnble mate-
rinlg by use of instruments and other techniques at certain stratogic points, * ¢ o
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and plutonium was eliminated by the conference. But it approved clauses urging
the nuclear-weapon powers to conclude safeguard agreements with the IAEA and
recommending to the JARA that, in the process of improving and simplifying
the safeguards system, it consider “* * * the use of instruments and other
technical devices at certain strategic points of the flow of nuclear materials,
with a view to restricting the safeguarding operations to the necessary minimum.”

While the above resolution sought to include the nuclear-weapon states among
those concluding safeguard agreements, another resolution proposed that the
TAEA system of safeguards be extended to all peaceful nuclear facilities in all
non-nuclear-weapon countries, This proposal by Pakistan was intended as an
effective step toward the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons and was to be
accomplished by an agreement negotiated independently of the NPT, The con-
ference approved the resolution,

Many countries at the conference expressed dissatisfaction with the Board of
Governors of the TAEA, charging that it was unrepresentative and did not give
an adequate voice to less advanced countries.” In an effort to allow balanced
representation in regard to the administration of safeguards Spain and Nwitzer-
land proposed a resolution which sought to create another governing bhody for
safeguards in the TAEA which was intended to give an adequate voice to all
inspected countries. The resolution recommended the establishment within
the TAEA of a “special committee on safeguards” to which member countries
possessing nuclear facilities or supplying nuclear materials should belong if
they so wished, to be responsible for setting up and of modifying, if necessary.
the Agency’s system of safeguards as well as for supervising agreements con-
cluded with the Agency. This body would have bypassed the Board of Gover-
nors hut was defended by the sponsors of the resolution on the grounds that
it was difficult to amend the IAEA statute, Others opposed bypassing the
Board of Governors in this manner and as the resolution was eventually ap-
proved by the conference it was a compromise. It recommended the establish-
ment within the TAEA “and under its Board of Governors, of institutional
machinery on safeguards of which both countries supplying nuclear materinls,
asx well as member countries whether possessing nuclear facilities or not,
shall form part.” This language while it indicated a desire for broader repre-
sentation of countries in regard to administration of safeguards, at least
formally preserved the authority of the Board of Governors.

PEACEFUL USES OF NUCLEAR ENERGY

Methods of cooperation for the peaceful uses of nuclear energy was a subject
of intense interest to many of the non-nuclear states, especially the developing
countries, because they believed that nuclear enesgy could assist their tech-
nological and economic progress. The inclusion of provisions for international
cooperation in peaceful nuclear matters in Article IV of the NPT provided
evidence of the connection which many countries saw between the military
and peaceful development of atomic energy and also of the unequal status of
the nuclear-weapon and non-nuclear-weapon states., Many of the latter pointed
to what they alleged were the vast disparities between them and the nuclear-
weapon states in regard to nuclear technology. Some of them insisted that the
advantages the nuclear-weapon states possessed in regard to peaceful nuclear
technology were a direct by-product or “spin-off” from their development of
atomic weapons. From this premise some argued that their surrender of a
right to nuclear weapons under the NPT would handicap them in their peace-
ful nuclear development, and because of this sacrifice the nuclear weapon
states were under an obligation to assist them in their peaceful nuclear pro-
grams. Others did not specifically claim a “right” to aid from the nuclear-
weapon countries but did stress their right to access to what was necessary for
peaceful activity or at least a right to benefit from peaceful uses of the atom.

Canada, while it supported programs of aid to the non-nuclear states, declared
that it had not found its peaceful atomic progress impeded by the lack of a
nuclear weapons program. Furthermore the Canadian representative cautioned
that the non-nuclear states should realistically assess the demaunds which they

? According to the Constitution of the IAEA the Board of Governors of about 256 members
is choren by a formula to give specified numerical representation to advanced technological
countries, producers of source materials and geographlc areas. Critics contended that the
formula resulted in overweighting the Board with technologically advanced countries,
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made upon the nuclear countries. Some non-nuclear states, he sald, expected
wore than a reasonable compensation.

The resolutions approved by the conference reflected a range of attitudes of
the non-nuclear-weapon states regarding international action that should be taken
in support of peaceful atomic development. They were addressed to the U.N.
General Assembly, the U.N. Secretary General, to the IAEA, to the International
Bank for Reconstruction and Development, and to the nuclear-weapon states.
They called for a wide variety of forins of assistance for peaceful nuclear pro-
grams, including the furnishing of information on civil nuclear technology, the
provision of funds for nuclear development, access to nuclear materials, and
realization of the benefits of nuclear explosions.

One resolution, sponsored by a large group of Latin American eountries, sim-
ply requested the Secretary General of the United Nations to approint a group
of experts “to prepare a full report on all possible contributions of nuclear tech-
nology to the economic and scientific advancement of the developing countries”
and to transmit it in time to be considered by the 24th regular session (1969)
of the UI.N. General Assembly.

Another resolution—one of the most comprehensive approved by the confer-
ence—was submitted by a group of six small European countries plus Japan.
It called for the IAEA to use its utmost efforts to disseminate public information
on peaceful uses of nuclear energy and to study appropriate international ar-
rangements to facilitate the exchange of nuclear information possessing com-
mercial and industrial value. It also invited the nuclear states to declassify scien-
tific and technical information for the peaceful development of nuclear energy
*48 soon as there is no longer any reason for its classification on national security
grounds.” This latter clause replaced an earlier and more pointed Swiss pro-
posal that the nuclear-weapon powers undertake to give effective access to nu-
c¢lear technology including that previously kept secret, particularly relating to
uranium enrichment. In fact, a number of representatives at the conferene in-
sisted that neither information on nuclear technology nor that on nuclear equip-
ment should be denied the non-nuclear states for reasons of national security or
because it was classified.

The resolution also urged that the nuclear-weapon states facilitate to the fullest
extent possible the availability of fissionable materials for peaceful programs to
those states accepting safeguards according to the NPT and recommended that
the IAEA study the most effective means of ensuring access to special fissionable
materials on a commercial basis. The resolution also had relatively mild clauses
on the subjects of funds for nuclear technical assistance, peaceful nuclear explo-
sfons and the composition of the Board of Governors of the IAEA. More specific
recommendations on these points were made in other resolutions approved by
the conference, which are noted below,

As previously mentioned, this resolution expressed concern for making special
fissionable materials available to non-nuclear-weapon states. Another resolution
sponsorzd by Latin American states and approved by the conference included a
much more specific recommendation for this purpose. It requested the JAEA to
consider establishment of a “Fund of Special Fissional Materials to which the
nuclear-weapon states would undertake to supply materials “at reasonable prices
and in adequate quantities” for the benefit of non-nuclear-weapon states.

Many of the non-nuclear states asserted that their financial resources were
inndequate to support programs of peaceful miclear research and development
and that some form of external aid would be necessary. Two significant resolu-
tions approved by the conference called for international means of financing
nuclear development programs in non-nuclear-weapon countries. One sponsored
by a large group of Latin American countries recommended that the U.N. General
Aseemblv consider the establishment within the framework of the U.N. Develop-
ment Program of a “Nuclear Technology Research and Development Program'
for the benefit of the developing countries and that the International Bank
for Reconstruction and Development consider the establishment of a “Program
for the Use of Nuclear Energy in Economic Development Projects” which could
extend financing to developing countries in favorable terms. The nuclear-weapon
states were invited to assume the main responsibility for financing the two
prograims.

Another resolution on the financing of peaceful nuclear development was intro-
duced by Pakistan and approved by the conference. It reconimended that the
TIAEA examine means of securing finances from international sources for the
creation of a Special Nuclear Fund (SNF) for grants and long-term, low-interest
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loans that would be used for peaceful nuclear projects in non-nuclear-weapon
states, particularly in developing areas.

A number of participants considered the composition of the Board of Governors
of the IAEA to be related to the issue of support for programs of peaceful nuclear
development. They complained that the Board did not adequutely represent the
views of developing countries and that it gave undue weight to the interests of the
technically advanced states.® A group of African states recommended that the
Board of Governors be broadened to reflect equitable geographic distribution and
the views of developing countries. This recommendation was approved by the
conference,

PEACEFUL NUCLEAR EXPLOSIONS

Article 5 of the NI”DI provides that “potential benetits from any peaceful appli-
cations of nuclear explogions will be made available to non-nuclear-weapon stiates
party to the treaty” through appropriate international procedures. Although the
state of technology of peaceful nuclear explosions is not. yet sufliciently advanced
for practical application aund probably will not be for a period of some years, the
conferees showed much interest in the kind of international ovganization or
arrangement that would be most appropriate for making its benetits available.
One resolution was addressed to the practical problem that might be raised by the
conclusion of a comprehensive nuclear test ban treaty which, if it followed the
pattern of the Partial Test Ban Treaty of 1963, would also outlaw peaceful
nuclear explosions underground as well as in other environments. This resolution,
sponsored by Sweden and Nigeria, stressed the urgency of solving the problem of
conducting nuclear explosions for peaceful purposes in a manner compatible with
a comprehensive test ban treaty.

The resolution introduced by six small European countries and Japan, alluded
to previously,® approached the problem of the conduct of peaceful nuclear explo-
sions by recommending merely that the IAEA initiate necessary studies on its
possible functions in this field. Another resolution submitted by a large group of
Latin American countries was more specilic. It recommended that the 23rd ses-
sion of the United Nations General Assembly consider the convening of a con-
ference for the establishment, within the framework of the IAEA, of an Inter-
national Service for Nuclear Explosions for Peaceful Purposes. The resolution
contemplated that through this organization the nuclear weapon states would
undertake to provide services for conducting peaceful nuclear explosions required
for specific projects submitted to the International Service by states which had
renounced nuclear weapous.

Since these resolutions contemplated that the IAEA would be the internationat
body charged with responsibility for administration of the peacetul nuclear
explosions program, they were, at least in this respect, in accord with the views
of the United States. They were, however, some delegations which contemplated
the creation of some new agency for carrying out an international program of
peaceful nuclear explosions, For instance, Italy submitted a working paper in
which it suggested an international conference to conclude an agreement estab-
lishing an international body for cooperation in regard to benefits deriving from
the peaceful application of nuclear explosions, The Italians expressed a prefer-
ence that this body have an independent status such as that of the United Nations
specialized agencies. As an alternative Italy suggested that the body might be
auntonomous within the 1AKA, governed by its own statute and having its own
organization. This body would grant the necessary authorizations to conduct
peaceful nuclear explosions and would supervise their execution.

This proposal did not gain the approval of the conference.

THE QUESTION OF CONTINUATION OF THE CONFERENCE

Many delegations felt that there should be some mechanism for continuing the
work of the Conference of Non-Nuclear-Weapon States, either by some direct
organizational extension of the conference itself or by convening similar con-
ferences in the future. A resolution on this point introduced by Italy recom-
mended that the U.N. General Assembly convene the Conference of Non-Nuclear-
Weapon States at periodic intervals and that a Special Committee for the peace-
ful uses of nuclear energy be established in the United Nations to suggest the

& See above, p. 20.
® See above, p. 23.
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steps necessary to implement the coneclusions of the conference and to prepare
the agenda of future conferences.

'The United States and other nuclear powers were reportedly opposed to efforts
by various non-nuclear states to establish a procedure for convening additional
conferences or for creating mechanisms to extend the work of the conference.
Italy did not press its resolution to a vote in committee, The conference partiei-
pants finally decided to throw the questions of continuation and implementation
into the hands of the U.N. General Assembly. In the Final Declaration they
recommended that the latter continue the efforts to deal with the problems
considered by the conference “considering the best ways and means for the
implementation of the decisions taken by the Confevence, including the consider-
ation of the question of convening another Confercnce at an appropriate time.”

CONCLUSION

The Conference of the Non-Nuclear-Weapon States was the first occasion on
which the non-nuclear countries had ever met together to try to articulate com-
mon interests, The situations of this large number of countries varied greatly.
Their security problems differed—some were exposed to a relatively high risk
of aggression, some were not. Some enjoyed the protection of close allinnce with
a strong nuclear power, others by choice or circumstance had no close security
links with powerful military friends. Some were economically weak and tech-
nologically backward. others possessed advanced, prosperous industrial econo-
mies and the technical capabilities of becoming nuclear-weapon powers them-
selves, In some instances their grasp of nuclear affairs was not firm and their
insight into military and economic problems not profound. Because of differences
such as these and the lack of prior cooperation it is scarcely surprising the
success of the non-nuclear governments in concerting their views at this con-
ference was not overwhelming.

Nevertheless it became apparent that among them there were certain widely
held positions on specific subjects. Some of these were stated in the resolutions
approved by the conference and forwarded to the U.N. General Assembly. Others
for one reason or another were not expressed formally In a resolution, although
they were given vocal expression on the conference floor. This was especially
true in regard to proposals for security assurances some of which were widely
affirmed in the conference debate but which did not receive formal conference
approval, A prominent example was the frequent suggestion that nuclear-weapon
states should undertake a commitment not to use or threaten to use nuclear
weapons against non-nuclear countries. The resolution finally approved by the
conference merely endorsed the principle of the non-use of force in relations
among states.

In the subject area of peaceful uses of atomic energy there was virtually unani-
mous corcurrence that non-nuclear-weapon countries should be assisted in their
peaceful atomic energy programs and on this subject the conferees succeeded
in giving formal approval to several specific recommendations.

But it was often evident in these recommendations that the non-nuclear states
had not worked out in detail or with care and realism, either by themselves or
in concert with others, the means of realizing the general aspirations which they
80 widely voiced. On the other hand. it was also evident that a learning process
went on during the conference, short as it was, and it can be assumed that at
least some delegations became wiser and better informed because of their par-
ticipation in it. It remains to be seen whether in time the non-nuclear countries
will more clearly and realistically articulate their interests, whether their
sophistication in dealing with disarmament and nuclear problems will grow, and
whether they will more intelligently combine their efforts toward achieving
their goals.

APPENDIX A

AGENDA OF CONFERENCE OF NON-NUCLEAR-WEAPON STATES (EXCERPT)

11. Measures to ascure the security of non-nuclear-weapon States
12, Tstablishment of nuclear-weapon free zones
13. Effective mesasures for the prevention of further proliferation of nuclear
wenpons, the cessation of the nuclear arms race at an early date and
nuclear disarmament:
(@) Safeguard against the diversion of source or speclal fissionable
material from peaceful to military uses, and safeguards against
industrial espionage
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(b) Submission of periodic reports by countries, to an international
agency, on the nature of nuclear technical assistance and the
nature and extent of special fissionable material supplied by them
to non-nuclear-weapon States for peaceful purposes

(¢) Conclusion of a comprehensive test ban treaty

(@) Freeze on production of fissile materials for weapon purposes and
the cessation of the manufacture of nuclear weapons

14, Programmes for co-operation in the tield of peaceful uses of nuclear energy:

(@) Access to and exchange of equipment, materials and scientitic and
technological information for the peaceful uses of nuclear energy
among non-nuclear-weapon States and nuclear-weapon States

(b) Assistance and co-operation in development of the application of
nuclear energy for peaceful purposes, in the territoriex of the non-
nuclear-weapon States, with due consideration for the needs of
the developing areas of the world

() The question of nuclear exploxions for peaceful uses

(d) Benefits from peaceful applications of nueclear explosions to non-
nuclear-weapon States which have renounced the production, ac-
quisition and use of nuclear weapons pursuant to special interna-
tional agreement or agreements through an appropriate interna-
tional body or through bilateral arrangements

153. Adoption of Final Document and implementation of Conference decisions,

APrPENDIX B

UNITED NATIONS SECURITY COUNCIL RESOLUTION 233 (1968) ADOPTED BY THE
SECURITY COUNCIL AT ITS 1433D MEETING ON JUNE 19, 1068

The Security Council,

Noting with appreciation the desire of a large number of States to subscribe
to the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons, and thereby to under-
take not to receive the transfer from any transferor whatsoever of nuclear
weapous or other nuclear explosive devices or of control over such weapons or
explosive devices directly, or indirectly ; not to manufacture or otherwise acquire
nuclear weapons or other nuclear explosive devices: and not to seek or receive
gn_v' assistance in the manufacture of nuclear weapons or other nuclear explosive

evices.

Taking into consideration the concern of certain of these States that, in
conjunction with their adherence to the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of
Nuclear Weapons, appropriate measures be undertaken to safeguard their
security.

Bearing in mind that any aggression accompanied by the use of nuclear weap-
ons would endanger the peace and security of all States,

1. Recognizes that aggression with nuclear weapons 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 nuclear-weapon State permanent memtbers,
would have to act immediately in accordance with their obligations under the
United Nations Charter ;

2, Welcomes the intention expressed by certain States that they will 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 victim of an act or an object of a threat of aggression in
which nuclear weapons are used :

3. Reafiirms 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. until the Security Council has taken
measures necessary to maintain international peace and security.

DECLARATION OF THE GOVERNMENT OF THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA

(Made in the United Nations Security Council in explanation of its vote for
Security Council Resolution 235 (1968) )

The Government of the United States notes with appreciation the desire
expressed by a large number of States to subscribe to the treaty on the non-
proliferation of nuclear weapons.

We welcome the willingness of these States to undertake not to receive the
transfer from any transferor whatsoever of nuclear weapons or other nuclear
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explosive devices or of control over such weapons or explosive devices directly,
or indirectly ; not to manufacture or otherwise acquire nuclear weapons or other
nuclear explosive devices; and not to seek or receive any assistance in the
manufacture of nuclear weapons or other nuclear explosive devices,

The United States also notes the concern of certain of these States that, in
conjunction with their adherence to the treaty on the non-proliferation of
nuclear weapons, approprinte measures be undertaken to safeguard their security.
Any aggression accompanied by the use of nuclear weapons would endanger the
peace and security of all States.

Bearing these considerations in mind, the United Statesx declares the following:

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 United Nations
Security Council would have to act immediately through the Security Council to
take the measures necessury to counter such aggression or to remove the 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 * * *”, Therefore, any State which commits aggression
accompanied by the use of nuclear weapons or which threatens such aggression
must be aware that its actions are to be countered effectively by measures to be
taken in accordance with the United Nations Charter to suppress the aggression
or remove the threat of aggression,

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, to any non-nuclear-weapon State
party to the treaty on the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons that is a vietim
of an act of aggression or an object of a threat of aggression in which nuclear
weapons are used.

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

The United States vote for the resolution before us 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 is supported
by other permanent members of the Security Council which are nuclear-weapon
States and are also proposing to sign the treaty on the non-proliferation of nu-
clear weapons, and that these States have made similar statements as to the
way in which they intend to act in accordance with the Charter.



EFFECTS OF THE NON-PROLIFERATION TREATY ON INTERNATIONAL INSTITUTIONS

(By Ellen C. Collier, Analyst in U.S. Foreign Policy, Foreign Affairs Division,
May 23, 1968)

I. INTRODUCTION

There are two kinds of international organizations which would be most di-
rectly affected by the proposed non-proliferation treaty. One kind is the inter-
national organization devoted to promoting the peaceful use of atomic energy-—
the International Atomic Energy Agency at the world-wide level and regional
organizations such as EURATOM. The other kind is the international organiza-
tion devoted to maintaining peace and providing security—the United Nations
and regional security organizations such as NATO. The purpose of this report
is to outline some of the effects the proposed non-proliferation treaty might have
on these two kinds of organizations,

Some general background has been provided about the nuclear organizations.
Similar background information has not been provided for the United Nations
and the regional collective security organizations in the belief that this is well
known or readily available.

II. EFFECT OF THE TREATY ON INTERNATIONAL ORGANIZATIONS FOR PEACEFUL USES OF
NUCLEAR ENERGY

A. The International Atomic Encrgy Agency (IAEA)

The Non-Proliferation Treaty promises to give the International Atomic En-
ergy Agency one of the biggest hoosts it has has since President Eisenhower first
proposed such an organization to the United Nations General Assembly on De-
cember 8, 1933. At that time he said:

“The United States knows that if the fearful trend of atomic military buildup
can be reversed, this greatest of destructive forces can be developed into a great
boon, for the benefit of all mankind.

“The United States knows that peaceful power from atomic energy is no dream
of the future. That capability, already proved, is here—now—today. Who can
doubt, if the entire body of the world’s scientists and engineers had adequate
amounts of fissionable material with which to test and develop their ideas, that
this .capability would rapidly be transformed into universal, efficient, and eco-
nomic usage.

“To hasten the day when fear of the atom will begin to disappear from the
minds of people, and the governments of the East and West, there are certain
steps that can be taken now. I therefore make the following proposals:

“The Governments principally involved, to the extent permitted by elementary
prudence, to begin now and continue to make joint contributions from their stock-
piles of normal uranium and fissionable materials to an International Atomic
Energy Agency. We would expect that such an agency would be set up under the
aegis of the United Nations * * *.”

These words led to the preparation of the Statute of the International Atomic
Energy Agency which was signed on October 26, 1956, and came into force on
July 29, 1957.

The objective of the Agency is to “accelerate and enlarge the contribution of
atomic energy to peace, health and prosperity throughout the world. It shall
ensure, so far as it is able, that assistance provided by it or at its request or
under its supervision or control is not used in such a way as to further any
military purpose.”

In adqition to its primary function of encouraging and assisting research on and
application of atomie energy for peaceful purposes throughout the world, one of
the functions of the TAEA is to establish safeguards to ensure that the materials
and facilities provided by it or volunteered for its control are not used for
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military purposes. This function is stated in the Statute of the IAEA in Article
1II1.A.5 which follows:

“To establish and administer safeguards designed to ensure that special fission-
able and other materials, services, equipment, facilities, and information made
available by the Agency or at its request or under its supervision or control are
not used in such a way as to further any military purpose; and to apply safe-
guards, at the request of the parties, to any bilateral or multilateral arrange-
ment, or at the request of a State, to any of that State’s activities in the field of
atomic energy.”

The TAEA is not technically a specialized agency of the United Nations,
although its relationship is similar. It reports annually to the General Assembly
directly and submits reports to the Economic and Social Council, the organ to
which the specialized agencies report, only on matters within its competence.
In addition, it is required to notify the Security Council on matters within the
Security Council’s jurisdiction and specifically in the event of non-compliance
with the Agency’s safeguards system.

The Statute directs the Agency to conduct its activities in accordance with the
purposes of the United Nations and “in conformity with policies of the United
Nations furthering the establishment of safeguarded world-wide disarmament and
in conformity with any international agreements entered into pursuant to such
policies.”

The IAEA now has 98 members. It provides advisory services to Members on
the economics of the use of nuclear energy for power purposes, and the criteria
for safe siting and safe operation. The agency also provides technical assist-
ance through fellowships, exchange of experts, and training projects. It promotes
the use of radioisotopes and radiation in medicine, agriculture, and industry,
and has undertaken research on such subjects as the use of nuclear power for
desalination of brackish or salt water. In recent years it has undertaken par-
ticularly to help solve the problems of the developing countries by fostering the
use of nuclear power and the use of nuclear techniques to increase and protect
food and develop water resources. Another major activity of the Agency has
been to promote the exchange of information on nuclear technology among na-
tions. It is planning an International Nuclear Information System to be co-
ordinated and partially operated by the Agency.

Despite its achievements, a few years ago there was real concern that the In-
ternational Atomic Energy Agency would ever be able to fulfill the original
expectations. One authority cautioned in 1963 :

“At present the IAEA is still weak, with no apparent direction. It is not the
mechanism envisioned by President Eisenhower on December 8, 1953, for effect-
ing a diminution of “the potential destructive power of the world’s stockpiles”
nor “a new channel for peaceful discussion.” If the Agency’s members want to
develop ills for that purpose, they must impart to it more vitality than is now
evident.”

As late as 1966 Sterling Cole, the first Director General of the IAEA and
former chairman of the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy, commented that
JAEA is still being avoided or circumvented, and that “not a single nuclear
power plant capable of producing by-product weapon material has come under
Agency control,” except for psychological gestures or demonstration and test
purposes.®

In recent years, there has been some progress toward making the IAEA more
promising, and a foundation has been laid for its safeguarding the use of nu-
clear energy for peaceful purposes. In 1961 the Agency devised a safeguards sys-
tem, but the system applied only to small reactors (those having outputs of
less than 100 megawatts-thermal). In February 1964 a system of safeguards
was adopted by the Agency, applicable to all nuclear reactors, large as well
as small, and designed to protect against the diversion of nuclear materials to
military use. In September 1964 the Agency reported that 17 of the 38 countries
then possessing nuclear reactors had negotiated agreements with the Agency
under which some or all of their nuclear facilities would be placed under Agency
safeguards. By June 30, 1967, the number of countries accepting safeguards had
increased to 27, and the number of reactors under Agency safeguards was 61.2

1 Kramish, Arnold. The peaceful atom on foreign policy. Published for the Council on
Forelgn Relations by Harper & Row, New York, 1963, p. 77.
2Cole, Sterling. Needed: A Rebirth of the IAEA. Nuclear news, September 1966 : 19-20.
3 International Atomic Energy Agency. Annual Report of the Board of Governors to the
General Conference, July 1, 1966-June 30, 1967, GC(XI)/355.



464

By June 30, 1967, the reactors covered by safeguards had a thermal capacity
totalling 3013 megawatts, most of which was accounted for by four power sta-
tions in Japan, Spain, the United Kingdom, and. the United States. In the prior
year 29 inspections had been made in 11 nations. Research and development also
was being continued, largely through contracts with external organizations, on
the improvement of safeguard practices,

Under the Non-Proliferation Treaty, the way is open for the IAEA to become
the agency responsible for safeguarding all peaceful nuclear activities,

One observer has stated :

“A Non-Proliferation Treaty presents IAEA proponents with the opportunity
to provide the organization with a quantum jump in its scope of inspection and
thereby create a significant new type of international peacekeeping organization.*

The Treaty vests in the IAEA the responsibility for verifying that the non-
nuclear weapons countries are not utilizing for weapons purposes the nuclear
facilities and materials intended and stated to be for peaceful purposes. Each non-
nuclear party must accept safeguards in accordance with an agreement with the
International Atomic Energy Agency. In addition, every signatory (which in-
cludes the nuclear-weapon parties) is bound by the Treaty not to provide any
source or fissionable material or the equipment with which to use it unless the
material is subject to the required safeguards.

