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FOREWORD

The present publication is the latest in a series of volumes
that have been issued annually since 1960. It contains basic
documents on arms control and disarmament developments
during the year. The work of the United States Arms Control
and Disarmament Agency is described in the 11th annual
report, which is printed at the end of the documentary
material.

The papers are printed chronologically. They are preceded
by a topical list of documents and followed by a chron-
ological list. Other reference aids include a bibliography, an
index, and lists of abbreviations, international organizations
and conferences, and persons. The papers were compiled and
annotated by Robert W. Lambert, Chief, Historical Division,
with the assistance of Ruth Ihara, Jean Mayer, and Douglas
Kline. Useful suggestions were also received from other
officers of the United States Arms Control and Disarmament
Agency.

Technical editing was done in the Editorial Branch of the
Publishing and Reproduction Services Division, Department
of State.
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aircraft

ARPA—Advanced Research Projects
Agency

ASM—ajr-to-surface missile

ASW-_antisubmarine warfare

AWACS —airborne warning and con-
trol system

B—(1) bacteriological,
(2) biological

Bevans—Treaties and Other Interna-
tional Agreements of the United
States of America, 1776-1949,
compiled under the direction of
Charles 1. Bevans.

BG—Board of Governors’

BMD-ballistic missile defense

BMEWS—ballistic missile early warn-
ing system

BUIC—back-up interceptor control

BW-—biological warfare or weaqon(s)

C—(1) chemical, (2) committee

C.1—First Committee’

CB—chemical and biological or bacte-
riological

CBW-—chemical and biological war-
fare or weapons

CCC—Commodity Credit Corpora-
tion

CCD—Conference of the Committee
on Disarmgment

CCMS—Committee on the Challenges
of Modern Society
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CIA—Central Intelligence Agency

CIRC—circular!

CN—negotiating committee’

CNNWS—Conference of Non-Nuclear
Weapon States

Com.—-Committee

/Conf.—conference?

Cong.—Congress

CONUS—continental United States

COPREDAL—Preparatory Commis-
sion for the Denuclearization of
Latin America

Corr.—correction

C.P.R.—Chinese People’s Republic
(People’s Republic of China)

CPSU—Communist Party of
Soviet Union

CTB—comprehensive test ban

CW-—chemical warfare or weapon(s)

CY —calendar year

DC—(1) Disarmament Commission,!
(2) District of Columbia

DOD—Department of Defense

E/—Economic and Social Councit®

ECM —electronic countermeasure(s)

ENDC-—Eighteen Nation Disarma-
ment Committee ",

EPR—electron paramagnetic
nance

ESSA—Environmental Science Ser-
vices Administration

EURATOM-European
Energy Community

Ex.—Executive

FFRDC—federally funded research
and development centers

F.R.G.—Federal Republic of Ger-
many

FTE—full-time equivalent

FY —fiscal year

G.A.—General Assembly

GC—General Conference

G.D.R,—German Democratic Repub-
lic

GNP —gross national product

H.R.—House of Representatives

the

.Ireso-

Atomic

"HSD—hardsite defense

IAEA —International Atomic Energy
Agency

IBRD—International Bank for Re-
construction and Development
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ICBM—intercontinental ballistic mis-
sile

IDA—(1) International Development
Association, (2) Institute for De-
fense Analyses

IDB—International
Bank

IMI—improved manned interceptor

INF—Information document!

I0C—initial operating capability

IR —infrared

IRBM —intermediate-range
missile

JCS—Joint Chiefs of Staff

kt—kiloton

kton—kiloton

/L.—document!

LASA—Large
Array

LD—lethal dose

LPZ—-long-period
mometer

LTBT-limited test-ban treaty

MBFR--mutual and balanced force
reductions

MIRV—multiple independently-
targeted reentry vehicle

MIST —minor isotope safeguard tech-
niques

MLF —multilateral force

MRBM—medium-range ballistic mis-
sile

MR/IRBM-medium-range and inter-
mediate-range ballistic missile

MRV -—multiple reentry vehicle

MSR—missile site radar

MT-—-megaton

MW—milliwatt

n.a.—not available

NAC-North Atlantic Council

Development

ballistic

Aperture Seismic

vertical seis-

NASA—National Aeronautics and
Space Administration
NATO—-North Atlantic Treaty

Organization
NCA —national command authority
NMR —nuclear magnetic resonance
NOAA—National Oceanic and
Atmospheric Administration
NORSAR-Norwegian Seismic Array
NPT —non-proliferation treaty
NSC—National Security Council
OECD—Organization for Economic
Cooperation and Development
OPANAL—Organization for the Pro-
hibition of Nuclear Weapons in
Latin America
OTH —-over-the-horizon radar
P-preliminary
P.L.—Public Law
P-waves—elastic body waves
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Xvil

PNE—peaceful nuclear explosion/ex-
plosive

PPBS —Planning-Programming-Bud-
geting System

PRC—-People’s Re?ublic of China®

prov.—provisional

pt.—part

pub.—publication, publisher

/PV.—proces verbal (verbatim rec-
ord)!

R-waves—Rayleigh surface waves

R and D-research and development

Rept.—report

RES—resolution?

Rev.—revision, revised

RIND-Research Institute of
National Defense (Sweden)

RV--reentry vehicle

S.—Senate

SALT—strategic arms limitation talks

SAM —surface-to-air missile

SC—Security Council?

SCAD—subsonic cruise armed decoy

sec.—section

sess.—session

SG/SM—lSecretary-GeneraI/sum-
mary

SIPRI-Stockholm International
Peace Research Institute

SLBM—submarine-launched ballistic
missile

SPASUR —space surveillance system

SR—summary record’

SRAM-—short-range attack missile

S.Res.—Senate resolution

SS—surface-to-surface missile

SSAB—Social Science Advisory
Board

SSBN—fleet ballistic missile subma-
rine

SSR—Soviet Socialist Republics

TIAS—Treaties and Other Interna-
tional Acts Series

TLC—thin-layer chromatography

U.A.R.—United Arab Republic

U.K.--United Kingdom

ULMS—undersea long-range missile
system

U.N.—United Nations

UNDP—United Nations Development
Program

UNESCO—United Nations Educa-

tional, Scientific and Cultural
Organization

U.N.G.A.—United Nations General
Assembly

UNITAR-United Nations Institute

for Training and Research
UNTS-United Nations Treaty Series
U.S.—United States
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USA—(1) United States of America,
(2) U.S. Army

USAEC-U.S. Atomic Energy Com-
mission

USAF-U.S. Air Force

U.S.C.—United States Code

USN-—United States Navy

U.S.S.R.—Union of Soviet Socialist
Republics

UST—United States Treaties and
Other International Agreements

' Abbreviation used in documents of

LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS

VRBM —variable-range ballistic mis-
sile

WDC—-world disarmament
ence

JWG—working group!

WHA —World Health Assembly

WHO-—World Health Organization

WWSSN—-World-Wide Standard Seis-
mograph Network

confer-

United Nations organs or international

conferences served by the United Nations Secretariat.

:Tltlc changed to Conference of the Committee on Disarmament in 1969.
Communist regime not recognized by the United States.



LIST OF PRINCIPAL ORGANIZATIONS
AND CONFERENCES

Agency for the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin America
(OPANAL).

Established by the Treaty for the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin
America.! Second session of General Conference, Sept. 7-9, 1971, in
Mexico City. Membership: Barbados,? Bolivia, Costa Rica, Dominican
Republic, Ecuador, El Salvador, Guatemala, Haiti, Honduras, Jamaica,
Mexico, Nicaragua, Panama, Paraguay, Peru, Uruguay, Venezuela.

Conference of the Committee on Disarmament (CCD), 1969- (formerly
Eighteen Nation Committee on Disarmament).

Announced at the United Nations, Dec. 13, 1961, and endorsed by
General Assembly resolution 1722 (XVI), Dec. 20, 1961. Name changed
to Conference of the Committee on Disarmament, Aug. 26, 1969. 19th
session, Feb. 23-May 13, 1971; 20th session, June 29-Sept. 30, 1971,
Membership: Argentina, Brazil, Bulgaria, Burma, Canada, Czechoslovakia,
Ethiopia, France,” Hungary, India, Italy, Japan, Mexico, Mongolia,
Morocco, the Netherlands, Nigeria, Pakistan, Poland, Romania, Sweden,
UA.R, UK, US. USSR, Yugoslavia.4 Permanent Co-Chairmen: U.S.
and Soviet representatives. Committee of the Whole: All members.®
Subcommittee on a Treaty for the Discontinuance of Nuclear Weapon
Tests: UK., US., USS.R.®

Disarmament Commission, 1952- .

Established by General Assembly resolution 502 (VI), Jan. 11, 1952. Since
1959 the Commission has comprised all U.N. members. It did not meet in
1970.

International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA), 1956- .

Established by Statute of Oct. 26, 1956. Membership: 102 in 1971. 15th
session of General Conference, Sept. 21-27, 1971, in Vienna. Group of
Experts on the Question of International Observation of Peaceful Nuclear
Explosions: Established by IAEA in response to General Assembly
resolution 2605 B (XX1V) of Dec. 19, 1969, to advise the Director-
General  regarding  international observation of peaceful nuclear
explosions in accordance with art. V of the Treaty on the Non-Prolif-
eration of Nuclear Weapons. Second international technical meeting, Jan.
18-22, 1971, in Vienna, on contained (underground) peaceful nuclear
explosions. Participants: Experts from more than 20 countries, including
Argentina, Austria, France, India, Mexico, U.S.S.R., UK. I4EA Safe-
guards Committee (1970-1971): Established by IAEA Board of Governors,
Apr. 6, 1970, to draw up guidelines for safeguards agreements with parties
to the nonproliferation treaty. Announced completion of its work, Mar.
11,1971 .8 Membership: Open to all IAEA members.

' Documents on Disarmament, 1967, pp. 69-83.

? Barbados did not attend the General Conference.

*I'rance has not participated.

*For the original membership prior to the 1969 enlargement, see Documents on
Disarmament, 1968, p. xvii.

* Has not met since 1962.

% For the guidelines, see post, pp. 218-244.
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Strategic Arms Limitation Talks Between the United States and the Soviet
Union.
Announced July 1, 1968. Fourth session, Mar. 15-May 28, 1971, in
Vienna. Fifth session, July 8-Sept. 24, 1971, Helsinki. Sixth session, Nov.
15, 1971-Feb. 4, 1972, Vienna.
United Nations General Assembly.
Twenty-sixth session, Sept. 21-Dec. 22, 1971.



Letter From the Supreme Soviet to the Mexican Senate: Addi-
tional Protocol II to the Tlatelolco Treaty, January 4, 1971!

To the President of the Senate of Mexico
Mr. Enrique Olivarez Santana
Mexico City

Sir,

The appeal of the Senate of the United Mexican States dated
14 September 1970 on the question of the establishment of a
Latin American nuclear-weapon-free zone? has been carefully
considered.

In connexion with this appeal we deem it necessary to state the
following.

As the Senate of Mexico probably knows, there has been an
exchange of views between the Governments of the Soviet Union
and Mexico on the question of a Latin American nuclear-weapon-
free zone and during the course of their exchange the Soviet
Government stated its position on this question in detail.

The Soviet Union took note of the fact that, on the question
of nuclear explosions for peaceful purposes, the Government of
Mexico stated that it intended to seek a solution which would
prevent the proliferation of nuclear weapons. It subsequently
found such a solution in the signature and ratification of the
Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons.®

The Soviet Union also took note of the fact that the
Government of Mexico does not intend to allow the transport
(transit) of nuclear weapons through its territory and that it
extends the statute of denuclearization to the whole territory of
Mexico, including its land, air space and territorial waters the limit
of which has been established in accordance with international law
at twelve nautical miles.

In view of this position of the Government of Mexico, the
Minister for Foreign Affairs of the Soviet Union, on instructions
from the Soviet Government,. informed the Minister for Foreign
Affairs of Mexico that the Soviet Union was ready to undertake a
commitment to respect the status of Mexico as a completely
nuclear-weapon-free zone provided that the other nuclear Powers,
too, undertook a commitment to respect that status.

If other Latin American States, following Mexico’s example,
also genuinely turn their territories into completely nuclear-

1 A/8336/Rev. 1, July 8, 1971. Ambassador Malik sent the letter to Secretary-General
Thant on June 23, 1971. For the protocol, see Documents on Disarmament, 1967, p. 83,

2 Not printed here.

3 Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 461-465.
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weapon-free zones, they too can count on the same respect from
the Soviet Union for the status of their territories as completely
nuclear-weapon-free zones; this will be possible only if other
nuclear Powers, too, undertake the same commitments.

In undertaking such commitments, the Soviet Union would at
the same time reserve its right to reconsider them in the event of
any State in respect of which the Soviet Union undertakes such a
commitment perpetrating aggression or being an accomplice to
aggression.

This is the position of the Soviet Union on the question raised
in the appeal of the Senate of Mexico.

Chairman of the Soviet of the Union
of the Supreme Soviet of the USSR

A. Shitikov

Chairman of the Soviet of Nationalities
of the Supreme Soviet of the USSR

Y. Nasriddinova

Moscow
4 January 1971

News Conference Remarks by President Nixon [ Extract], January
4,1971!

Mrs. Dickerson. Mr. President, I'd like to ask you an overall
question about our relations with the Communists. When you
took office, you said this was going to be an era of negotiation,
not confrontation. But in reality, haven’t we returned to some-
thing of a cold war situation in regard to our relations with the
Soviets? And how were our relations affected by their duplicity
during the Middle East crisis when they helped rebuild the missile
sites?

The President. Well, Mrs. Dickerson, when we talk about an era
of negotiation rather than confrontation, we must remember that
negotiation means exactly that. It means that you have two parties
that have very great differences with regard to their vital interests,
and the negotiation process will sometimes be very, very extended.
It doesn’t mean that we’re going to have—negotiation does not
necessarily mean agreement.

Now, let’s be quite specific. Mr. Kosygin in his statement just a
couple of days ago to the Japanese newspaperman, as you know,
complained about our policy in Vietnam as he has previously, he
complained about our policy in the Mideast.

! Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, Jan. 11, 1971, pp. 3840.
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We, of course, have been concerned about their movements in
the Caribbean. We have been concerned by what you mentioned,
their own activities in the Mideast, and, of course, we have been
concerned about their continuing harassment from time to time of
the Berlin access routes.

Nevertheless, on the plus side, let’s see what has happened. Over
the past 2 years the United States and the Soviet Union have been
negotiating. We have been negotiating, for example, on arms
control. Those negotiations will begin again in Helsinki in March. I
am optimistic that we will reach an agreement eventually. I do not
suggest now that we are going to have a comprehensive agreement,
because there is a basic disagreement with regard to what strategic
weapons—what that definition is.

But we are now willing to move to a non-comprehensive
agreement. We are going to be able to discuss that with the Soviet
in the next round at Helsinki.

I am not predicting that we are going to have an agreement next
month or 2 months from now or 3 months from now. But in
terms of arms control, we have some overwhelming forces that are
going to bring about an agreement eventually, and it is simply this:
The Soviet Union and the United States have a common interest in
avoiding the escalating burden of arms—you know that they have
even cut down on their SS-9 and big missile deployment lately
and development—and, second, the Soviet Union and the United
States have an overwhelming common interest in avoiding nuclear
competition which could lead to nuclear destruction.

So, in this field, I think we are going to make some progress. In
the Mideast it is true we are far apart, but we are having
discussions. On Berlin we are far apart, but we are negotiating.
And finally, with regard to the rhetoric—and the rhetoric in
international affairs does make a difference—the rhetoric, while it
has been firm, has generally been non-inflammatory on our part
and on theirs.

So, I am not without the confidence that I had at the beginning.
I always realized that our differences were very great, that it was
going to take time. But the United States and the Soviet Union
owe it to their own people and the people of the world, as the
super-powers, to negotiate rather than to confront.

POSSIBILITY OF SUMMIT TALKS

Mrs. Dickerson. Mr. President, you always have put a certain
value on personal diplomacy. Do you think this would be a good
time for you personally to talk with some of the Russian leaders?
Do you think it’s a good time to have a summit, of sorts?

The President. Mrs. Dickerson, as you know, I have had
conversations with the Russian leaders through the years, and, of
course, with Ambassador Dobrynin, a very skilled diplomat here in
Washington, and with Mr. Gromyko when he was here.

Now, as far as another meeting is concerned, a meeting at a
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higher level, that is a matter that has been speculated about. If it
appears at some time that a meeting of that type would be what is
needed to bring about the final consummation in one of these
areas, for example, the SALT talks, or the Mideast, or the rest, we
will certainly have such a meeting.

But unless there is the chance for progress, a summit talk is not
in their interest and it is not in our interest, and not in the interest
of world peace. It creates a false sense of security.

THE MIDDLE EAST

Mr. Sevareid. Mr. President, we have no formal alliance with the
State of Israel. But isn’t it really a fact that we are now so deeply
committed morally to the Israelis that if they were in unmistak-
able danger of defeat wouldn’t we have to intervene?

The President. Mr. Sevareid, to speculate on that question
would not really be in the interests of peace in that area, as I see
them at this point. Let’s look how far we have come. We have had
a cease-fire for 5 months, no killing, and for 3 or 4 years before
that there were killings every day in that part of the world.

Second, as you know, the Israelis have gone back to the Jarring
talks and also the other side will be there. That doesn’t mean that
the prospect for an early agreement is very great. It does mean,
however, that there is some chance that there will be discussion.

And, third, it seems to me that we must take into account the
fact that the people in that part of the world, the people of Israel,
the people in the countries that are Israel’s neighbors, that they
are overwhelmingly on the side of peace—they want .peace. Their
leaders are going to have to reflect it.

I think that we are at a critical time in the Mideast, a critical
time over the next few months when we may get these talks off
dead center, make some progress toward a live-and-let-live atti-
tude. Not progress that is going to bring a situation where the
Israelis and their neighbors are going to like each other. That isn’t
ever going to happen, perhaps. But where they will live with each
other, where they won’t be fighting each other.

Now, to speculate about what is going to happen in the event
that Israel is going to go down the tube would only tend to
inflame the situation with Israel’s neighbors. And I won’t do it.

Mr. Sevareid. Would it, Mr. President, calm the situation and
help the prospects for peace if we did have some formal alliance
with the State of Israel?

The President. No, I don’t believe so, because I think that what
we are doing for Israel is so well known to them, and also
incidentally it is quite well known to their neighbors, that it
provides the balance that is needed.

We just provided a $500 million aid program for Israel. I say
“aid”—they are going to be able to purchase weapons to that
extent. We have made it clear time and again that we would help
to maintain the balance of power in the area, so that Israel would
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not be in a position that its neighbors could overwhelm them with
their superior manpower or with the forces that they got from the
Soviet Union. But I do not believe that a formal alliance would
be—is either necessary or would be in the interest of peace in the
area.

Mr. Smith. The kind of thing that bothers me is the tendency
towards adventurism in that part of the world by the Russians.
They are manning the SAM sites, and last summer—it wasn’t
widely publicized, but eight Israeli jets were on patrol, they ran
into eight Egyptian MIG’s, there was a fight and over the radio
they heard they weren’t Egyptians, they were Russian-piloted
MIG’s. The score was four Russians shot down.

But how frightfully dangerous that is. If the Russians had been
tempted to retaliate, then it could have become terribly compli-
cated.

The President. Mr. Smith, you will remember in the last S
minutes of our conversation a year ago®—we didn’t get to the
Mideast till the last 5 minutes—but I mentioned this very point,
that the key to peace in the Mideast is held by several people:
first, the parties involved, the Israelis and their neighbors,
primarily the U.A.R. and Jordan. But second, the key to peace is
in the hands of the Soviet Union, the United States, Great Britain,
France—the four major powers.

If the Soviet Union does not play a conciliatory peace-making
role, there is no chance for peace in the Mideast, because if the
Soviet Union continues to fuel the war arsenals of Israel’s
neighbors, Israel will have no choice but to come to the United
States for us to maintain the balance to which Mr. Sevareid
referred. And we will maintain that balance.

That is why it is important at this time that the Soviet Union
and the United States as well as Britain and France all join
together in a process of not having additional arms and additional
activities go into that area, because that will only mean that it
produces the possibility of a future confrontation.

This is the time to talk. Let me say one other thing with regard
to the talk. I would hesitate to give advice to other nations as they
enter such delicate talks, but I am sure of this: These talks will
have no chance for success if they are done in a public forum. It is
very important that it be done quietly, because every time an offer
is made or a suggestion is made, it is talked about in the
parliaments of one country or another, on the radio—you can
forget it. So if these talks can be quietly conducted, there is a
chance for success, and in the end we want to remember that the
United States, the Soviet Union, Great Britain, and France must
all be, and I think will be, in a position to guarantee whatever
settlement is made through the United Nations.

2Sce ibid., July 6, 1970, p. 869.
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CUBA AND THE SOVIET UNION

Mr. Chancellor. Sir, can I take you to Cuba?

Last October, just before we all left with you on your European
trip, one of your aides here spoke about the potential of a grave
threat in Cuba if the Russians introduced what apparently was a
submarine missile base, a tender to serve nuclear submarines. Can
you tell us what’s going on there? Apparently there is a tender
there. Will we react if the tender services a submarine in the
harbor, or what happens? Can you tell us about that?

The President. Well, 1 can tell you everything that our
intelligence tells us, and we think it is very good in that area,
because, as you know, we have surveillance from the air, which in
this case is foolproof, we believe.

First, let’s look at what the understanding is. President Kennedy
worked out an understanding in 1962 that the Russians would not
put any offensive missiles into Cuba. That understanding was
expanded' on October the 11th [/3th] of this year by the
Russians when they said that it would include a military base in
Cuba, and a military naval base. They, in effect, said that they
would not put a military naval base into Cuba, on October the
11th [13th].

Now, in the event that nuclear submarines were serviced either
in Cuba or from Cuba, that would be a violation of the
understanding. That has not happened yet. We are watching the
situation closely.

The Soviet Union is aware of the fact that we are watching it
closely. We expect them to abide by the understanding. I believe
they will.

Mr. Chancellor. Could we be close to a crisis, sir, if they begin
doing that?

The President. 1 don’t believe that they want a crisis in the
Caribbean, and I don’t believe that one is going to occur,
particularly since the understanding has been so clearly laid out
and has been so clearly relied on by us and as I stated here today.

News Conference Remarks by Secretary of State Rogers on the
Strategic Arms Limitation Talks [ Extracts], January 29, 1971

Q. Mr. Secretary, to return to disarmament: Shortly before the
SALT talks began, the administration proposed an ABM on the
grounds that it was needed to defend against possible Chinese
attack, to protect the Minutemen, and to guard against accidental

! Department of State Bulletin, Feb. 15, 1971, pp. 196-197.
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attack. Earlier this week, the Pentagon indicated that there might
be a slowdown in the ABM program, and that SALT was one
consideration,

Could you say, sir, whether it will be acceptable to the United
States to have an agreement with the Soviet Union on ABM’s
alone around Washington and Moscow? And, if so, what would
happen to the rationale, the reasons for needing to defend against
China, the Minutemen, and against accidental attack?

A. Yes. The position of the United States in the SALT talks has
been, from the beginning, that we favored agreement including
both offensive and defensive missiles. We also have made an
attempt to—in fact, we have not discussed the negotiations
themselves.

As far as the decisions about the budgetary requirements of
ABM, those decisions have not been finalized.

Q. Mr. Secretary, do you think it is possible to have a
Soviet-American agreement curbing or in any way limiting multiple
warheads on missiles without having on-site inspection ?

A. I don’t want to go into the negotiating process itself. We
think it is possible, if the Soviet Union wants a SALT agreement,
that we can achieve an agreement. It is quite clear that the efforts
to do this are very complex. They are very difficult both for the
Russians and for us.

We are quite satisfied that the recent talks were somewhat
unproductive because we think possibly the Soviet Union is
waiting for the party congress. We don’t know. But I think this: I
think any agreement is possible if both the Soviet Union and the
United States want it. Whether it is a practical matter that can be
worked out or not, we don’t know yet.

The press: Thank you, Mr. Secretary.

Treaty on the Prohibition of the Emplacement of Nuclear
Weapons and Other Weapons of Mass Destruction on the
Sea-Bed and the Ocean Floor and in the Subsoil Thereof,
February 11, 1971

The States Parties to this Treaty,

Recognizing the common interest of mankind in the progress of
the exploration and use of the seabed and the ocean floor for
peaceful purposes,

Considering that the prevention of a nuclear-arms race on the
seabed and the ocean floor serves the interests of maintaining

'S. Ex. H, 92d Cong., Ist sess. The treaty was opened for signature in Washington,
London, and Moscow on Feb. 11, 1971. 1t was approved by the U.S. Senate on Feb. 15,
1972, by a vote of 83 to 0, and ratified by the President on Apr. 26, 1972. It entered
into forcc on May 18, 1972, when the UK., the U.S., and the USSR deposited their
instruments of ratification at Washington, London, and Moscow.
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world peace, reduces international tensions and strengthens
friendly relations among States,

Convinced that this Treaty constitutes a step towards the
exclusion of the seabed, the ocean floor and the subsoil thereof
from the arms race,

Convinced that this Treaty constitutes a step towards a treaty
on general and complete disarmament under strict and effective
international control, and determined to continue negotiations to
this end,

Convinced that this Treaty will further the purposes and
principles of the Charter of the United Nations, in a manner
consistent with the principles of international law and without
infringing the freedoms of the high seas,

Have agreed as follows:

Article ]

1. The States Parties to this Treaty undertake not to emplant
or emplace on the seabed and the ocean floor and in the subsoil
thereof beyond the outer limit of a seabed zone, as defined in
article II, any nuclear weapons or any other types of weapons of
mass destruction as well as structures, launching installations or
any other facilities specifically designed for storing, testing or
using such weapons.

2. The undertakings of paragraph 1 of this article shall also
apply to the seabed zone referred to in the same paragraph, except
that within such seabed zone, they shall not apply either to the
coastal State or to the seabed beneath its territorial waters.

3. The States Parties to this Treaty undertake not to assist,
encourage or induce any State to carry out activities referred to in
paragraph 1 of this article and not to participate in any other way
in such actions.

Avrticle I1

For the purpose of this Treaty, the outer limit of the seabed
zone referred to in article I shall be coterminous with the
twelve-mile outer limit of the zone referred to in part II of the
Convention on the Territorial Sea and the Contiguous Zone,
signed at Geneva on April 29, 1958,%2 and shall be measured in
accordance with the provisions of part I, section II, of that
Convention and in accordance with international law.

Article I

1. In order to promote the objectives of and insure compliance
with the provisions of this Treaty, each State Party to the Treaty
shall have the right to verify through observation the activities of
other States Parties to the Treaty on the seabed and the ocean

215 UST 1606.
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floor and in the subsoil thereof beyond the zone referred to in
article I, provided that observation does not interfere with such
activities.

2. If after such observation reasonable doubts remain concern-
ing the fulfillment of the obligations assumed under the Treaty,
the State Party having such doubts and the State Party that is
responsible for the activities giving rise to the doubts shall consult
with a view to removing the doubts. If the doubts persist, the
State Party having such doubts shall notify the other States
Parties, and the Parties concerned shall cooperate on such further
procedures for verification as may be agreed, including appropriate
inspection of objects, structures, installations or other facilities
that reasonably may be expected to be of a kind described in
article I. The Parties in the region of the activities, including any

coastal State, and any other Party so requesting, shall be entitled
to participate in such consultation and cooperation. After comple-
tion of the further procedures for verification, an appropriate
report shall be circulated to other Parties by the Party that
initiated such procedures.

3. If the State responsible for the activities giving rise to the
reasonable doubts is not identifiable by observation of the object,
structure, installation or other facility, the State Party having such
doubts shall notify and make appropriate inquiries of States
Parties in the region of the activities and of any other State Party.
If it is ascertained through these inquiries that a particular State
Party is responsible for the activities, that State Party shall consult
and cooperate with other Parties as provided in paragraph 2 of this
article. If the identity of the State responsible for the activities
cannot be ascertained through these inquiries, then further
verification procedures, including inspection, may be undertaken
by the inquiring State Party, which shall invite the participation of
the Parties in the region of the activities, including any coastal
State, and of any other Party desiring to cooperate.

4. If consultation and cooperation pursuant to paragraphs 2
and 3 of this article have not removed the doubts concerning the
activities and there remains a serious question concerning fulfill-
ment of the obligations assumed under this Treaty, a State Party
may, in accordance with the provisions of the Charter of the
United Nations, refer the matter to the Security Council, which
may take action in accordance with the Charter.

5. Verification pursuant to this article may be undertaken by
any State Party using its own means, or with the full or partial
assistance of any other State Party, or through appropriate
international procedures within the framework of the United
Nations and in accordance with its Charter.

6. Verification activities pursuant to this Treaty shall not
interfere with activities of other States Parties and shall be
conducted with due regard for rights recognized under interna-
tional law, including the freedoms of the high seas and the rights
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of coastal States with respect to the exploration and exploitation
of their continental shelves.

Article IV

Nothing in this Treaty shall be interpreted as supporting or
prejudicing the position of any State Party with respect to existing
international conventions, including the 1958 Convention on the
Territorial Sea and the Contiguous Zone, or with respect to rights
or claims which such State Party may assert, or with respect to
recognition or nonrecognition of rights or claims asserted by any
other State, related to waters off its coasts, including, inter alia,
territorial seas and contiguous zones, or to the seabed and the
ocean floor, including continental shelves.

Article V

The Parties to this Treaty undertake to continue negotiations in
good faith concerning further measures in the field of disarma-
ment for the prevention of an arms race on the seabed, the ocean
floor and the subsoil thereof.

Article VI

Any State Party may propose amendments to this Treaty.
Amendments shall enter into force for each State Party accepting
the amendments upon their acceptance by a majority of the States
Parties to the Treaty and, thereafter, for each remaining State
Party on the date of acceptance by it.

Article VII

Five years after the entry into force of this Treaty, a conference
of Parties to the Treaty shall be held at Geneva, Switzerland, in
order to review the operation of this Treaty with a view to
assuring that the purposes of the preamble and the provisions of
the Treaty are being realized. Such review shall take into account
any relevant technological developments. The review conference
shall determine, in accordance with the views of a majority of
those Parties attending, whether and when an additional review
conference shall be convened.

Article VIIT

Each State Party to this Treaty shall in exercising its national
sovereignty have the right to withdraw from this 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 States 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 considers to have jeopardized its supreme
interests.
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Article IX

The provisions of this Treaty shall in no way affect the
obligations assumed by States Parties to the Treaty under
international instruments establishing zones free from nuclear
weapons.

Article X

1. This Treaty shall be open for signature to all States. 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 of accession shall be
deposited with the Governments of the United States of America,
the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland, and
the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, which are hereby
designated the Depositary Governments.

3. This Treaty shall enter into force after the deposit of
instruments of ratification by twenty-two Governments, including
the Governments designated as Depositary Governments of this
Treaty.

4. For States whose instruments of ratification or accession are
deposited after the entry into force of this Treaty, it shall enter
into force on the date of the deposit of their instruments of
ratification or accession.

5. The Depositary Governments shall promptly inform the
Governments of all signatory and acceding States of the date of
each signature, of the date of deposit of each instrument of
ratification or of accession, of the date of the entry into force of
this Treaty, and of the receipt of other notices.

6. This Treaty shall be registered by the Depositary Govern-
ments pursuant to Article 102 of the Charter of the United
Nations.

Article X1

This Treaty, the English, Russian, French, Spanish and Chinese
texts of which are equally authentic, shall be deposited in the
archives of the Depositary Governments. Duly certified copies of
this Treaty shall be transmitted by the Depositary Governments to
the Governments of the States signatory and acceding thereto.

In witness whereof the undersigned, being duly authorized
thereto, have signed this Treaty.

Done in triplicate, at the cities of Washington, London and
Moscow, this eleventh day of February, one thousand nine
hundred seventy-one.



12 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1971

Remarks by President Nixon on the Signature of the Sea-Bed
Treaty, February 11, 19713

Mr. Secretary, your Excellencies, ladies and gentlemen:

It has been very properly pointed out that the seabed is man’s
last frontier on earth, and that frontier can either be a source of
peril or promise.

By the signing of this treaty, we have pledged to seek its
promise and to remove its peril. And as has been pointed out by
the Ambassador from the United Kingdom and the Ambassador
from the U.S.S.R., while this is a modest step among many in the
field of control of armaments, it is an indication of progress that
has been made and continues to be made toward the goal that we
all seek: the control of instruments of mass destruction, so that we
can reduce the danger of war.

Certainly, speaking for the United States of America, I pledge
that as we sign this treaty in an era of negotiation, that we
consider it only one step toward a greater goal: the control of
nuclear weapons on earth and the reduction of that danger that
hangs over all the nations of the world as long as those weapons
are not controlled.

And as our representatives go back to Vienna in just a few
weeks, we certainly hope that they will make progress. I can assure
all of those gathered here that we seek, as does the Soviet Union
and other nations, we seek an agreement there which will reduce
the danger of nuclear war which hangs over the world and reduce
it by controlling the nuclear arms, both as far as the Soviet Union
is concerned and the United States.