‘While it is not required by the Treaty, the nuclear weapons countries may also
find it in their interest to put their peaceful nuclear activities under the safe-
guards of the IAEA. To convince the non-nuclear powers that they were not
being asked to submit to safeguards that the United States would not be willing
to submit to, on December 2, 1967, President Johnson announced that when safe-
guards were applied under a Non-Proliferation Treaty, the United States would
permit the International Atomic Energy Agency to apply its safeguards to all
nuclear activities in the United States except those with direct national security
significance. The United Kingdom made a similar offer on December 4, 1967. The
two nations hoped that eventually other nuclear-weapons countries would follow
the example. The Soviet Union has taken the position that inspection of any
atomie activities of the nuclear weapons countries is unnecessary and irrelevant
since the treaty does not prohibit these nations from having or manufacturing
nuclear weapons,

Because of the increase in inspection activities which is to be anticipated if the
Non-Proliferation Treaty enters into force, the size of the staff of the organization
may have to be expanded considerably to meet the greater workload, especially
because of the conxtantly growing use of nuclear energy us a source of electric
power. On June 30, 1967, the Secretariat of the IAEA had 300 staff members in
the Professional Category and above of whom 20 were in the Department of Safe-
guards and Inspections. The Agency’s appropriations for financial year 1966
amounted to $9,491,600. Of this $498,815 was for inspection. For 1968 $661.030 out
of a $10.5 million budget was for inspection. Even without the treaty, eight addi-
tional posts for the Department of Safeguards and Inspection were requested to
carry out the safeguards in 1968. Plans have been made for as many as 100 new
inspectors if the treaty enters into effect.

Eventually the staff would prebably have to expand a great deal more to keep
up with the growth of nuclear power. The IAEA estimates that whereas the in-
stalled nuclear generating capacity at the end of 1967 was about 10,000 mega-
watts, by 1975 it was expected to be ten times that, 100,000 megawatts, and by
1980 to triple again to 300,000 megawatts. The number of inspections which may
be made of reactors or nuclear materials varies according to the amount of
nuclear material involved. A reactor having an annual throughput of less than
five kilograms a year would be inspected at the maximum of once a year, whereas
the right of access at all times would be permitted for reactors having a potential
annual production of more than 60 kilograms of special fissionable material.
Research is being continued on devising satisfactory safeguards which would
reduce the number of inspections necessary.

Dr. Sigvard Eklund, Director General of the IAEA, has expressed hix belief
that the agency’s inspection system had the “inherent capacity” to meet the
requirements of the treaty and that it was the ‘“organization most capable of
undertaking this important task.” Dr. Glenn T. Seaborg, Chairman of the U.8.

4+ Kramish, Arnold. The watched and the unwatched. Institute of Strategic Studies,
Adelphi Papers (London), June 1967, p. 5.
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Atomic Energy Commission, has also concurred that the agency was up to the
responsibilities envisioned.®

The Treaty may also promote the use of the IAEA as a channel for interna-
tional cooperation in the peaceful uses of atomic energy. In Article 1V of the
Treaty, “Parties to the Treaty in a position to do so shall also cooperate in con-
tributing alone or together with other states or international organizations to
the further development of the applications of nuclear energy for peaceful pur-
poses, especially in the territories of non-nuclear-weapon States Party to the
Treaty,” While there is nothing in the body of the Treaty specifying that such
additional cooperation must be through the 1AEA, it would require 1AEA safe-
guards. Since all nuclear cooperation would be required to have IAEA safe-
guards anyway, this might lead to nations utilizing other capabilities of the
TAEA more than they have in the past.

Similarly, although it is not specitied in the Treaty, it seems clear that a role
for the 1AFA might emerge from the Treaty’s provisions for providing the bene-
fits of penceful nuclear-explosions and their technology to the non-nuclear-
weapon states. The Article speaks of “appropriate international procedures”
through which such benetits could be made available, and of special agreements
through which the non-nuclear-weapons countries could obtain such benefits “*on
a bilateral basis or through an appropriate international body with adequate
representation of non-nuclear-weapon States.” While the procedures will have to
be worked out in the future, they might someday include the IAEA.

1. Role of LVEA Board in Amendments

Another way in which the Non-Proliferation Treaty may strengthen the pres-
tige of the International Atomic Energy Agency is through the special role given
the IAEA Board of Governors in the amendment process. Any amendment must be
approved and ratidied by a majority of all the parties to the Treaty including
the nuclear-weapon States which are parties and all other parties which, on the
date the amendment ix circulated, are members of the Board of Governors of
the TALA,

The Board of Governors of the IAEA usually consists of 25 members although
it may vary in total number because it consists of
A. The five members most advanced in the technology of atomic energy includ-

ing the production of source materials, as designated by the outgoing Board
of Governors,

B. The member most advanced in the technology of atomic energy including the

+ production of source materialx in each of the following areas which are not
represented in the first category, also as designated by the outgoing Board
of Governors.

1. North America

2. Latin Americn

3. Western Europe

4. Eastern Europe

. Africa and the Middle East

6. South Asia

7. South East Asia and the Pacific
8 Far East

C. Two members from the following other producers of source materials: Bel-
gium, Czechoslovakia, Poland, and Portgual. (Not eligible for consecutive
redesignation).

D. One other member as a supplier of technical assistance. (Not eligible for
consecutive redesignation).

E. Twelve members elected by the General Conference with due regard to equita-
ble representation of the geographic areas so that the Board always includes
three representatives from Latin America, three from Africa and the Mid-
dle East, and a representative of each of the remaining areas except Latin
America.

B Regional Atomic Organizations

The only area which at this time has substantial regional organization for
cooperation concerning the uses of ntomic energy is Europe. Latin America estab-
lished an Inter-American Nuclear Energy Commission in 1959, but it has served
primarily as a consultative body. The signing of the Treaty for the Prohibition

& New York Times, Sept. 27, 1967.
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of Nuclear Weapons in Latin America on February 11, 1067, may eventually
promote increased cooperation among the nations of that area.

In the other parts of the world where regional organization in the field of
nuclear energy has not yet developed, the increased nuclear cooperation for pence-
l'!ll purposes which has been offered to the non-nuclear weapons countries which
sign the Non-Proliferation Treaty could lead to regional efforts initiated by the
cpuntrivs needing assistunce, the countries providing assistance, or the Interna-
tional Atomie Energy Agency. Whereas formerly a national program might have
appeared more attractive than a regional program because it 1oft open the pos-
sibility of someday producing weapons, if weapons are not a consideration the
economy of regional efforts may scem more appealing.

In Europe there are scveral regional orgnnizations to promote the use of
atomic energy already in existence, including Euratom, ENEA, and CERN. These
organizations and the possible effects of the Non-Proliferation Treaty on them
will be discussed below:.

1. Euratom

Some of the most concern expressed about the institutional effects of the Non-
Proliferation I'reaty has come from the members of Furatom, the Buropean
Atomic Energy Community.

Euratom came into existence on January 1, 1955, as one of the three supra-
national organizations formed by France, Germany, Italy, Beligum, the Nether-
lands, and Luxembourg., It was brought into being along with the FBuropean
Coal and Steel Community and the European Common Market both to encourage
Luropean integration and in the anticipation that ~ome day nuclear power might
supplement conventional fuels in fulfilling the energy requirements of Europe.
At the time of its founding the predictions of future needs of electricity as well
as a shortage of oil resulting from the Suez Crisis of 1956 made the develop-
ment of nuclear power plants an attractive prospect, and the large expense of
unuclear development made regional cooperation an attractive method of under-
taking this development,

The aims of the Community as stated in the Treaty establishing it are “to con-
tribute to the raising of the standard of living in Member States und to the
development of commercial exchanges with other countries by the creation of
conditions necessary for the speedy establishment and growth of nuclear
industries.”

For this aim Euratom was given the following functions:

(a) developing rescarch and disseminating information;

(d) establishing anad insuring application of uniform safety standards:

() bringing about the construction of basle facilities required for devel-
opment of nuclear encrgy :

() bringing ahout a regular supply of ores and nuclear fuels to all users
in Buratom;

(e) guaranteeing that nuclear materials are not diverted for purposes
other than those for which they are intended ;

() exercising the property rights conferred upon it in respect to special
fissionable materials;

(g) insuring markets and access to the hest technical means by ereafion
of a common market for nuclear materials, the free movement of eapital
for nuclear investment, and freedom of employment for nuclear speeialists;
and

(h) establishing with other countries or international organizations any
contacts likely to promote progress in the peaceful use of nuclear cnergy.

Under the Euratom Treaty, all special fissionable materinls are the property
of the Community, whether it is produced or imported. JTowever, nuclear mate-
rial intended for military purposes is not subject to the control of FEuratom.
Since most of the fissionable material produced within the Euratom community
is produced by France and declared to be for military purposes, the material for
Euratom’s peaceful purpose is supplied by foreign nations through agreements
with Euratom.

Furatom has made some progress towards its objectives, A nuclear common
market has been in existence since January 1959, Since that time there has
been within the Community a free flow of nuclear materials and toward the
outside world a common tariff policy. The free movement of nuclear labor was
approved in 1962, Euratom has helped coordinate national nuclear research pro-
grams and established its own research program designed to supplemen{ na-
tional programs. For its research program it has complcted two five year plans
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and began a new five year plan in 1968, Its prineipal means of conducting re-
search is a Joint Nuclear Research Center consisting of four research centers,
one of which, at Ispra in Italy, is the base for its major rescarch project, the
ORGEL nuclear reactor, Some research is also conducted through contracts with
member states or enterprises or other international organizations such ax the
Kuropean Nuclear Encergy Agency,

Iuratom has also established the system of safety control which the Treaty
called for to insure that orex and special tissionable materials were not diverted
from their intended uses. The safety control system requived the Euratom Com-
mission also to insure that any special undertakings entered into with a third
country or uanother international organization regarding control of fissionable
material was observed.

Under Buratom’s inspection system, operators of nuclear installations must
report. on their plants and cooperate in a bookkeeping xystem through which all
fissionable material must be accounted for, A team of 17 inspectors has access
to any civil nuclenr plant at any time, and in 1967 about 100 inspections took plave
in the Euratom countries,

Euratom safeguards have been considered adequate by the United States, which
has permitted Euratom to inspect the use of American nuclear assistance rather
than requiring inspection by the United States or the International Atomie
Energy Ageney, as it has in the case of all other foreign nuclear assistance. There
is one major loophole, however, in the Kuratom system, and that is the exemp-
tion of nuclear materials which are admittedly intended for military purposes,
Article 8t of the Treaty establishing Kuratom specifically exempts nuclear de-
fonse activities of the members from inspection, It states:

*, .. Control may not extend to materials intended for the purpose ot defense
which are in course of being specially prepared for such purposes or which,
after being so preparved, are, in accordance with an operational plan, installed
or stocked in a military establishment.” France has taken the position that all of
its plutoninm producing facilities are not subject to Euratom inspection because
they were intended for military purposes. Under such circumstances inspection of
these facilities might be superflous in one sense since the purpose of safeguards
is to certify that peaceful nuclear materinls and facilities are not being used for
weapons purposes, On the other hand, it makes it difficalt to account for all fis-
sionable material in the community.

The Euratom control system is generally considered one of Euratonr’s most
suceessful functions and also one of the most developed inspection systems in
the nuclear fleld. More than 200 facilities in the nuclear research and produc-
tion field are under Euratom’s control system, which is a nuclear materials
management system broader than an inspection system to make sure there are
no diversions of materinls from their intended penceful uses,

The United States has encouraged FKuratom both as part of its broader policy
of encouraging IKuropean unitication and also as part of its policy of encouraging
the development of the peacceful uses of nuclenr encergy simmltaneously with
the establishment of controls to assure that peaceful materinls were not diverted
to weapons purposes. It hus made enriched uraninm and other assistance avail-
able to Buratom more generously than to any other regional organization. At
the ead of 1967 the Euratom Cooperation Act was amended to triple the amount
of fisstonable materinls available from the United States to Euratom.

In spite of the encouragement given by the United States and the accomplish-
ments which have been made by Furatom, many have hecome discouraged at its
prospeets. The motivation for Buratom was diminished somewhat at the outset
when the shortage of conventional fuels which had existed at its founding turned
into a glut of coal on the market by 1959, The FKrench determination to have
- national nuelear military force completely outside Euratom also made
Furatom’s task more difficult from the beginning.

In 1963 one observer wrote:

“Looking at the hard economic and technical ‘facts. one actually finds very
little justification whatsoever for the existence of Euratom. Those nations of
Europe which are serious about atomic power would have made similar progress
with the assistance of individual bilateral arrangements with the United States,
Euratom is justified largely by the expedient of politienl argument, by its role
in contributing to a united Europe,”®

e ettt

o Kramish, op. cit. (footnote 1), pp. 243 2384,
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Another who made an analysis of BEuratom wrote in 1967 :

“In short, Euratom lacked coherence and sense of direction, paid more atten-
tion to immediate and particularistic needs regardless of long-term implications,
and disbursed funds more in response to self-xerving national demands than to
common interest. Thus, in seeking to satisfy all, Furatom really satistied
none * * *

“The preceding analysis shows that Euratom benrs the indelible imprint of
failure, and it is undeniable that the organization has not been able to cope
with the pressures and problems imposed on it by its constituents and its
environmental conditions. Before proceeding further. however, it should be
pointed out that Euratom has recorded a number of successes and achieved
some positive results, A critieal question is whether the end product justities
the means, or whether the same results might not have been attained by other
less pounderous means. We may anticipate our conclusions at this point by
stating that Buratom’s modest achievements did not demand so vast an opera-
tion, measured in terms of administrative structure, money, and manpower.”’

Much concern over the Non-Proliferation Treaty has been expressed by the
members of Buratom. One concern has been that Euratom's inspection system,
which has been one of its most successful functions and has been a major factor
binding the members together, will lose substance if it is subordinated to the
fnspection system of the IAFA. Some had hoped that if Eunratom were given an
important inspection role under the Non-Proliferation Treaty it wonld give the
organization a needed boost, The treaty as tinally drafted permits nations or
groups of nations to enter into inspection arrangements with the TARA, and
this has been interpreted as permitting the TAEA to enter an agreement with
an international orgaunization such as Euratom. The drvafters of the treaty have
also stressed that the IAEA would be encouraged to utilize existing safeguards
systems such as those of Buratom. Thus Euratom's inspection system may have
some role in the treaty although this would have to be worked out in negotiations.

There might be some advantage if Euratom did retain a role in the inspection
process—namely that it would provide some control over French activities, Af
the present time one-third of the 200 nuclear research and production facilities
under Euratom control are in F'rance. As a nuclear weapon stiate, France under
the Non-Proliferation Treaty wonld not be subject to inspection. However, as
a member of Euratom, its peaceful nueclear activities are subject to Euratom
inspection although its military nueclear activities are not. This is somewhat
comparable to the position the United States will be in when it voluntarily places
all its peaceful nuclear facilities under IAEN inspection, as President Johnxon
has said would be done when the Non-Proliferation Trenty enters into effect,
but doex not submit its military facilities to inspection. If Euratom gave up its
inspection role entirely to the TAEA, there might be no inspection of French
activities at all, peaceful as well as military. France's attitude on this matter
may determine whether or not an agreement between Euratom and the 1AEA
can be worked out which meets the requirement of the treaty.

Another concern which has been expressed by the members of Enratom is
that if the TAEA safeguards system were appliedd as a result of the Non-Prolifera-
tion Treaty, it would result in a discriminatory control system within the
Euratom Community, and that it would hinder the creation of a European nuclear
industry. Since France as a nuclear weapons power waunld not be anbject to
ingpection under the Non-Proliferation ‘Treaty, other Euratom members feared
that this might result in a displacement of nuclear research and industry from
th controlled members to France, which would not bhe subject to control. or
that it would impede joint activities invelving France and other states. To
illustrate: One specific example that has been cited is the Franco-German high-
flux research reactor under construction at Grenoble: one of its functions will
be irradiation of fuel elements produced in Germany. which ix furnishing 50
pereent of the cost of the reactor. If Germany is a signatory state, TARN inspec-
tors would have the right to “follow-up” the matervials to their destination
(French soil). This might prevent the transfer of the materials to Grenoble
altogether.®

In October 1967, the member countries established five conditions which they
felt would have to he met if the Non-Proliferation Treaty were not to conflict
with the Euratom Treaty. They were:

7 Qeheinman. Lawrenee, Buratom : Nuclear integration fn FKurope. International concill
ation, May 1967, pp. 45-54.
s Ruropean Community, April 1068, p. 17.
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1. Control should be exercised on the use of nuclear materials and not over
installations as such,

2. Agreement on the Treaty should be subordinated to a satisfactory arrange-
ment between Euratom and the IAEA.

3. The arrangement should concern the verification of Euratom control methods
and not direct IAEA control,

4. Until agreement was reached, the supply of nuclear materials to the Com-
munity should be assured.

5. Member states should be assured that there would be no guillotine clause [a
clause according to which the IAEA system would automatically enter into force
if no agreement between LBuratom and the 1AKA had been reached within a
certain time, or that at a certain date Kuratom’s exclusive competence for the
inspection system would have been removed.”

Under the Non-Proliferation Treaty, there is a 180 day time limit for negotia-
tions on safeguards agreement with the IAEA to begin (after the Treaty enters
force) and an 18 month time limit after the negotiations begin for the safeguards
agreement to enter force, However, the Treaty does not stute what happens if an
agreement is not negotinted and does not enter into force within that time. United
States officials have made it clear that an IAEA safeguards agreement could be
negotiated with an international organization such as Euratom, Whether satis-
factor yarrangements can be negotiated between the two organinztions, presuming
the members of Euratom sign and ratify the Non-Proliferation Treaty, remains
to be seen, Euratom members are “bound to consult the Commission about the
compatibility of their new obligations with those assumed in signing the Euratom
Treaty” before signing.'®

2. BEuropean Nuclear Encrgy Agency (ENEA)

The Kuropean Nuclear Inergy Agency is a specinlized agency of the Organi-
zation for Economic Cooperation and Development (formerly the Organization
for European Economie Cooperation), the mechanism orviginally created by the
West European countries to coordinate Marshall Plan aid with domestic Kuropean
efforts. It provides a framework for cooperation in nuelear development among
all the states of Western KEurope, much as Furatom do s ammong the smaller
group of six European states, but with less fav-reaching political objectives,

With headquarters in Paris, the ENEKEA was established on December 20, 1957,
when the Council of the Organization for European Feonomic Cooperation
adopted the ENEA Statute, The Statute came into force on Fobruary 1, 1938, Its
members are the eighteen Furopean members of the OECD (Austrin, Belgium.
Denmark, France, Federal Republic of Germany, Greece, Iceland, Ireland. Italy,
Luxembourg, Netherlands, Norway, Portugal, Spain, Sweden, Switzerland,
Turkey, and the United Kingdom).

The United States is an Associate Member, but it has not become a member of
any of the joint projects although it has cooperated with them. The support given
by the United States to the ENEA has consisted largely of information exchanges
and participation in study groups. It has not been as involved or as generous in
tangible assistance with ENEA as with Euratom.

The aims of the ENEA are the development and use of nuclear energy for
peaceful purposes by means including joint atomic projects, scientific and tech-
nical coaperation and establishment of common services, assessment of the role
of nuclear energy in meeting Europe’s future power requirements, and ¢labora-
tion of uniform nuclear legislation governing health, safety. liability, and
insurance.

The Buropean Agency has organized several joint projects, each of which is av
independant entity with its own conventions, membership. and administrative
structure. These projects in operation are a boiling heavy water reactor at
Halden, Norway; the Dragon high-temperature gas-cooled reactor at Winfith
Heath in England; and Eurochemic, a plant for reprocessing irradiated fuels
at Mol in Belgium.

On the same day that it established the ENEA, the Council of the OEEC (now
OECD) also adopted a “Convention on the Establishment of a Security Control
in the Ficld of Nuclear Energy,” which entered into force July 22, 1959. The
objectives of security control were to ensure that the operation of any joint
nndertakings established on the initiative of or with the assistance of the Agency

v Ihid.
10 Ihid.



470

and materials provided by the agency did not further any military purpose,
A tribunal to decide matters concerning enforcement of the safeguards was also
established.

Since the ENEA convention specifieally limits its aectivities to peaceful pur-
poses and the organization has already taken measures to assure that none of itx
nuclear materials or activities or assistance is diverted to weapons uses, there
appears to be nothing incompatible between the ENEA and the Non-Prolifera-
tion Treaty. In the negotiations, little concern has heen expressed that the T'reaty
would inhibit ENEA in any way. Morecover, in contrast to KURATOM, there has
becn little concern by the ENEA members as to whether the safeguards system
they have devised would have to be replaced or supplemented by IAEA safe-
guards under the Treaty. In the past when joint projects involving both
Euratom and ENEA or some of their overlapping members might have resnlted
in jurisdictional disputes as to which organization should e¢xercise the safe-
guards function, the ENEA has been willing to subordinate itself.

Under the Non-Proliferation Treaty, if any of the members of the ENEA
projects become parties, the projects would appear to be subject to the safe-
guards provided for in the Treaty, which states in Article II1:

“Phe safegunards required by this Article shall be applied on all source or
specinl fissionable material in all peaceful nuclear activities within the territory
of such State, under its jurisdiction, or carried out under its control anywhere.”

The parties also pledge not to provide source or special fissionable material
or equipment to any non-nuclear weapon state for peaceful purposes unless the
material is under the required safeguards, so no signatory could supply the ENEA
projects with material unless they fulfilled the safeguards requirement. Article
IIT also states that the safeguards should be applied so as to avoid hampering
international cooperation in the field of nuclear energy. The safeguards agree-
ments required under the Non-Proliferation Treaty may be concluded either
by individual states or by groups of states, so it would appear that the safe-
guards could be applied to ENEA either through IAEA agreements with the
organization or with individual members. The TALA might agree to utilize
ENEA safeguards since it has been specified by the United States that one of
the guiding principles in formulating Article III was that:

“In order to avoid unnecessary duplication, the IAIIA should make appropriate
use of existing records and safeguards, provided that under such mutually
agreed arrangements the TAEA can satisfy itself that nuclear material is not
diverted to nuclear weapons or other nuclear explosive devices,”

The problem could be complicated if any of the members of the ENEA refused
to agree to safeguards by the IAEA. While its Steering Committee could adopt
a decision by a majority, the decision would be binding only on those members
which accepted the decision. Although one member of ENEA has already said
it would not sign the Non-Proliferation Treaty (France), it has also taken the
position that it would not interfere with its progress.”*

3. Buropean Organization for Nuclear Rescarch (CERN)

CERN, the European Organization for Nuclear Research, is a research or-
ganization which was established September 29, 1954, after entry into force of
a Convention drawn up the previous year by a UNESCO-sponsered conference.
In 1950 a UNESCO resolution had offered “to assist and encourage the formation
and organization of regional research centers and laboratories in order to in-
crease and make more fruitful the international collaboration of scientists in
the search for new knowledge in fields where the effort of any one country in
the region is insufficient for the task.”

CERN was an effort to carry out the UNESCO resolution. It’s headquarters are
in Geneva, and the members are Austria, Belgium, Denmark, France, The Fed-
eral Republic of Germany, Greece, Italy, Netherlands, Norway, Spain, Sweden,
Switzerland, and the United Kingdom.

According to its convention, the aims of CERN are to “provide for collabora-
tion among European States in nuclear research of a pure scientific and funda-
mental character, and in research essentially related thereto. The Organization
shall have no concern with work for military requirements and the results of its

1 7.8, Arms Control Dirarmament Agency. Explanatory remarks about the draft Non-
Proliferation Treaty. April 1968, p. 9.

13 Testimony of Willlam C. Foster, Director, Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, be-
fore House Committee on Foreign Affairs, Feb, 1, 1968. Hearings, p.
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experimental and theoretical work shall be published or otherwise made gen-
erally available,” Bringing together scientists from the member states to work
in cooperative projects and occasionally visitors from non-members such as
the United States and the Soviet Union, CKRN has been called “really a superior
research institution.” ¥

The effects of the Non-Proliferation Treaty on CERN have received very little
public comment. Since the organization is interested in fundamental and pure
scientific research and in its convention undertakes to have no concern with
work for military requirements, both the Non-I'roliferation Treaty and CERN
are working in the same direction of encouraging the peaceful uses of the atom.
Article II of the Non-Proliferation Treaty specifically preserves the inalienable
right of all parties to develop research and production of nuclear energy for
peaceful purposes without diserimination and also the right to participate in the
exchange of information or in international organizations devoted to furthering
the peaceful uses of nuclear energy.

A question might arise at some point as to whether CLRN should be required
to or volunteer to submit to the same IAKA safeguards required to the non-
nuclear parties to the treaty. Some of CERN’s members probably would be parties
to the treaty, although at least one mewmber, France, has said it would not sign
the treaty.

4, Nuclear Ewxplosives for Peaccful Purposes

On all three European nuclear organizations a potential point of conflict might
arise if one of them ever decided that it wanted to conduct research or develop-
ment in the area of nuclear explosions. Under the Treaty non-nuclear states
pledge not to manufacture or acquire any nuclear explosive devices. While there
ix no prohibition on research, the Treaty does prohibit its members from manu-
facturing nuclear explosive devices so they could not undertake any research
which actually required an explosion. To this extent the Treaty would put
hitherto not existing limitation on the permissible activities.

This is one area where the Non-Proliferation Treaty goes further than the
Treaty for the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin America and thus would
entail a new limitation on the Latin American nations. The Latin American
Treaty permits the parties to carry out explosions of nuclear devices for peaceful
purposes with appropriate notice and subject to observation by the Agency to be
cet up for its control purposes and also the IAEA.

III. EFFECT OF THE TREATY ON COLLECTIVE SECURITY ORGANIZATIONS

In addition to having an impact on the international organizations concerned
with the peaceful uses of atomic energy, the Non-Proliferation Treaty will also
affect the international organizations concerned with providing security. New
responsibilities will be added to the United Nations, and new limitations will be
placed, in effect, on regional organizations.

A. United Nations

The responsibilities of the United Nations will be enlarged by the Non-Prolifera-
tion Treaty as a result of the organization’s relationship to the International
Atomic Energy Agency, specific provisions of the Non-Proliferation Treaty itself,
and the security assurances and resolution that are expected to accompany the
Treaty.

Under the Statute of the International Atomic Energy Agency, the Agency has
cloxe links with the United Nations. It is supposed to submit annual reports on
its activities to the General Assembly, and special reports to the Security Council
on any questions which arise which are in its competency. Of greater significance,
the Statute provides for the IAEA Board to report any non-compliance with the
safeguards system “to all members and to the Security Council and General
Assembly of the United Nations.” Thus as the Agency’s safeguards system is
extended to more and more countries and facilities, the potential number of
cases in which the United Nations might have to tnke some decision also grows.

Under the Non-Proliferation Treaty itself there is no mention of the United
Nations in connection with the safeguards system. However, the JAEA Statutes’
requirement to report any non-complinnce with the safeguards system to both
the United Nations General Assembly and the Security Council would still apply.

3 Kramish, Arnold. The peaceful atom in foreign polley. New York, H v
Councll on Forelgn Relations), 1063, p. 162. &n potley arper & Row (for
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Any enforcement action against non-compliance, beyond the cutting off of further
TAEA assistance, would be up to these two United Nations organs.

The Non-Proliferation Treaty does contain the additional requirement that a
party withdrawing from the Treaty must give notice of the withdrawal to the
United Nations Security Council, as well as to all the other Parties, three months
in advance. The notice must include a “statement of the extraordinary events it
regards as having jeopardized its supreme interests” for which the nation is
withdrawing from the Treaty. This is an innovation as the two previous arms
control treaties did not require notice to the Security Council, but only to other
parties (as in the case of the test ban treaty) or to the depository governments
(as in the case of the outer space treaty). In the negotiations on the treaty, the
Rumanian delegate raised the question of the legal basis for this requirement and
whether it was the intention of the article that the Security Council, when a
notification of withdrawal was submitted to it, was to issue a judgement on it.
in responve the United States delegate did not specify exactly what it was
intendeqd thot the Security Counecil would do upon notification of a withdrawal
other than simply discuss it. He said:

*We helieve that withdrawal would be a step of such vital importance that
other parties have a strong and legitimate interest in knowing why such action
is being taken. It would also be important to have a situation which could affect
intcrnational peace and security discussed in the Security Council. Each party
will retain its rovereign right to make its own decision on withdrawal and to
frame its statement of reason in its own way. We do not understand why any
question is raised about the legal basis for such a requirement. I might add,
moreover, that, since it cannot be presumed that any party would wish to violate
the treaty and withdraw for reasons other than those which could be justified
under this article, there should be no difficulty in meeting this requirement,
assuming that a decision has been made to withdraw.” *

The Security Council would decide what it would do in any particular case
when the notification of withdrawal was received and discussed. Brazil objected
to this provision and introduced an amendment to delete it on the grounds that
it would give the Security Council members who were not parties to the treaty
a voice in any discussion concerning a notification of withdrawal. The Soviet
delegate said in regard to this provision :

“The obligation laid down in the treaty to state the reasons for withdrawal
in the notices to be sent in such a case to the other parties to the treaty and to
the Security Council will provide a certain element of restraint, since a State
intending to withdraw from the treaty will have to ponder, before taking such a
step, how it will be regarded by world public opinion. The reaction of the Security
Council to such a notice will depend on the situation which has led to the with-
drawal of a particular State from the treaty or which might come about in con-
nexion with such withdrawal. In such cases the Security Council would fulfill
the functions entrusted to it under the Charter of the United Nations.” *

Perhaps the most important development relating to the United Nations is not
the Treaty itself but the security assurances resolution which is being introduced
in conjunction with the Treaty. The United States, the Soviet Union, and the
United Kingdom agreed to sponsor a resolution for consideration by the Security
Council stating that the Council “recognizes that aggression with nuclear weap-
ons 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 nuclear-weapon
State permanent members, would have to act immediately in accordance with
their obligations under the United Nations Charter.”

In addition, in conjunction with the Security Council resolution the three
countries have agreed to make individual declarations of intention stating that
any aggression accompanied by the use of nuclear weapons would endanger the
peace and security of all States and declaring that aggression or the threat of
aggression with nuclear weapons against a non-nuclear-weapon nation would
create a qualitatively new situation. The statement would continue that in such
a situation the nuclear weapon countries which were permanent members of the
Security Couneil “would have to act immediately through the Security Council to
take the measures necessary to counter such aggression or to remove the threat
of aggression in accordance with the United N:uations Charter,” and specifying
that the Charter calls for taking “effective collective measures for the prevention

;; %‘Rel’almn, February 21, 1968, ENDC/PV. 368 : 11,
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and removal of tnreats to the peace and for the suppression of acts of aggression
or other breaches of the peace . . .” 1t would also reaffirm the right of individual
or collective self-defense until the Security Council took measures to maintain
peace,

The language which wax quoted from the Charter by both the United States
and the Soviet delegates comes from Article 1 concerning United Nations pur-
poses and thus does not shed much light on the kind of collective measures
envisioned. ‘However, some of the language used throughout the statements of
intention as described in the negotiatious is also found in Article 39, under which
the first step toward Security Council enforcement action or recommendations
for action are contingent upon the Council’s determination of the existence of a
threat to the peace, breach of the peace, or act of aggression.

Although they are clearly aimed at providing non-nuclear-weapon nations
such as India some protection from an attack by a country which does have
nuclear weapons, particularly Cominunist China, the full significance of the
security assurances and the statements of intention is not clear at the present
time. It ceems possible that they represent a bold and far-reaching innovation
in which a specific action, namely aggression by a nuclear-wenpon-country
against a non-nuclear-weapon country, would obligate the Secretary Council
to take some kind of action and obligate the members of the Council to con-
sider the situation. A minimal interpretation would be that it merely em-
phasized the already existing duty of the Council to consider and take action
in the event of a nuclear threat against a non-nuclear power.

The ordinary procedure, without such a resolution, would be for a member
of the Security Council. or the General Assembly, or the Secretary General,
to request a meeting of the Council or for the President of the Council to call
one upon request or when he considered it necessary. The Council would then
adopt the agenda for the meeting and proceed with the discussion. If enforce-
ment action were contemplated. it would first determine whether a threat to or
breach of the peace or act of aggression did exist, and then make recommenda-
tiems or decide what action would be taken.

Under one interpretation, the resolution concerning security assurances might
represent a decision in advance that a certain kind of situation, e.g. a threat
«of or an act of aggression by a nuclear-weapon-state against a non-nuclear one,
would ipso facto constitute the existence of a threat to the peace in the sense
of Article 89, and require that the Council take action to maintain or restore
international peace and security, On the other hand, the Council would still
have to adopt the agenda, decide whether any particular situation constituted
an act or threat of nuclear aggression against a non-nuclear weapon state, and
if it decided affirmatively the Council would still have to decide what kind
of action to take.

Thus how significant the resolution would be in practice is debatable and
would depend on the interpretations made at the time any such situation arose.

The significance of the phrase “the Security Council, and above all its nuclear
weapon State permanent members, would have to act immediately in accordance
with their obligations under the United Nations Charter.” is also debatable. It
could be interpreted to imply an obligation of the permanent members to use
their nuclear weapons in defense of a non-nuclear power, or it could be inter-
preted as referring to the veto right, either implying that members should not
use their veto to prevent Council action or, conversely, reaffirming the right
of veto. Whether France, which is also a permanent nuclear-weapon member
of the Security Council, will support the resolution remains to be seen.

The unilateral statements of intention being made by the three major nuclear-
weapons countries, the United States, the Soviet Union, and the United King-
dom, in es<ence supplement the Security Council resolution with statements of
policy to the same effect. The fact that the statements of intention are welcomed
in the resolution gives them a nature of a formal pledge on which the inter-
national community is relying and suggests that, although unilateral state-
ments of policy, they could not be easily ignored or reversed even though they
are not legally binding like a treaty. It iz the statements of intention which
qassure that a nuclear threat against a non-nuclear attack would at least be con-
sidered by the Security Council, for in them each of the three powers indi-
vidually affirms its intention to seek immediate Security Council action to pro-
vide assistance to any non-nuclear-weapon State party to the Non-Proliferation
Treaty which is a vietim of a nuelear attack.

Finally. reference to Article 51 and the right of individual or collective self-
defense in both the resolution and the statements of intention reserve the right
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of other defence action until the Secunity Council has taken measures necessar)
to maintain peace and security.

Additional significance of the assurances may lie in their implication that use
of nuclear weapons in aggression against a non-nuclear weapon state should
bring the United Nations to the defense of the non-nuclear state, and their im-
plied condemnation of the aggressive use of nuclear weapons by a state which
possesses them against a state which does not possess them,

The United States representative at the Disarmament Conference, William C.
Foster, has summed up the effect of the security assurance on the United Nations
in this way :

“The full significance of the Security Council action we are proposing must be
seen in the light of the present world situation. It reflects the determination of
the nuclear-weapon States which intend to become parties to the non-proliferation
treaty to have assistance provided in accordance with the Charter of the United

Vations to any party to the treaty which is a victim of an act of aggression or the
object of a threat of aggression in which nuclear weapons are used. This action
will enhance the security of all parties to the treaty, and in particular of those-
who find themselves confronted by a direct nuclear threat to their security. It is
in the light of these considerations that the governments of all members of this
Committee will want to give careful study to the statements made here today.

“The action we contemplate for the Security Council will, we believe, constitute
a heartening reaffirmation of the basic purpose of the United Nations and of the
responsibility of the Security Council for the maintenance of peace.” *®

B. Regional Security Organizations

The regional security organization which has been considered most extensively
in connection with the Non-Proliferation Treaty is the North Atlantic Treaty
Organization. The other existing regional organizations have not appeared as
immediately concerned with the effects of the Treaty for a variety of reasons.
For example, in the Organization of American States, the Latin Americans have
been moving in a direction parallel to the Non-Proliferation Treaty by their-
conclusion of a Treaty for the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons. The latter
regional denuclearization treaty requires many of the Latin American states who
ratify it to accept much the same obligations as those in the Non-Proliferation:
Treaty, although it does not enter into force until, among other requirements, all
the nuclear-weapon countries ratify a protocol to respect the treaty.

All regional organizations would be affected alike by the Treaty in certain ways,
It would mean that neither the United States nor the Soviet Union would relin-
quish control of nuclear weapons to any of its non-nuclear weapon allies, The
non-nuclear-weapon members of the organization which signed the treaty would
remain dependent upon the existing nuclear powers for any nuclear defense. If
all members signed, regional organizations such as the Arab League, in which no
member possesses nuclear weapons, would oblige themselves to remain without
nuclear weapons.

In the case of regional organizations in which some members signed the Treaty
and others did not, if the non-signers went ahead and manufactured nuclear
weapons it would probably bring about a reassessment of the entire problem and
each nation would have to decide for itself whether or not its interests had been
Jeopurdized enough to withdraw from the Non-Proliferation Treaty.

NATO is the only regional organization where serious consideration appears to
have been given to arrangements for sharing control of nuclear weapons possessed
by one of the members. For that reason throughout the negotiations on the Non-
Proliferation Treaty the effect on NATO has been a major consideration.

Up until 1966 the chief issue between the United States and the Soviet Union
preventing agreement on a Non-Proliferation Treaty had been whether new
nuclear sharing arrangements in NATO such as the proposed multilateral force:
would be permitted by the Treaty. The Soviet Union insisted that any non-
dissemination agreement must prohibit such a force, whereas the United States
contended that any force being considered would not prevent any non-nuclear
weapon country the independent use of nuclear weapons and would comply with
a non-proliferation agreement. The United States took the view that as long as
the number of nations or the number of entities independently controlling nuclear
weapons did not increase, there was no proliferation. In addition to being con-
cerned with nuclear-sharing arrangements, the United States wanted the lan-

16 March 7, 1968, ENDC/PV 374,
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guage of the treaty to make allowance for future developments such as the forma-
tion of a unified Europe in which one of the members, which already held nuclear
weapons, e.g. I'rance, would turn over its stockpile to the larger new state or
federation of which it became one part.

This issue melted away in the fall of 1966 without it ever being made officially
-clear precisely what the outcome was. By that time the idea of a multilateral force
for NATO had also been set aside or abandoned. As finally concluded, the Treaty
does ban transferring nuclear weapons or control over such weapons to “any
recipient whatsoever.” Proponents of the Treaty have stated that the Atomic
Energy Act already “clearly prohibits the transfer of possession and ownership,
ag vt'e{l as %ontrol of nuclear weapons to any non-nuclear country or to any group
of states.”

As for the Treaty’s effect in the event of any future unification of Europe. it
has been reported that the United States has given written assurances to the
Federal Republic of Germany that the Treaty would not prevent the establishment
of a European nuclear force if political unification of Western Europe took place.*®

The Treaty would entail a new legal obligation on all the non-nuclear allies
which sign the Treaty not to manufacture or acquire nuclear weapons, The Fed-
eral Republic of Germany had undertaken not to manufacture nuclear weapons
3(171 its txgrritory when it became a member of NATO and the Western European

nion.

The Treaty apparently would not affect the current nuclear defense arrange-
ments of NATO, in which some 7,000 United States nuclear warheads are already
-deployed on the territory of other NATO members. In these control is held either
solely by the United States or the use must be approved by both the host country
and the United States. The United States position has been that as long as it
haad the right of vetoing the use of a nuclear weapon, it retained control.

ACTION AND POSITIONS ON THE NONPROLIFERATION TREATY AT THE TWENTY-THIRD
SESSION OF THE UNITED NATIONS GENERAL ASSEMBLY

(By Ellen C. Collier, Analyst in U.S. Foreign Policy, Foreign Affairs Division,
January 21, 1969)

Disarmament questions consumed a major portion of the attention of the
twenty-third session of the United Nations General Assembly, which met from
September 24 through December 21, 1968. About half the meetings of the First
(Political and Security) Committee were devoted to the subject. The main focus
of the Assembly discussion was no longer on the Nonproliferation Treaty itself.
Although the treaty had not entered into force, had not been signed by many
important non-nuclear states, and had been ratified by only a few of the states
which had signed, the discussion now centered on the next steps to be taken.

There was a consensus that for the next steps toward disarmament it was the
turn of the nuclear powers to act, the non-nuclear nations having been asked
to make their contribution by renouncing the right to manufacture nuclear
weapons in the Nonproliferation Treaty. The two moves most frequently de-
manded were a comprehensive nuclear test ban and a limitation on nuclear
delivery systems, including anti-ballistic missile systems. However, several
countries also mentioned a cutoff in the production of fissionable material for
weapons purposes as the most equivalent measure because it would subject the
nuelear powers to much the same safeguards as were required of the non-nuclear
powers under the Nonproliferation Treaty, and also halt the growth of the
nuclear stockpiles, or vertical proliferation.

The non-nuclear-weapon countries showed a determination to follow up the
work and the recommendations of the Conference of Non-Nuclear-Weapon
States which had been held in Geneva from August 29 to September 28, 1968.
They sought fulfillment of the three principal obligations undertaken by the
nuclear signatories in promoting the treaty. These obligations, which had also

17 Statement submitted by William C. Foster, Director of U.S. Arms Control and Disarma-
ment Agency. Arms Control and Disarmament Act Amendments, 1968, Hearings before the
House Forelgn Affairs Committee, Feb. 1, 1968, p. 81.

I Fi%’&eyﬁ) ngm gV U.S. gives West Germans assurance on atom pact. New York Times,
March 30, 1967, p. 1.

® Final Act 'o't the Nine-Power Conference held in London, September—October 1954:
Protocol III to the Treaty of Brussels creating the Western Buropean Union.



476

been the center of discussions at the Conference of Non-Nuclear-Weapon States,
were (1) to pursue negotiations on the cessation of nuclear disarmament; (2) to
cooperate in developing and sharing the peaceful uses of atomic energy including
nuclear explosions; and (3) to provide compensating security for the non-
nuclear-weapon states.

In addition, while recognizing that further steps toward nuclear disarmament
could only be taken when the nuclear powers reached agreement between
themselves, the non-nuclear-weapon nations demonstrated their desire to con-
tinue to play an active role in the disarmament negotiations. They widely ac-
c¢laimed the Conference of Non-Nuclear-Weapon States because they felt it
had given them a significant voice. To retain this significant voice was considered
vital as a safeguard against the hegemony of the two nuclear super-powers, the
United States and the Soviet Union. Fear of such hegemony appeared to be
growing in part at least because the two major powers had agreed upon and urged
the Nonproliferation Treaty which would perpetuate the gap between their
wenpons technology and the weapons technology of the non-nuclear powers.

The delegate from Sweden expressed the fear of American-Soviet hegemony
in technological and military fields :

“That the super-Powers and they alone, if no international scheme for cooper-
ation intervenes, will have the technical resources for utilizing the new inven-
tions, follows practieally automatically from the fact that they are so far
advaneed in technology in comparison with all other nations. No willful intentions
need to be imputed. The prospect of a monopoly—or, rather of a duopoly—-for
the super-Powers in regard to satellites, to exploitation of the resources of the
sen-bed. to the utilization of nuclear explosives for mining and civil engineering
projects en a grandiose scale, is but a corollary to the so-called “technological
gap.” which is now before our eyes widening to a gulf.

“It is absolutely necessary that all countries in the world, their leaders, their
peoples, the Press, be acutely aware of this trend toward a tremendous power
aceumulation on the part of the strongest nations, That power hegemony we
have hitherto most clearly come to fear but, also, to try to temper in the military
sector, that is, in regard to nuclear weapons.” !

GENERATL ASSEMBLY CONSIDERATION

The action of the General Assembly most closely related to the Nonprolifera-
tion T'reaty was its consideration of the work of the Conference of Non-Nuelear-
Weapon States, which had been convened as a result of a 1967 resolution of
the General Assembly. Tn one of its resolutions, the Conference had invited the
General Assembly “to consider the best ways and means for the implementation
of the decisions taken by the Conference. and the coutinnity of the work under-
taken: and, at a subsequent session, to consider the question of the convening
of a second Conference of Non-Nuclear-Weapon States.”

In accordance with this request. the item “Conference of Non-Nuelear-Weapon
States: Final Document of the Conforence” was added to the agenda of the
twenty-third session and allocated to the First Committee for discussion. It
was considered in a group with the four items relating to disarmament already
on the agenda of the First Committee: (1) Question of general and complete
disarmament : report of the Conference of the Eighteen-Nation Committee on
Disarmament: (2) Urgent need for suspension of nuclear and thermonuclear
tests: report of the Conference of the Eighteen-Nation Committee on Disarma-
ment: (3) Elimination of foreign military bases in the countries of Asia, Afriea
and Latin America: report of the Conference of the Eighteen-Nation Committee
on Disarmament: and (4) Memorandum of the Government of the Union of
Soviet Socialist Republics concerning urgent measures to stop the arms race and
achieve disarmament.

RESOLUTIONS ADOPTED UNDER AGENDA ITEM ON GENERAL DISARMAMENT

At the conclusion of the debate. seven resolutions were adopted. Three were
under the agenda item of general and complete disarmament but are relevant
to the Nonproliferation Treaty because Article VI of the Treaty contains a
pledge to pursue negotiations on a treaty on general and complete disarmament
as well as a halt of the nuclear arms race and nuclear disarmament. One of
these resolutions requested the Secretary-General to prepare a report on the

1 Mrs. Myrdal in First Committee. November 18, 1988, A/C.1/PV, 1609, pp. 48-50.
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effects of the possible use of chemical and bacteriological weapons, as had heen
recommended by the Eighteen Nation Disarmament Committee, and also re-
iterated a call for observance of and an invitation to accede to the General
Protocol of 1925 on the Probition of the Use in War of Asphyxiating, Poisonous
or Other Gases and of Bacteriological Methods of Warfare.

A second resolution requested the Conference of the Eighteen-Nation Commit-
tee to pursue renewed efforts toward general and complete disarmament under
effective international control and in particular to analyze plans relating to
nueclear disarmament, and to resume its work as early as possible. During the
debate the United States representative William C. Foster announced that the
Eighteen-Nation Committee would begin meeting again on March 6, 1969.

A third resolution dealt with nuclear tests. 1t called on states which have not
done so to adhere to the partial test ban treaty and on all states to suspend
nuclear weapons tests in all environments, i.e. underground tests. In addition, it
requested the Eighteen-Nation Disarmament Committee to take up the elabora-
tion of a treaty banning underground tests as a matter of urgency and to report
to the next session of the General Assembly. During debate the view had been
frequently expressed that if the nuclear powers had the will to end all tests, an
agreement would be possible because of improvements which had been made
in the seismographic detection and identification of underground explosions.

Also introduced under the agenda item of general and complete disarmament
was a resolution concerning arms sales, Sponsored by Denmark, Iceland, Malta
and Norway, the draft resolution requested the Secretary-General to ascertain
the position of members on undertaking an obligation to register all imports and
exports of conventional arms with the Secretary-General and to authorize the
Secretary to collect and publish regularly information on the transfer of con-
ventional arms. On December 5, 1968, the representative of Denmark said the
sponsors would not press for a vote on this resolution, which elicited both support
and opposition in the debate, on the understanding that it was covered by a
paragraph in another resolution under which all documents and records of the
First Committee’s meeting would be transmitted to the Eighteen-Nation Disarma-
ment Committee.

RESOLUTIONS ON THE CONFERENCE OF NON-NUCLEAR-WEAPON STATES

The other four resolutions adopted were all considered under the subject of
the Conference of Non-Nuclear-Weapon States. Continuing the vwork of this Con-
ference was one of the major concerns at the twenty-third xession of the Gen-
eral Assembly and the method of following through on its decisions was the
subject of a considerable amount of negotiation.

Several states favored a special United Nations body or ad hoc comniittee to
continue the work of the Conference and to devote itself to the question of imple-
menting the resolutions of the Conference., At first negotiations centered on the
creation of such a committee. However, when it became apparent that the
establishment of a special committee for this purpose was xtrongly opposed by
many states including the major powers, the convening of the Disarmament Com-
mission was accepted as an alternative which could serve the same purpose but
which would not create an additional committee. Negotiations then centered on
the timing and terms of reference of the Disarmament Commixsion, which in-
cludes all members of the United Nations, One draft resolution, submitted by
Australia, Austria, Canada, Finland, Japan, and the Netherlands, requested the
Secretary-General to place the question of convening the Commission on the
agenda of the next session of the General Axsembly, Another, submitted by Argen-
tina. Brazil, Chile, Italy, Pakistan, and Yugoslavia, called for a decision to con-
vene the Commission, with consultations to ascertain whether it should be
convened by July 1969 or after the 24th session and before March 1970. Both drafts
endorsed the Declaration of the Conference of Non-Nuclear-Weapon States,

Another draft resolution introduced by Cyprus called for broadening the
mandate of the Disarmament Commission to include “not only the question
of general and complete disarmament under international control, but also
the related question of strengthening the capacity of the United Nations to take
effective measures to ensure collective security, peaceful settlement of disputes
and economic development.” The Cypriot delegate said the assumptions of the
present procedures for general disarmament should be reexamined in light of
their lack of success and the lack of international security. The United States
and several other delegations contended that a mandate including disarmament,
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security, and economic matters would be too diffuse and render the Commission
ineffective, The delegate from Cyprus did not press the resolution to the vote,
stating that he had sought to emphasize the important link between the three
subjects,

The resolution finally adopted, 2456 A, was a compromise. It requested the
Secretary General to place on the agenda of the twenty-fourth session the
question of implementation of the results of the Conference, including the
question of convening a meeting of the Disarmament Commission early in 1970
to consider disarmament and the related question of the security of nations.
Another item which the resolution requested be placed on the agenda of the next
session was the question of further cooperation on the peaceful uses of nuclear
energy with particular regard to the needs of the developing countries,

The resolution also endorsed the Declaration of the Conference of Non-Nuclear-
Weapon States and took note of its resolutions. Ambassador Foster announced
that the United States could not support the paragraph endorsing the Declara-
tion because it had been a non-voting participant in the Conference and had
not expressed its views on several issues, and because a number of statements
in the Declaration were not consistent with its views. Ile said, “Accordingly,
the United States cannot regard itself as in any way committed to the state-
ments contained in the Declaration.”? He asked for a separate vote on the
paragraph containing the endorsement. In the separate vote, the United States
abstained but the paragraph was passed by a vote of 84-8, with 10 abstentions.
The United States then voted in favor of the resolution as a whole, which
was passed in plenary session by a vote of 103 in favor, 7 against, and 5
abstentions.

The Soviet Union and six other Communist nations voted against the resolution.