And so on this occasion I reiterate that while the Ambassador
from Great Britain quite properly said this was a modest step, it is
an important step when we consider it in all of the aspects of the
progress that has been made beginning in the sixties, now
continuing in this decade.

We hope that we will be meeting perhaps in the future, perhaps
in this room, perhaps in some other room in some other capital,
for the final great step in the control of nuclear arms, the control
of nuclear arms on earth.

Statement by Premier Kosygin on the Signing of the Sea-Bed
Treaty, February 11, 1971!

Comrades, gentlemen-—-allow me, on behalf of the Soviet
government, to express satisfaction that the signing of the Treaty

3 Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, Feb. 15, 1971, pp. 211-212. The
treaty appears supra.

! Pravda, Feb. 12, 1971, p. 1; Current Digest of the Soviet Press, vol. XXIII, no. 6
(Mar. 9, 1971), p. 13.
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on the Prohibition of the Emplacement of Nuclear Weapons of
Mass Destruction on the Seabed and the Ocean Floor and in the
Subsoil Thereof? is beginning today. This important international
document was approved by the 25th session of the United Nations
General Assembly.® The conclusion of the treaty on the seabed is
without doubt a positive act in international life.

Scientific and technical progress has made it possible to begin
the development by man of a new part of the planet, one that
until recently was closed to him—the seabed and the ocean floor.
But at the same time, possibilities have been created for the
emplacement there of nuclear weapons and other weapons of mass
destruction. Obviously, such a utilization of the seabed would
expand the scope of the arms race. It is necessary to prevent this
development in good time. After all, as experience shows, it is far
more difficult to halt the arms race where it is already under way
than to ban its development in new environments.

The treaty we are signing today is called upon to prevent the
emplacement of the most dangerous types of weapons on the
seabed. At the same time, the treaty provides for continued
negotiations on further steps aimed at preventing a race in other
types of arms on the seabed and the ocean floor. The Soviet
government proceeds from the premise that this treaty is the first
important step on the path to the complete demilitarization of the
seabed and, on its part, is ready to exert efforts for the
accomplishment of this task.

The treaty on the seabed, which imposes restrictions primarily
on the nuclear powers, proceeds from the interests of safeguarding
the security of all countries and peoples. Therefore, it will
promote an easing of international tension and an improvement in
relations between states. The treaty will also facilitate the creation
of better preconditions for the peaceful utilization of the seabed
and for the development of its riches.

The treaty on the seabed is another partial measure dealing with
the problem of disarmament. The Soviet Union, together with the
other socialist countries, is waging a persistent struggle against the
arms race and for a ban on nuclear, chemical and bacteriological
-weapons, for the dismantling of foreign military bases and for the
resolution of other disarmament questions. As we have repeatedly
stated, we would welcome an agreement in the field of strategic
arms limitation.

The conclusion of the treaty on the seabed, like that of other
international agreements aimed at limiting the arms race, such as,
for example, the treaty on a partial ban on nuclear tests*and the
treaty on the nonproliferation of nuclear weapons,® was not an
easy thing. In the drafting of these treaties, naturally, there were

2 Ante, pp. 7-11.

2 Documents on Disarmament, 1970, pp. 680-681.
4Ibid., 1963, pp. 291-293.

SIbid., 1968, pp- 461465.

470-293 O - 73 -3
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difficulties and differences in the positions taken by the partici-
pants in the negotiations. But, as experience shows, a path to the
achievement of an understanding can be found. As far as the
Soviet government is concerned, it will continue to spare no
efforts to find solutions to urgent problems connected with ending
the arms race and achieving disarmament.

Needless to say, such acts as this treaty can serve peace in full
measure if the practical activity of states in the field of foreign
policy is determined by the goals of maintaining and consolidating
peace, not of intensifying international tension and aggression.

In conclusion, allow me to express the hope that the Treaty on
the Prohibition of the Emplacement of Nuclear Weapons and
Other Weapons of Mass Destruction on the Seabed and the Ocean
Floor and in the Subsoil Thereof will be signed and ratified by a
very wide range of states and that it will enter into force in the
immediate future.

The Soviet Union is signing this treaty because it corresponds to
the unchanging goal of the Leninist foreign policy of our
state—the strengthening of peace and the safeguarding of the
people’s security.

Bucharest Communique of Warsaw Pact Foreign Ministers [ Ex-
tracts], February 19, 1971!

A conference of the Foreign Ministers of the Warsaw Pact
states—the People’s Republic of Bulgaria, the Hungarian People’s
Republic, the German Democratic Republic, the Polish People’s
Republic, the Socialist Republic of Rumania, the Union of Soviet
Socialist Republics and the Czechoslovak Socialist Republic—took
place in Bucharest Feb. 18 and 19.

Guided by the Statement on Questions of the Strengthening of
Security and the Development of Peaceful Cooperation in Europe
that the Political Consultative Committee of the Warsaw Pact
states adopted at its conference of Dec. 2, 1970, in Berlin,? the
Ministers exchanged information and opinions on the progress of
preparations for convening an all-European conference. . ..

In the present conditions, the Foreign Ministers have found it
both possible and necessary to approach specific questions
practically and constructively, with an eye to accelerating the
holding of a conference on security and cooperation in Europe.

The efforts recently undertaken by states supporting the
convocation of an all-European conference, it was noted, have
facilitated progress in preparing the conference. During bilateral

' Pravda, TFeb. 20, 1971, p. 4. Current Digest of the Soviet Press, vol. XXII1, no. 8
(Mar. 23, 1971), p. 19.

2Pravda, Dece. 3, 1970, p. 1; Current Digest of the Soviet Press, vol. XXII, no. 49
(Jan. 5, 1971), pp. 2-3.
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contacts, conditions have been created for the transition to
preparatory work on a multilateral basis. The present task is not to
delay the transition to this new and more active phase of
preparation of the all-European conference.

The socialist countries represented at the conference reaffirmed
their support of the Finnish government’s proposal for all
interested states to hold preparatory meetings in Helsinki, as well
as that government’s readiness to participate in such meetings at
any time and to delegate its appropriate representatives for these
purposes. The Foreign Ministers stressed that the prompt holding
of such preparatory meetings is called for by the necessity of
turning to the practical preparation of the all-European conference
and would make it possible to discuss and agree on questions
connected with convening the conference.

At the same time, attention was drawn to the fact that those
circles which are not interested in the deepening of the detente in
Europe are intensifying the opposition to convocation of the
all-European conference. This opposition manifests itself in the
setting of various preliminary conditions in order to complicate
the preparatory work and to link the question of convening the
conference with other problems, thus creating a serious obstacle to
convening the conference. The decisions of the recent NATO
Council session in Brussels® are directed toward the pursuit of this
line and the intensification of the arms race in Europe. All this
retards the development of favorable processes in Europe which
accord with the interests of the peoples of the European continent
and with the interest of peace.

In this situation the need arises for adopting additional
measures for the elimination of artificial obstacles to the conven-
ing of the all-European conference. On the instructions of their
governments, the Foreign Ministers reassert the firm resolve of the
states participating in the present conference to push for the
earliest possible completion of the preparatory work for the
convening of the all-European conference. The governments of
these countries call on the governments of all interested states to
exert further efforts in this direction.

The socialist countries represented at the conference will go on
exerting constructive efforts in the direction of developing normat
and mutually advantageous relations among all the states of the
continent: they will continue to advocate the establishment and
consolidation of an atmosphere of peace, an end to the arms race,
and detente and cooperation in Europe and the whole world.

The Warsaw Pact states consider it important to reemphasize
that the establishment of equal relations between the German
Democratic Republic and other states which have not yet

established such relations is of great significance for the cause of

3 Documents on Disarmament, 1970, pp. 667-676.
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European and international security. Relations based on generally
accepted norms of international law should be established between
the G.D.R. and the F.R.G. The ending of opposition to the
G.D.R.’s admission to the U.N. and other international organiza-
tions would also serve the interests of detente. The participants in
the conference consider it their fraternal duty to give the G.D.R.
every assistance in these matters and will take appropriate steps in
this respect.

Testimony of Admiral Moorer Before the Senate Foreign Rela-
tions Committee: Additional Protocol II to the Tlatelolco
Treaty [ Extracts], February 23, 1971*

Mr. Chairman, I welcome the opportunity of appearing before
this committee to discuss the military implications of the
Additional Protocol II to the Treaty for the Prohibition of Nuclear
Weapons in Latin America.?

The Joint Chiefs of Staff wish to acknowledge the unique and
special relationship which has historically existed between our
country and the nations of Latin America. Our common interests
and understanding contribute meaningfully to our mutual secu-
rity.

We have followed with interest the development of the nuclear
free zone of Latin America, as set forth in this treaty. We have
participated in various considerations relevant to Protocol II and
the formulation of the accompanying interpretative statement.

The Joint Chiefs of Staff understand that the interpretative
statement which was an integral part of the U.S. signature of
Protocol II on April 1, 19683 has received international accept-
ance. Further, we understand that the Additional Protocol II,
with its accompanying interpretative statement which is currently
being considered for ratification, would be accorded the same
international acceptance.

With these understandings in mind, we would be assured of the
continuance of the right of the United States to historic transit
and transport privileges throughout the Latin American area,
including military overflights and naval ship visits, without regard
to the question of the presence of nuclear weapons aboard our
aircraft or naval vessels.

In view of these considerations, the Joint Chiefs of Staff
interpose no objection to the ratification of Additional Protocol II

! Additional Protocol I to the Latin American Nuclear Free Zone Treaty: Hearings
Before the Committee on Foreign Relations, United States Senate, Ninety-first Congress,
Second Session, and Ninety-second Congress, First Session, on Executive H, 91st
Congress, 2d Session, pp. 36, 3840.

Décuments on Disarmament, 1967, p. 83.

31bid., 1968, pp. 204-205.
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to the Treaty for the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin
America.

As you noted, I gave you three points that we were interested
in. First, the definition of the territorial seas; second, the transit
privileges for U.S. ships and aircraft; and third, the limitation on
our nonuse of nuclear weapon undertakings.

First, let me discuss the definition of the territorial seas. Article
3 of the treaty provides that the term “territory’ should include
the territorial seas as defined by the national legislation.* I
emphasize the word “‘national.”

As you are aware, it is our view that the limits of the territorial
sea can only be set by the international community and its limits
cannot be set by national legislation. Therefore, our first interpre-
tative statement made the point that this treaty and its protocols
would have no effect upon territorial sea claims.

Secondly, with respect to the problem of transit during the
drafting sessions of the treaty, Mr. Chairman, Argentina advised
that it wished a prohibition against the transit and deployment of
nuclear weapons to be included in the treaty. Although the
commission refused to adopt the Argentine position, nevertheless,
the language of the treaty did not make it plain whether or not
ships or aircraft with nuclear weapons which were in transit were
prohibited in the Latin American area.

As you are aware, it is U.S. policy to neither confirm nor deny
whether or not there are nuclear weapons within our ships or
aircraft. If there were a treaty prohibition concerning transit, it is
clear that this would adversely affect the movement of our
military forces in the Latin American area. Therefore, the Joint
Chiefs of Staff wished to leave no doubt as to the meaning of the
Treaty.

The interpretative statement on transit made it plain that each
of the Latin American countries would continue to have the
exclusive right to decide for themselves whether or not a U.S.
military ship or aircraft. could enter their country in a transit
status, keeping in mind the U.S. policy of neither confirming nor
denying the presence of nuclear weapons.

Perhaps stated differently, we wanted to be sure that no one
believed the treaty took away from the Latin American states
their sovereign right to let our ships or aircraft enter their ports or
fields in a transit status.

With respect to the third point, Mr. Chairman, the nonuse
provision, the JCS do not generally favor a nonuse nuclear weapon
provision in any agreement. This is so since such an undertaking
could have an adverse effect upon the credibility of our nuclear
deterrence. We were willing, however, to apply such a nonuse

“Ibid., 1967, p. 71.
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provision to Latin America because of the historic and special
relationship that Latin America has to the United States and
because of the traditional solidarity and mutual security interests
between ourselves and our good neighbors to the south.

It should be understood our understanding of nonuse applies
only to those who undertake the obligation of the treaty and
forego the presence of nuclear weapons in their territory. The
United States has no obligation to countries such as Cuba, which
do not become parties to the treaty. Also nonuse is contingent
upon parties abiding by their promise. If nuclear weapons were
brought into a contracting country or the party made an armed
attack and was assisted by a nuclear weapons state, we believe
both would violate the treaty obligations and we wanted to make
this point clear, sir.

Senator Sparkman. Thank you very much for that statement.

DEPLOYMENT IN TERRITORIAL SEA OR AIRSPACE

With reference to articles 1 and 3 of the treaty, how would you
define deployment? What would constitute deployment in the
territorial sea or airspace of the Latin American nations? Would it
be correct, for example, to say that the presence of a nuclear
equipped naval vessel in the territorial seas of a given nation would
not constitute deployment in the sense of article 1 of the treaty?

Admiral Moorer. If it is in a transit or visit status, sir, that is
correct. It does not constitute deployment.

Senator Sparkman. Would the United States object to visits by
Soviet naval units with nuclear capability to Latin American
ports? Would this be considered by the United States to be a
violation of either the letter or spirit of the treaty? Would the
establishment of a nuclear submarine base in a Latin American
country constitute a violation of the treaty?

Admiral Moorer. Well, sir, you have asked me two questions.
With respect to the visits, that would not be prohibited under the
terms of the treaty.

With respect to establishment of a base, that would constitute a
deployment or a presence. In that case it would constitute a
violation of the treaty.

BRINGING TREATY INTO FORCE IN ENTIRE ZONE

Senator Sparkman. Very well. Admiral Moorer, why would it
not be to the advantage of the United States to seek to bring the
treaty into force throughout the entire treaty zone? I may say
parenthetically if this were possible it would preclude, for
example, the deployment of nuclear weapons in Cuba. Would the
exclusion of Soviet weapons from the area not be worth our giving
up the option of placing such weapons in Puerto Rico and the
Virgin Islands?

Admiral Moorer. Well, sir, the Joint Chiefs of Staff have not
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considered this aspect because it deals with Protocol I.° However,
I would be very happy to discuss with the Committee in closed
session the security problems involved with respect to the question
you have asked, sir.

Senator Sparkman. Fine, thank you.

STATUS OF PANAMA CANAL ZONE

What is the status of the Panama Canal Zone with regard to the
treaty? Would ratification of the treaty by Panama and waiver
under paragraph 2, article 28, bring the treaty into force for the
Canal Zone?

Admiral Moorer. Well, sir, it would have no legal effect,
although Panama, which has signed but not yet ratified the treaty,
can be expected to assert that the Canal Zone comes under the
terms of the treaty because it is part of the territory of Panama.

As you know, Panama is the titular sovereign of the Canal Zone.
However, under existing treaties the United States exercises all
rights and powers as if it were sovereign, to the entire exclusion of
the exercise by the Republic of Panama of any such sovereign
rights.

Thus, U.S. consent is necessary to the extension of any legal
obligations to the Canal Zone.

However, sir, 1 would like to emphasize that the U.S.
Government has indicated that we would be agreeable to including
the Panama Canal Zone and we expect that ultimately it will be
included.

In the meantime, we are prepared to act consistent with the
spirit of the treaty. We have not deployed nuclear weapons in the
Canal Zone and have no intention of doing so. We would, of
course, maintain well-established transit rights for our naval ships
in the Canal.

Message From President Nixon to the Conference of the Commit-
tee on Disarmament, February 23, 1971'

Today the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament
begins a new session of work in the vital fields of Arms Control
and Disarmament.

On this occasion, once again I want to convey my thoughts to
you directly because of my conviction that few areas of endeavour
go so deeply to the heart of the concerns and the aspirations of all
nations as the search for restraints on armaments. Sound limita-
tions on armaments can enhance international stability and
increase the security of all countries; they can reduce the

5Ibid., p. 82.
'CCD/319, Feb. 23, 1971.
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economic burden of armaments; and they can lay the ground-work
for productive international cooperation in other areas.

The achievements of this Committee during the past decade
have been significant, including, notably, the negotiation of the
Non-Proliferation Treaty,? and most recently a Seabed Arms
Control Treaty® which was overwhelmingly commended by the
UN General Assembly? and signed earlier this month by a
substantial number of States.

The tasks before the Committee are very important to world
security. As in the past, genuine progress can best be made
through patient and careful work toward mutually beneficial
measures. Opportunities for such progress can and must be
realized.