(Rumania voted for it.) Among the reasons given by the Soviet delegate were
that it called for approval of the Conference’s declaration and amounted to ap-
proval of all its recommendations, whether constructive or not. Another reason
he did not wish to endorse the final declaration was that it directed the General
Assembly toward convening another conference of non-nuclear-weapon states in
the future.
- The Soviet delegate also objected that there was not a single reference to the
Nonproliferation Treaty in the resolution which was finally adopted by the Gen-
eral Assembly, and that some of its sponsors had not signed the treaty. He objected
to using the Disarmament Commission as a watchdog over the implementation
of the Conference’s recommendations. Finally, he objected to the wording referring
to “Members of the Tnited Nations or of its specinlized agencies” which encom-
passed the Federal Republic of Germany but exchuded the German Democratic
Republic which had signed the Nonproliferation Treaty., The Soviet Union sup-
ported a resolution introduced by Bulgaria and Hungary, which was not put to
the vote after the adopted resolution was given priority. Their draft did not
mention the Disarmament Commission, welcomed the “number of constructive
proposals” in the resolutions of the Non-Nuelear-Weapon States Conference, and
stressed that they must be implemented in such a way as to contribute to the
objectives of the Nonproliferation Treaty.,

On December 9, 1968, the Soviet delegate spoke of the possibility that some
decixions of the Non-Nuclear-Weapon States Conference could be used to help
delay the entry into force of the Nonproliferation Treaty, and linked this with
helping the Federal Republic of Germany. Ie said ;

“My delegation approaches the draft resolution concerning the Conference of
Non-Nuclear-Weapon States and the deeisions of that conference from the follow-
ing angle. Are they conducive to advancing the cause of the treaty on the non-
proliferation of nuclear weapons or, on the contrary, do they hamper and obstruct
the attainment of its objectives? Do they help those who are looking for all kinds
of artificial pretexts for not adhering to the treaty? It is casy to see that those
who cannot or will not recognize this, are wittingly or unwittingly, helping the
aggressive, revenge-seeking circles of West Germany to conceal their desire to
possess huclear weapous.

“The peoples of Burope remember very well how German imperinlism has twice
within one generation brought upon Iurope and the world the bloody orgy of two
world wirs, The peoples of the world will never forget it aud will never allow
the West German revenge-seekers to commit for a third time the same crime
against the world and against mankind. In this connection it must be noted that

2 First Committee. Dec, 17, 1968, A/C.1/PV.1643, n. 26.
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some of the decisions of the Conference of Non-Nuclear Weapon State and this
may be reflected in some of the draft resolutions submitted here, can be used by
the opponents of the nonproliferation treaty at least to prevent or delay as much
as possible the entry into force of thut treaty. Another thing must be noted. Some
non-nuclear countries, refusing to sign this treaty, evince a tendency which must
make us wary. These countries strive to obtain significant advantages in the
ficld of the peaceful use of nuclear energy ; they demand additional guarantees for
their own security, but they refuse to assume any obligations and they do not
adhere to the treaty on the nonproliferation of nuclear weapons. The Soviot delega-
tion would like to point out the unrealistic and unfounded nature of such an
approach,” ®

The resolution on the Non-Nuclear-Weapon Nations Conference also invited
the Secretary General to transmit the Conference's resolutions to the specialized
agencies and other international groups concerned, which in turn were invited to
report back on action taken by them concerning the resolutions. It also invited
the International Bank for Reconstruction and Development, the United Nations
Development Program, and the IAEA to continue the study of the recommenda-
tions to those organizations.

In this connection. Administrator of the United Nations Development IPro-
gramme Paul Hoffman wrote Secretary General U Thant on November 25, 1968,
concerning resolution J of the Conference, which requested the General As-
sembly to consider establishing within the UN Development Program a “nuclear
technology research and development program” to be executed as 1 matter of
priority with the cooperation of the IAEA for the henefit of the developing conn-
tries. The Administrator noted that the resolution had been passed without
any prior consultations with or notifications to the UNDP, IIe pointed to funds
which had already been earmarked for projects to he executed by the TAEA and
expressed the belief that the UNDP resources could most appropriately he ap-
plied to preinvestment studies in the field of large-scale nuclear energy ; to train-
ing, research, and advisory function in the field of isotopes and ionizing radia-
tion, and to technical and economic studies in the field of peaceful nuclear
explosions only if this field reached the stage of practical application. He also
stated :

“Naturally, in considering requests for assistanee in the field of atomic energy,
I believe that the Governing Council would wish to continue to he guided, as
in other fields, by its usual criteria of project soundness and priority, including
the ability of the requesting Government to provide the appropriate eounterpart
facilities and qualified national staff, and taking account of the likelihood of
investment follow-up in appropriate cases.”*

Another part of the resolution adopted requested the Seeretary General in ac-
cordance with resolution G of the Conference to appoint a group of experts to
prepare a full report on all possible contributions of nuclear technology to the
economic and scientific advancement of the developing countries. In accordance
with a rule requiring that any resolution involving expenditure must he accom-
panied by an estimate of expenditures prepared by the Seeretary General and
examined by the Administrative and Budgetary Committee, the Seeretary Gen-
eral estimated the cost of this study at £129,500,

ADDITIONAL VIEWS EXPRESSED RELATING TO THE NONPROLIFERATION TREATY

Several delegations urged the speedy ratifieation of the Nonproliferation
Treaty. Ireland, Canada, Sweden, Bulgaria, the Soviet Union. and Poland
stressed the desirability of ratifieation of the treaty. The Canadian delegate
stated that only 2 of 8 “threshold” states had signed the treaty and he partieu-
larly urged their adherence. The delegate from Ireland cautioned {hat the
“follow-up” action of thye Conference of Non-Nuclear-Weapon States should in no
way delay the treaty’s entry into foree.

The delegate from Kenya expressed the view held by some that they were
particularly concerned that the sponsors of the treaty, who he said had done
much “arm-twisting” to gain support for the treaty, had not ratified it. althoungh
the United Kingdom did deposit its ratification in the course of the debate, The
delegate from Kenya said:

“My delegation is rather disturbed that the authors of the nuclear nonpro-
liferation treaty are beginning to balk at ratifying the Treaty. It will be recalled

A Mr, Malik fn Committee 1, December 9, 1968, A/C.1/PV. 1634, pp.& 11,
SA/TO84, 4,
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that leading nuclear nations did much rough arm-twisting in the developing
world in order to obtain support for the Treaty when we last met here in June.
Eventually the arm-twisting paid off handsomely, when the General Assembly
commended the Treaty by 95 votes to 4. with 21 abstentions. Moreover, we
understand that more than eighty countries have already signed the Treaty. In
the circumstances, we do not understand why the authors of the Treaty, who
were so enthusiastic at the beginning, are now reluctant to ratify it.”®

The delegate from Kenya also expressed the concern for the security of the non-
nuclear-weapon states—na concern shared by many other states. He quoted an
African adage that “when two elephants fight it is the grass that suffers,’”” and
said that some of the smaller powers who had “sought peace under the so-called
nuclear umbrella have been rudely awakened to the fact that they are not under
an umbrella but under the sword of Damocles.” ®

Lack of satisfaction with the security assurances which had been given the
non-nuclear-weapon states in the Security Council resolution accompanying the
Nonproliferation Treaty was voiced by many delegations. The delegate from
Yugoslavia said:

“x * * One would simply be hypocritical not to see that the guarantees to non-
nmuclear States offered by the three nuclear Powers in their declarations do not
raise the level of security that non-nuclear States need and to which they have
been ~o sensitive in the past.” ¥ He cited one of the major merits of the Conference
of Non-Nuclear-Weapon States as heing that it had raixed the question of inter-
national seeurity in the nuclear age as a whole. In addition, he supported the sug-
gestion at the conference that a special conference be convened in order to find a
solution for the first step toward a universal system of collective security, the first
step heing a multilateral instrument containing safeguards and guarantees from
the nueclear powers to the non-nuclear nations,

On this point the United States had expressed the view that separate nniversal
security guarantees outside the United Nations and in competition with it would
weaken both the United Nations and security and lack the legal framework pro-
vided by the UN Charter.

Nepal favored what was called a negative security gnarantee rather than a
positive guarantee, that is, it favored a pledge by the nuclear powers not to use
nuclear weapons against non-nuclear states above pledges to assist them in the
event of attack. Pakistan called a negative security assurance the “nearly uni-
versal desire of non-nuclear States.” A prohibition against the use of nuclear
weapons in general was favored by the Communist nations,

Ghana urged that to gain parties to the nonproliferation treaty the nuclear
powers must make effective assurances which would satisfy the non-nueclear
powers. make convineing efforts to reach concrete disarmament agreements, and
in general give sympathetic consideration to the results of the Conference of
Non-Nuclear-Weapon States. A similar view was expressed by Mexico.

Canada suggested that instead of a new conference on security guarantees as
suggested by Yugoslavia the non-nuclear states should get together and bring
the question before the United Nations Security Council, arguing their case on
the inadequacy of the existing assurances and making constructive proposals on
what the assurances should be. The question would then be debated in the
Security Council.

A few states reiterated or clarified their own position on becoming a party to
the Nonproliferation Treaty. The delegate from Pakistan quoted the Foreign
Minister’s endorsement of the objectives of the treaty, the effectiveness of which
would depend upon the extent of adherence. and his statement that Pakistan’s
signature would depend on “inescapable regional considerations.”

The French delegate ropeated that it would conduct itself exactly like the
states which had decided to adhere to the Nonproliferation Treaty, but stating
that the Treaty did not constitute a real act of disarmament. In his view. the
real problem was to meet the needs of security, including first, a security guar-
antee against nuclear weapons. In the French view the process of disarmament
required the establishment of a far-reaching and lasting detente.

India presented views on the method of conducting peaceful nuclear explosions
which would appear to require different action than outlined in the Non-
proliferation Treaty. The delegate said :

“The development of the technology of nuclear excavation projects must he
sought not by way of maodification of the Moscow test-ban Treaty but in the

5 Mr. Nabwera in First Committee, November 19, 1988, A/C.1/PV. 1611, p. 57.

o indd,, p. 52,
7 Mr. Bebler In First Committee, November 15, 1968, A/C. 'V, 1607, p. 26,
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<ontext of a comprehensive test-ban treaty and through a separately negotiated
agreement, which should be made part of an international regime for peaceful
nuclear explosions. Such a regime should be established within the over-all scope
«of the International Atomic Energy Agency and without discrimination against
any category of States. Such a regime should naturally ensure the right of all
Ntates, particularly developing States, to learn and apply the technology of
nuclear explosions for peaceful purposes. Only a truly international regime,
allowing for international decision-making in regard to the conduct of ex-
plosions and their international supervision, in whatever country they oc-ur.
would assure equality. It is not possible to accept as a permanent feature of the
future world that some countries, because they arve militarily advanced, should
alxo have direct aceess to the important economic and technical benefits of new
technologies while others should be either at the mercy of discriminatory treat-
ment or able to obtain such benefits only in an indirect way.” ®

Indin and some of the other non-nuclear states which had not signed the
Nonproliferation Treaty, such ax Zambia and Indonesia, objected to the Treaty's
provisions which appeared to confine certain benefits to parties to the treaty.
They believed that cooperation in the peaceful uses of nuclear energy and pro-
visions for security from nuclear attack should be made available to all non-
nuclear states, whether or not they had ratified the treaty.

HESOLUTION ON DENUCLEARIZED ZONES

Three resolutions were also passed by the General Assembly on single specific
recommendations of the Conference of Non-Nuclear-Weapon States, Resolution
2456 B mentioned the establishment of nuclear-weapon-free zones as a measure
which contributed to halting the proliferation of nuclear weapons. It reitevated
the recommendation of the Non-Nuclear-Weapon Nations Conference concerning
the establishment of nuclear-weapon-free zones and appealed again for the
nuelear-weapon powers to <ign and ratify the protocol of the Latin American
Dennelearization Freaty promising to respect it and not to use or threaten to use
nuelear weapons against contracting parties.

During the debate the Mexican delegate summarized the status of the Latin
American Denuclearization Treaty, and varions states from Africa, Europe, and
the Balkans supported the idea of denuclearized zones in their regions,

RESOLUTION CALLING FOR A REPORT ON AN INTERNATIONAL SERVICE FOR PEACERUL
NUCLEAR EXPLOSIONS

A third resolution, 2456 €, requested the Secretary General to prepare a report
on the establishment of an international service for nuclear explosions for peace-
fal purposes within the framework of the 1AKA, Of all the resolutions connected
with the Conference of Non-Nuclear-Weapon States, thix received the least sup-
port. passing by a vote of 75 in favor, 9 against (including the Soviet Union and
the United Kingdom, aud 50 abstentions (inclading the United States),

The lack of enthusinsm for this resolution by many, including the nuclear
powers, did not appear to stem primarvily from opposition to a study on an
international service for nuclear explosions, but rather from the fact that the
12th annnal meeting of the International Mtomie Energy Agency Conference in
Reptember 1968 had voted for the IAEA to initinte such a study, in response to
the recommedation of the Conference of Non-Nunelear-Weapon States. The oppo-
nents to the reselution felt that the TAEA was the ageney which should con-
duet such a study, and that an additional report by the Secretary General would
bhe a daplication of effort. In addition. both the Soviet Union and the United King-
dom objected to the omission of any reference in the rexolution to the Nonpro-
liferation Treaty which had created the interest in the nuclear explosion service.
The Soviet representative objected too that the resolution spoke of holding
nuclear explosions for peaceful purpose under appropriate international control
whereas under the Nonproliferation Treaty the purpose of international super-
vision was to prevent violations of the Nonproliferation Treaty.

The United States delegate, William C. Foster, supported the early start of
studies on a nuelear explosion =ervice but took the poxition that the LAEA wax
the international organization with the appropriate mandate and experience.
However, he said that the United States would not oppose the resolution *not-

$Mr, Husaln in First Committee, November 28, 1968, A/C.1/PV. 1624. Pp. 48-50.
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withstanding our reservations on the compatibility of his draft resolution with
the relationship agreement between the United Nations and the TARA,” but
would abstain, on the assumption that the report would not impinge on the proper
role of the IAEA and ultimately would be transmitted to the IABA,

The delegate from Mexico, who had cosponsored the resolution along with
Austria, Iran, Italy, Ireland, Pakistan, and eighteen other Latin American mem-
bers, defended the resolution on the grounds that the subject was of common
interest and in the eompetence of both the United Nations and the IAEJA, and
that what was being asked of the Secretary General was to prepare a report in
consultation and cooperation with the Director-General of the IALEA. In his view
Just as the study should not be carried out by the United Nations without any
participation of the IAEA, neither should it be carried out exclusively by the
TAEA because the United Nations had jurisdiction over several aspects of the
question. He also objected to the haste and manner in which the IAEA had
adopted its resolution calling for a study.

RESOLUTIONS ON U.S.-SOVIET BILATERAL DISCUSSIONS ON DELIVERY SYSTEMS

The fourth resolution (1456 D) adopted under the subject of the Conference
of Non-Nuclear-Weapon States repeated the Conference’s recommendation calling
for bilateral missile talks between the United States and the Soviet Unjon. By a
vote of 108 in favor (including both the United States and the Soviet Union ). none
against, with 7 ahstentions (ineluding Cuba and France), the resolution urged
the United States and the Soviet Union to “enter at an early date into bilateral
discussions on the limitation of offensive strategic nuclear weapons delivery
systems and systems of defense against ballistic missiles.” It noted that the two
countries had agreed in July 1968 to enter such discussions and that these could
lead to the cessation of the nuclear arms race, the achievemeut of nuclear dis-
armament, and the relaxation of tensions. When the delegate from RBulgaria
attributed the delay in beginning missile talks to the United States, which he
accused of searching for excuses to delay beginning talks, Mr, Foster, apparently
referring to the events in Czechoslovakia, said only, “I must comment that I
believe every one of our colleagues in this Committee is aware of the reasons
for that delay.” ® The Soviet delegate said that the fact that no votes were ecast
agninst the resolution indicated clearly that the members “do not share the views
of those who wish to have disarmament negotiations depend npon current inter-
national events.”*

The widespread view that the step which should now be taken by the two
major powers as a counterpart to the Nonproliferation Treaty was to begin bi-
lateral missile talks leading toward a moratorium on the strategic arms race
was expressed by the delegate from Sweden :

“During the preparation of the nonproliferation Treaty, we, the non-nuclear-
weapon Powers, were demanding “tangible steps” to accompany or follow it. But
no steps have so far been taken to accompany the readiness on the part of the
majority of us to aceept non-nuclearization of our military forces. No steps have
been taken to “tollow.” This is probably one of the reasons for a certain reluctance
to sign and to ratify the Nonproliferation Treaty.

* * * * * * *

“Never has the next step in dicarmament been so elearly indicated: Tt must.
logically. he the cessation of the new armaments race in regard to strategic
missile systems, offensive and defensive. Economically, their developiment and
deployment are disastrous. It is for mankind as a whole inconceivable how these
countries, great as they are, can continue to pour resources-—and enormous
amounts of money and of human talent, at that——on programimes for inereasing
their capacity for mass destruction, particularly since all cost-henefit calenlations
show that these measures, mutually undertaken, are not assuring any greater na-
tional security bhut the opposite. At the same time, this continuing race plays a
dangerous game with international security, upsetting, as it does, the balance
prevailing earlier, which had given us the hope that a plateau of some stability
had been achieved.

“While these development go on, we listen with intense expectations to re-
peated statements by the leaders of these two nations, which seems to promise
that they are willing to get together in a bilateral exchange of views in order

® December 5, 1968, A/C.1/PV, 1630, p. 12.
1 Mr. Malik In First Commlittee, December 20, 1968, A/PV, 1750, p, 21,
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to discuss these very issues of nuclear disarmament and to arrive at effective
agreements to stop the irrational race. An agreed cessation of the strategic arms
race, or at least an immediate moratorium, is the counterpart disarmament
measure now expected from them. The credibility of the super-Powers in regard
to disarmament is now.at stake,” "'

AGENDA ITEMS ON FOREIGN MILITARY BASES AND THE SOVIET MEMORANDUM

The two agenda items on foreign military bases and the Soviet memorandum on
disarmament did not result in the passage of any separate resolutions. The
Chairman of the First Comumittee ruled that the subject of foreign military
bases was covered by the adoption of the resolution urging the Eighteen-Nation
Disarmament Committee to pursue renewed efforts (2454 1B). This resolution
recalled, among several others, a resolution of the previous session requesting the
Lighteen-Nation Disarmament Committee to consider the question of elimination
of foreign military bases in Asia, Africa, and Latin America.

Similarly, the Soviet Memorandum on Disarmament did not result in a resolu-
tion. The memorandum proposed ‘“‘urgent measures aimed at stopping the nuclear
arms race and achieving disarmament” under the following nine headings:

(1) Prohibition of the use of nuclear weapons;

(2) Measures for stopping the manufacture of nuclear weapons and for
reducing and destroying stockpiles ;

(3) Limitation and subsequent reduction of means of delivery of strategic
weapons;

(4) Prohibition of flights beyond national borders of bombers carrying
nuclear weapons. Limitation of navigation zones for rocket-carrying sub-
narines;

() Ban on underground nuclear-weapon tests;

(6) Prohibition of the use of chemical and bacteriological weapons ;

(7) Elimination of foreign military bases;

(8) Measures for regional disarmament ; and

(9) Peaceful uses of the sea-bed and ocean floor.

At one point the Soviet delegate submitted a resolution in which the Assembly
would “attach ... great importance” to the memorandum and request the
Elighteen-Nation Disarmament Committee to undertake negotiations concerning
the measures contained in it, On December 6, 1988, however, the Chairman of the
Irirst Committee announced that he had been informed by the Soviet delegation
that it would not insist on a vote on the resolution. The importance of the
memorandum had been noted, the Soviet delegation said. In addition, the reso-
lution adopted on general disarmament (2454B) noted the memorandum along
with other proposuls for collateral measures which had been submitted to the
Eighteen-Nation Disarmament Committee,

RESOLUTION ON INTERNATIONAL ATOMIC ENERGY AGENCY REPORT

Another matter relevant to the Nonproliferation Treaty was the report of the
International Atomic Energy Agency, which was considered direetly by the
plenary session of the General Assembly without reference to a committee. The
International Atomic Energy Agency would have the responsibility for safe-
guards under the treaty and the states members of the Boards of Governors of
the TAEA would have a special role in the amending process under the treaty
because any amendment would require their approval and ratification, In addi-
tion, the Agency could become the international body responsible for making
available the benefits of peaceful nuclear explosions. Article V of the treaty re-
quires that these benefits be obtained pursuant to special agreements “through an
appropriate international body with adequate representation of non-nuclear-
weapon States.”

The Conference of Non-Nuclear-Weapon Nations recognized the growing role
of the International Atomic Fnergy Agency and reported that resources for the
Agency should be increased and that the Ageney should “adapt itself adequately
for its further vesponsibilities.” * In particular, it recommended that representa-
tion on its Board of Governors be broadened to reflect equitable geographic

11 Mrs, Myrdal, in First Committee, November 18, 1968. A/C.1/PV. 1609, pp, 52-55.
12 Resolution N, paragraph 7.
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aistribution and the views of a broad spectrum of developing countries.” These
recommendations in turn were the subject of resolutions by the twelfth sesxion
of the General Conference ot the IAEA.

The resolution passed by the General Assembly gave a third endorsement to
the desire to enable the IAEA to be in a position to carry out the new respon-
xibilities it would assume under the Nonproliferation Treaty. In addition, it
took specific note of the two resolutions which had been adopted by the I1AILA
General Conference in response to the Conference of Non-Nuclear-Weapon Na-
tions, They first reque<ted the Board of Governors to study ways by which itx
membership would adequately reflect the progress and development of the peuce-
ful uses of nuclear energy which had been achieved by many countries including
developing countries, equitable geographic distribution, and the continuing need
for effectiveness as an executive body. The United Statex delegate had said that
it would consider the Board composition with an open mind.

The second 1AEA resolution noted by the General Assembly was the one re-
guesting the Director-General of the IAEA to initiate studiex of the procedures
it should employ in connection with the peaceful uses of nuclear exploxions,

The General Assembly resolution (2457 (XXII1)) was passed by a vote of 93
in favor. 0 against, and 4 absteutions, on December 20, TS,

OTHEE ACTION OF THE ASSEMBLY

A few other resolutions passed by the General Assembly should be mentioned
because they relate either to disarmament or atomic energy, On December 21,
1968, the Assembly established a Committee on the Peaceful Usex of the Sea-Bed
and the Ocean Floor beyond the Limits of National Jurixdiction, composed of
forty-two states (Resolution 2467 (XXI11I)). Among other things the Committee
was instructed to study the reservation exclusively for peaceful purpoxes of the
sea-bed and the ocean floor, taking into account the international negotiations
being undertaken in the field of disarmament,

On December 16, 1968, the General Asscmbly requested the Secretary General
to undertake preparations for the Fourth International Conference on the Peuace-
ful Uses of Atomic Energy in Geneva in 1971 (Resolution 2406 (XXIII)).

On November 19, 1968, the Assembly requested the Secretary General, when.
asking for national studies on the economic and social consequences of disarma-
ment, to suggest including considerations on the anticipated economic and social
effects of partial disarmament measures (Resolution 2387 (XXIII1)).

Finally, the General Assembly postponed until the next session a resolution sub-
mitted under the item “one day of war for peace” in which nations would be asked
to give the equivalent of one day’s military expenditures to a special fund to be-
used for peaceful purposes,

13 The Board of Governors at the present time consists of about twenty-five members,
elected or appointed with both geographic and technological considerations, The five na-
tions most technologically advanced in nuclear energy are included and the most techno-
logically advanced nation in each of eight geographic regions, Two additional producers of
source material are included and one supplier of technical assistance. Then twelve members.
are elected so that there will be equitable representation of the eight geographic regions
named and that the Board at all times includes three representatives of Latin America,
three of Africa and the Middle East, and a representative of each of the remaining areas.
except North America.



QUESTIONS POSED BY SENATOR C'OOPER AND ANSWERS BY THE DEPARTMENT OF STATE

AvausTt 12, 196k,
Hon. DeEaN RUSK,
Departinent of State,
Washington, D.C.

DEAR MR. SECRETARY : Upon the return of Congress in September, the Senate
Foreign Relations Committee will consider in executive session the Non-Pro-
liferation Treaty.

During testimony before the Committee on July 12, several questions were
asked concerning the relationship of the Non-Proliferation Treaty to the Nuclear
Test Ban Treaty and certain Acts of Congress, Under the Constitution the
Non-Proliferation Treaty will become the supreme law of the land. It would
bLe most helpful if 1 could be provided with answers ito the following questions:

1. In what way, if any, does the Non-Proliferation Treaty amend, modify,
supplement, or incorporate by reference any of the provisions of the Nuclear
Test Ban Treaty, the Treaty on Outer Space, the Statute of the International
Atomic Energy Agency, the NATO Treaty or any of our other mutual defense
treaties?

2. Please list the bilateral or multilateral Exccutive Agreements presently in
force which the United States has entered into with other countries pursuant
to Chapter 11 of the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended. In what way, if
any, does the Non-Proliferation Treaty amend, modify, supplement or incor-
horate by reference any of the provisions contained in these Agreements?

3. In what way, if any, does the Non-Proliferation Treaty amend, modify,
supplement or incorporate by reference any provisions of federal legislation
such as the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended. the EURATOM Coopera-
tion Act of 1938, the International Atomic Energy Agency Participation Act of
1957, the Atomic Energy Community Act of 1955, as amended, or any other rele-
rant Acts of Congress administered by the Commission ?

While I recognize that some of the matters raised in these questions are more
within the purview of the Atomic Energy Commission than the Department of
State, I would appreciate very much your comments where appropriate,

Sincerely yours,
JOHN SHERMAN COOPER.

SEPTEMBER 5, 1968.
Hon. JouN SHERMAN COOPER,
U.S. Scnate,
Washington, D.C.
DEAR SENATOR CooPER: The Secretary has asked me to reply to your letter
of August 12, 1968 concerning the Non-Proliferation Treaty.
I am enclosing a memorandum which sets forth the answers to your specific
questions.
If there is any further information we may provide, please let me know.
Sincerely yours,
WILLIAM B. MACOMBER, Jr.,
Assistant Sceretary for Congressional Relations.

MEMORANDUM IN RESPONSE TO QUESTIONS oN THE NPT RAISED IN SENATOR
COOPER'S LETTER TO SECRETARY RUsSK DATED Aucrst 12, 1068

Qiutestion 1. In what way, if any, does the Non-Proliferation Treaty amend,
modify, supplement, or incorporate by reference any of the provisions of the
Nuelear Test Ban Treaty, the Treaty on Outer Space, the Statute of the
Intcrnational Atomic Energy Agency. the NATO Treaty or any of our other
mutual defense treatics?

Answer (a) Nuclear Test Ban Treaty: The Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT)
does not amend. modify, or supplement any of the provisions of the Nuclear

(485)
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Test Ban Treaty. The NPT doex make reference to the Preamble of the Test
Ban Treaty iu its tenth preambular paragraph.

As pointed out in Chairman Seaborg’s testimony before the Foreign Relations
(‘ommittee on July 12, 1968, the NPT “is not intended to modify the provisions
of the limited Test Ban Treaty. Therefore, in providing a nuclear explosion
service pursuant to Article V, the United States will be obligated to observe
the requirements of the limited Test Ban Treaty.” (Hearings, p. 105.) As he
also puinted out, Article V of the NI1' may make it easier to modify or amend
the Test Ban Treaty should such moditication or amendments be required to
perform certain nuclear explosion services.

(b) The Treaty on Outer Space: The Non-Proliferation 'I'reaty does not
amend, modity, supplement or incorporate by reference any of the provisions of
this treaty.

(¢) The Statute of the International Atomic Energy Agency: Article IIT of
the NI'T' makes two references to the Statute of the International Atomic Energy
Agency—in each case to the effect that non-nuclear weapon States shall conclude
safeguards agreements with the International Atomic Energy Agency “in accord-
ance with the Statute of the International Atomic Energy Agency”. The NPT
does not amend, modify, supplement or incorporate by reference any of the
provisions of this Statute.

(d) The NATO Treaty or any of our other mutual defense treaties: The
Nou-Proliferation Treaty does not amend. modify, supplement or incorporate by
reference any of the provisions contained in the NATO Treaty or any of our
other mutual defense treaties.

Question 2. Please list the bilateral or multilateral Executive Agreements
presently in force which the United States has entercd into with other coun-
tries pursuant to Chapter 11 of the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amendced. In
what way, if any, docs the Non-Proliferation Trecaty amend, modify, supple-
ment or tncorporate by refercnce any of the provisions contained in these
Agreements?

Answer:

The cxisting international agreements under Chapter 11 of the Atomic
Lnergy Act fall into two broad categories: Agreements for Cooperation for
Mutual Defense Purposes and Agreements for Cooperation in the Civil Uses of
Atomic Energy.

A. Agreements for Cooperation for Mutual Defense Purposes: The Non-Pro-
liferation Treaty will not have the effect of amending, modifying, supplementing
or incorporating by reference any of the 12 agreements in this category, which
are listed below :

Effective date
N AT O e e Mar. 12, 1965.
Australin Aug. 14, 1957.
Belghum o e Sept. 5, 1062,
Canada o o e July 27, 1959.
France (Land-Based Prototype Fuel Supply Agreement) ______. July 20, 1959.
Irance . o o e Oct. 9, 1961.
Germany, Federal Republicof . . July 27, 1959.
2 N 3 O LU PSS Aug. 11, 1959.
) £317 5O, e e e e e e 2 e May 24, 1961,
Netherlands oo July 27, 1959.
UL OY - s e e e e e et et e e e e e et July 27, 1959,
United Kingdom oo Aug. 4, 1958.
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B. Agreements for Cooperation in the Civil Uses of Atomic Energy: The 33
U.S. agreements for cooperation in the civil uses of atomic energy now in effect

are listed below :
INTERNATIONAL AGREEMENTS

(1) BILATERAL AGREEMENTS FOR COOPERATION IN THE CIVIL USES OF ATOMIC ENERGY

Effective Termination
Country Scope date date
Argentina. .. ...l Research and power_.._._............. July 27,1962 July 26,1969
Austratia.__.... . 11 S May 28,1957 May 27. 1997
Austria___.._._ emeemeuua. - Researeh. ... ... . ... Jan. 25,1960 Jan. 24,1970
[T L PN « |+ KPP Nov. 9,1966 Aug. 2,1975
Canada. _.___.. . July 21,1855 July 13,1980
China, Republic of. July 18,1955 July 17,1974
Denmark July 25,1955 July 24,1973
Greece. Aug. 4,1955 Aug. 3,1974
India_ . Oct. 25,1963 Oct. 24,1993
Indonesia . Sept. 21,1960 Sept. 20,1970
(1T T '+ R, Apr. 27,1959 Apr. 26,1969
Ireland. ... .. . e odoa July 19,1958 July 8,1978
YL P ' ' R July 12,1955 July 11,1975
Maly oo il . Apr. 15, 958 Apr. 14,1978
Japan._...... . I T T, July 10,1968 July 19,1998
[T T | (-1-1-Y.  {+) Y Feb 3.1956 Feb. 2,1976
Norway. ... - . ... June 8,1967 June 7,1997
Philippines . . .do - July 19 1968 July 18 998
Portugal _ _ - Research . . July 21,1955 July 20,1969
Sough Africa Research and powe Aug. 22 957 Aug. 21,1977
pain .. .do _ Feb, 12.1958 Feb. 11,1988
Sweden.. .. " Sept. 15,1966 Sept. 14,1996
Switzerland et el o... .. .. Aug. 8,1966 Aug. 7,199
Thalland ................. B e R ... Mar. 13,1956 Mar, 12,1975
3; .......................... do.. ... June 10,1955 June 9,1971
Umle Kingdom..__. ... ... ... ..... s ... July 21,1955 July 20,1976
........ IO, R er. - oo July 15,1966 July 14,1976
Venezuela eeeeeeeameeeeeeeeeee-a--... Research and power...._.. TD Feb. 9,1960 Feb. 8,1970
Vietnam. .__. e eeneeenaan 0. e ... July 1,1959 June 30,1974
Colombia. ... oo iiiiias Research. ... ... .o iiciiiiciinanaon Mar. 29,1963 1Mar. 28,1977
tSubject to Colombian ratification.
(2) AGREEMENTS FOR COOPERATION WITH INTERNATIONAL ORGANIZATIONS
o Efiective Termination
Organization Scope date
Euro, ean Atomic Energy Community (Euratom). Joint nuclear power program......_..... 18,1959 Dec. 31,1985
Euratom_ ... .. Addn nonal agreement to joint nuclear July 25 1960 Dec. 31,1995
wer program.
Aug 6.1979

International Atomic Energy Agency (JAEA). _. Supply of materials, etc.._............. Aug. 7,1959

The Non-Proliferation Treaty will not have the effect of amending, modifying,
supplementing or incorporating by reference any of these agreements in any

respect not discussed below.

In Article IIT of the Non-Proliferation Treaty, each non-nuclear-weapon state
party to that Treaty undertakes to accept safeguards, as set forth in an agreement
to be negotiated and concluded with the International Atomic Iinergy Agency, on
all source or special fissionable material in all peaceful nuclear activities within
its territory, under its jurisdiction, or carried out under its control anywhere.
Thix undertaking may be considered to supplement the safeguards provisions of
the bilateral agreements for cooperation in the civil uses of atomie energy between

the United States and the parties to those agreements,

06823 60 pt.2 - 13



488

In the second paragraph of Article 111, each party to the treaty undertakes not
to provide nuclear material and related equipment to any non-nuclear-weapon
state “unless the source or special fissionable material shall be subjected to the
safeguards required by this article, paragraph 4 of which we believe provides
ample ’t’imv in which to conclude the negotiations necessary to meet such require-
nents,

No difficulties arve expected to arise under the latter provision since of the
thirty-three Agreements for Cooperation now in foree, twenty-seven contain an
article providing for the transfer of safeguards responsibilities contained in these
hilateral agreements to the TAEA safeguards under a trilateral arrangement.

The article also provides that in the event of failure to reach agreement on
the terms of such trilateral agreements, either party may terminate the agree-
ment. Trilateral agreements have already been brought into force under eighteen
of twenty-seven agreements for cooperation.!

The six remaining caxes in which we have bilateral agreements include Italy,
the UK, Canada, the LALA and two with Buratom. In the tirst case, since the
Italinns are members of the European Communities, we have been carrying on
our cooperation with them almost exclusively through our agreements with
Luratom and do not expect to enter into any significant new projects with them
under the authority of the Italian agreement, which was executed a number of
years ago.

Another is our c¢ivil rexearch bilateral with the United Kingdom. However, this
cnxe is an exception insofar as the NPT is concerned, since the United Kingdom
is a1 nuclear-weapon state and would not be subject to the provisions of Article 111
of the NP1 1t should be pointed out. nevertheless, that the United Kingdom has
offered to place its nuclear activities “subject to exclusions for national security
reasons only”, under international safeguards at such time as international safe-
guards are brought into effect in non-nuclear-weapon states under the NPT,

Canada has signed the NPT and has given every indication of becoming a party
to the Treaty and undertaking full acceptance of the requisite safeguards on all
its peaceful nuclear activities.

t(a) Agreement for cooperation with IAEN and the following trilateral agreements :

Scope Effective date
United States |AFA Argentina. . . . . ... . Trlateral for application of IAEA safeguards to Mar. 1.1966

. U.S.-supplied materials.
United States/IAEA Australia. ... .. ... ... .. do... ..o .. ..... Sept. 26,1966
United States IAEA Austria... . .. . . ceeoodon o S Dec. 13,1965
United States'|AEA Republic of China. .. ... _..do. . Lo . _. Oct. 29,1965

United States/|AEA/Denmark ... ... .. .. _ Feb. 29, 1968
United States/|AEA/Greece. . ) L

United States/1AEA/Indonesia.
United States/IAEA/Iran. __.
United States/1AEA/Issael. ..
United States:|AEA/Japan._ ..
United States-tAEA/Korea. ...
United States/IAEA. Philippines. .
United States/|AEA/Portugal. ..
United States/|AEA-South Africa .
United States'IAEA Spain .
United States' IAEA:Thailand . .
United States/|AEA/Vietnam. ..
United States;|AEA/Venezuela.

. July 10,1968
... Jan. 5.1968
_ July 19,1968

. . Dec. 15,1965
. Qct.  8,1965
. Dec. 19,1366
. Sept. 10, 1965
Oct. 25,1965
.... Mar. 27,1968

(h) Agreements with Brazil. Colombia, India, Ireland, Norway, Sweden, Switzerland,
Turkey, and the UK (Civil Power) have not yet resulted in trilaterals,

Generally, these agreements provide that in the event of termination the other party is
required, at the request of the U.S, Government, to return ail special nuclear nutterial
received pursuant to the agreement in its possession or in the possession of persons undoer
its jurisdiction. The agreements also provide that the U.S. will compensate the other party
for the returned material at the current AEC sehedule of prices then in effect domestically,
Qualifications on these termination rights appear in the following agreements @

(1) Those with Indin, Norway, Sweden and Switzerland provide that before termination,
the Parties will “carefully consider the economic effects of any such termination”, and
that neither party will invoke its termination rights until sutlicient advance notice has
heen given so that: in the ease of the other party, it is enabled to make arrangements for
an alternative source of power or in the ease of the U.S, it is permitied to adjust its pro-
duetion xehedules,

(ify The Indian agreement econtains an additional qualification under which the United
States agrees that it will not invoke itx termination rights unless there has been a “wide.
spread acceptance . . . of the implementation™ of Ageney safegnards or of provisions
similine to those in the hilaterals,
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Of the remaining three Agreements for Cooperation, iwo are with Buratom
and one with the LAEBA itself. With respect to Euratom, the following observa-
tions are pertinent :

(i) Three of the tive non-nuelear-weapon Euratom members (Belgium, the
Netherlunds and Luxembourg) have already signed the NPT, after full con-
sultation within the Buropean Communities, and the other two (The Federal
Republic of Germany and Italy) are expected to sign in the future. The three
who signed have each pointed out that they do not conxider that there ix any
incompatibility between the goals pursued by the NPT and the Euratom Treaty
that the safeguards provided for in Article III of the NPT will he the subject
of agreements to be concluded with the TAEA : that to prevent the implementi-
tion of the NP1' from being incompatible with provixions of the Kuratom treaty,
sifeguards must be defined in such a way that the rights and obligations of the
Member States and the Community remain intact. in aceordanee with the opin-
ion of the Commission issued pursuant to Article 103 of the Kuratom Treaty
that for that purpose., the Commission of the Furopean Communities should
enter into negotintions with the LAEA; and that it is their intention not to
ratity the NPT before such negotiations have produced an agreement.

(ii)y We are confident that Buratom and [AEAN will arrvive at a mutually
satisfactory safeguards agreement in accordance with the NP'I' within the
period provided by Article TII of the Treaty, bearing in mind the steps which
must take place and the time that will he available before commencement of
sneh period. This period will not conunence until the treaty’s entry into foree,
which requires the deposit of instruments of ratification by all nuelear-
weapon state signatories and forty other statex. Moreover, as Secretary Rusk
pointed out in his textimony before the Foreign Relations Committee on July
10, 1968 :

“Now, ax a matter of fact, the safeguards of the sort that are applied by
Furatom are very similar to the safeguards applied by the International Atomie
Energy Agency. and we see no special problem in meshing those safeguards. in
relating them to eaeh other, in such a way that there is confidence in the nature
of the safegnards, but that Furatom safegnards and the Furatom system of
peaceful cooperation in the uxe of nuclear energy ean proceed without interruaption
in the light of an agreement to he worked ont hetween Buratom and the TAEN"

If a non-nuclear-weapon country, including a non-nuclear member of Eura-
tom, doex not sign the NI, the treaty would not prevent the transfer of nu-
clear material or equipient to that eountry if the nuclear material. or that used
or produced in such equipment, would be made subject to the safeguards reguired
by Avrticle IT1. In the event that a non-nuclear-weapon country, whether signa-
tory or not, does not conclhiude a safegirds agreement with the TAEA, we would
of course, feel obliged to review the situation in light of the existing eircum-
stances.

Question 3. In awhat way, if awy. does the Non-Prolijeration Trealy amed,
modify, supplement or incorporate by reference ann provisions of fedeval legisia:
tion such as the Atonie Encrgy At of 1954, as qmended, the FURATOM Coop-
eration Aet of 1958, the International AMowic Encrgy Auency Parvticipation Ael
of 1957, the Atomic Encrgy Connnunity Ael of 1955, as amended, or any ofher
relevant Acts of Congress adwiinistered by the Commission?

Answer: While we believe the Atomic Energy Commission is in a better posi-
tion than this Department to supply a definitive response to this question, we have
the following observations with respect to the relationship between the Non.
Proliferation Treaty and the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended:

(1) Ax noted in Recretary Rusk's letter of Submittal of the NPT, Article I
of the NI"I' deliberately parallels United States atomic cnergy legislation. which
has always prohibited the transfer of nuclear weapons or control over them,

(2) To the extent that it succeeds in preventing the proliferation of nuclear
weapous 1o additional countries, the treaty should have the effect of restricting
the number of nations that can satisfy the condition in Sectien tH(¢) of the
Atomic Energy Aet of having “made substantial progress in the development of
atomic weapons.” As you know, to date only the United Kingdom hax heen found
to satisfy this condition,

(3) By explicitly ealling for international safegunards, the NPT may be con-
sidered to supplement the provisions of Section 123 of the Atomic Energy Act
requiring “a guaranty that any material to be transferred pursuant to such
agreement. will not be used for atomic weapons, or for research on or develop-
ment of atomic weapons or for any other military purpose.” As indicated above,
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wost agreements concluded under this section have, as a matter of practice, pro-
vided for such safeguards.

(4) The Joint Gommiwee on Atomic Energy is presently considering legislation
to amend the Atomic Energy Act which would assist the U.S. in the implementa-
tion of Article V of the NPT (88783, HR 18448, HR 18701) by authorizing the
AEC to conduct peaceful nuclear explosion servlces for practical applications
domestically and abroad.

* With respect to the Euratom Cooperation Act, reference is made to the discus-
sion of our agreements for cooperation with Buratom under question 2 above.

To the best of our knowledge and belief, the Non-Proliferation treaty would
not amend, modify, supplement or incorporate by reference any other federal
legislatlon, including the laws specmeally mentioned in the question,

»



On Aungust 22, 1968, Senator Cooper asked n series of questlons on
the Nonprohtemtmn Treaty to the Atomic Energy (.‘ommlsslon. The
vesponse of the AEC was as follows:

U.8. AtoM1ic ENEraY COMMISSION,
Washington, D.C., September 11, 1968,
Senator JoHN SHERMAN COOPER,
U.S, Senate.,
DEAR RENATOR COOPER: I am enclosing AEC’s answers to the questions on the
Non-Proliferation Treaty (-ontaingd in your letter of August 22, 1968,
If we can be of any further assistance, please call upon us,
Cordially, ’
GLENN T. SeaBORG, Chatrman,

Question I""What are the mm-nuclear-wcamn countries to whioh the US
had provided or agreed to urs icten tance for peaceful purposes prior
to b(comhm u slyuat 7 to Ihe A’on-Pmllfma Treaty?

S g some form of assistaner

in the p(-ucef ul pountries :

Argentina
Australia
Austrin

Belgium
Brazil
Canad

guay
enezuela
; Vietnam .
Federy l Republic . Yugoslavia

k
Domf loan Republic Netherlm

of Germany

Questfon 2. Your “stulement to Commitfee on July 12
noted that the United Stat { ents with such
non-nuclégr-accapon cot es, on-8&i 2 maintenance of
records an¥, reports opek to the US upon req ea p6 all date and all

imcs by the UR-Do-ywou consider that such requifements were neces-
Bctive safeguards system?
answer to this question is “yes.” This dnswer must be viewed
Ag history and of a technical factgrSvhich has played a major
of safeguards. That factor1s the recognliion that small
quantitier of nuclear mate Significance and the resulting lack
of need to rigorously safeguard such insignificant material. Under the Atoms
for Peace Program, the first agreements calling for the export of reactors and
fissionable material abroad were executed in i9b3. These early agreements
were limited to the export of research reactors and small quantities of material
with a maximum enrichment of 20% U-285. To a degree, therefore, they reduced
the safeguards problem by limiting the kinds of assistance to those which were
inherently of little or no military significance. These limitations were possible
because there was no immediate requirement for cooperation of a kind where
a more comprehensive safeguards system would clearly be needed. Despite these
limitations even the earliest agreements contained provisions which gave the
United States the right to observe from time to time the research reactors and
fuel provided for them to determine that they were being employed for the pur-

(491)
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poses set forth in the agreements. The agreements also required the keeping of
records and submission of periodic reports. In practice, these limited rights were
entirely adequate to apply the kinds of safeguards required for these materials
and equipment,

The Atoms for Peace Program contemplated from the outset that assistance
would eventually be given and materials would be distributed for use in the
generation of power by nuclear reactors, This meant that eventually large
quantities of plutonium would result from the cooperative activities and the
development of a safeguards system to accommodate this problem was therefore
pursued, It was recognized that the application of an effective safeguard system
for such a program would depend on the acquisition of ample rights on behalf of
the inspecting authority to enable him to undertake the necessary control meas-
ures. Thus, the first step was the formulation of this system of rights, If these
rights could be made sufficiently broad, the development of the detailed tech-
niques of control could continue over a longer period, since the actual construc-
tion and operation of reactors producing large amounts of plutonium was several
years away. Indeed, it can be said that a safeguards system consists of both the
rights vested in the controlling authority and the actual measures by which these
rights are implemented. The existence of the rights themselves, so long as the
possibility of their implementation is maintained through the activities of the
inspectorate, 1s an important element in the total effectiveness of the system,

The system of rights included in US comprehensive bilateral agreements
beginning in 1956 and, in almost identical words, in the Statute of the IAEA,
are an impressive and unprecedented step in international relations, They pro-
vide the inspecting authority, that is, the United States in the case of bilateral
safeguards and the IABA in the case of Agency arrangements, with the right to
send into the recipient country inspectors who shall have access at all times and
to nll places and data as necessary to account for material and to determine that
the commitment to peaceful uses is being observed. This right of access is the
central right on which the United States and the IAEA systems are based. It has
proven to be sufficiently broad so that any reasonably conceivable sufeguard system
required by practice can be fitted within it. There are supplementary but important
rights—again quite comparable in both US bilaterals and the Agency Statute.
These include the right to review the design of facilities for the sole purpose of
assuring that effective safeguards can be applied, the right to require the main-
tenance of satisfactory records, and the right to require periodic reports about
the safeguarded activitles.

Question 3. You noted in your testimony that the U.S, has now by trilateral
agreemonts, transferred to the INEA United States’ responsibility for maintain-
ing safequards, Do the trilateral agreements impose on the IAEA the sume safe-
guard requirements imposed by the U.S. in its prior bilateral agrecments—that is,
on-gite tnspection, maintenance of records and reports open to the IAEA on re-
quest, and access to all data and all places at all times?

Answer: As noted above, the TAEA rights and the U.S, rights are quite com-
parable, The TAEA procedures and the USAEC procedures for international in-
spections, are carried out, where appropriate, in a manner consistent with each
other. The TABA requires access for its inspections on a frequency which is
determined by the quantity of nuclear material that the facility to be inspected
elther possesses ag inventory or annually processes or produces,

Question j. 1f safeguard requirements imposcd by the U.S. in. its bilateral agree-
ments were omitted. in the trilateral agreements, do you consider the safeguards re-
quircd by TAEA in the trilateral agreements

() as effective as those required by the U.8. in the bilateral agreemoents?

r (b) c;ffccti/uc and reliadle safeguards for the purposes of the Non-Proliferation
reaty

Answer: (a) Asstated in response to question three above, the trilateral agree-
ments and bilateral agreements in effect call for the same safeguards arrange-
ments, The AEC as a matter of administrative policy follows the TAEA safe-
guards document in applying safeguards under the bilaterals. The IAEA trilateral
agreements also provide for the application of the procedures set forth in the
IAEA safeguards document. It is, therefore, our conclusion that the safeguards
required by the IAEA in the trilateral agreements are as effective as those
required by the U.S. in the bilateral agreements.

(b) Asstated above, the safeguards required by IAEA in the trilateral agree-
ments contain the essential elements of a safeguards system. These elements are
on-site inspections and an established system within the safeguards activity of
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records and reports. Safeguards based on these elements can be expected to con-
stitute a reliable and effective system for the purpose of the verification of the
fultillment of the obligntion assumed by each non-nuclear-weapon state under the
NPT with a view to preventing diversion of nuclear materials from peaceful
uses to nuclear weapons or other nuclear explosive devices; the purposes stated
in the Non-Proliferation T'reaty of the safeguards to be applied by IAEA under
the T'reaty.

Question 5. Will you please provide for the record typical examples of such
bilateral and trilateral agreements?

Answer : Enclosed are the following examples :

a. Atomie Ilnergy Cooperation for Civil Uses Agreement Between the United
States of America and Japan, signed at Washington on February 26, 1968,

b. Atomic Energy Cooperation for Civil Uses Agreement Between the United
States of America and Argentina, signed at Washington on June 22, 1962,

¢. Safegunards Agreement Between the United States of America, Japan and the
International Atomic Energy Agency, signed at Vienna on July 10, 1968.

d. Safeguards Agreement Between the United States of America, Argentina,
and the International Atomic Energy Agency, signed at Vienna on December 2,
1964,

Question 6, Can youn state whether or not the safeguards now administered by
the IAEA have been administered effectively?

Answer: The USAEC does consider that the IARXA administers its safeguards
effectively. This opinfon is based on information gathered by our close assoclation
with nations inspected by the TAEA and as a consequence of our US member-
ship in the TAEA Board of Governors, Furthermore, for the past ten years the
UN has had personnel functioning as senfor staff members of the IAEA safe-
guardy organization and has provided to thé IAEA expert technieal advice on
the subject of safeguards based on the US domestic safeguards program and
US research and development in this fleld.

Nince 1962, the US has had four reactors and a chemieal processing plant
(which recovered the plutonium from one of those reactors), as well ax a storage
facility where this plutoninm was stored subjeet to TAEA safeguards, USAEC
members have worked closely with the IAILA staff which have carried out the
sufeguards in connection with these facilities, The opinlon gained as a result
of that close association has been that the JAEA has effectlvely carried out its
safeguards program,

Question 7. Have there been complaints of improper, ineffective or poorly ad-
ministercd safeguards?

Answer: To our knowledge there have been no ofticial complaints of fmproper,
ineffective or poorly administered safeguards made to the IAEA, its Board of
Governors or its General Confrence. Nor have any such official complaints
about the IALKA been raised with the U.S. Government, to our knowledge with
other governments,

As 1 noted in my testimony before the Committee on Foreign Relations on
July 12, several countries expressed concern that the IARA safeguards might
serve to place the non-nuclear-weapons states at a commercial disadvantage.
We have felt these fears to be groundless. I also testified that we believe the
IAEA could discharge its safeguards responsibility effectively.