I believe that an opportunity for progress exists in the field of
chemical and biological weapons. Despite differences of approach,
there appears to be a fundamental area of agreement and common
interest in the CCD regarding this problem. Ali members desire the
greatest possible advance in achieving effective restraints on these
weapons. All members are aware that such progress will enhance
their own security and international security in general.

An agreement prohibiting the development, production and
stockpiling of biological weapons should serve these objectives.
Because of the rapid transmission of contagious diseases, particu-
larly with modern means of communications, any use of biological
weapons—by any State in any conflict anywhere in the world—
could endanger the people of every country. Additional restraints
on biological weapons would thus contribute to the security of all
peoples. A prohibition against the possession of biological
weapons could also have far-reaching benefits of another char-
acter. It could encourage international cooperation in the peaceful
application of biological research, a field which may lead to
immeasurable advances in the health and well-being of peoples
everywhere.

With respect to chemical weapons the objective situation is
different. Unless countries can have assurance that other parties to
an agreement will no longer possess chemical weapons, there will
not be a basis for a sound and reliable arms control measure. It is
this basic fact that determines the approach of the United States.

The common task with respect to chemical weapons now is to
find solutions to the difficult problems of verification. We are
determined to pursue this task. And, in any biological weapons
convention, we will support an unambiguous commitment engag-
ing all parties to undertake further negotiations regarding limita-
tions on chemical weapons.

Important efforts are being made to move ahead in other areas

2 Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 461-465.
>Ante, pp. 7-11.
4 Documents on Disarmament, 1970, pp. 680-681.
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of arms limitation. The need for restraints on nuclear arms is
universally recognized. Negotiations to achieve limitations are
continuing through the bilateral strategic arms talks. It is our
earnest hope that these crucial talks will result in positive and
substantial arms limitations.

The General Assembly has requested this Committee to
continue as a matter of urgency its deliberations on a treaty
banning underground nuclear weapon tests. It also called attention
to the need to improve worldwide seismological capabilities in
order to facilitate such a ban.® The United States will continue to
support these efforts, particularly those designed to achieve a
greater understanding ot the verification issue.

At the same time, I hope that increasing attention will be given
to the question of arms limitation with respect to conventional
weapons. When such a vast proportion of all expenditures on
armaments is being devoted to these weapons, all States, in all
stages of development, share a common interest in exploring the
possible paths toward sound agreements consistent with their
security interests. The Seabed Treaty demonstrated, as have other
arms control agreements negotiated during the past decade, that
steadfastness in the pursuit of common goals can lead to tangible
results. When we have worked toward measures in the interests of
all, we have succeeded in resolving differences and overcoming
obstacles that seemed great. Let us continue to do so.

Statement by the Soviet Representative (Roshchin) to the
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament, February 23,
1971'

The Committee on Disarmament is resuming its work after
thorough consideration of disarmament problems at the twenty-
fifth session of the United Nations General Assembly last autumn.
In the course of the debate on disarmament issues the General
Assembly dealt with a wide range of problems regarding both
individual partial measures in this field and general and complete
disarmament. In this connexion the greatest attention was given to
the draft treaty on the prohibition of the emplacement of nuclear
weapons and other weapons of mass destruction on the sea-bed
and the ocean floor and in the subsoil thereof? and the
prohibition of chemical and bacteriological weapons, as well as to
problems of general and complete disarmamént.

15. Many delegations to the Assembly expressed their concern
and their dissatisfaction over the slow progress in reaching
agreement on and accomplishing partial disarmament measures,

SSce ibid., pp. 685-687.
'CCD/PV 495, pp. 10-19.
2 Documents on Disarmament, 1970, pp. 475-479.
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and the lack of any forward movement towards the solution of the
problem of general and complete disarmament. The Soviet side
fully shares that concern, and believes that the most important
task is to invigorate the negotiations so as to speed up the
accomplishment of both general and partial disarmament meas-
ures. The development of the present international situation is
characterized by a headlong arms race, which absorbs enormous
manpower and material resources and at the same time leads to an
aggravation of international tension. At meetings of the Committee
on Disarmament and at sessions of the General Assembly figures
were cited regarding the tremendous growth in military expendi-
tures which, over the last two decades, increased fourfold from
$51,000 million in 1949 to $200,000 million in 1969.

16. Those figures show most convincingly that the arms race is
continuing at an ever-increasing rate. Moreover, there is a real
danger that the arms race will be driven by imperialist forces into a
new, higher spiral. The continuing arms race is fraught with
enormous danger. Its impact upon international relations is in
present conditions more harmful than ever before. It can easily be
imagined what the development of modern means of warfare, the
build-up of the most sophisticated strategic weapons, may lead to.
All this could be a stimulus to the fostering of aggressive designs
and wild illusions regarding the possibility of using means of
warfare to achieve political aims. In present conditions one must
also take into consideration the increased danger of an accidental
outbreak of war as a result of error, faulty equipment and so on.

17. In the light of these factors, all the efforts that are being
made towards a limitation of the arms race, the reduction of
armaments and disarmament assume particularly great importance.
These efforts should be intensified to the maximum. Taking into
account the General Assembly debates in the course of which
delegations expounded their positions on disarmament problems,
and also taking into account the events that have occurred in the
international sphere, the main direction of the work of the
Committee, in the opinion of the Soviet side, should be
concentrated on continuing the negotiations to reach agreement
on individual partial disarmament measures on the one hand and
on solving the problem of general and complete disarmament on
the other. In doing so the Committee should give due attention to
the implementation of those partial measures which have already
been agreed upon.

18. As far as individual disarmament measures are concerned, it
can be noted with satisfaction that some progress has been
achieved over the last few years. In the past decade, 1960 to 1970,
a number of treaties have been concluded on the implementation
of certain measures to curb the arms race, dealing mainly with
nuclear and other types of weapons of mass destruction. I refer in
this connexion to the Treaty banning nuclear weapon tests in the
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atmosphere, in outer space and under water of 1963, The Treaty
on principles governing the activities of States in outer space of
1967, and the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear
Weapons of 1968.5

19. On 11 February the Treaty on the Prohibition of the
Emplacement of Nuclear Weapons and Other Weapons of Mass
Destruction on the Sea-bed and the Ocean Floor and in the
Subsoil Thereof was signed in Moscow, Washington and London.®
A reference to that fact was made by the Special Representative of
the Secretary-General, Mr. Pastinen. In signing the aforesaid
Treaty the Soviet side pointed out that this agreement stemmed
from the interests of ensuring the security of all countries and
peoples and that it would facilitate the easing of international
tension and the improvement of relations among States. The
Soviet delegation expresses the hope that this Treaty will be signed
by the largest possible number of States and that it will soon enter
into force.

20. The task of the current session of the Committee on
Disarmament is to explore all possibilities for the conclusion of
new agreements in the field of disarmament and to move in that
direction at a faster pace than heretofore.

21. It seems to us that one of the most topical problems to
which the Committee should give attention is the prohibition of
chemical and bacteriological weapons. There is plenty of evidence
that the development of new and increasingly dangerous types of
such weapons is still going on in a number of countries. Armed

forces are being equipped with them. Some types of chemical
toxic agents are being used by the United States against human
beings and vegetation in the course of military operations in
Viet-Nam. The complete prohibition of chemical and bacteriologi-
cal types of weapons and their destruction is a step that is long
overdue. This was stated by many delegates at the twenty-fifth
session of the United Nations General Assembly. The resolution
which was adopted by the General Assembly takes note of—

. . . the increasing concern of the international community over developments in the
field of chemical and bacteriological (biological) weapons,

and expresses the deep conviction that—

... the prospects for international peace and security, as well as the achievement of the
goal of general and complete disarmament under effective international control, would
be enhanced if the development, production and stockpiling of chemical and
bacteriological (biological) agents for purposes of war were to end and if those agents
were eliminated from all military arsenals.”

37bid., 1963, pp. 291-293.

4Ibid., 1967, pp. 3843.

Sbid., 1968, pp. 461-465.

S Ante, pp.7-11.

7 Documents on Disarmament, 1970, pp. 683-685.
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22. In 1969 nine socialist countries submitted to the General
Assembly a draft convention providing for the prohibition of
chemical and bacteriological weapons,® and last year they submit-
ted a revised draft convention containing substantial additions to
the original draft as regards the scope of the prohibition, control
and revision of the convention.® The socialist countries urge the
necessity of prohibiting both types of weapons. At a time when
chemical weapons are already being widely used, the task before
us is to ban both those types of weapons. The prohibition and
elimination of those means of mass destruction would be a logical
step towards the extension of the Geneva Protocol of 1925
banning the use in war of chemical and bacteriological agents.'©

23. The task of the Committee on Disarmament is to ensure
the fullest possible solution of the problem of banning chemical
and bacteriological weapons. The revised draft convention on the
prohibition of the development, production and stockpiling of
chemical and bacteriological (biological) weapons and the destruc-
tion of such weapons, submitted by the socialist countries,
provides the necessary basis for the solution of that problem. It
appears necessary for the Committee on Disarmament to consider
that draft convention with due attention. Since, when submitting
the revised draft convention to the twenty-fifth session of the
United Nations General Assembly, the delegations of Poland,
Hungary and the Mongolian People’s Republic dwelt on it at
length, we intend in our statement today to deal with only some
aspects of the draft convention of the nine socialist countries.

24. In the General Assembly many delegations pointed out that
an important part of the problem of the prohibition of chemical
and bacteriological weapons was that of ensuring the fulfilment of
the obligation assumed under an agreement prohibiting such
weapons. It was also pointed out that the ensuring of the
fulfilment of the obligations pertaining to the prohibition of these
weapons should be based on a combination of national and
international means and procedures of verification which would
furnish confidence that the obligations laid down by the conven-
tion were being fulfilled by all the parties thereto. The draft
convention of the nine socialist countries provides for precisely
such a combination of national and international means and
procedures of verification. The convention contains a provision
that each State party to the convention shall be internationally
responsible for compliance with the provisions of the convention
by the nationals and enterprises of its country. In accordance .with
this provision the government of each State party to the
convention would ensure that the enterprises and nationals of that
country did not engage in the development and production of

3 Ibid., 1969, pp. 455457.
S Ibid., 1970, pp. 533-537.
1°7bid., 1969, pp. 764-765.
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chemical and bacteriological (biological) weapons and that such
weapons were not being stockpiled in its military arsenals.

25. The draft convention of the socialist countries also provides
for the use of international verification procedures. The conven-
tion contains a provision conceming the obligation of States
parties to the convention to consult one another and to co-operate
in the solution of any problems that may arise in connexion with
the implementation of the provisions of the convention. Such
consultations would enable States to remove doubts as to the
fulfilment of the obligations under the convention. In the event of
a well-founded suspicion of the violation of the obligations laid
down by the convention, a State party to the convention may
lodge a complaint with the Security Council, which will consider
that complaint. The Security Council will then inform the States
parties to the convention of the results of its investigation.

26. The revised draft convention of the nine socialist countries
has been prepared with due regard for the considerations and
suggestions put forward by members of the Committee on
Disarmament during its summer session. This draft contains the
provisions necessary for achieving a practical solution of the
problem of the complete prohibition of chemical and bacteriologi-
cal weapons. What is necessary is the desire and the willingness of
States to exclude these types of weapons from military arsenals
for ever.

27. The prohibition of chemical and bacteriological weapons
would constitute a major disarmament measure. One of the most
dangerous weapons of mass destruction would be removed from
the equipment of armies, eliminated from military arsenals and
destroyed. This would be of tremendous importance from the
viewpoint of protecting mankind from the danger of a war
involving the use of chemical and bacteriological agents and of
restraining the development of the arms race in general. In that
case, undoubtedly, the prospects for further negotiations on other
disarmament problems would also be improved.

28. An important task which is linked directly to the solution
of the problem of prohibiting chemical and bacteriological
weapons is the reinforcement of the Geneva Protocol of 1925 on
the prohibition of the use of those types of weapons. It is
necessary first of all to strive for the accession of all States to that
important international agreement. We note with satisfaction the
resolutions of the General Assembly of the United Nations calling
for strict observance of the principles and objectives of the Geneva
Protocol by all States parties thereto, condemning all acts contrary
to the objectives of the Protocol, and urging all States which have
not yet done so to accede to the Protocol.

29. The accession by a considerable number of States to the
Geneva Protocol during the past few years certainly shows the
growing importance of this international instrument. The number
of States parties to the Protocol now exceeds eighty. It is to be
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regretted that the United States is not among them, although the
United States Government has declared its intention to accede to
the Protocol. In that connexion, however, as is evident from
President Nixon’s message to Congress on 19 August 1970'! and
Secretary of State Rogers’ report on this problem dated 11 August
1970,' 2 the United States is trying to exempt some chemical gases
and herbicides from the operation of the Geneva Protocol—that is,
to have their use in war regarded as permissible. Such a position is
contrary to resolution 2603 A (XXIV), which—

Declares as contrary to the generally recognized rules of international law, as
embodied in the Protocol. the use in international armed conflict of: (a) Any
chemical agents of warfare . [and] (b) Any biological agents of warfare . . .!3

30. Among measures designed to curb the arms race which are
awaiting agreement and implementation, the problem of prohib-
iting all types of nuclear tests, including underground tests,
occupies an important position. This problem has been discussed
for a long time now by various international bodies and still awaits
a practical solution. Like many other States, the Soviet Union
supported General Assembly resolution 2663 B (XXV), which
calls upon “all nuclear-weapon States to suspend nuclear weapon
tests in all environments”, and requests the Conference of the
Committee on Disarmament “to continue, as a matter of urgency,
its deliberations on a treaty bannmg underground nuclear weapon
tests. . .”. '* The Soviet Union is entirely in favour of a positive
solution of this major and urgent problem.

31. The Soviet side believes that control of the observance by
States of their obligations regarding the prohibition of under-
ground tests should be carried out on the basis of the use of
national means of detection. The demand by certain Western
Powers for on-site inspection for the purpose of such control
stops, as a matter of fact, the achievement of agreement on this
problem. The Soviet side reaffirms its readiness to seek the earliest
possible achievement of an agreement to prohibit all types of
nuclear weapon tests. At the same time, we consider it inexpedient
to substitute all kinds of investigations and studies in the field of
seismology for the solution of this problem. If agreement is
reached on the cessation of tests on the basis of the use of national
means of detection, the Soviet Union will be ready to participate
in the widest possible international exchange of seismological data.
Indeed, it is already participating actively in such an exchange. In
order to achieve agreement on the prohibition of all nuclear tests,
it is necessary first of all to take the appropriate political decision.

32. Among individual disarmament measures awaiting solution
and agreement in the Committee there are a number of other

1 1bid., 1970, pp. 445446,
127pid.. pp. 400402,
'30pid., 1969, pp. 716-717.
Y4 1bid., 1970, p. 687.
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measures on which the Soviet delegation will state its views at a
later stage. One such measure is the prohibition of the use of
nuclear weapons. This might serve as a first step towards the
complete elimination of nuclear weapons from the arsenals of
States, and the destruction of such weapons. On this question, as
is well known, there is a very important resolution of the General
Assembly,'® as well as a specific proposal by the Soviet side,
namely a draft convention under which States parties thereto
undertake not to use nuclear weapons, not to threaten their use and
not to induce other States to use such weapons.!® That proposal
is still valid.

33. The elimination of military bases on foreign territories is an
important and serious problem. Its solution would have a very
positive influence on the progress of many other disarmament
measures and on the strengthening of international security. The
Committee’s agenda includes an item on further steps to prevent
the arms race on the sea-bed and the ocean floor and in the subsoil
thereof. Further efforts are needed for the accomplishment of the
great and important task of the complete demilitarization of the
sea-bed.

34. There are also other measures for curbing the arms race and
strengthening international security which are on the Committee’s
agenda and which it will have to consider in the course of its
session. In speaking of measures to curb the arms race, we should
like to stress the need to keep in sight the question of
implementing the decisions already agreed upon in this field. We
refer to the effective implementation of international agreements
on disarmament already concluded and their strict observance.
Efforts should be made to ensure, for instance, that the maximum
number of States accede to the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of
Nuclear Weapons, which entered into force on 5 March 1970, and
that the States which have signed that Treaty but not yet ratified
it do so without delay. This very important international Treaty in
the field of disarmament should play that role in reducing the
threat of a nuclear war which is assigned to it by the large number
of States parties to that international instrument.

35. As before, general and complete disarmament occupies the
most important place among the disarmament problems to be
considered by the Committee. Attaching great importance to this
question, the Soviet Union as far back as 1962 put forward a
broad and concrete programme of general and complete disarma-
ment.!7 We note with satisfaction that the problem of such
disarmament was again vigorously discussed at the last session of
the General Assembly.

36. Considerable progress has been made of late in the

1 31bid., 1967, pp. 626-627.
16 Jbid,, pp. 420421.
'7Jbid., 1962, vol. 11, pp. 913-938.
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development of military technology. New types of powerful
weapons of mass destruction have appeared in the armaments of
States. This has made even more urgent the need to solve the
problem of general and complete disarmament. The Soviet Union
has been making considerable efforts towards the solution of the
basic disarmament problems. Nevertheless, we are compelled to
note that no positive progress has yet been achieved in this field
and that the problem of general and complete disarmament still
awaits solution. There is a need for considerable joint efforts and
the willingness of States to accomplish major disarmament
measures. The fact that there has been some forward movement in
the accomplishment of individual disarmament measures has
convincingly shown the possibility of reaching agreement on
problems of that kind. This is an encouragement to make more
extensive efforts to reach agreement on broader aspects of
disarmament.

37. We note with satisfaction the great interest which the
General Assembly showed in the autumn of 1970 in the problems
of general and complete disarmament. One cannot fail to be aware
of the fact that many complex problems are encountered in
considering the solution of this question. At a time when the
danger of a nuclear war constitutes the major threat to all
mankind, it is natural that the question of the priority of nuclear
disarmament should be brought to the fore. In this connexion it is
necessary to proceed from the premise that the basic questions of
nuclear and complete disarmament can and should be solved with
the participation of all nuclear-weapon States, and that the
obligations assumed in regard to disarmament questions should
cover the maximum number of States.

38. Speaking on general and complete disarmament at the
twenty-fifth session of the General Assembly, the Foreign Minister
of the Soviet Union, Mr. A. A. Gromyko, said:

The Soviet Union is in favour of invigorating the talks on general and complete
disarmament, with due account taken of the progress achieved in the held ot muiitary
technology, of the conclusion of several agreements on the limitation of the nuclear arms
1ace ..., as well as the entire range of the experience of talks which have taken place so
far. It stands to reason that the obligations assumed on disarmament problems should
cover a maximum number of States and, with regard to nuclear disarmament, the

participation of all nuclear Powers—as we have already repeatedly stressed—is an
indispensable condition.'®

The Soviet side will do its utmost to achieve progress towards a
solution of the problem of general and complete disarmament.
The desire of the Soviet Union to ensure the solution of major
disarmament problems and thus to curb the arms race is reflected
in its willingness to seek success in the bilateral Strategic Arms
Limitation Talks with the United States. As members of the
S/ommittee know, those talks will be resumed on 15 March in
ienna.

Y3 1bid., 1970, p. 528.
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39. Guided by the same objective, to exercise a restraining
influence on the arms race, the Soviet Union supported at the
twenty-fifth session of the General Assembly the resolution urging
all nuclear-weapon Powers to put an end immediately to the
nuclear arms race and to cease all testing and the deployment of
offensive and defensive nuclear weapon systems.! °

40. In striving for the solution of the crucial problems in the
field of disarmament, including general and complete disarma-
ment, the Soviet side bases itself on the premise that the
negotiations on this problem ought not to give rise to any
difficulties or delay in reaching agreements on individual disarma-
ment measures and on curbing the arms race. We realize that the
solution of individual disarmament problems facilitates the solu-
tion of more general and important problems in that field.

41. Those are the views of the Soviet side concerning the
problems with which this session of the Committee on Disarma-
ment should deal. The tasks of the Committee, in our opinion, are
extremely wide-ranging and important. We express the hope that
the work of the Committee this year will be successful and that we
shall succeed in making progress in curbing the arms race and
proceeding along the road to disarmament as well as in reducing
the threat of a new war.

42. 1 should like to avail myself of the opportunity while I am
speaking of joining you, Sir, in welcoming new representatives to
this Committee: the representative of Argentina, Mr. Guyer; the
First Deputy Foreign Minister of Bulgaria, Mr. Tarabanov; the
representative of Burma, U Win Pe; and the representative of
Ethiopia, Ambassador Imru. I should like to say that we are very
glad to greet Ambassador Krishnan, an old colleague, who is now
the leader of the Indian delegation. We greet Mr. Sokoya of
Nigeria; the representative of Pakistan, Ambassador Naik; and the
representative of the United Kingdom, Ambassador Hainworth.

43, We are also very glad to see here among us Ambassador
Christov of Bulgaria; Ambassador Dugersuren of Mongolia; Ambas-
sador Garcia Robles and Ambassador Castafieda of Mexico. We
also welcome the return to the Committee of the representative of
the United Kingdom, Lord Lothian, and Ambassador Gerard
Smith of the United States. We should also like to welcome
Ambassador Pastinen as Special Representative of the Secretary-
General and to wish him every success in his new task. We also
greet his Deputy, our friend Mr. Epstein. We should like to assure
our new colleagues that the Soviet delegation will be ready to
co-operate with them in a spirit of goodwill in solving the
problems facing the Committee on Disarmament.

44. 1 should like also before concluding, to greet the Under
Secretary-General of the United Nations, Ambassador Kutakov,

'9 Ibid., pp. 681-683.
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who has invariably shown profound interest in the work of our
Committee on Disarmament.

Statement by the British Representative (Lothian) to the Confer-
ence of the Committee on Disarmament, February 25, 1971!

Mr. Chairman, before I turn to the substance of my remarks
today I should like, on behalf of my delegation, to say how glad
we are to see you here presiding over this meeting of the
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament. We have the
happiest memories of Ambassador Sule Kolo, who is now
representing Nigeria with much distinction in London; and we
look forward to equally close and cordial relations with you and
your delegation.

4. I should like also to congratulate Mr. Pastinen on his
appointment as Special Representative of the Secretary-General
and to say how much we look forward to working with him here
in Geneva. May I welcome too those representatives who are back
in the Committee after an absence of some years?—the representa-
tive of Bulgaria, Deputy Foreign Minister Tarabanov, and the
representative of Ethiopia, Ambassador Imru; and those who are
representing their countries for the first time in our deliberations
the representative of Argentina, Ambassador Guyer; the represen-
tative of Burma, Ambassador U Win Pe—I understand he is not
with us today but I hope we shall see him back here very soon—;
the representative of India, Ambassador Krishnan; and the
representative of Pakistan, Ambassador Naik. It i$ also a great
pleasure to have among us again Mr. Epstein, the Alternate
Representative of the Secretary-General.

5. 1 should like to take this opportunity to introduce the
alternate leader of my own delegation, Ambassador Hainworth,
who was British Ambassador in Djakarta until late last year and
who has wide experience of arms control and disarmament
matters, having earlier in his career been head of the Atomic
Energy and Disarmament Department of the Foreign Office. Mr.
Hainworth is well qualified to take part in the deliberations of the
Committee, and I know that he will contribute as much in
constructive thinking and energy as did his predecessor Mr. Porter.

6. The quality and experience of the representatives appointed
to the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament are, I think,
both a measure of the great importance which member Govern-
ments attach to our deliberations and, at the same time, a key
contributory factor to the success of those deliberations—for
successful they have been. The test-ban Treaty of 1963,% the
non-proliferation Treaty® and now the sea-bed Treaty* are all

L CCD/PV.496, pp. 5-12.

2 Documents on Disarmament, 1963, pp. 291-293.
31bid., 1968, pp. 461-465.

4 Ante, pp. 7-11.
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achievements of which we can justifiably be proud and which can
encourage our future work by reminding us that, even when
negotiations seem to be making little headway, we can in the end
achieve something positive and worthwhile.

7. It can be argued that the arms-control measures which we
have so far achieved have made little impact on the global problem
of armaments. Nevertheless, in my view the effect and value of the
measures we have so far agreed should not be underrated. Such
agreements can be welcomed as confidence-building measures; but
they are more than that. The partial test-ban Treaty has ensured
that the major nuclear Powers do not any longer carry out the
numerous and large atmospheric nuclear tests that we can all
remember so clearly. The difficulty of the negotiations leading up
to the non-proliferation Treaty is a good indication that this is a
substantial and meaningful measure. The sea-bed Treaty, if only a
first step, has at least removed a potential threat and lifted a
possible cause of fear from men’s minds; this is surely not a
negligible achievement. Moreover, our Committee has shown itself
fully alive to the need to keep pace with or even anticipate the
achievement of scientific discovery in this environment—the
sea-bed—as in others. I look forward to the Disarmament Decade
being marked by the negotiation of further agreements within this
highly-qualified and competent Committee.

8. The opening of the sea-bed arms-control Treaty for signature
on 11 February was marked by ceremonies in the capitals of the
three depositary Powers. I was particularly glad to be present at
the ceremony in London, which was also.attended by my Prime
Minister. In concluding the statement he made then, the Prime
Minister said:

We can draw some encouragement from the start which has now been made to this
Disarmament Decade, But much remains to be done and none of us can afford to relax
our efforts. For our part, I can say on behalf of Her Majesty’s Government that we will
continue to play an active and constructive role in the work on the Committee in
Geneva, and we will contribute in every way we can to further progress in the field of

arms control and disarmament, which is of such vital concern to all of us here today and
to all our countries.

I should like also to quote to you from the statement made on the
same occasion by the Foreign and Commonwealth Secretary. He
said:

This Treaty is in the best sense a product of compromise and co-operation. And that is

how disarmament negotiations should be concluded. We all have different points of view.
But we can, and over the sea-bed Treaty negotiations we did, listen to each other.

For myself I have been particularly encouraged by the number of
States that have already signed the Treaty, and I look forward to
more signatures in the near future. I hope too that it will not be
long before we have the necessary number of ratifications, so that
this important arms-control agreement can come into force.

9. Another field where there is a continuing need for follow-up
action to ensure the effectiveness of our earlier deliberations
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concerns the non-proliferation Treaty. In my speech of 4
November 1970 to the United Nations® I appealed for further
accessions to the Treaty, and I have pleasure in informing the
Committee that the Vatican is today depositing instruments of
accession in London, Moscow and Washington. I need hardly stress
the importance Her Majesty’s Government attaches to the full and
effective implementation of the non-proliferation Treaty on the
widest possible basis. Of course we all recognize that a number of
important States, though well disposed to the Treaty, are holding
back until they are satisfied as to the precise nature of the
safeguards régime they will be required to accept.

10. In this connexion I should like to place on record the
profound satisfaction of Her Majesty’s Government at the remark-
able progress which has been made over the past nine months in
the International Atomic Energy Agency’s (IAEA) Safeguards
Committee. Earlier this month the Committee submitted to the
IAEA Board of Governors recommendations on the content of
agreements required under article IH of the Treaty. I have now
heard that the Board of Governors has authorized the Director-
General to use this material as a basis for negotiations, and has
urged the Committee to press on with its work on the financial
provisions, which have not yet been settled. This means that the
Agency is now in a position to undertake detailed negotiations,
not only with non-nuclear weapon States parties to the Treaty but
also with those States'whose final adherence to the Treaty may be
conditional on the conclusion of satisfactory safeguard arrange-
ments.

11. It is, I think, remarkable that some fifty countries, with the
able assistance of the Agency’s Secretariat, have been able in such
a relatively short time to agree on such a highly complex
document setting up what is in effect a new international
safeguards system: a system especially designed to meet the
requirements of the non-proliferation Treaty. They could not have
done it without a great deal of good will and above all a
willingness to compromise. The achievement is a heartening one
and demonstrates the real value to the international community of
specialist organizations like the IAEA.

12. The IAEA also has a key role to play in the implementation
of article V of the non-proliferation Treaty. This was designed to
ensure that the future benefits of peaceful nuclear explosions are
made widely available. We fully endorse United Nations General
Assembly resolution 2665 (XXV) of December 1970 expressing
appreciation of the work already done on this subject by the
IAEA and requesting it to continue its efforts.® We are contribut-
ing fully to the basic studies in Vienna which are an essential
prerequisite for progress under article V of the Treaty, and are

S A/C.1/PV. 1750, p.22.
¢ Documents on Disarmament, 1970, p. 689.
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encouraged by our delegation’s reports of the progress which has
been made so far.

13. Turning now from agreements already negotiated to those
which we must look to achieve in the near future: a comprehen-
sive test ban in all countries remains a major aim of British policy.
Of course, we must all recognize that agreement on a comprehen-
sive nuclear-test ban is to a large extent bound up with progress in
the Strategic Arms Limitation Talks. These talks will be resumed
in Vienna next month; and I hope that it will not be long before
the promise and importance of these talks is translated into
concrete results. I noted with interest that President Nixon said on
4 January that he was optimistic that the United States and the
Soviet Union would reach an agreement eventually.”? It is
accordingly my hope that the early conclusion and publication of
an agreement in the field covered by the Strategic Arms
Limitation Talks will give a stimulus to the work we have
undertaken in this Committee over the years towards a compre-
hensive test ban.

14. During those years, I should like to remind the Committee,
the United Kingdom delegation has consistently put forward
proposals and scientific papers to assist consideration of the
verification problems which have been such an obstacle to progress
on a comprehensive test ban. We played our full part in the
original Conference of Experts in 1958 and in the experts’
subsequent discussions in the context of the Conference on the
Discontinuance of Nuclear Weapon Tests. To provide ourselves
with a firm technical base on seismology, the chief problem area,
we initiated and are still continuing a programme of seismic
research and development whose primary aim is to attack the
problem of verification.

15. In 1965 the United Kingdom delegation tabled a paper on
experiments with seismic arrays® which showed that the depend-
ence on close-in stations could be reduced in that in certain
circumstances detection of nuclear explosions was possible from
some thousands of kilometres as compared with the 1,000
kilometre range postulated by the 1958 Geneva Conference of
Experts.® Such an array system would, however, still leave
unidentified a residue of seismic events at lower magnitudes which
would need on-site inspection. In 1968 in a working paper the
United Kingdom delegation suggested that verification of a
comprehensive test ban might be facilitated by the establishment
of a special committee of seven members to consider complaints
and to decide by a majority of 5 to 2 whether an on-site
inspection was required. The paper also suggested that, as a means
of hastening agreement, a treaty might provide for an agreed quota

7 Ante, pp.3-4.
8 Documents on Disarmament, 1965, pp. 408-411.
o Ibid., 1945-1959, vol. 11, pp. 1098-1099.
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of permissible underground tests descending to nil over a period of
four to five years:'® Finally, in my first statement to the
Committee, made in July 1970,'! I tabled a paper giving the
further results of British work on verification of a comprehensive
test ban aimed at determining what detection and identification
capability could be achieved by a system of stations with the most
modern of equipment and data-handling techniques.! 2

16. I believe this to have been a full and positive contribution
to the discussion of verification problems; and I can assure
members of the Committee that we shall continue to make
available to the Committee any relevant scientific development or
other idea that might make our task easier. I also look forward to
the fullest and most free exchange of views and expert informa-
tion about the seismic techniques available to States now and in
the very near future, to enable us to see more clearly what
verification techniques are available to us. I should like to note the
already close collaboration that exists between nations in ex-
changing seismic data. I hope too that States will consider
carefully the passage in resolution 2663 A (XXV) inviting “those
Governments that are in a position to do so to consider lending
their assistance in the improvement of world-wide seismological
capabilities. . .. '3

17. This year, following a Romanian initiative in New York,
experts appointed by the Secretary-General are engaged on a study
of the economic and social consequences of the arms race. The
experts had their first meeting from 16-19 February, and I hear
that they have made a good start in their deliberations. The United
Kingdom Government was pleased that Sir Solly Zuckerman was
available to take part in this study. We shall be able in due course
to discuss here the experts’ report; and it is my hope that the
report itself and the wide publicity it will doubtless receive will
assist us in our task of making people in all countries fully aware
of the economic consequences to them and to all of us of
escalation in military expenditure. It is, I am sure, the hope of all
of us here that the talks on strategic arms limitation between the
two super-Powers will result in agreement which will have the
effect of limiting expenditures on strategic nuclear weaponry.

18. In considering the economic and social consequences of the
arms race the experts will undoubtedly consider the question of
conventional arms as well as expenditure on nuclear weapons. I
hope that this may make it possible for us to feel our way forward
towards common ground from which we can approach the very
difficult but very pressing problems raised by the continuously-
accelerating world expenditure on conventional arms.

10ENDC/232.

+10CD/PV 482, p. 9.

12 Documents on Disarmament, 1970, pp. 342-349,
*2bid., pp. 685-686.
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19. In my speech on 4 November 1970 to the General
Assembly I spoke at some length on the subject of chemical and
biological warfare. 1 pointed out that the United Kingdom
delegation had kept its promise to consider biological weapons and
chemical weapons together.* I must, however, repeat my view
that last year’s deliberations, which centred very largely on the
problems of chemical weapons, have shown that we are still a long
way from finding a solution to the generally-acknowledged
difficulty of the problem of verifying a total ban on chemical
weapons and agents of warfare. We shall all, I am sure, and the
United Kingdom delegation not least, continue the search; but in
the meantime it seems to me most illogical as well as most
dangerous to hold up agreement on the complete prohibition of
biological weapons and toxins. Delegations here seem very largely
agreed that the way we have proposed that this should be done in
our convention'® is suitable and likely to be effective. Why then
should we make difficulties for ourselves by insisting that
agreement on biological weapons should be made conditional on
achieving a simultaneous ban in the much more difficult area of
chemical weapons?