1t is Inevitable that for an evolving system of international controlg, involv.
ing, inter alia, inspections by foreign nationals there will be concern expressed
by various individuals and nations that some aspects of the system are ineffi-
cient or excessively strict. Safeguards represent a form of regulation, and, as
in all caxes of regulation, many of the affected parties often favor less strict
control, Such complaints will probably continue to be voiced, formally and in-
formally, as the various conflicting views of those involved in safeguards are
exchanged and eventually resolved. For example, an article in the June 1968
issue of “Atoms in Japan”, the monthly publication of the Japanese Atomie
Industrial Forum, might be considered as an implied but unofticial complaint
nbout the initinl IAEA sufeguards inspection of the JAPC Tokai Nuclear Power
Station. (The article did note, however, the difficult circumstances during the
inspection because . . . an army of TV cameramen and newspaper reporters
followed wherever the [inspectors] went within the reactor site.”) Constructive
suggestions of how the safeguards system might be more effectively and effi-
cltently administered are, of course, welcomed by the IAFEA so that the system
can be improved.
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The U.S,, as well, will support any measures necessary to correct bone fide
complaints about the administration of IAEA safeguards. As noted above, how-
ever, to date we have not had to do this, and we anticipate that little, if any,
action of this type will be necessary.

Question 8. Have there been breaches of substance and, if so, if not classified,
could you identify countrics breaching safeguards?®

Answer: To our knowledge, there have been no breaches of any agreement
covering safeguards related to nuclear material or equipment supplied by
the US for that matter, by any state,

Question 9. Do you consider the present organization of TAEA charged aith
responsibility for maintaining safeguards adequate in funding, personnel and
technical competence?

Answer: As I mentioned in my statement during the Hearings before the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations on July 12, the present IAIA safeguards staff,
which is modest in size, is in balance with the size of the worklond for which
the Agency has had responsibility to date. The U.S. has participated in the Ad-
ministrative and Budget Committee of the 1AEA Board of Governors and in
the Board itself and the General Conference of the Agency in the review and
approval of the Ageney's budget with particular attention on our part to the
ftemis relating to safeguards. In the context of the current workload, we have
felt the funding and personnel cellings provided for the Department of Safe-
guards and Inspection, the organization of TAEA charged with responsibility for
maintaining safeguards, have been adequate. (Sce alxo answer to question 11.)

The Director General of the IAEA is required to consult with the Board of
jovernors with regard to the proposed nomination of an Agency employee to
serve ax a safeguards inspector. In connection with thisx consultation, the U.N,
ax a member of the Board of Governors obtains information on the qualifica-
tionx of the individunl inspectors, From this information, we have concluded
that the personnel being named as inspectors are well-qualified as to education
and training to be safeguards inspectors, In addition, as n result of the IABA'S
inspection activities in the United States of those facilities which have been
voluntarily submitted to TAEA safeguards and also by virtue of the c¢lose liaison
maintained between the IAEA and AEC safeguards staff, AEC safeguards per-
sonnel have had an opportunity to observe the performance of most of the mem-
bers of the Ageney’s safeguards staff and have been favorably impressed by their
teehnieal connpetence, In the area of safeguards research and development, the
Ageney's budget s small: approximately $£100,000 per year. We have felt it
unnecessary to press for a larger safeguards research and development budget
in the Agevney because in meeting our own responsibilities in this aren, the U.S.
Government hag established a comprehensive research and development program
and we are working c¢losely with the Agency to make sure the results of this
research and development are avallable to IAEA to be used as appropriate in
Agencey safeguards, Other governments are also conducting substantial safe-
guards research and development programs, The Ageney is serving a valuable role
in coordinating these programs and as a means of exchanging inforination on
safeguards developments.

Question 10, Can you provide up-to-date information, stating the number of
persons engaged in the responsibility of maintaining safeguards for IAEA—
stating separately the numbher of tnspectors, and the cost of such safeguards?

Answer: The TAEA safeguards organization consists of 24 professional and
13 support personnel. It is estimated that in CY 1969 the staff will be increased
to 34 professional and 18 support personnel. T'wenty-two of the 24 professional
personnel mentioned above have been designated to serve as safeguards in-
speetors,

The TAEA safeguards budget figures for CY 1969 and CY 1969 (estimated) are

as follows:

Calendar year
1968 1969

gs, 000 $13.000
5, 000 150, 000
310,900 481,800
123,300 183,800
, 400 96,400
2,700 3,000
o). cceeeciiiieiienectutcaetceaonscontanncronannnnnen ceecesseance ceeen 634, 300 928,000
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Question 11. Do you consider the present organization of IAEA for muintaining
sufeguards adequate for its responsibilities under the Non-Proliferation Treaty?

Answer: As pointed out in connection with the estimates referred to in your
question 12 below, the safeguards workload of the IAEA is expected to increaxe
under the Non-Proliferation Treaty. We do not consider the present organiza-
tion of IAEA for maintaining safeguards adeqguate in size to meet these increased
responsibilities and a need to increase the staff size is recognized.

Question 12. The report of hearings of the Senate Committee on Foreign Rela-
tiong provides varying estimates of inereases in personnel that aill be required for
the maintenance of safeyuards under the NPT and of lavge increases in cost- Has
the AEC or uny agency of the United States made a determination of the inercase
in the size of staff and additional cost that will be required?

Answer: In keeping with our responsibilities we have had cstimates nuide by
the ARC's Safeguards Technical Support Organization of TARA safeguards costs
and manpower requirements expected under the Non-Proliferation Treaty. Pre-
liminary results of the studies are quoted in the report of the hearings to which
vou refer. It was pointed out in connection with these studies, that any study of
this kind made at this time must be considered highly conjectural and tentative,
subject to almost continual review and refinement, In this sense, no formal
determinntion has been made of the required inerease in staff and funds, The
studies will serve asg important references and as guidance in participating in
the activitles of the Agency, particularly the budgeting function. llowever,
because of the various uncertainties involved, such as the rate of growth of
nuclenr power, and those which can arise from the TAEA determining in which
of the activities among those offered by the U8, and UK, safeguards ave to he
applied, that a determination of a staff size requirement cannot be made at
this time,

Qucstion 1.3, Do you contemplate any difficulty in the development of an T.ALLA
staff and inspectors capadble of administering effectively safeguards under the
treaty? Are any arrangements being made for thelr selection and training?

Auswer: As 1 noted in my testimony of July 12, 1908, nlthough there will be n
certain umount of difficulty in expanding the TAEA safeguards inspector stafl to
administer effectively safegunrds under the Non-Prolifervation Treaty (NI,
we are confident that these dificulties can be overcome with the cooperation of
the IAEA member states in making available their qualified personnel for this
purpose. In this connection, it should be noted that the USAEC ix initinting,
Leginning in September 1968, a safeguards training course at Argonne Nutional
Laborntory, Chicago. This course, which is intended to deal with all phases of
safegunrds, both domestic and international, is directed at the supervisory level,
The LABA Is also developing arrangements for the selection and training of
snfegunrds inspectors, both for its current needs and for future requirements
under the' NPT,

Question L), Have diseusgions been held in the TAEA or by ENDC or betiwreen
the nuelear powers, signatories to the treaty, concerning the financing of addi-
tional cost and, if so, have any agreements been coneluded?

Answer: Definitive discussions concerning the financing of TAEA safeguards
arising from the NPT have not been held and no agreements have been concluded,
The question of financing safeguards was not officially discussed in the negotia-
tions of the NI\ Ax indicated in our answer to Question 12, estimates of these
costs have been made by ARC's safeguards Technical Support Organization so
that the dimensions of the problem can be foreseen, The positions taken by the
nuclear powers in 1AIBA discussions of financing existing TALA safeguards
agreements do not necessarily foreshadow the future positions on flnancing
aufeguards under N1YP. The UK, has taken the position that, since the bene-
ticiury of safeguards is not only the country in which the reactor is located
but the world at large. it is in accordance with financial provisions of the
TAIA Statute that the costs should and could legally be borne by the Ageney.
The U.8. prefers that the existing system of financing should continue : namely,
that safeguards would be financed out of the IAEA budget rather than by the
parties directly concerned.

Question 15. Have discussions been held within TAEA concerning standards
of safeguards that IARA will require of non-nuclear-weapon powers?

Answer: The IAEA is concerned with the establishment of the standards for
safeguards implementation under the requirements of the NPT and has held
internal discussions on this subject.
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Question 16. Can you indicate whether the decisions respecting safeguards
required wcill be made by the Board of Governors or the General Confcrence of
the TAEA and whether by majority vote?

Answer: The TAEA's safeguards system has been established by a series of
decisions of the Board of Governors. While the decisions of the Board are
usually made on the basis of majority votes, certain categories of decisions,
such as the budget, call automatically for a two-thirds vote by the Board. On
other important questions, a majority of the Governors may call for a two-thirds
vote by the Board. The administration of the safeguards approved by the IBoard
is earrled out by the Director General who is appointed by the Board of Governors
with the approval of the General Conference, The safeguards staft is hended by
an Inspector General who is appointed by the Director General.

The Board has referred each document in the safeguards system to the
General Conference for comments and has considered any views expressed in
the (‘onference in putting the safeguards system into effect. We anticipate that
this procedure would continue to be followed. Also, each of the safeguards agree-
ments that the TARA would enter into with participating countries or interna-
tional organizations would be subject to approval by the Board of Governors.

Question 17, Tt 18 correct, is 1t not, that the TARA will have the ultimate
declision as to safeguards required of cach non-nuclear-wcapon state, cven though
Article LI spealis of negotiations?

Answer: Article TIT sets forth standards for the international safeguards to
be applied. The safegnards must be those set forth in an agreement negotinted
and concluded *“with the International Atomic Energy Agency in accordance with
the Statute of the International Atomic Energy and the Ageney's safegunrds
system,” As 1 stated in my testimony on July 12, 1968, cach of the agreements
that the TAEA would enter into with each of the participating countries or
International organizations would be subject to ratification or approval by the
Board of Governors of the TAIJA, Thus, the safeguards provided for would have
to be satisfactory to the 1ARA,

During negotiations on Article IIT of the NPT, it was recognized that any safe-
guards arrangement concluded between the TAICA and a non-nuclear-weapon
Party, or Parties, to the Treaty must provide adequate assurances to the JARA
and to the world at large that diversions of material to nuclear weapons or other
nuclear explosive devices are not taking place, Therefore, the principles which the
U8 Co-Chairman announced to the ENDC on January 18, 1968, (see answer to
question 20) fully recognize that the JARA must be able to satisfy itself in each
case that diversions are not taking place. On the other hand, in order to avold
unnecessary duplication, the prineiples also call for the IAEA to take existing
safegunards systems fully into account and to make appropriate use of existing
records and safeguards in devising the detailed arrangements. The task of
translating these principles into specific arrangements with the IABA will be
the subject of negotiations with Parties to the Treaty.

Question: 18, It is corrcct, i it not, that safequards will not be necessarily
wuniform, and that stricter safeguards may be tmposed on some non-nuclear-wean-
ons states than on others?

Answer: It is a matter of TAEA poliey that safeguards procedures applied in
any context, are uniform for comparable situations, Their implementation as re-
gards frequency of inspection and reports, ete. Is based on the quantities of
nuclear material which a state possesses as tnventory or processes, or produces.
In determining the actual frequency of inspection of renctors, the Ageney con-
slders whether the inspected state possesses irradiated fuel reprocessing facilities,
the nature of the reactor, as well as the nature and amount of the nuclear ma-
terinl produced or used in the reactor.

This policy and the three prineiples of safeguarding stated in the answer to
(questton 20 are relevant to agreements concluded with individual states or with
groups of states. Ilowever, we do not helleve that the character of the safeguard
arrangement concluded between the TAEA and the state or group of states sub-
Jected to a reglonal multilateral safeguard system necessarily will be the same
in every respect with the arrangements concluded with a state not participating
in such a system. The arrangements concluded with the Euratom-member states
undoubtedly will have to take into account, in appropriate fashion, that these
states already are being subject to a multilateral regional safeguards system
which is operating effectively, While the form of these two types of arrangements
may differ, we feel that all of the arrangements concluded by the TAERA will
have to provide adequate and comparable assurance that diversions to nuclear
wenpons or other nuclear explosive devices are not taking place.
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Question 19. Do you know whcther any state, in discussions regarding NI'T,
hay expressed concern that IAEA might impose on it unacceptable requircments
for safeguards?

Answer : During the course of discussions with non-nuclear-weapon states con-
cerning the proposed safeguards requirements for the draft NPT, some questions
were raised about the nature of the safeguards and the possibility of additional,
poxssibly unacceptable, safeguards requirements being imposed in the future
without the consent of the non-nuclear-weapon party.

Responding to such concerns, the US stated that the safeguards to be applied
under the NPT are those to be specified in agreements negotiated and con-
cluded in accordance with the Agency’s Statute and safeguards system. In the
future, the 1IAIXA may adopt changes in {ts requirements for safeguards. However,
as the US representative to the KNDC stated on February 21, 1968, . . . changes
made after the negotiation of the safeguards agreement could be applied by
LAEA only with the congent of the Parties to the safeguards agreement, a con-
sent to be given either through some general procedure agreed to in advance or
through subsequent modifications made In agreements with the Agency.”

The US offer of December 2, 1907, that “when safeguards are applied under the
NP, the US will permit the IAEA to apply its safeguards to all nuclear activi-
tles In the US excluding only those with direet national security signifleance,”
further demonstrated the US belief that the IAEA would not impose unacceptable
requirements for safeguards under the NPT,

Question 20, Can you gtate whether the questions raised by EURATONM coun-
tries regarding safeyuards have been resolved? What specific questions were
raised? low were thelr questions resolved?

Answer: As Necretary Rusk noted in his statement to the Foreign Relationx
Committee on July 10, 1968, the main problem raised by EURATOM member
states concerning a safeguards article for the NI'I' arose out of the existence of
two international safeguards systems; the IAEA and EURATOM. As the Secre-
tary stated, “the Common Market countries were reluctant to allow the IAEA
safeguards system to operate in their countries for fear that it would result in
abandonment of the BURATOM system, with unfavorable effects on progress
toward Kuropean unity.” For this reason, the US made clear during its nego-
tiations with the Soviets that both the EURATOM and IAEA safeguards systems
should be permitted to continue.

These and other concerns of non-nuclear-weapon states were taken into con-
sideration in formulating the compromise Article III. Additionally, after exten-
sive consultation with our NATO allies, which include the members of
LEURATOM, the US announced the following three guiding principles which are
to be taken into account in negotiating any IAEA safeguards agreements pur-
suant to the NPT

“1. There should be safeguards for all non-nuclear-weapon partles of such a
nature that all parties can have confidence in their effectiveness. Therefore safe-
guards established by an agreement negotiated 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 its responsibility of providing assurance that
no diversion is taking place.

“2. In discharging their obligations under Article III, non-nuclear-weapon
parties may negotiate safeguards agreements with the IAEA individually or to-
gether with other parties; and, specifically, an agreement covering such obliga-
tions may be entered into between the IAEA and another international organi-
zation the work of which is related to the IAEA and the membership of which
includes the parties concerned.

“3. In order to avoid unnecessary duplication, the IAEA should make appro-
priante use of existing records and safeguards, provided that under such mutually
agreed arrangements IABA can satisfy itself that nuclear material is not diverted
to nuclear weapons or other nuclear explosive devices.”

Question 21, Taking into consideration Article IV, Paragraph 2, and the
seventh and cight paragraphs of the Preamble, what are the obligations of the
United States under the treaty toward providing materials, equivalent and scien-
tific and technological information to nuclear-weapon and non-nuclear-weapon
countrics? Would the obligation caxtend to Communist and non-Communist
countrics alike?

Answer: As I indicated in my testimony on July 12, 1968, the US already is con-
ducting a very extensive program of international cooperation in fields pertaining
to the peaceful uses of atomic energy. We believe it would be within the spirit
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the Treaty for the United States to continue this program to expand it wherever
possible. We believe the language of Article IV clearly contemplates that each
nation will do what it can to cooperate with the other Parties to the Treaty. We
also believe that it may be possible for us to provide some speeial advantages, in
terms of our cooperution to those non-nuclear-weapon nations that adhere to the
Treaty. We are giving some thought to this problemn and undoubtedly will wish to
consult closely with the Congress on the matter,

We do not, however, interpret Article IV as meaning that the US will be com-
pelled to embark on any costly new programs or ax obliging the US to mect all
requests and demands, Neither do we construe Article IV as overriding the
provisions of the U'S Atomic Energy Act, nor will it remove the diseretion we
have in determining the nature of our cooperative relationships with other coun-
triex, on a case by case basis, The words “fullest possible exchange” in Article 1V
clearly fmply that the Parties will be expected to cooperate only to the extent
that they are able to do so, and that reciprocity may well be n factor in deter-
mining what is possible in certnin circumstaneces,

Furthermore, on Decembeor 2, 1967, President Johnsxon announced that when
“spfegunrds are applied under the NIVE, the US will permit the TAEN to apply
ity safeguards to all nuclear activities in the UN excluding only thoxe with direet
nationnl security signittennce.” This offer was made to meet a nunber of ¢on-
corns which non-nuclear-wenpon stiutex, fnchuling EURATOM member states,
had raised concerning the possibility of industrial esplonage, and the possible
competitive advantage to nuclear-wenpon states not subject to JAEA sufegunrds,
On December 4, 1067, the UK made a similar offer,

To duate, three of the five non-nuclear-wenpon member states of KURATOM
{Belglum, the Netherlands, and Luxembourg) have signed the NIV after tail
consttitations with the European Communities, Fach of them has pointed out,
among other things, that they do lmt constder that there ix any incompatibitity
between the goals pursued by the NPT and the KURATOM 'l‘r(-ur\ that the safe-
guards provided for in Article 111 of the NPT will be the -mhim't of agresments
to be concluded with the TALAY and that it is thete intention not to vatify the
NPT before negotintions with the IAEA have produced an agreemoent,

Question 22, Articte 'V oprocides that non-nnclear«ecapon states napy obtain
peaceful applications of nuclear caplosions pursuant to a “special inteenational
agreement or agreements™, or pursiuant to bilateral agrecnents”, Waoal inter-
national observation be required in cach caxe?

Answoer: As I stated fn my testimony on July 28, 1968, whether the peaceful
nuelenr explosion service is provided through an interuntioual body or hilat-
erally, “in each ease, an opportunity shall be provided for appropriate futerna-
tional observation of the actual detonation.”

Article V of the Treaty would require that a reasonable opportunity be offered
for international observation of explosions conducted pursuant to that Arvticle,
In all probability, the IAEA will be invited to observe peaceful nuclear explosions
conducted pursuant to Article V, If the invitation is extended in good faith and
allows reasonable notice to permit the international observation, then we helieve
the obligation under this provision would be discharged, even if the IALA or
other international observers did not appear, On the other hand, if the arrangoe-
ments for the earrying out of the nuclear explosion were such as to make inter-
national observation impracticable, then obviously there would not have heen
complinnee with the provision.

Question 23, While not an operative scction of the treaty. docs Paragraph sir
of the Prcamble express any agreement or understanding on the part of the nu-
clear-weapon countries and, specifically on the part of the United States, to agree
to a specific or limited method of inspection tn any future agrecments between
the nuclear-weuapon countricsf

Answer: Paragraph six of the Preamble of the NPT expresses the fntention of
the Parties to support “research, development and other efforts to further the
applieation, within the framework of the International Atomic Energy Agency
sufeguards system, of the prineciple of safegunrding effectively the tlow of source
and special fissionable materials by the use of instruments and other techniques
at certain strategic points.” Inclusion of the reference in the Preamble was based
on the belief that the TAEA, in earrying out its responsibilities for the safeguard-
ing of nuclear activities of non-nuclear-weapon states party to the treaty, in ac-
cordance with Article ITI, would have an interest in utilizing instruments and
other new techniques to the maximum extent possible as soon as they are tech-
nically feasible. Such interest is motivated by widely shared desires to achieve
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.

the objectives of the safeguards system in the most efficient manner with mini-
mum manpower and with the least possible intrusion into nuclear activities, In
short, the Preambular reference only concerns the means by which the IAEA
might meet its responsibilities, and does not imply any relaxation of those respon-
sibilities or the effectiveness of safeguards. It is expected that the Board of Gov-
ernors of the IAEX will take into account the results of safeguards research and
development in administering the responsibilitiex of the IAEA under Article ITI,

The Non-P'roliferation Treaty does not express or allude to any agreement or
understanding concerning methods of inspection in any future agreements
between the nuclear-weapon countries and no such agreements or understandings
exist among them.

Quesion 24, Please providde for the record the list of non-nuclear-weapon coun-
trics to awohich the UK, the USSR, Canada and France have provided nuclear
axgistance for peaceful purposcs,

Answer: To our knowledge, the UK, USSR, Canada and France have provided
assistance in the peaceful use of atomic energy to the following countries:

UK Auxtralia, Belgium, Brazil, Canada, Chile, Czechoslovakia, Denmark,
Federal Republic of Germany, Finland, Indin, Israel, Italy, Japan, Mexico,
Netherlands, Norway, I'akistan, Portugal, Romanin, Spain, South Africa,
Sweden and Switzerland.

UNSIt: Albania, Bulgaria, Communist China, Czechoslovakia, Kast Ger-
many, Ghauna, Hungary, India, Indonesia, Iraq, Mongolla, North Korea, North
Vietnam, Pakistan, ’oland, Romania, United Arab Republic and Yugoslavia,

Canadn: Australia, Federal Republic of Germany, lundia, Italy, Japan,
I'akistan, Romania, Spain, Sweden and Switzerland.

France: Arvgentina, Austria, Belgium, Brazil, Bulgaria, Canada, Central
African Republie, Chile, Colombla, Czechoslovakin, Federal Republic of
Germany, Gubon, Indla, Iran, Israel, Italy, Japan, Lebanon, Luxembourg,
Madagascar, Netherlands, Nigerla, Peru, PPoland, Romania, Senegal, South
Afrien, Spain, Switzerland, Uruguay, Venezuela and Yugoslavia,

Question 25, Would you comment upon the statements made by Congre’sman
Craiy Hosmer regarding the inadequacy of safeguards?

Answer: Our comments on the adequacy of safeguards ave given above, pri-
marily in response to questions 9 and 6 and additionally in response to questions
11, 12 and 13, We have noted in the ahove cited responses the bases for our opin-
fon that TAEA safeguards are adequate,

Additionally, the Commission and its contractors have had extensive experi-
ence in operating a wide variety of nuclear energy facilitics and in performing
the materials control measurements necessary for assuring their most economi.
cal and safe operation. It i our policy to assist the TAELA safeguards program
by passing on such past experience and to continue to conduct research and
development in an effort to further refine our understanding of the normal and
expected operations of nuclear energy facilities. Based on the progress to date,
we helieve that the IAEA will be able to conduct effective fuspection of nuclear
facilitiex, Further we believe that any suspected diversion will be appropriately
handled in the IAEA under the statutory provision vequiring IAEA inspectors
to report any non-compliance to the Director General of the Agency who there-
upon must report it to the Roard of Governors.

Basleally, as an organization with many years of experience in safeguarding
nuclenr materinl the AEC is convinced that the IAEA can effectively safeguard
the activitier assigned to it pursuant to the NPT. We maintain this conviction
recognizing that no system can be expected to be foolproof and that the Agency
will have to increase its safeguards budget and manpower in order to handle
the NPT responsibilities as they are incurred.



QUESTIONS POSED BY SENATOR AIKEN AND ANSWERS BY THE ATOMIC LNERGY
COMMISSION
FEBRUARY 24, 1969,
Hon. WiLLIAM P. ROGERS,
Seeretary of State,
Washington, D.C.

DEAR MR, SECRETARY : The nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) represents
a significant move in United States foreign policy. Of particular importance are
the scope and implications of the United States commitment related to the NI'I'
made by President Johnson in December 1967 and endorsed by I'resident Nixon
earlier this month, This commitment states in part:

“, . . when such safeguards are applied under the Treaty, the United States
will permit the International Atomic Energy Agency to apply its safegunrds to
all nuclear activities in the United States-—cxcluding only those with direct
natlonal security significance.”

Russia has made no such pledge.

The Senate is now reviewing this Treaty and must consider the magnitnde of
the United States pledge. In this connectlon it seems to me that many details
concerning the implementation of the United States commitment are left to future
times, I know from some experience that it is dangerous to agree “in principle”
and leave the details to future negotiations, Mo illustrate my concern, I asked Dr.
Seaborg during the hearing if he would tell the Committee how many existing
United States nuclear facilities will be placed under TAEA safeguards when the
NPT goes into effect. Dr, Seaborg answered :

“Well, this would have to be determined. What we would do is negotiate an
agreement with the IAEA that would specify the terms and conditions, Icouldn’t
state at this time, but I would hope that it would be limited to a representative
number . , .” [Emphasis added.]

I nlso asked Dr. Seaborg whether he expected rules and guidelines on this
to be laid down, He said :

“I would think that this would be not until the Treaty 1was in full effect and
inspections were taking place in other countries that were adhering to the
Treaty, then we would negotiate this agreement.” { Emphasis added.]

On the matter of who will inspect United States nuclear facilities, the follow-
ing exchange took place:

Senator AIKEN. “, . . could citizens of Rusxia, or citizens of Soviet bloe nations
inspect United States facilities?

Dr. SEABORG, ‘““They may not.

Secretary RoGers. “They may not.

Dr. SEABORG. “They may not, if we ask they not be included on the inspection
tenm,” [ Emphasis added.]

It is my understanding that a Yugoslav national has already participated in
an inspection of the Yankee atomic energy facility at Rowe, Massachusetts, and
a Romanian national has been trained at a United States safeguards school at
Argonne National Laboratory.

I understand that the United States can veto a particular inspector if our
Government finds him objectionable. However, I would appreciate it if you
would advise me of the specific number of vetoes the United States i allowed
or if the vetoes are unlimited, what criteria has been established for such a veto,

I realize that every detail cannot be ironed out before the Senate approves
the Treaty, However, we are undertaking a commitment to allow foreign
nationals to inspect industrial facilities in the United States, a commitment
that is nnt required of the United States under the NPT. As far asx I know,
we do not know the specifie installatlons the foreign inspectors will visit, nor
do we know exactly what they will inspect. We do not know how much they
will encroach on the operational effectiveness of the plant to be inspected,
nor do we know how United States industry will protect its trade secrets, It
seems to me in making this unilateral gesture the Government has raixed funda-
mental questions. I hope that they ecan be answered satisfuctorily. In this

(500)
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connection, it would be appreciated if you would respond to the attached
questions,

! A related concern of mine Is the matter of so-cnlled Plowshare undertakings
fncluding both experimental and commercial activities, This matter was dis-
cussed at some length during the February 18, 1969 hearing, and Dr. Neaborg
agreed to provide the Committee with a history of the Cape Keraudren project
to include a breakdown of costs and the extent to which the United States or
foreign private enterprise would participate and benefit in such experiments,
1 expect that the Department of State and the Atomic Energy Commlission
will keep the Forelgn Relations Committee and . .0 Joint Committee on Atomle
Inergy informed prior to any decision to go ahead on the Cape Keraudren
project or any other peaceful uses of atomie energy nuclear detonation ountside
the continental limits of the United States,

Sincerely yours,
GrEoRGE 1), AIKEN,
QUESTIONS

1. What authority does the U.S, Government have to require private com-
panfes in the United States to accept foreign inspection of thelr plants?

2, What 1Is the estimated cost of inspecting U8, facilities per year for the
next five years? What is the basis for your estimate?

Who will pay for the cost of these foreign (IAEA) inspections of U8, facili-
tles? (These costs would include such items as overseas travel, per diem, and
administrative expenses,)

Has the matter of cost for inspections of United States faeilities been firmly
established or is it subject to rencgotintion whereby the United States might
find itself paying more than its 31% assessment for the IAIZA budget?

3. IIas the type and degree of inspection been established? For example,
have manuals been written to show how to conduct an inspection of a reprocess-
ing plant?

Have these manuals been standardized and approved by United States’ rep-
resentatives to TAKAY

Have any representatives of United States industry reviewed these manunls
to determine if they place an undue burden on the company to be inspected?
If so, please list the company and manual.

If no manuals or specitic procedures have been established to date, when
will they be established? Will it ¢learly be before the first inspection of United
States facilities following the entry into force of the NPT?

Will Congress have an opportunity under law to review procedures and
manuals before they become effective?

4. If we are to impose a burden not technically required under the NI'T' on
United States industry, it should be clear to what degree United States industry
will be inspected by foreign officials. For example, a cursory bookkeeping inspec-
tion might take only a day or two. On the other hand, a thorough technical
analysis of an entire plant might take several weeks and cause interruptions
and loss of revenue by the company.

Can you be specific on the numbers and types of inspections the United States
plants will be subjected to? Can you be specitic on the length of tlime each
inspection will take and the depth of each inspection? .

It not, will these answers be known before the United States hecomesg com-
mitted to accept foreign inspectors under the December 2, 1067 commitment?

5. What provisions are made to protect United States Industrial “trade
secrets” from foreign inspectors?

0. Are there any plans for foreign “resident inspectors”?

7. Have you asked Industrial representatives at Nuclear Fuel Services (NFS)
if inspections have caused excessive loss of time or money because of the addi-
tional efforts required to take care of inspectors?

8. Have foreign inspectors carried out inspection of nuclear fuel at Hanford?

DEPARTMENT OF STATE,
Washington, D.C., March 5, 1969,
ITon. GEORGE D. AIKEN,
U.S. Scnate, Washington, D.C.
DeAR SENATOR AIKEN : The Secretary has asked me to reply to your letter of
February 24 concerning the U.S. safeguards offer which was made in connec-
tion with the Non-Proliferation Treaty.
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Encloxed are answers, prepared by the Atomie Energy Commission, to the ques-
tions attached to your letter and to the additional question asked on page 2 of
your letter,

With respect to the concern expressed in the last paragraph of your letter, I
shall see to it that you are informed prior to any decision to go ahead on the
Cape Keraudren project,

Nincerely yours,
Winnias B, MacoMeer, JJr.,
Assistant Scerctary for Congressional Relations,

ANSWERS TO QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR AIKEN

Question L What authority does the UNS, Government have to require private
companics in the United States to aecept foreign inspection of their plants?

Answer, It s our intention in making this offer to rely upon the voluntary
cooperation of the U.8, nuclear industrey in implementing it. Our consultations
with them, prior to making the offer, have given us contidence that this coop-
erantion will he fortheoming. However, if it becomes necessary in any instance to
rely on the regulittory powers of the U.N, Momie Fuergy Commission to re-
quire the participntion in the inspection system by specitic companies, the Ator-
ney General would have to determine the extent to which the Commission’s
current authority would permit it to requive a leensee to open his facllity to in-
spection by an organization other than the Commission or other U.N, agencies,

Question 2, («) What is the estimated cost of inspeceting U, factlitics per
pear Jor the nert flee gears? What is the basis for gour cstimate?

Auswer. The U.S, effort will not be implemented until the NPP comes into offect
and sufeguards are applied in non-nuclear-weapon states under the treaty. IFFor
purposes of iltustration, hiowever, one can show the effect of the INEA beginning
to safeguard a small fraction of U.R, activities and gradually incereasing the num-
ber of activities safegunrded, until as mueh as one-fourth of all those activities
eligible under the offer arve sufeguarded, as follows:

LAEA safeguards costs
____________________________________________________________ S250, 000
................... 750, 000
...... 1, 200, 000
—= 1, 600, 000
_____ 2, 000, (000
............................................................ 2, 500, 000

It by 1975, the LAEAN were safeguarding all U.S, activitiex oligible under the
offer, the costs during that year would be about $10 million.

Question 2¢h). Who aelll pay for the cost of these foreign (TAE) inspections
of U.N, fucilitiex? (These costs acould include such items ax overscas travel, per
diew, and administratice erpenses,)

Answer, We antlelpate that the safeguards agreement to be negotiated with
the LABA pursnant to the U.N, offer will contain a provision relating to the costs
inenrred under the Agreement. We wounld also anticipate, however, that the
agreement would follow the pattern of the Agency's current safeguards agree-
snents which provide that the Agency will be responsible for the expenses which
it incurs in carrying out tuspections under the agreement. Under the TAFN's
present system of financing, safeguards costs are included in the assessed
budget, with the assessment for each member calenlited in nccordance with a
formula similar to those employed by UN organizations,

Question 2(¢), Has the matter of cost for inspections of United States
facititics heen flrmly established or ig it subject to renegotiation whereby the
; ‘nited States might find itself paying more than its 31% assegsment for the IAEA
hidget?

Answer. See answer to 2(b), No discussion has taken place in the TAEA, in
light of the NI'I' or the U.S, offer, to revise the present system of tinaneing the
LAEN S safeguards activities,

Quextion 3(a). Has the type and degree of inspeetion been establishedf For
cxrample, have manuals been written to show how to conduct an fnspection of a
reprocessing plunt?

Answer, The IABA general safeguards prineiples and procedures have been set
forth in INFCIR('/66/Rev. 2, a copy of which is enclosed. The IAEA has pre-
pared for the use of its Inspectors more detailed manuals of snfeguards practice,
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as for example, for a reprocessing plant. That manual was based in part on a 3.
volume manual prepared for the ARC by Nuclear Fuel Services, West Valley, New
York, for snfeguurds at its commercial reprocessing plant and made available by
AEC to the 1AEA, )

Question 3(by, Have these manuals been standardized and approved by UK,
represeatatives to IAEA?

Answer. The JAEA reprocessing plant safeguards manual was reviewed in
draft in Vienna by U.R, experts in <afeguards and chemical reprocessing, and
comnments were given to the IAEA.

Question 3(c¢). Have any representatives of United States industry revicwed
these manuals to determine if they place an undue burden on the company to be
inspected? If g0, please list the company and mannal,

Answer. The TAEA manual ix considered to be proprietary information and
not for dissemination to potentinl subjects of IAEA inspection. However, Nuclenr
Fuel Services did not complain of any undue burden placed on them by the 1AEA
sufeguards which were condueted there in accordanee with the TAEA manual,

Based on the experience of TAEA implementation of safegunvds in the NFS,
West Valley plant, it appears that the TAKA manual for reprocessing plants is
quite similar to the manual produeed by NN,

Nuclear Fuel Services considerad, in preparation of its manual, the expected
impaet on its plant and did not conclude that it placed an andue burden on NI'S,
Neveral other U.S, companies have received coples of the NS manual, including
Allied Chemieal Company and the General Eleetrie Company, who are planning
to construct their own chemical reprocessing plants. Neither company has ad-
vised the AEC that the safeguards procedures in that manunl would constitute
an undue burden,

Question 3¢d). 1f no manuals or speetfic procedures have been established to
date, when will they be established? Wil it elearly be before the first inspeetion
of the United Statex facilities following the entry into force of the NP2

Auswer., Ree nnswer to 3(n) above,

Quextion 3(e). WHI Congress have an opportunity under law to veview pro-
cedurcs and manuals before thep become effeetive?

Answer. As noted in the answer to 3(b) nbove, the TAEA considers its de-
tailed inxpection procedures to be privileged information. They do not consider
open disclosure of their detabled fnspection technigues and plans to be in the
best interest of thele safegnards respousibitity. Further, they would not wish to
be placed in a position of appearing to invite modifications to their procedures
by parties which may be subject to those procedures and which may therefore
not be completely objective. However, a member who felt that procedures were
ineffective or too burdensome would have recourse to the Board of Governors.

Question §. If we are to impose a burden not technically required under the
NPT on United States industry, it showld be clear to what degree United States
industry will be inspeeted by foreign ofiicialz. For example, a cursory hooklkeeps
ing inspection might take only a dap or tico, On the other hand, a thorough tech-
nical analpgis of an entive plant might take several weeks and canse interruptions
and logg of revente by the company,

Can pou be specific on the numbers and typex of inspections the United States
plants il dbe subjected tof Can youw be specifie on the length of time cach in-
speetion will take and the depth of cach inspection?

If not, will these answers be known before the United States becomes com-
mitted to aceept foreign inspectors under the December 2, 1007 commitment ¥

Answer. INFCIRC/66/Rev, 2 sets forth a guide as to the maximum freguency
of inspections for smaller facilities, For major types of uuclear plant= handling
substantial quantities of nuclear materinl, INFCIRC/60/Rev, £ provides that
Inxpectors shall have aecess at all times, which will normally be implemented by
continnoux inspeetion. In view of the Hmited objectives of safegutrds inspections,
Le., to verify that diversions of nuclear material have not taken place, it would
ot be expected and it has not been our experience that 1AFA safeguards are
applied in such intensity and breadth that plant operation is interrupted or that
revenue is lost by the operator. The inspection, in each case, will be conducted
in a manner appropriate to the particular circumstances surrounding the nuelear
material involved. One such factor is the extent to which the plant’s own nuclear
materinl control system has been efiicient and effective prior to the time of in-
speetion, Such factors cannot be specitied in detail in ndvance, In any event, we
do not foresee that safeguards will impose any significant burden on U8, industry,

Quextion 5. What provisiong are made to protect United States industrial “trade
geerets” from foreiun inspectors?
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Answer. INFCIRFC/66/Rev. 2, “The Agency's Safeguards System” states in
paragraph 13: “In implementing safeguards, the Agency shall take every pre-
caution to protect commercial and industrial secrets. No member of the Agency’s
staff shall dixclose, except to the Director General and to such other members of
the staff as the Director General may authorize to have such information by
reason of their official dutiex in connection with safeguards, any commercial or
industrial secret or any other contidential information coming to his knowledge
by reason of the implementation of safeguards by the Agency.” Paragraph 14
further states: “The Agency shall not publish or communicite to any State,
organization or person any information obtained by it in connection with the
implementation of safeguards, except that:

“(a) Specific information relating to such implementation in a State may
be given to the Board and to such Agency staff members as require such
knowledge by reason of their official duties in connection with safeguards,
but only to the extent necessary for the Agency to fulfil its safeguards re-
sponsibilities;

“(b) Summarized lists of items being safeguarded by the Agency may be
published upon decision of the Board ; and

“(e) Additional information may be published upon decision of the Board
and if all States directly concerned agree.”

INFCIRC/68/Rev, 2 states in regulation 106: “Members of the Secretariat
shall exercise the utmost discretion in regard to all matters of official business.
They shall not communicate to any person or government any information known
to them by reason of their official position which has not been made public, except
in the course of the performance of their duties or by authorization of the
Director General, They shall not at any time use such information to provide
advantage and they shall not at any time publish anything based thereon except
with the written approval of the Director General. These obligations shall not
cease upon separation from the Secretariat.”

In addition to the protection provided by the IAEA’s regulations, the operator
of each facility being inspected may withhold from the inspectors any data which
is not necessary for the performance of safeguards. We are not aware of any
instance of the IAEA requiring, for purposes of its safeguards, any information
which any plant operator considered to be a “trade secret”.

Question 6. Are there any plans for foreign “resident inspectors”?

Answer. Large facilities, such as the Yankee Power Reactor and NFS, while
processing large quantities of safeguarded nuclear material, qualify for what
the IAEA calls “access at all times” by inspectors. IAEA inspectors were present
at NFS during the more than seven weeks in 1967 during which safeguarded
Yankee fuel was being processed. During each of several refuelings of the Yankee
Power Reactor, the IAEA has had personnel in residence for each period of
several weeks when the reactor was opened.

There are no plans at present for the IAEA to station personnel permanently
at any U.8. facility currently subject to IAEA safeguards.

Question 7. Have you asked industrial representatives at Nuclear I'uel Services
(NF8) if ingpections have caused cxcessive loss of time or money because of the
additional efforts required to take care of inspectors?

Answer. Mr. J. Clark of NFS in a report of October 1967 requested by US AEC
on the first inspection of IAEA of NES stated that: “The safeguards exercise
caused no delays in processing, but invoived significant man-hours of NFS opera-
tions and staff.” He added that the requirements for assistance by the facility
should decrease as the IAEA inspectorate became more knowledgeable and
inspection procedures were optimized.

Messrs. O. Runion and J. Clark of NFS in referring to the JAEA inspection
stated at the Atomic Industrial Forum at Boca Raton, Florida in March 1968:
“Contrary to our fears in 1963 the inspection did not place an undue burden upon
NI'S8.” They did point out that large numbers of visitors other than inspectors
visited the plant during inspection and that this influx of visitors created extra
burdens on the NFS staff and some extra expense.

Question 8. Have foreign inspectors carried out inspection of nuclear fucl at
Hanford?

Answer. The plutonium obtained from the safeguarded Yankee fuel reprocessed
at Nuclear Fuel Services under IAEA safeguards in August and September 1967
is stored at Richland, Washington, formerly known as Hanford. After a visit by
an TABA inspector, the facility, which is located in an area outside that in which
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classifled work is carried out, was approved for storage. The safeguarded plu-
tonium stored there has been inspected by the IAEA upon two occasions,

Question from page 2 of Senator Aiken’s Ietter to Secretary Rogers: “I under-
stand that the U.S. can veto a particular inspector if our Government finds him
objectionable. However, I would appreciate it if you wounld advise me of the
specific number of vetoes the United States is allowed or if the wvetoes are
unlimited, what criteria has been established for such veto.”

Answer, JAEA provisions for designation of inspectors are as follows:

“1. When it is proposed to designate an Agency inspector for a State, the
Director-General shall inform the State in writing of the name, nationality
and grade of the Agency inspector proposed, shall transmit a written certifica-
tion of his relevant qualifications and shall enter into such other consulta-
tions as the State may request. The State shall inform the Director-General,
within 30 days of receipt of such a proposal, whether it accepts the designa-
tion of that inspector. If so, the inspector may be designated as one of the
Agency’s inspectors for that State, and the Director-General shall notify the
State concerned of such designation.

©2. If a State, either upon proposal of a designation or at any time after
a designation has been made, objects to the designation of an Agency in-
spector of that State, it shall inform the Director-General of its objection.
In this event, the Director-General shall propose to the State an alternative
designation or designations. The Director-General may refer to the Board,
for its appropriate action, the repeated refusal of a State to accept the
designation of an Agency inspector if, in his opinion, this refusal would
impede the inspections provided for in the relevant project or safeguards
agreement.”

In practice, the TAEA informally advises the State concerned of its intention
to designate specific inspectors, prior to the formal written proposal of desig-
nation of an inspector called for in paragraph I above. During this informal
process, the State concerned has an opportunity to make the IAEA aware that
no inspectors of a certain nationality, for example, would be acceptable. The
variety of nationalities represented among the IAEA’s inspectors permit the
Director-General to designate inspectors for a particular State, which will not be
unacceptable, while avoiding a situation where a State accepts only inspectors of
friendly nationalities.
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EXCERPTS FROM “MILITARY FORCER AND BFPLOY MENTS'

Quarding the world

“Rut since Korea, we have been forced to keep our fovees up to unprecedented
peacetime levels, The veason—-we must take over the guavd all around the world,
in order to fill the power vacnum left by the withdeawal of the British and other
western powers who no longer have the eapabliity.” (P, 69,)

Military impuact on forcign policy
“Ladiex and gentlemen * * % these ave your arvmed forces * * ¥ aud (wday,
they play a bigrer role in shaping our foreign poliey than at any other time in

o

our pereetime history * * o (P, 77)

Duty as “Leader of the free world™

S\ the same thine, we must recognize that the so-called “Just waes' or “wars
of national Hberation” can serve the snme purpose -the downtall and destenction
of the tree world  iF they ave not checked, N

“Ior this reason, we st be prepared to assist those nations of the worlid who
desire and ueed our assistance to malntain their independence,

“Whatever the stituntion, and wherever the threat, we muast be preparved aml
willing to exercise our role as the leader of the Free World, Our military forces
are organized, equipped, and deployed to assist the Amerviecan people In this
effort,” (I'p. 70 80,)

.

EXCERPES FROM “aRorolaties”
China and Vietnam
*Phey say that if the Communists whip us-the Amerieans--in Vietunm
that will prove that Communists cau whip the Amervicans anywhere in the Worht,
“And the whole world Is watehing.” (1% 90.)

Communist erpansion  threat to U8,

“Ruat -1 ask you--should we stamd by and let Communism tnke over  at
gunpoint-

“These weak Hitle countries whe just got thelr freedom?

“Not only for their own suke- -but beeanuse Communist expansion has got to he
stopped - n the rimtands ke Vietunw- -

I owe don't want to face it ultimately—muelt eloser to home! We eannot
atYord to let ageression pay,

*Ihe prelude to World War 11 should have tanght us that much,

“Lot me ask you this question: Can the United States ever afford to he sur-
rounded by countries with govermments-- dedieated to our destruetion?

“Nome perhaps armed with nuclear weapous?”* (I'p, 1041106,

Agoression  Hitler analogy

AN some people like to speak of Routheast Axin- in relatlon to Red China,

sAnd some Amerieans are willing to go atong with this.

“But that vembds me of Chamberinin who prattled about ‘peace in our time'
atfter he sold Austrin and Czechoslovakin--down the river,

“And  Chamberlain said something else:

“Ie sald that what the Nazls were doing in Central Lurope was a ‘quarrel in
n faraway place between people of whom we know nothing.’

“Sound familar?

“What these people seem to forget s that Hitler followed this bellef-—-that
small nations have no right to survive--for years with some suecess,

“No dld Mussolind,

“And don't forget the vast Far Fastern Empive that Japan carved out hefore
World War 11,

(H08)
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1 wonder why these people think---that a Chinese Communist hegemony in
the Far East -would be easter to live with than the Japanese Fmpire was”
(I'p. 12 1)

Troop deplopment

“Phat is why Awmeriean power- Ameriean troops  and Awerican influence---
ave present today in alimost every part of the world,

“And that is why the Communists everywhere cry---Yankee go home-- Yankee
go home!

“Of conrse the Communtsts want us to go honte, ‘That’s undervstandable,

“The ammzing thing to me is that some Mmervieans agree with then,” ('
10T--108,)

Aid to other countries

cAnd we stand vendy to assist all natlons -in attaining a better Hee for thelr
people,

*Ihin s baske to our foreign poliey.” (1, 10),)

EXCERI'PS FROM  “SOUPHEAST ASIA"Y

Concerning China’s vicwe of Southeast Axia

“And in her view -none of the nations of Southeast Askn has heen lberated
from coloninlism  exeept Novth Vietnam, And they will not be liberated in the
Chinese viewpoint  untll each and every one has a communist government and
ity assets ave avatlable to Chinn” ('p. 15 -148,)

On the Domino theory

“Ne Win ix one of the Dominos . . . but privatelty he knows he is a Domino
and privately so states.” (1% 28-A))

*'his i the Prime Minister Phanom Kittiknchorn - staunehly pro-Amerviean-
a bhunt speaking Domino.” (I, 84)

“Prominent Amerleans sit back heve fn the United States and say that it is all
vight to let the communists take over South Vietnam: that it would not aifeet
the rest of Noutheanst Asin, and they seolY at the Domito theory largely beeguse
they don’t have to lve therve,

“Axk this Domino, Lee Kunn Yew, what he has to say,

“He says that the United States is buying time for all Asians who want self-
determination,

“He also says that if the Americans pull out of Vietnam--all of Southeast
Asin I8 lost,

“Still another Domine- - Malaysia's Prinee Abdul Rahman also supports the
.8, position in Vietnam for the same reasons,

*1t i~ of fnterest that the Soviet Union ts a strong believer in the Domine theory
ax a result of the Nino-Soviet split.” (Pp. 88 -39,)

“Phe loss of Vietnam to the free world will stavt the fall of the Domtno coun-
tries adjacent to it and to Red China, and then we shall face a threat from a
hostile Asta quite siwdlar to the threat we perceived in Europe nearly thirvty
venrs ago as the Dominos adjacent to and around Germany fell into the grasp
of the Third Reich,

“No one xhonld be confused as to what is at stake- -it ix our national security.”
(P 119)

Defeat of the Freneh in Victnam

cAfter elght years of bitter fighting-- militarvy, politieal, and psychologieal---
the Freneh were defeated at Dien Bien Phu---(in the north near Laos) and this
military defeat of only 15,000 of the total 300,000 Freneh Union Forees in Indo-
China was a major psychological and political defeat that hnd its effect in France
rather than in Indo-China, and the divided Freneh publie and government gave
up the wae,” (1%, 61,)

What is at stake in Vietnam

“But in the short run--it I8 the strength of our national character that is being
tested—and our endurance and patience as the leader of the free world”
(. 122)

DU-N2R 00 - pt, 2o - 1D
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EXCERPTS FROM “SOUTHWEST PACIFIC"”

U.8. base plansg in the Indian Ocean

‘“The U.S. has an occasional transit by ship(s) enroute to or from Vietnamn
and is still in the planning stages on a major base to be developed on the Island
of Diego Garcia. (P. 112.)”

(Nore: Diego Garcia is an island in the Oil Islands group (U.K.) in the In-
dian Ocean.)

U.8. responsibilitics in Southwest Pacific

“Happily. this is one area in which we can see some cause for optimism, par-
ticularly since the determined U.S. stand in Vietnam and the abrupt change in
the course of Indonesian affairs,

“But we still cannot afford to sit back and just watch—we must continue to
help these nations, particularly Indonesia, in their progress toward self-deter-
mination despite the resurgence of a communist Chinese empire.” (P. 117.)

EXCERPTS FROM “COMMUNIST CHINA AND U.8. SECURITY”

Chinese rcvolution

“I will express a related opinion of my own.

“If it had not been for the Japanese war—I think that Chiang Kai-shek would
have wiped out Mao and the communists in Yenan.

“And I think he would have had a fair chance of modernizing China—based on
reforms he started before the Japanese war,

“And based on the recent record of the Kuomintang on Taiwan.

“But that is pure speculation” (Pp. 26-27.)

U.S. objectives
“There seems to be a lot of nationalism—even imperialism—mixed up with
her brand of communism,
“And of course she wants us out of Asia—since we frustrate her objectives.
“Our policy vis-a-vis all this is to contain Chinese imperialism—or commu-

nism-—or whatever.
“J'o do this—we have to stay put as long as necessary to provide a balance of

power in Asia.” (Pp. 112-113.)
EXCERPTS FROM ‘‘SOUTH ASIA AND THE FAR EAST”

Importance of South Asia
“South Asia also holds a strategic position as a testing ground for the free
world.” (P. 23.)

India’s neutrality

“There may be some merit in this argument—and it may help to explain
some of India’s past actions, which at times have appeared hostile, to say the
least, as well as illogical.” (P. 72.)

Japanese defense role

“It is not unlikely that Japan will one day take a more active role in its
own national defense--and the defense of the free world against Communism.”
(P. 126.)

U.8. interests in South Asia

“We dare not ignore the vacuums existent and developing in South Asia and
the Far East—unless we are willing to accept Hawaii as the outpost of our
Pacific frontier and the limit of our influence in this strategic area.” (P. 131.)

EXERPTS FROM “THE MIDDLE EAéT"
Treaty with Iran
“The United States has treaties with both Turkey and Iran—to defend them

against Russia—if need be.” (P, 14.)
(Nore: The U.S. does not have a defense treaty with Iran. Turkey is a NATO

member. )
“Since World War Two—the United States has made specific treaties with

both Turkey and Iran—to assist them in case of aggression.” (P, 139.)