20. A number of delegations have asked the British delegation
if we shall be putting forward new proposals. This is not my
intention. For the reasons I put forward in New York I still believe
that the United Kingdom approach to this problem is well
founded, and I regret the delay there has been in reaching
agreement on the urgent problem of biological weapons since the
United Kingdom delegation first broached this subject. But
if nothing has occurred in recent scientific or political developments
that has made it possible for us to change our basic approach to the
subject, I believe that there has been a change in the circumstances
in which we find ourselves discussing this problem this year which
might make 1971 an especially propitious year for resolving the
problem.

21. In the first place, all delegations have now had a full
opportunity to consider the subject in depth. All delegations are
now well acquainted with the facts and difficulties as well as with
each other’s views. Secondly, with the successful completion of
the detailed negotiations on the sea-bed that have occupied the
Committee in recent years it may be easier for the Committee now
to concentrate its full resources on the search for agreement in the
field of chemical and biological warfare.

22. Then too there are, I believe, important changes in the
international climate. I believe that delegations now accept that

Y4A/C.1/PV.1750, pp. 27-32.
'S Documents on Disarmament, 1970, pp.428-431.



36 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1971

the aim of the United Kingdom Government is to strengthen the
Geneva Protocol.! ¢ Since our initiative the Protocol has gained
considerably by the accession of a substantial number of coun-
tries; and I confidently look forward to more accessions in the
near future. Recently we have seen one of the super-Powers put in
hand the destruction of its stockpiles of biological weapons, and I
am sure that we all welcome this farsighted decision. However, I
fully agree with the view expressed by the representative of the
Soviet Union on 2 September 1970 that unilateral renunciations
are no substitute for being a party to international agreements.!?
Undoubtedly renunciation of biological weapons on any wider
scale would be most effectively achieved through a carefully-
negotiated multilateral agreement.

23. Against this background, I see no reason to be pessimistic
about the prospects for our negotiations this year. But we must
recognize that, if we do not succeed in finding another subject of
agreement to follow up last year’s sea-bed arms-control achieve-
ment, the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament will run
the risk of failing to carry out its mandate as a negotiating body
for arms limitation and disarmament matters and of disappointing
the expectations of our peoples and governments, not least at the
General Assembly of the United Nations.

24. However, I am sure this need not be the case. The
Committee now knows enough about chemical and biological
warfare to be able to embark upon the first round of truly
productive negotiations in this field. I would therefore hope that
we might adopt a realistic and practical approach. With determina-
tion on all sides I believe that a worthwhile agreement comprehen-
sively prohibiting biological weapons—weapons with the most
appalling potential for mass destruction—is available to us. I hope
that those who are now pessimistic about the prospects for the
year will seize the opportunity of an early agreement on the basis
of the United Kingdom draft convention and will ensure that our
negotiations will once again be fruitful.

25. It was, I think, Martin Luther King who said that final
victory is the result of many short-term advances. I feel that this is
very applicable to our work in the Conference of the Committee
on Disarmament. While we may sometimes feel a sense of
frustration and impatience, we must not forget that each new
achievement is a step towards the final aim of a peaceful and
secure world. This, I believe, is what makes our work so important
and worth while.

L6 Ibid,, 1969, pp. 764-765.
Y71bid., 1970, p. 495.
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Statement by the Canadian Representative (Ignatieff) to the
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament: Underground
Test Ban [ Extract], February 25, 1971!

33. In our opinion the problem of underground nuclear-
weapon testing is the most urgent matter before us. It is obvious
that, in order to comply with resolution 2663 A and B of the
twenty-fifth session of the General Assembly,? this Committee
should assign the highest priority to confronting the problems that
have for too long stood in the way of measures to prohibit or to
curtail underground nuclear-weapon testing. We all recognise the
value of the partial test-ban Treaty of 1963, an important step
forward which helped to reduce the threat that radioactive clouds
might engulf our planet. We must also recognise, however, that
that Treaty did not significantly curtail the nuclear arms race or
nuclear testing; on the contrary, since 1963 the number of tests
has actually been increasing each year. Even the problem of
radio-active fallout—resulting from accidental ventings of under-
ground tests, as well as from atmospheric testing by non-adherents
to the 1963 convention—is still with us.

34. Faced with this problem, our Committee in 1971, I suggest,
does not consist of players in search of a role; rather, this
Committee has an obligation to take up in earnest and in detail its
work towards an underground nuclear test agreement. This task
has been called to the attention of this Committee repeatedly by
resolutions of the General Assembly. I think it should be clear to
us all that the General Assembly and the nations there represented
expect a great deal more of this Committee on this issue in 1971
than the single, albeit valuable, informal meeting plus the several
useful scientific contributions which were all that the record
showed from this Committee last year.

35. Of course, the ultimate results of our efforts to achieve an
agreement on underground testing are closely linked to the
fruitfulness of the Strategic Arms Limitation Talks, as Lord
Lothian reminded us.* Nevertheless, pending an agreement be-
tween the major nuclear Powers on some form of curtailment of
the present nuclear confrontation, this Committee has much work
to do to clear away as many as possible of the entanglements in
the way of a solution of the long-standing verification problem.

36. Consequently, the Canadian delegation contends that
throughout 1971 this Committee should allocate a major portion
of its time to an intensive examination of what appear to us to be
the three salient aspects of the problem:

37. First, the need for international co-operation in the

1CCD/PV.496, pp. 14-18.

2 Documents on Disarmament, 1970, pp. 685-687.
3Ibid., 1963, pp. 291-293.

4Ante, p. 33
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development and improvement of facilities for the detection,
location and identification of underground nuclear tests by
seismological means, as called for in operative paragraphs 2 and 3
of resolution 2663 A of the twenty-fifth session of the General
Assembly.

38. Second, the need for an examination of ways of devising a
verification system that will be adequate to ensure compliance
with a complete underground test ban; and

39. Third, the need for an examination of ways to devise—if a
comprehensive agreement is not attainable soon—underground test
limitations, possibly including quotas, which conform to the
existing capabilities for seismological verification and which might
expand pa passu with improvements in verification technique.

40. International as well as national seismological identification
capabilities should play a fundamental role, as the Canadian
delegation has been suggesting and attempting to demonstrate
through study of its possibilities, in facilitating the monitoring of a
complete underground test ban. Alternatively, if a complete test
ban cannot be negotiated in the near future, international seismic
data exchange should facilitate lower thresholds of prohibition
and of seismological detection than would otherwise be possible.
As I stated at the twenty-fifth session of the General Assembly in
New York on 2 November 1970:

There appears to be a growing recognition of the potential role of seismological data
exchange, on a...guaranteed basis, in facilitating the verification of any underground
test ban, and thus promoting the long-sought agreement on this question. Alternatively,
the international exchange of seismic data on an assured availability basis might
contribute to a threshold treaty which would at least impose a limit on the size of the

tests carried out, in the event that agreement on the broader basis appeared to be
negotiable to the nuclear Powers directly concerned.’

41. Canadian scientists have devoted considerable effort to the
study of the existing multilateral capability for monitoring an
underground test agreement by seismological means as well as of
the potentialities. As a result of these studies, which are
continuing, we have made a number of general suggestions
(CCD/305) concerning ways to provide, with very little financial
commitment, more of the basic data enabling a better definition
not only of existing capabilities but also of significant improve-
ments in these capabilities. The Canadian study, based on the
information submitted in response to the questionnaire circulated
by the Secretary-General concerning the quantity and quality of
the seismic data which national seismological stations could
produce and which governments would be prepared to make
available on an assured basis,® was circulated in preliminary form
to all members of this Committee? and in final form to all

5A/C.1/PV.1749, pp. 8-10.
% A[7967 and Adds. 1-5.
? Documents on Disarmament, 1970, pp. 390-393.
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Members of the General Assembly.® I hope that the Committee
will wish to give more detailed consideration to this matter. In due
course I hope to table, for the convenience of delegations, another
working paper summarizing in briefest form the conclusions and
recommendations of the study which has been made in Canada.

42. Our study suggested, as the Committee will recall, that the
seismic stations investigated should have a combined capability for
the identification of underground nuclear explosions in the
northern hemisphere down to about 60 kilotons in hard rock—that
is, let us say, magnitude 5.6 to 6.0 in hard rock—using only the
“positive identifier”” method. To achieve an identification thresh-
old below magnitude 5.0 all available identification criteria must
be brought to bear in a multivariate analysis. We hope that our
basic attempt at an assessment of the existing state of the art of
seismological verification and of the capabilities and potentialities
of international seismic exchange, which was for the first time
based on real data and figures as a result of the Secretary-General’s
questionnaire, will be useful to the Committee in discussing what
measures may be appropriate and feasible to improve that
capability.

43. We believe that such an examination would also lead
logically into the second item of business I have suggested
regarding a test ban: namely a discussion of the suggestions for
verification procedures which could supplement seismological
monitoring in a complete test ban. But, unless those discussions
prove fruitful, the Canadian delegation believes that the
Committee should turn its attention to what is perhaps the most
promising of all prospects: negotiations to cut the garment of an
agreement on underground test limitations to the cloth of existing
and potential seismological verification capabilities. The delegation
of Japan has already contributed extremely interesting suggestions
in this respect.’

44. An in-depth examination such as I have suggested: first, of
the improved availability of seismic information; second, of
various verification procedures in addition to or based on
seismological monitoring; and third, of the options and risks
associated with various levels of test prohibition, would in our
view provide a firmer foundation so that, when the intermnational
political situation permits a decision on a further ban on nuclear
testing, this essential work will be well in hand in this Committee.

45. 1 realize that these very complex questions cannot be
treated adequately in the course of an opening statement such as
this. Indeed, the subject is of such complexity and importance
that it merits a major share of our attention at this session. And,
precisely because of the complicated nature of this matter, I

8 Seismological Detection and Identification of Underground Nuclear Explosions
(Dec. 1970).
9 Dbcuments on Disarmament, 1969, pp. 399400.
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venture to hope that the two major nuclear Powers, whose
representatives have in this Committee expressed support for the
objective of ending nuclear tests, will plan to make a positive
contribution to this discussion, and in so doing will let us have the
benefit of their expertise and technical knowledge on these critical
problems, in order that we may explore the possibilities of a
consensus on the various ways and means of achieving the
objective of putting a stop or a limit to nuclear tests. In this way
the negotiation of an underground nuclear test-ban may begin to
move from the present phase of incompatible initial prises de
position to a concrete examination of what in fact may be
negotiable.

Radio Address by President Nixon [Extracts], February 25,
19711

To understand the nature of the new American role we must
consider the great historical changes that have taken place.

For 25 years after World War II, the United States was not only
the leader of the non-Communist world, it was the primary
supporter and defender of this free world as well.

—But today our allies and friends have gained new strength and
self-confidence. They are now able to participate much more fully
not only in their own defense, but in adding their moral and
spiritual strength to the creation of a stable world order.

—Today our adversaries no longer present a solidly united front;
we can now differentiate in our dealings with them.

—Today neither the United States nor the Soviet Union has a
clear-cut nuclear advantage; the time is therefore ripe to come to
an agreement on the control of arms.

The world has changed. Our foreign policy must change with it.

We have learned in recent years the dangers of overinvolvement.
The other danger—a grave risk we are equally determined to
avoid—is underinvolvement. After a long and unpopular war, there
is temptation to turn inward—to withdrawfrom the world, to
back away from our commitments. That deceptively smooth road
of the new isolationism is surely the road to war.

Our foreign policy today steers a steady course between the
past danger of overinvolvement and the new temptation of
underinvolvement.

That policy, which I first enunciated in Guam 19 months ago,
represents our basic approach to the world:

—We will maintain our commitments, but we will make sure our

! Department of State Bulletin, Mar. 15, 1971, pp. 306-310.
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own troop levels or any financial support to other nations is
appropriate to current threats and needs.

—We shall provide a shield if a nuclear power threatens the
freedom of a nation allied with us or of a nation whose survival we
consider vital to our security.

—But we will look to threatened countries and their neighbors
to assume primary responsibility for their own defense and we will
provide support where our interests call for that support and
where it can make a difference.

These principles are not limited to security matters.

We shall pursue economic policies at home and abroad that
encourage trade wherever possible and that strengthen political
ties between nations. As we actively seek to help other nations
expand their economies, we can legitimately expect them to work
with us in averting economic problems of our own.

As we continue to send economic aid to developing nations, we
will expect countries on the receiving end to mobilize their
resources, we will look to other developed nations to do more in
furnishing assistance, and we will channel our aid increasingly
through groups of nations banded together for mutual support.

This new sharing of responsibility requires not less American
leadership than in the past, but rather a new, more subtle form of
leadership. No single nation can build a peace alone; peace can
only be built by the willing hands—and minds—of all. In the
modern world, leadership cannot be “do it yourself”’; the path of
leadership is in providing the help, the motive, the inspiration, to
do it together.

In carrying out what is referred to as the Nixon doctrine, we
recognize that we cannot transfer burdens too swiftly. We must
strike a balance between doing too much and preventing
self-reiance, and suddenly doing too little and undermining
self-confidence. We intend to give our friends the time and the
means to adjust, materially and psychologically, to a new form of
American participation in the world.

The Future Agenda

How have we applied our new foreign policy during the past
year? And what is our future agenda as we work with others to
build a stable world order?

In Western Europe, we have shifted from predominance to
partnership with our allies. Our ties with Western Europe are
central to the structure of peace because its nations are rich in
tradition and experience, strong economically, vigorous in
diplomacy and culture; they are in a position to take a major part
in building a world of peace.

Our ties were strengthened on my second trip to Europe this
summer and reflected in our close consultation on arms control
negotiations. At our suggestion, the NATO alliance made a



42 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1971

thorough review of its military strategy and posture. As a result,
we have reached new agreement on a strong defense and the need
to share the burden more fairly.

In Eastern Europe, our exchange of state visits with Romania
and my meeting last fall with Marshal Tito in Yugoslavia are
examples of our search for wider reconciliation with the nations
that used to be considered behind an Iron Curtain.

Looking ahead in Europe:

—We shall cooperate in our political and economic relations
across the Atlantic as the Common Market grows.

—We and our allies will make the improvements necessary to
carry out our common defense strategy.

—Together we stand ready to reduce our forces in Western
Europe in exchange for mutual reductions in Eastern Europe.

We now come to a matter that affects every nation: the
relations between the world’s two great superpowers.

Over the past 2 years in some fields the Soviet Union and the
United States have moved ahead together. We have taken the first
step toward cooperation in outer space. We have both ratified the
treaty limiting the spread of nuclear weapons.? Just 2 weeks ago
we signed a treaty to prohibit nuclear weapons from the seabeds.3

These are hopeful signs, but certain other Soviet actions are
reason for concern. There is need for much more cooperation in
reducing tensions in the Middle East and in ending harassment of
Berlin. We must also discourage the temptation to raise new
challenges in sensitive areas such as the Caribbean.

In the long run, the most significant result of negotiations
between the superpowers in the past year could be in the field of
arms control.

The Strategic Arms Limitation Talks with the Soviet Union
have produced the most searching examination of the nature of
strategic competition ever conducted between our two nations.
Each side has had the chance to explain at length the concerns
caused by the posture of the other side. The talks have been
conducted in a serious way without the old lapses into
propaganda.

If both sides continue in this way, there is reason to hope that
specific agreements will be reached to curb the arms race.

Taking a first step in limiting the capacity of mankind to
destroy itself would mark a turning point in the history of the
postwar world; it would add to the security of both the Soviet
Union and the United States, and it would add to the world’s
peace of mind.

2 Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 461-465.
* Ante,pp. T-11.
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In all our relations with the Soviets, we shall make the most
progress by recognizing that in many cases our national interests
are not the same. It serves no purpose to pretend they are; our
differences are not matters of mood, they are matters of
substance. But in many other cases, our separate national interests
can best be pursued by a sober consideration of the world interest.

The United States will deal, as it must; from strength: We will
not reduce our defenses below the level I consider essential to our
national security.

A strong America is essential to the cause of peace today. Until
we have ‘the kind of agreements we can rely on, we shall remain
strong.

But America’s power will always be used for building a peace,
never for breaking it—only for defending freedom, never for
destroying it.

America’s strength will be, as it must be, second to none; but
the strength that this nation is proudest of is the strength of our
determination to create a peaceful world.

We all know how every town or city develops a sense of
community when its citizens come together to meet a common
need.

The common needs of the world today, about which there can
be no disagreement or conflict of national interest, are plain to
see.

We know that we must act as one world in restoring the world’s
environment before pollution of the seas and skies overwhelms
every nation. We know we must stop the flow of narcotics; we
must counter the outbreaks of hijacking and kidnaping; we must
share the great discoveries about the oceans and outer space.

The United States is justly proud of the lead it has taken in
working within the United Nations, and within the NATO alliance,
to come to grips with these problems and with these
opportunities.

Our work here is a beginning, not only in coping with the new
challenges of technology and modern life but of developing a
worldwide “sense of community” that will ease tension, reduce
suspicion, and thereby promote the process of peace.

That process can only flourish in a climate of mutual respect.

We can have that mutual respect with our friends without
dominating them or without letting them down.

We can have that mutual respect with our adversaries without
compromising our principles or weakening our resolve.

And we can have that mutual respect among ourselves without
stifling dissent or losing our capacity for action.

Our goal is something Americans have not enjoyed in this
century: a full generation of peace. A full generation of peace
depends not only on the policy of one party or of one nation or
one alliance or one bloc of nations.

Peace for the next generation depends on our ability to make
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certain that each nation has a share in its shaping and that every
nation has a stake in its lasting.

This is the hard way, requiring patience, restraint,
understanding, and—when necessary—bold, decisive action. But
history has taught us that the old diplomacy of imposing a peace
by the fiat of great powers simply does not work.

I believe that the new diplomacy of partnership, of mutual
respect, of dealing with strength and determination will work.

I believe that the right degree of American involvement—not
too much and not too little—will evoke the right response from
our other partners on this globe in building for our children the
kind of world they deserve: a world of opportunity in a world
without war.

Foreign Policy Report by President Nixon to the Congress
[ Extracts}, February 25, 1971*

PART II: RELATING NATIONAL INTERESTS

Alliance Defense

In last year’s annual report, I noted the variety of views on
some central questions of defense policy that had to be faced
candidly among the allies:

—What is a realistic assessment of the military threats to
Western Europe?

—How long could NATO sustain a conventional forward defense
against a determined Warsaw Pact attack?

—How should our tactical nuclear posture in Europe be planned
to counter specific military threats?

—How should our tactical nuclear capabilities be related to our
conventional posture?

—What relative burdens should be borne by the U.S. and its
partners in providing the forces and other resources required by
our common strategy?

—Are all NATO’s capabilities in Europe sufficient to meet the
needs of our strategy?

To answer these questions, I proposed that the Alliance conduct
a thorough review of its strategy and defense posture in Europe
for the coming decade.?

The United States launched such a review in the National
Security Council system, covering all the issues of European
security: NATO strategy and forces, mutual force reductions, and

' Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, Mar. 1, 1971, pp. 315-318,
354-361, 363-367.
2 Ibid., Feb. 23, 1970, p. 205.
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'our broader effort to enhance security through negotiation. In
response to my proposal in last year’s report, and at the initiative
of Secretary General Brosio, our NATO allies then joined us in a
major collective study of the full range of Allied defense problems
in the 1970%s.

The basic problem was not technical or esoteric. It was an
absolute necessity to devise a sensible posture of defense we can
plausibly ask our peoples to support. Many voters, legislators and
officials in Western countries have raised questions about the
continuing burden of defense budgets—mnot because they did not
see the need for security, but because they did not see a clear
rationale for the forces proposed. Our armies are not ends in
themselves, or merely tokens of a commitment. They have a
function to perform: to aid in deterrence and to defend if
deterrence fails. Therefore, the Alliance needed to work through
the analysis of what realistic deterrence and defense required in
Europe over the longer term. We needed to give substance to our
strategy, to make it credible to ourselves as well as to our
adversaries.

The result of our studies in the National Security Council and in
NATO was a major achievement. The North Atlantic Council
ministerial meeting in December, 1970, which completed the
Alliance study, was indeed, as Secretary Rogers called it, ““‘one of
the most important in the history of the Alliance.”® We now have
the blueprint and substance of a rational defense posture, which
provides the framework for resolving the policy questions I raised
last year.

The Threat and NATO Strategy. We and our NATO allies do
not believe that war is imminent in Europe, but we must face the
possibility that it could occur. The military power of the Warsaw
Pact has grown over the decade and continues to increase. Postwar
Europe has seen more than its share of crises, and new crises are
possible. As the annex to the December communique pointed out:
“In addition to a capability to deter and counter major deliberate
aggression, Allied forces should be so structured and organized as
to be capable of dealing also with aggressions and incursions with
more limited objectives associated with intimidation or the
creation of faits accomplis, or with those a§gressions which might
be the result of accident or miscalculation.”

Our review examined three alternative strategies for dealing
with these contingencies:

—reliance on conventional forces alone.

—early response with nuclear weapons.

—a flexible strategy that does not preclude or force either kind
of response.

3 Départment of State Bulletin, Jan. 4,1971, p. 7.
4 Documents on Disarmament, 1970, p. 675. ,
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America’s will to employ nuclear retaliation in defense of
NATO, our analysis indicated, remains central and necessary to
Allied security. But in the conditions of today’s new strategic
equation, it can no longer be the sole basis for Allied deterrence.
Today, nuclear destruction would be mutual. No NATO leader
should be left with only the choice between capitulation and
immediate resort to general nuclear war.

Sole reliance on conventional forces might lead an aggressor to
conclude that we might accept the loss of vital territory without
taking further action. Sole reliance on nuclear forces, on the other
hand, might lead inevitably and unnecessarily to the very
widespread devastation that we should be trying to prevent.
Neither of these prospects enhances our security.

We and our allies therefore reaffirmed our consensus that we
must have forces able to deter and defend below the threshold of
general nuclear war, to give us full flexibility in responding to any
outbreak of hostilities. This means a strong and credible
deployment of modernized NATO conventional forces. These
forces must be capable of rapid mobilization and reinforcement
and of sustaining a successful initial forward defense against
conventional attack.

The Military Situation in Europe. We next had to assess the
military balance in Europe in terms of the goals of our strategy.

The economic strength of the NATO nations, we found, makes
us considerably stronger in military potential than the Warsaw
Pact. We and our allies collectively enjoy a three-fold advantage in
Gross National Product and a two-fold advantage in population.

The actual balance of conventional military forces in Europe is
much closer, however. NATO’s active forces in peacetime are
roughly comparable to those of the Warsaw Pact. Following
mobilization, NATO is capable of maintaining forces larger than
the Warsaw Pact. But geographic proximity and differences in
domestic systems give the Warsaw Pact the significant advantage of
being able to mobilize its reserves and reinforce more rapidly than
NATO.

It follows as a practical matter that:

—NATO must be alert for warning of an impending attack, so
that we can act as promptly as possible to mobilize and reinforce.

—We must improve NATO’s conventional deterrent, especially
correcting qualitative deficiencies in present Allied forces.

—We must maintain a sufficient tactical and-strategic nuclear
deterrent as a complement to our conventional forces.

—We must continue our consuitation—as I urged in last year’s
report—on defining the precise role of tactical nuclear weapons.

Our strategic review illuminated the need for specific qualitative
improvements. Several components of our posture require
additional attention: the sheltering of our tactical aircraft, our
logistical stocks and transport, the peacetime disposition of Allied
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ground forces; the protection of NATO’ flanks; the
standardization of Allied equipment; our armored and anti-armor
forces; our overall maritime capabilities, particularly for
anti-submarine defense; our machinery for mobilization and
reinforcement; and NATO communications for crisis management
purposes. Our studies have shown that many improvements in
these areas can be made at acceptable cost.

Sharing Alliance Burdens Equitably. The conception of burden
sharing in previous administrations was that our allies should share
our burden; the thrust of the Nixon Doctrine is that their primary
task is to shoulder their own. The emphasis is no longer on their
sharing the cost of America’s military commitment to
Europe—although financial arrangements may play a part—but on
their providing the national forces needed in conjunction with
ours in support of an effective common strategy.

Our allies have responded to this shift in emphasis. We were
gratified when at the December NATO Council meeting our
European allies joined in a pledge to strengthen their national
forces and to inaugurate a new joint program of modernizing
NATO’s common infrastructure.’

The program announced in December will accelerate
construction of aircraft shelters and an integrated communication
system. It represents a landmark in the history of NATO-an
effort undertaken, organized and financed entirely by our
European allies. As Secretary Laird has pointed out, this common
infrastructure—the integrated network of permanent facilities
supporting NATO forces in Europe—is a particularly appropriate
focus of collective European effort. It is a collective asset, badly in
need of improvement; our allies’ effort here is of direct and
permanent benefit to their own defense.

US. Forces in Europe. The United States faced pressures to
withdraw our forces from Western Europe for budgetary reasons,
and pressures to keep them there for purely symbolic reasons. All
these arguments evaded the crucial question: What defense
function do and should our forces in Europe perform?

I decided, despite these pressures, that given a similar approach
by our allies, the United States would maintain and improve its
forces in Europe and not reduce them without reciprocal action
by our adversaries. This decision, which I announced at the
December NATO meeting, flowed directly from the analysis we
had conducted in the NSC system and reinforced in NATO
consultation. It had become clear to me that without
undiminished American participation in European defense, neither
the Alliance’s strategy, nor America’s commitment, nor Western
cohesion would be credible.

No token presence could serve our purpose. Our substantial
contribution of United States forces—about 25 percent of NATO’s

5Ibid., pp. 667 ff.
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peacetime capabilities in Central Europe—insures the viability of
the strategy of flexible response. It enables us to found Alliance
defense on something other than reliance on the threat of strategic
nuclear war. It is the basis of our allies’ confidence in us. It links
European defense to a common strategy and to the nuclear power
of the United States.

America’s presence in substantial force is psychologically crucial
as well. It provides the sense of security which encourages our
partners’ efforts to unite and to do more for themselves. Our
direct and large-scale involvement in Europe is the essential
ingredient of the cohesion of the West which has set the stage for
the effort to negotiate a reduction of tension.

Accurately or inaccurately, our allies would interpret a
substantial withdrawal of American forces as a substantial
withdrawal of America’s commitment. Were they to conclude this
was happening, they would not necessarily do more on their own
to compensate; they would more likely lose confidence in the very
possibility of Western defense, and reduce their reliance on
Western solidarity.

In maintaining and improving our forces in Europe—and in the
seas on Europe’s flanks—we are doing what is necessary to
encourage our European allies to take up a greater share of the
collective responsibility. They are doing so, and the Alliance is
stronger for it.

East-West Relations in Furope

Security in Europe depends on more than NATO’s military
strength. The close ties of friendship in the West and the stability
of the military balance set the stage for renewed effort at a
broader reconciliation.

East-West conflict in Europe springs from historical and
objective causes, not transient moods or personal mis-
understandings. For 25 years Europe has been divided by
opposing national interests and contrary philosophies, which clash
over specific issues: the military confrontation of opposing
coalitions, the division of Germany, the situation in and around
Berlin, the nature of relations between Western and Eastern
countries and institutions, and the barriers to travel and cultural
and intellectual intercourse.

These issues will not be quickly resolved. To relax tensions
means a patient and persistent effort to deal with specific sources
and not only with their manifestations. The West will be
conciliatory on substance, but we are determined to deal with
substance and not simply with atmosphere.

We in the West are convinced by the history of the postwar
period that a detente that does not apply equally to Eastern and
Western Europe will be inherently unstable. In our view, detente
means negotiating the concrete conditions of mutual security that
will allow for expanded intra-European contact and cooperation
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without jeopardizing the security of any country. Soviet policies
and doctrine, however, too often interpret detente in terms of
Western ratification of the status quo and acknowledgement of
continuing Soviet hegemony over Eastern Europe. Beyond this,
Soviet policy has been tempted to offer a relaxation of tension
selectively to some allies but not to others, and only on limited
issues of primary interest to the USSR. In view of this
fundamental difference, a major question for the Alliance to face
is whether we can overcome the East-West stalemate while
maintaining unity among ourselves and avoiding internal divisions
in our countries.

A Western Consensus. In the postwar period, East-West relations
were almost an exclusive preserve of Soviet and American policies
and negotiations, just as the major European crises of this period
were predominantly Soviet-American confrontations.

Today, our Western European allies are properly anxious to
make their own contribution to East-West negotiations. They will
increasingly assert their own judgment and interests in doing so. A
wide variety of contacts and negotiations are proceeding today,
involving different participants in different forums on several
issues:

—The United States is negotiating with the USSR in SALT.

—The United States, the Soviet Union, the UK and France are
holding Four Power talks at the UN on the Middle East.

—The same four powers are negotiating in Europe on Berlin.

—The Federal Republic of Germany has negotiated new treaties
with the USSR and Poland,® and may soon open talks with
Czechoslovakia. For the first time the Chancellor of the Federal
Republic has met with the East German Premier.

—France reached agreement with the USSR in 1970 for periodic
consultation on major world issues.

—NATO allies have conversed bilaterally with Warsaw Pact
countries on a Conference on European Security, as well as on the
question of mutual reduction of forces in Europe.

At issue are major national questions (such as the relationship
between East and West Germany), basic regional problems (such as
mutual force reductions), and the overall US-Soviet strategic
relationship. Whatever the issue, however, its resolution will
engage the interests of NATO and Europe as a whole.

Obviously, the Western countries do not have identical national
concerns and cannot be expected to agree automatically on
priorities or solutions. Each ally is the best judge of its own
national interest. But our principal objective should be to
harmonize our policies and insure that our efforts for detente are
complementary. A differentiated detente, limited to the USSR

$The German-Soviet treaty appears ibid., pp. 403-404. For the German-Polish treaty,
see 10 International Legal Materials 127.
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and certain Western allies but not others, would be illusory. It
would cause strains among allies. It would turn the desire for
detente into an instrument of political warfare. Far from
contributing to reconciliation in Europe, it would postpone it
indefinitely.

Today’s pursuit of detente is taking place simultaneously with
efforts to strengthen the economic and political solidarity of
Western Europe. The West cannot afford to allow the momentum
of individual approaches to the East to put allies inadvertently in
the painful position of having to choose between their national
concerns and their European responsibilities.

East-West detente and Western cohesion can be mutually
supporting, if the Alliance consults thoughtfully to strike a
balance between individual and common interests. The United
States applies such a code of consultation to itself; we have been
scrupulous to maintain a dialogue with our allies on the issues and
developments in SALT; in turn, our allies have worked in
consultation with us on major East-West issues. It is crucial that
this continue.

Our urgent task in the coming year is to achieve an
understanding within the Alliance on our analysis of the sources of
East-West tensions, on our respective roles in dealing with them
through individual and collective diplomacy, and on our
evaluation of future trends. I pledge the United States to an
intensive effort of Allied consultation on these questionsin 1971,
at the highest level and in bilateral channels and multilateral
forums.

The Major Issues: We must translate our consensus on objectives
into specific policies.

Allied efforts toward rmutual force reductions in Europe will
continue in the coming year. Reducing the military confrontation
in Europe is in the common interest of East and West. Our mutual
objective should be to create a more stable military balance at
lower levels and lower costs.

The problem of defining a fair agreement in precise terms is
extremely complex. As in the preparations for SALT, I instructed
our Government to develop the analytical building blocks of an
agreement and evaluate them in differing combinations, as our
contribution to the Alliance’s collective deliberations. Our
technical analysis is described in the Arms Control chapter of this
report.

The USSR has frequently proposed a general Conference on
European Security. But such a conference, in the Soviet
formulation, would not address the main security issues—the
German question, Berlin, mutual force reductions—but only very
general themes. We and our allies are prepared to negotiate with
the East in any forum. But we see little value in a conference
whose agenda would be unlikely to yield progress on concrete
issues, but would only deflect our energies to drafting statements
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and declarations the interpretation of which would inevitably be a
continuing source of disagreements. Once a political basis for
improving relations is created through specific negotiations already
in process, a general conference might build on it to discuss other
intra-European issues and forms of cooperation.

Any lasting relaxation of tension in Europe must include
progress in resolving the issues related to the division of Germany.

The German national question is basically one for the German
people. It is only natural that the government of the Federal
Republic should assign it high priority. But as Chancellor Brandt
has emphasized, it is the strength of the Western coalition and
West Germany’s secure place in it that have enabled his
government to take initiatives which mark a new stage in the
evolution of the German question. The reshaping of German
relations with the East inevitably affects the interests of all
European states, as well as the relationship between the U.S. and
the Soviet Union.