Russian attitude
“And I doubt that Russia wants to see another Arab-Israeli war.” (P. 102.)
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Arab-Isracli positions
“But the Arabs still refuse to admit defeat-——they still refuse to recognize the
existence of Israel.
“They demand Israel's withdrawal—as though they had won the war.
“And they continue to send guerrillas across the border.
“And scream to the United Nations—when Israel retaliates.
“On her side Israel is not exactly in the catbird seat.

EXCERPTS FROM “THE WESTERN HEMISPHERE"”

Role of the military

‘“Another group which must be recognized is the military. While there are
many different types of military in the various countries, the group as a whole
can be classed as ‘modernizers.’ In addition to being well trained professionally,
they have an awareness of political, economic and social factors in their environ-
ments—a sophisticated awareness—that their predecessors lacked. The military
in most countries are disinclined to involve themselves directly in the affairs of
government.” (P, 84.)

Students and intellectuals

“One last group that must be considered is that composed of students and
intellectuals, The intellectuals, enjoying considerable power and prestige are
uncertain about their own futures and the futures of these societies. Not know-
ing what the present reality is and what the future should be, they nevertheless
are convinced that the old order is inadequate and that the old ways and old
attitudes must change to meet future demands.” (P. 37.)

“Before the war—these were Israel’s boundaries. (Point out on map.)

“Now they've got the whole west bank of the Jordan—plus the Gaza Strip—plus
the whole Sinai Peninsula.

“Nice going—Dbut along with the territory-—she won a lot more Arabs,

“If she keeps all the territory—the Arabs will outnumber the Jews in Israel.

“Then the question is—should she go for one man—one vote?

“Or do with the Arabs what South Africa has done with the Bantu—Apart-
heid?” (Pp. 104-107,)

Russian influence

“On balance I would have to say—that although Russia’s clients in the Middle
East—Egypt and Syria—lost the war last year—

*Russian influence gained—and United States influence diminished.” (P. 126.)

U.8. interests

“We have a strategic interest in the Arab countries—that is—the importance of
oil to the west.” (P. 130.)

“And the importance of keeping the crossroads of the world—open.

“For all these reasons, we seek the friendship of Arab nations,

“But at the same time—Israel is a nation of Jews—and Jews are an important
part of the American population.

“Not so—Arabs.

“So we have closer family ties with the Israelis—than with the Arabs.” (P.
131.)

EXCERPTS FROM “NATURE OF MODERN WAR"

U.8. options in insurgency situations .

“1. Military advice and assistance to the country’s military establishments,

“2, Training by American officers and enlisted men.

“3, Adequate and suitable materiel for this kind of war.

“4, If necessary, direct support by U.S. forces of combat missions launched by
government troops, and unilateral U.S, operations against the insurgents,” (Pp.
97-98.)

Role of USIA in insurgencies

“Our Information Service, through the U.S. Information Agency, prompts the
people to identify themselves with the national government, and improves the
image of the legal government and the United States in the host country.” (P, 102.)

U.S. preparation of internal security plans

“In selected countries, the country team, under the Ambassador's active and
direct supervision, prepares a country internal security plan to assist the host
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country in effectively carrying out the internal defense against subversion or
snccessfully combatting it, if it is already in being. (P. 111.)

“The scenior interdepartmental group, directly under the President, provides
top-level monitorship of alt these country plans, ceoordinating them by arvea
through the subordinate interdepartmental regional groups.” (I 112))

Communist tactics

*Communism has learned to rely heavily upon our impatience as a people,

“They have learned that time and patience will often give them what they
cannot gain by war,

“If there is one rule to remember—it i, ‘An agreement with our communist
opposition does not settle much, because to them—an agreement is merely a new
basis for negotiation.’

“And they owe a large part of their suceess to just wearing us down.” (I'p. 114
1135.)

Insurgency problems ahecad

“But we must be prepared for a lengthy and trying struggle which will
parallel the full emergency of developing nations into the modern world -

“It is a struggle that will sorely try our patience—uand we must accept: the fact
that results are not going to be gnined overnight,

“Our victories will come slowly—but they will come through the efforts of the
people of the countries we are assisting, They will come as we help the free
governments of the countries concerned, like South Vietnam, to protect and to
win over their people, village by villuge, city by city, by winning over the minds
of their people to the side of freedom.” (Pp. 116-117.)

EXCERPTS FROM “UNITED STATES IN WORLD AFFAIRS™

Political candidates

*It is not enough to know what a political candidate stands against, We should
ask what he proposes to do. And we should not be content with abstractions for
answers, Like peace—or security. Who s not for peace and security " (I, 12,
Criticism of Vietnam policy

“In the past year we have seen increasing criticism of our involvement in
Vietnam. This may be 2 key question in the coming election.

“This is healthy aud reflects normal disagreement—over forelgn policy issues—
o chance for voters to make choices.

“But at the same time—and to a constderable extent—I think it represents a
lack of public understanding of our gols in Vietnam.

“Who is at fault. if the public does not understand issues?

“Our leadership perhaps—sinee communication with the public has been
apparently something less than total.

“Perhaps the opposition—who have every right to differ—but who may also
with the best of intentions—confuse issues,

“The press and television perhaps—with their extraordinary capability of
burying issues under daily mountains of detail.” (I’p. 15-17.)

Differences betwceen Congress and the President

“Just as n foreign poliey—if it Is to exist—must enjoy a great measure of
support—so must there be general agreement between the President and Con-

ress,

“This is not always easy to arrive at—as we have often seen.

“Yet when that consensus does not exist—there is likely to be either stagna-
tion or turbulence in the conduct of foreign policy.

“But from time to thue they do present nbstacles to formulating-——and execut-
ing—a rational foreign policy.

*Ihe only way to get over a hurdle like this is for men of good will—in both
the exeeutive and legislative—to sit down together and try to find agreement,”
(Pp. 19-21.)

Purpose of Seminars

“So I congratulate you—who are here seeking more information about the
position of the United States in world affairs,

“Obviously you were interested before yon came here, And you may not agree
with everything you have heard,

“But if we have just stimunted your desire to participate more in the foreign
policy of the United States—with your mind—your voleo—your vote, Then we
have suceeeded here in ———" (Pp. 84-83.)
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EXCERPTS FROM “NATIONAL SFCURITY STRUCTURE™

Responsibility for National security and forcign policy

“RBy lnw and by practice, the President is the Chief maker of National Security
poliey.” (p. H).

“Ax you know, the President is responsible under the Constitution for foreign
poliey.” (p. 27).
U.N. as a peacemaker

“I'hose who would have us rvely on the U.N, as the principal ageney for keep-
ing the peace are simply not aware of the facts as they are today—and as they
are likely to be for xome time to come,

“It would be most imprudent, however, for the U.8—concerned as we are
with face and security—to withdraw from the U.N.--and give the communist
countries an opportunity to wield grenter influence,” (I, 99.)

EXCERI'TS FROM “COMPARATIVE POLITICAL SYSTEMS'

Military leadership in dereloping countries

“Military officers ave often one of the most modernized groups in a developing
society, Through edueation and training especially residence and schooling in
developed countries, they have learned managerinl skills, have become awnre
of defeets in their society, and believe they ean do a more effective job than
the civilinn leadership, They tend to be realistic and relatively non-political—
and they're one of the few groups with a national, rather than toeal, orlentation,”

“The appropriate role of the military in the political processes of emerging
nitions may well be that of maintaining central governments and government
machinery while the underlying swirl of tribal, sectional and regional interests
assunies some pattern, (Pp. 96 -98,)

EXCERPTS FROM “ENPLORATION OF SPACE”

Race with Noviet Union

“We may expect the space race to be nip and tuck for some time to come.

“The UK and USSR, have the same objective for their space program, We
both xeek to inspire our young people to dedicate their lives to science and tech-
nology. We desire to propel ourselves through this varified atmosphere faster and
in 1 much more productive manner than our opponent so that when the final
decision is made out there in the future, we will be there,

“And if we should not lead in space—what then?

“Well, certainly the alternative (o not leading could be disastrous.

“We would risk future technological obsolescence—the loss of international
leadership, and finally, we would face the distinet possibility of military sur-
prise by superior space vehicles,

“Clearly, the role of America must be that of the winner.,” (I’p. 95-97.)

EXCERPTS FROM “MANAGING THE NATIONAL ECONOMY"

Defense speading

“It’s interesting to note the relative growth of defense spending and all other
spending by the federal government during the past eight years, as indicated
on this chart.

“As you can see, defense spending—spending for the military forces—has
inereased by 58 percent (most of that during the last two years), while all
other spending has increased by 100 percent during the eight-year period.” (P. 9.)

“In spite of its huge size, the present cost of national security represents a
reasonable and tolerable share of our gross national product.” (P. 99.)

EXCERPTS FROM “FOREIGN AID”
Arms policy
frf‘l'(;oiple said we are contributing to arms races-—where countries can not

afford it.

“That makes sense in the abstract.

“However—we are faced in reality with a number of ticklish situations.

“If the United States was the only arms dealer in the world—there would be
no problem—perhaps.
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“But should we stand by when Russia arms Egypt against Israel—or against

Saudi Arabia for that matter?

“We tried to hold down the arms
pre-empted.

“And then there are Latin American
exported from Cuba.

race in the Middle East but Russia

countries threatened with Castroism-——

“We try to measure the amount of arms needed—but it is not easy.” (Pp.

61-64.)
Future of foreign aid

“We can take great pride—when we view the kind of world we have helped

create—in Western Europe and Japan.

“Today the economic development program of the Agency for International
Development-—aimed at less-developed countries—is in trouble,
“But I have faith that it will survive—along with programs like Food for

Freedom,

“So that in another generation we Americans can continue to take pride in the
kind of world—we have helped to build.” (Pp. 128-129.)

NATIONAL SECURITY SEMINAR 1968-69 SCHEDULE OF CITIES
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area district region Civilian cosponsor
Provo, Utah_ .. ... ....... Oct 14-25,1968._... . 6th..._.... Chamber of commerce
Sioux Falls, S, Dak._............ Nov. 11—21, 1968.... 5th...... Do.
Battle Craek, Mich_ ... Jan6-17,1969...... Sth_. Do.
San Die o Calif.. Feb. 3-14, 1969 6th. - Do.
Dallas, Tex...... . 4th l. Do.
West ﬁalm Beach, Fla. . Do.
Columbia, S.C..._............ May 5-16, 19690007 3d1lllD Do,
§ Primary sponsor.
National sccurity scminar cities
City Years City Years
Abilene, TexX oo 1964 | Charleston, S.C. oo __.__ 1961
Akron, Ohio . ______.___ 19053, 1957 | Charleston, W, Voo 1038
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Amarillo, TeX o 1962 | Chattanooga, Tenn__.___..__ 1954, 1959
Anchorage, AlaSKAacoace oo 1965 | Cheyenne, Wy0_ oo - 1960, 1968
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City Years City Ycars
Fort Meade, Md. oo .. 1954 | Pasadena, Califo oo 1954
Fort Worth, TexX..cacmnaaoo 1952, 1958 | Peoria, INoo oo 1951, 1959
Fresno, Calif . _______. 1958 [ Phoenix, AriZ oo 1953, 1958
Gainesville, Pla_ . ________ 1967 Philadelphia, Pa. .o 1048,
Gary, Ind. .. 1962, 1968 1950, 1953, 1955, 1958
Grays Harbor, Wash_o . ___ 1964 | Pittsburgh, P 1948,
Great Falls, Mont__________ 1054, 1962 1949, 1951, 1954, 1957, 1966
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Groton, Conne oo 1967 | Ponea City, OKA oo 1964
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Honotulu, Hawaii-_ ceew 1961 3,
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Merced, Calif ... 1964, 1968 | Springfield, MO—oeeoeeoo.— 1959, 1962
Miami, Fla . 1957, 1955 | S§t. Louls, Mo__ .. 1949, 1951, 1953, 1957
Milwaukee, WiS.coaocouaoou . 1950, | Stockton, Calife oo oo 1966
1952, 1954, 1960 | Syracuse, N.Yeoooooo oo 1951
Minneapolis, Minn.... 1950, 1954, 1958 | Tampa, Fla. oo o 1955, 1964
Minneapolis-St. Paul, Minn_...__ 1948 | Terre Haute, InQe e 1965
Missoula, Mont 1963 | Toledo, OO oo 1055
Mobile, Ala 1966 | Tucson, AriZ. e ccenceee 1956, 1962
Moline, Ilo o 1966 | Tulsa, OKIA e 19533, 1963
Montgomery, Alfcaceevcmaaa. 1958 | Vallejo, Calif o 1961
Nashville, Tenni.... - 1953,1962 | Ventura, Calf . ________ 1957, 1962
Newark, NoJeomoaamaaooo 1952, 1081 [ Waco, MeXN oo oo 1956
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New York, NY ________________ Waukegan, Moo oo 1964
1949, 1950, 1953, 1955, 1957, 1960 West Palm Beach, Fla_._________ 1969
Oakland, CaMfo e 1952 | Wichita, Kan_____._______ 1952, 1961
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NATIONAL SECURITY SEMINAR PPRosrectus, 19GS-G9
INDUSTRIAL COLLEGE OF THE ARMED FORCES

The National Security Seminar program conducted by the Industrinl (oilege
of the Armed Forces has been instrumental in bringing to the Industrinl College
eight consecutive awards from the Freedoms Foundation at Valley Forge. These
include the Foundation’s Principal National Awards in the Governmental Unit
Activity eategory for 193 and 1965, and Hounor Medal Awards in all other years
from 1960 through 1967, These eight awards vepresent the longest consecutive
series presented to any single recipient by the Freedom Foundation,

“Our liberties rest with our people, upon the scope and depth of their under-
standing of the spiritual, political, and economic realities which underlie our
national purpose and sustain our Nation’s security. It is the high mission of the
Industrial College of the Armed Forces to develop sueh understanding among our
people and their military and civilian leaders.”

—Dwicur D, BISENHOWER,

“History demands of us that thix great Nation be the principal bulwark against
the multitude of forces, often obscure, which are constantly working against free-
dom wherever it exists, In meeting this challenge, the Industrial College of the
Armed Forcex is a major instrument for promoting the kind of understanding and
purpose which will assure the wisest use of all our resources and which must
underlie effective national policies,”

—JouxN F. KENNEDY,

“Amerieca’s position of Free World leadership carries heavy responsibilities in
this complex, revolutionary period of history. We are faced with vast problems
that must be met with patience, fortitude, and understanding. Communists, using
force and intrigue, seek to bring about a Communist-dominated world. Our convie-
tions, our interests, and our life as a nation demand that we resolutely oppose that
effort with all our might and all our resources. An enlightened citizenry is our
greatest hope in meeting this challenge. It is the high mission of the Industrial
College of the Armed Forces to promote a broad understanding of the various
elements of our national security—economie, political, and military. The College
is a major instrument for instilling in growing numbers of our people the essential
principles of a free society.”

—LyNDON B. JOIINSON,

Each year. through a series of National Security Seminars, the Industrial
College of the Armed Forces extends its edueational program to Reserve officers
and other interested citizens across the country. Since the first of thexe meetings
in 1948, more than 17,5.000 conferees have enrolled in 293 Seminarvs in 161 cities.
Based on the College's intensive 10-month resident course, the Seminars cover
the major factors influencing our national security, including current national
and world problems, and the management of our human, economie, and material
resources, ('itizens who attend, both military and civilian, become better informed
on these matters and are able, therefore, to contribute more effectively to our
national security.

Joux 8. HaRrpy,
Lieutenant General, USAF, Commandant.

INDUSTRIAL COLLEGE BOARD OF ADVISERS

Hon. George V., Allen, Director, Foreign Service Institute, Department of State.

Mr. Karl R. Bendetsen, Chairman, U.S. Plywood-Champion Papers Inc.

Mr. Ernest D. Brockett, Jr.,, Chairman and Chief Executive Officer, Gulf Oil
Corporation.

Dr. Howard W, Johnson, President, Massachusetts Institute of Technology.

Mr, Thomas V. Jones, President and Chairman, Northrop Corporation,

Mr. Stanley E. McCaftrey, President, San Francisco Bay Area Council.

Maj. Gen. James McCormack, USAF (Ret.), Chairman and Chief Executive
Officer, Communications Satellite Corporation.

Mr. Ira G. Ross, President, Cornell Aeronautical Laboratory, Inc.

Mr. Sherrod E. Skinner, Chairman of the Board, Aerospace Corporation.



Ex Officio
Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense (Education).
Observer
Rear Adm. Percival W, Jackson, USN, Director, J-1 (Personnel), Joint Staff,
Office of the Joint Chiefs of Staff.
PURPOSE

The primary objective of the National Security Seminar program is the edu-
cation of Reserve officers,

'The seminar secks to foster, among Reserve officers and interested civilians,
a better understanding of the many interrelated and complex national and inter-
national problems assoclated with national security.

PROGRAM

Ench Seminar is a factual analysix of issues and problems which have a direct
bearing on our survival as a nation. It is presented in a series of lecture-type
presentations of approximately one hour each, supplemented by colorful visual
alds and selected films, All of these are continually up-dated to provide the latest
available information and to cover current major problem areas. The program
is xcheduled over two five-day weeks.

Oonferees receive a systematic presentation of the elements essential to a
strong defense posture; an analysis of the economie, political, and social faetors
affecting our national security; and a critical appraisal of our hwman, natural,
and industrial resourcves, Although the subjects range over the eutire field of
national security affairs, attention is focused thronghout on the management of
resources in dealing with problems of national security,

Our research and development efforts, our space program, and our defense
management systems—all related to national seeurity-——are discussed in detail,

An examination of the different world areas reveals the reasons why each
is of vital concern to us, and how we stand today, as a nation among nations,
militarily, politically, and economically.

Iach Seminar is presented by a team of Army. Navy., Air Force, and Marine
Corps oflicers from the faculty of the Industrial College. The Neminars are jointly
sponsored in each city by military and civie organizations.

WIY ATTEND?

Because the National Security Seminar presents a panoramice view of prob-
lems affecting our national security in a tense world undergoing greuat vocial and
technological change,

Because it is the right and duty of every American to keep informed on the
issues which affect our Nation's security, in order that he may better fulfill his
obligation as a citizen in a democeratic society.

WIIO MAY ATTEND?

Military

Suggested minimum Rexerve niilitary quotas for each Seminar are as follows:
Department of the Ariny Reserves a0
Department of the Navy Reserves (including Marine Corps) - hil]

Department of the Air Force Reserves H0

In addition, the military quota may be angmented by persons in uniform from
the National Guard, Coast Guard. Regular Forces, and Public Health Service.

Nore: Quotas may be exceeded by military commanders, through coordination
with Seminar Administrators, for respective Seminar locations,
Civilian

The number of eivilian conferees is governed by the size of the auditorium
in which the Seminar is held. Civilian conferees represent a cross section of

industry, labor, business, the professions, religion, education, agriculture, women's
organizations, and government.
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ENROLLMENT
Civilians
Civilian conferees enroll in the Seminar locally, through the civilian sponsor—
not through the Industrial College of the Armed Forces.
The tear-out form on the back cover may be used to request registration in-
formation from Chambers of Commerce in cities listed.

Military

The Industrial College of the Armed Forces has no jurisdiction in the selection
of Reserve officers for attendance at Seminars.

Eligible Army, Air Force, and Naval Reserve officers, not on extended active
duty, who desire to attend the Seminar, may apply through official channels to
their respective Army and Air Force Commanders or Naval District Comman-
dants. Marine Corps and Coast Guard Reserve officers apply, respectively, to
Headquarters, Marine Corps. and Headquarters, U.S. Coast Guard. Determina-
tion of eligibility will be made by the appropriate local Reserve headquarters.

Local Armed Forces officers on extended active duty and regular officers may
apply for attendance through their immediate headquarters upon approval by
the local Seminar Administrator.

CREDITS

Civilians who attend 50 percent of the lectures and forums are presented with
a diploma, Reserve military personnel in a pay or nonpay status, who are acting
under competent orders, are awarded retention, promotion. and retirement point
credits for attendance with the directives of the military Service coneerned.

TYPICAL PRESENTATION SCOPES

Comparative Political Systems

A comparison of the democratic and totalitarian systems, and an examination
of the political ideas and processes in the developing countries. To form a basis
for comparison, political theories are briefly discussed. Some implications are
drawn for the future.

Geopolitics

A survey of geopolitics and its relationship to the Free World policy of contain-
ment of Communism. The theories of Kjellen, Mahan, Mackinder, and Haushofer
are noted. Expansion of the Russian and Red Chinese “heartlands” and contain-
ment at the Free World “rimlands” are examined, as are latter-day Russian and
Red Chine,se concepts of leap-frogging the “rimlands” with “wars of national
liberation.”

Noviet Union

A look at the Soviet Union today—its physical features, people, government,
economy,. and some of the forces at work in the USSR, with their possible conse-
quences to U.S. security interests. The role of the Communist Party and its rela-
tionships with the governmental organizations. Soviet agricultural and industrial
problems, together with actions being taken toward their solution.

Eaxploration of space

A discussion of space as an issue of our current environment for national se-
curity and the benefits from the Space Exploration program. Some considerations
and observations on the magnitude of space. The problems of space travel, to
include propulsion and the hostile environment which confronts astronauts and
future managers. Our NASA program of space exploration and a description of
our “Man to the Moon” flight,

Southeast Asia

Some observations on the geography, people, and economies of Burma, Thailand,
Malaysia, Singapore, Laos, Cambodia, and North and South Vietnam. Regional
attitudes toward Red China and the U.S. position in Vietnam. A review of Viet-
;mmese history, past and present, as a background for the American involvement
n Vietnam.

Military Forces of the World

An analysis of the military situation worldwide, with emphasis on the Com-
munist military threat which has developed since World War 1I and U.S, counter-
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moves. NATO forces are compared with those of the Soviet bloc. Communist and
non-Communist force deployments are examined worldwide. A review of the U.S.
military base brings out the missions and the strengths of its various components,
and the importance of maintaining a powerful deterrent force in preserving world
peace.
ciril Defense

Nuclear war presents new problems to our non-military defense. The problems
attendant with this threat to both our civilian population and industrial complex
are discussed, The steps that are being taken to protect the population and the
plans for the protection and recovery of our industrial complex are examined:
this includes the government's organization and plans to meet the impact of a
possible nuclear conflict and peacetime planning for emergency production,

PRESENTATION TITLES

Public Opinion Civil Defense
Foreign Poliey Communist China
National Security Structure Nature of Modern War
Comparative Political Systems Defense Logistics
Geopolities Exploration of Space
Natural Resources The Middle East
Linergy Resources Defense Management
International Economics Inside U.S.A.
World Agriculture Science and Technology
Transportation and Telecommunica- Afrieca

tions Southeast Asia
Population Management South Asia and the Far East
Soviet Union Europe
American Management Western Hemisphere
Foreign Aid Military Forces of the World
Managing the National Economy The United States in World Affairs
World Industrial Development Weapons Systems Management

WHAT OTHERS SAY

“And thank goodness we have, in our democratic society, an informed military
which is not only allowed, but encouraged, to share its knowledge with tLe public

in seminars such as this.”
CATHERINE MAY,

Member of Congress from Washington.

“Ne. r.in nearly 20 years of Reserve time, have I attended a two-week training
session that I felt was as helpful as this. The College is to be commended for
putting together both an informative program and a top flight Gray Team to
deliver the information to its public.”

Rev. M. C. NELsoON,

Dean of Bducation, North Central Bible College, Minnecapolis Minn.

“It has been of great benefit to me in bringing me up to date quickly on the
posture and problems of our nation vis-a-vis the rest of the world.”
Fraxk E. MarLox~EY,
Dean and Professor of Laws, University of Florida.

“* * * 1 feel your approach of bringing education from the ‘ivy clad walls’
directly to the ‘consumers’ is certainly in tune with the times and will go far to
achieve the aim of creating a realistically informed body of opinion about our
national security.”

Cecin E. CoMBs,
Major General, USAF, Formcr Commandant, Air Forcc Institute of Tech-
nology, Air University, Wright-Pattcerson Air Force Base, Ohio,

“I attended the last Seminar six years ago, and was so impressed and so well
informed, that as a concerned citizen, I could not afford to miss this one. You
can be assured that I will not contain this information within myself but shall
spread it abroad.”

Rev. Epwix E. KIrTON,
Rector, St. Mark's Episcopal Church, Wilmington, N.C.
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“It has been my privilege to attend all of the scheduled ‘talks' and films of the
Seminar. Tonight, I feel that I am a better informed, more tolerant citizen. 1

have never been more proud to be an American.”
BETTY B. PRICE,

Realtor, Gainceseille, Ila.

“I attended the National Security Seminar held in Washington, D.C., several
years ago and am personally convinced of the excellence, fairness and thorough-
ness of the presentations. What I learned at this Seminar is constantly of great
value to me in my Congressional work.”

CRrAYG HOSMER,
Member of Congress from California.

“The Seminar conducted wonderful meetings, and I feel they were exceptionally
informative and inspirational. The local response was most gratifying, These
highly successful meetings do much to further strengthen the ties between the
civilinn and military in this region.”

HaArry W. Hori,
Former Meayor of Colorado Springs.

1968—-69 NATIONAL SECURITY SEMINAR SCHEDULE

Provo, Utal, October 14-25, 1968,

Sioux Falls, S, Dak., November 11-22, 19G8,
Battle Creek, Mich., January 6-17, 1969.
Nan Diego, Calif., February 3-14, 1969.
Dallas, Tex., March 3-14, 1969,

West Palm Beach, Fla., April 14-235, 1969.
Columbia, 8.C., May J-16, 1969.

TIHE NATIONAL SECURITY SEMINAR TEAM

Col. John A. MacNeil, USMC.

Col. Daniel C. Bird, USA.

Col. Charles E. Benson, USA,

Col. Robert I'. Hof, USAF, Team Chief.
Col. Hubert W, Hodges, USAF.
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