Therefore, there has been full consultation within the Alliance
during the evolution of the Federal Republic’s new policies and
the negotiation of its new treaties with the USSR and Poland. It is
clearly established that Allied responsibilities and rights are not
affected by the terms of these treaties. I emphasized in my talks
with Chancellor Brandt in Washington and in intensive Allied
consultation in 1970 that we support West Germany’s objective of
normalizing relations with its eastern neighbors, and that we view
its anguish at the unnatural division of the German nation with
profound compassion.

New policies and their effects in Central Europe will create new
conditions and raise new issues—but none that cannot be dealt
with in continuing close consultation with the Federal Republic
and within the Alliance.

With the encouragement of the Federal Republic, the US, UK
and France in August 1969 invited the USSR to discuss Berlin.
Four Power ambassadorial discussions started in March 1970. The
history of the postwar period demonstrates the complexity and
importance of this issue.

The Western objectives are the assurance of unhindered traffic
to and from Berlin, Soviet acknowledgement of the existing and
entirely legitimate ties between Berlin and Bonn, and improved
communications and travel in and around Berlin. An effective
Four Power agreement on Berlin will have to encompass
arrangements worked out between East and West Germany on
technical details. We recognize that new access procedures to
Berlin will not necessarily prevent administrative harassment; this
will depend as much on Communist willingness to remove Berlin
as a cause of friction as on the specific terms of agreement.

Thus what began essentially - as a discussion of practical
improvements to assure Berlin’s viability has assumed greater
significance in East-West relations. To the West German
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Government, the eastern treaties and a Berlin settlement are parts
of the whole complex of Germany’s future, and therefore it has
conditioned the ratification of the treaties upon a satisfactory
conclusion of the Berlin talks. To the Western allies, progress on
Berlin will be an indicator of the possibilities of moving toward
fruitful talks on broader issues of European security.

Eastern and Central Europe. The breakdown of the postwar
monolithic Stalinist bloc in Europe is a fact of life. This creates
new conditions, aspirations, and expectations in both Western and
Eastern Europe. Just as peace and its fruits are indivisible for the
West, so they must be for Eastern Europe.

While the countries of that region are in close proximity to the
USSR, they also have historic ties to Western Europe and to the
United States. We will not exploit these ties to undermine the
security of the Soviet Union. We would not pretend that the facts
of history and geography do not create special circumstances in
Eastern Europe. We recognize a divergence in social, political, and
economic systems between East and West.

But, in our view, every nation in Europe has the sovereign right
to conduct independent policies, and to be our friend without
being anyone else’s enemy or being treated as such.

There are difficulties, which we recognize, attending close
political relations between Eastern European nations and the
United States. But within these limits there are opportunities for
economic, scientific and technological contact which we are
prepared to broaden on the basis of mutual benefit.

PART III: THE SOVIET UNION

... The great central issue of our time—the question of whether the world as a whole
is to live at peace—has not been resolved.

This central issue turns in large part on the relations among the great nuclear powers.
Their strength imposes on them special responsibilities of restraint and wisdom. The
issue of war and peace cannot be solved unless we in the United States and the Soviet
Union demonstrate both the will and the capacity to put our relationship on a basis
consistent with the aspirations of mankind.”

Address to the United Nations'
General Assembly
October 23, 1970

In my Inaugural Address,® and again at the United Nations last
October, I urged the Soviet leaders to join with us in building a
new and constructive relationship.

I emphasized four factors that provide a basis for such a
development:

—Neither of us wants a nuclear exchange.
—We both should welcome the opportunity to reduce the’
burden of armaments.

7 Documents on Disarmament, 1970, p. 530.
8 Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, Jan. 27, 1969, pp. 150-154.
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—We are both major industrial powers, and yet have very little
trade or commercial contact with one another. Both would clearly
benefit if our relationship permitted an increase in trade.

—Both are deeply involved, at home and abroad, with the need
for creative economic and social change. Both our interests—and
the broader world interest—would be served if our competition
could be channeled more into our performances in that field.

Thus, our two nations have substantial mutual incentives to find
ways of working together. We are realistic enough to recognize,
however, that we also have very real differences that can continue
to divide us:

We view the world and approach international affairs
differently. Ideology continues to shape many aspects of Soviet
policy. It dictates an attitude of constant pressure toward the
external world. The Soviet Government too frequently claims that
the rationale for its internal and external policies is based on
universalist doctrines. In certain fundamental aspects the Soviet
outlook on world affairs is incompatible with a stable
international system,

The internal order of the USSR, as such, is not an object of our
policy, although we do not hide our rejection of many of its
features. Our relations with the USSR, as with other countries, are
determined by its international behavior. Consequently, the
fruitfulness of the relationship depends significantly upon the
degree to which its international behavior does not reflect militant
doctrinal considerations.

As the two most powerful nations in the world, we conduct
global policies that bring.our interests into contention across a
broad range of issues. Historically, international adversaries have
demonstrated a compulsien to seek every gain, however marginal,
at the expense of their competitors. In this classical conception,
the accumulation of gains over a period of time could alter the
balance of power. This may have been realistic in the past; at least
it was the essence of international affairs.

But it is folly for the great nuclear powers to conduct their
policies in this manner. For if they succeed, it can only result in
confrontation and potential catastrophe.

The nature of nuclear power requires that both the Soviet
Union and we be willing to practice self-restraint in the pursuit of
national interests. We have acted on this principle in our conduct
of the SALT negotiations, in our diplomatic initiatives in the
Middle East, and in our proposals to improve the situation in
Berlin. We are prepared to apply it to all legitimate Soviet
interests.

Such a policy of restraint, however, requires reciprocity—
concretely expressed in actions.

By virtue of its size and geography, the USSR has traditionally
had important security interests in Europe and East Asia. Her
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undoubted status as a global power obviously creates interests in
other areas where Russia has not traditionally been a factor. But
the natural expansion of Soviet influence in the world must not
distort itself into ambitions for exclusive or predominant
positions. For such a course ignores the interests of others,
including ourselves. It must and will be resisted. It can, therefore,
lead only to confrontation.

We often approach negotiations with differing premises, We do
not suggest that the starting point—or, indeed, the culmination—of
our negotiations with the USSR be the acceptance of our views
and positions. Nor do we expect to resolve issues by cajoling the
Soviet leaders into solutions damaging to their national interests.
We cannot be expected, however, to accept the Soviet definition
of every issue, to agree automatically to the Soviet order of
priorities, or to accept every aggrandizement of Soviet positions
abroad as a “new reality” no longer open to challenge. The
principle of mutual accommodation, if it is to have any meaning,
must be that both of us seek compromises, mutual concessions,
and new solutions to old problems.

The relationship between the two great nuclear powers in this
decade must rise above tactical considerations. We must be
prepared to face issues seriously, concretely, and in a spirit of
mutual respect. Durable solutions will be those which both sides
have an interest in maintaining.

We are engaged in a strategic and military competition. We both
possess the capability to develop our military power and project it
massively into distant areas. The last two decades witnessed the
transformation of the Soviet Union from a Eurasian power to an
intercontinental one. The USSR now possesses military
capabilities far beyond those at the command of previous Soviet
leaders.

In earlier periods our strategic superiority gave us a margin of
safety. Now, however, the enormous increase in Soviet capabilities
has added a new and critical dimension to our relationship. The
growth of Soviet power in the last several years could tempt Soviet
leaders into bolder challenges. It could lead them to underestimate
the risks of certain policies. We, of course, continue to weigh
carefully Soviet statements of intentions. But the existing military
balance does not permit us to judge the significance of Soviet
actions only by what they say—or even what we believe—are their
intentions. We must measure their actions, at least in part, against
their capabilities.

It is of the utmost importance that the new strategic balance of
the 1970’s and our interest in strategic stability not be
misunderstood. Confrontation may arise from a mistaken
perception of the posture of an adversary. Such a mistake can lead
to a failure to appreciate the risks and consequences of probing for
advantages or testing the limits of toleration. We believe that this
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was involved to some degree in the events which led up to the
Middle East crisis last year.

It may also have been a factor in Soviet naval actions in the
Caribbean in the fall of 1970. There the Soviet Union took new
steps which could have afforded it the ability to again operate
offensive weapons systems from this Hemisphere. That would have
been contrary to the understanding between us. Only after a
period of discussion did we reaffirm our understanding and
amplify it to make clear that the agreement included activities
related to sea-based systems.

In our relations with the USSR there should be no
misconceptions of the role we will play in international affairs.
This country is not withdrawing into isolation. With the Soviet
Union, we want a relationship in which the interests of both are
respected. When interests conflict, we prefer negotiation and
restraint as the methods to adjust differences: But, when
challenged, the United States will defend its interests and those of
its allies. And, together with our allies, we will maintain the power
to do so effectively.

A New American-Soviet Relationship

Mutual restraint, accommodation of interests, and the changed
strategic situation open broad opportunities to the Soviet Union
and the United States. It is our hope that the Soviet Union will
recognize, as we do, that our futures are best served by serious
negotiation of the issues which divide us. We have taken the
initiative in establishing an agenda on which agreement could
profoundly alter the substance of our relationship:

—SALT. Given the available resources, neither of us will
concede a significant strategic advantage to the other. Yet the
temptation to attempt to achieve such advantage is ever present,
and modern technology makes such an attempt feasible. With our
current strategic capabilities, we have a unique opportunity to
design a stable and mutually acceptable strategic relationship.

We did not expect agreements to emerge quickly, for the most
vital of interests are engaged. A resolution will not be achieved by
agreement on generalities. We have put forward precise and serious
proposals that would create no unilateral advantages and would
cope with the major concerns of both sides.

We do not yet know what conclusions the Soviet Union will
draw from the facts of the situation. If its leaders share our
assessment, we can unquestionably bring competition in strategic
weapons under control.

—Furope. With our allies, we have entered into negotiations
with the USSR to improve the Berlin situation. Arrangements
which, in fact, bring an end to the twenty-four years of tension
over Berlin, would enable us to move beyond the vestiges of the
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postwar period that have dominated our relationship for so long.
A broader era of negotiations in Europe then becomes possible.

Progress toward this goal also could be obtained through a
successful agreement on mutual reduction of military forces,
especially in Central Europe where confrontation could be most
dangerous.

—The Middle East is heavy with the danger that local and
regional conflict may engulf the Great Powers in confrontation.

We recognize that the USSR has acquired important interests
and influence in the area, and that a lasting settlement cannot be
achieved unless the Soviet Union sees it to be in its interest.

We continue to believe that it is in the Soviet interest to support
a reasonable settlement. The USSR is not, however, contributing
to that end by providing increasingly large and dangerous numbers
of weapons to the Arab states, or by building military positions
for its own purposes. We are prepared to seek agreement with the
USSR and the other major powers to limit arms shipments to the
Middle East.

We have not tried to lay down a rigid order of priorities within
this agenda. It is a fact of international politics, however, that
major issues are related. The successful resolution of one such
issue cannot help but improve the prospects for solving other
problems. Similarly, aggressive action in one area is bound to exert
a disturbing influence in other areas.

An assessment of U.S.-Soviet relations at this point in my
Administration has to be mixed. There have been some
encouraging developments and we welcome them. We are engaged
in a serious dialogue in SALT. We have both signed the treaty to
prohibit nuclear weapons from the seabeds.” We have both
ratified the treaty on nonproliferation of nuclear weapons.1? We
have entered negotiations on the issue of Berlin. We have taken the
first step toward practical cooperation in outer space.

On the other hand, certain Soviet actions in the Middle East,
Berlin, and Cuba are not encouraging. Taken against a background
of intensive and unrestrained anti-American propaganda, these
actions inevitably suggest that intransigence remains a cardinal
feature of the Soviet system.

Yet these events may have provided a basis for future progress
in our relations. Properly understood, they illustrate the altogether
incommensurate risks inherent in a policy of confrontation, and
the marginal benefits achievable by it.

Against this background it is an appropriate moment to take
stock of our relations, and to weigh the decisions necessary for
further progress. '

The Soviet leaders will be reviewing their own policies and

® Ante, pp. 7-11.
1% Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 461-465.
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programs in connection with the 24th Congress of their Party.
This report sets forth my own assessment of our relations with the
USSR, and the principles by which we propose to govern our
relations in the future. I have outlined the factors that make for
common interests and suggested an agenda of outstanding
opportunities:

—a more stable military relationship for the next decade.
—a peaceful settlement of the Middle East conflict.
—an agreed framework for security in Europe.

We are under no illusion that these are easy tasks. But, as I said
in my address to the United Nations:

In the world today we are at a crossroads. We can follow the old way, playing the
traditional game of international relations, but at ever-increasing risk. Everyone will lose.

No one will gain. Or we can take a new road.
I invite the leaders of the Soviet Union to join us in taking that new road ... .'*

PART IV: SECURING NATIONAL INTERESTS

STRATEGIC POLICY AND FORCES

Strategic forces, both offensive and defensive, are the backbone
of our security.

—They are the primary deterrent to strategic attacks against us
or our allies.
- —They face an aggressor contemplating less than all-out attacks,
with an unacceptable risk of escalation.

—~They are essential to the maintenance of a stable political
environment within which the threat of aggression or coercion
against the U.S. and its allies is minimized.

Our strategic forces must be numerous enough, efficient
enough, and deployed in such a way that an aggressor will always
know that the sure result of a nuclear attack against us is
unacceptable damage from our retaliation. That makes it
imperative that our strategic power not be inferior to that of any
other state. Thus I am committed to my pledge to keep our
strategic forces strong. I am equally committed to seeking a stable
strategic relationship with the Soviet Union through negotiations.
There is no inconsistency between those goals; they are in fact
complementary.

The Strategic Balance

Last year I reported on a new strategic policy for the 1970’s. In
assessing the changed strategic relationship, we faced the following
realities:

*11bid., 1970, p. 533.
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—Until the late 1960°’s, we possessed strategic forces that
provided a clear margin of superiority.

—In the late 1960, however, the balance of strategic forces
changed. While our forces were held at existing levels, the Soviet
Union moved forward vigorously to develop powerful and
sophisticated strategic forces which approached, and in some
categories exceeded, ours in numbers and capability.

By any standard, we believe the number of Soviet strategic
forces now exceeds the level needed for deterrence. Even more
important than the growth in numbers has been the change in the
nature of the forces the USSR chose to develop and deploy. These
forces include systems—particularly the SS-9 ICBM with large
multiple warheads—which, if further improved and deployed in
sufficient numbers, could be uniquely suitable for a first strike
against our land-based deterrent forces. The design and growth of
these forces leads inescapably to profound questions concerning
the threats we will face in the future, and the adequacy of our
current strategic forces to meet the requirements of our security.
Specifically:

—Does the Soviet Union simply seek a retaliatory capability,
thus permitting the pursuit of meaningful limitations on strategic
arms?

—Or does the Soviet Union seek forces which could attack and
destroy vital elements of our retaliatory capability, thus requiring
us to respond with additional programs of our own involving
another round of arms competition?

The past year has not provided definitive answers. Clearly,
however, the USSR, over the past year, has continued to add
significantly to its capabilities.

OPERATIONAL UNITED STATES AND SOVIET MISSILES

End End
1965 1969 1970
Intercontinental Ballistic Missiles:

United States . ........... 934 1054 1054
USSR ............... 224 1109 1440

Submarine Launched Ballistic Missiles:
United States . ........... 464 656 656
USSR ............... 107 240 350

By the mid-1970°s we expect the Soviets to have a force of
ballistic missile submarines equal in size to our own. Furthermore,
the Soviet Union has continued to make significant qualitative
improvements in its strategic forces. These include new and
improved versions of their Minuteman-size SS - 11 missile,
continued testing of multiple warheads, research and testing of
ABM components, and improved air defense systems.

An additional source of uncertainty is China’s possession of



NIXON REPORT, FEBRUARY 25 59

nuclear weapons. China continues to work on strategic ballistic
missiles and, by the late 1970’s, can be expected to have
operational ICBM’s, capable of reaching the U.S.

On the other hand, the Soviet Union in the past few months
appears to have slowed the deployment of land-based strategic
missile launchers. The significance of this development is not clear.
The USSR could be exercising self-restraint. Its leaders may have
concluded, as we have, that the number of ICBM’s now deployed
is sufficient for their needs. Or, the slowdown could be temporary
and could be followed, in due course, by a resumption of new
missile deployments. The delay could mean that the Soviet Union
is preparing to introduce major qualitative improvements, such as
a new warhead or guidance system. Finally; the slowdown could
presage the deployment of an altogether new missile system.

We will continue to watch Soviet deployments carefully. If the
USSR is in fact exercising restraint, we welcome this action and
will take it into account in our planning. If it turns out to be
preparatory to a new intensification of the strategic arms race, it
will be necessary for us to react appropriately.

The Doctrine of Strategic Sufficiency

Our policy remains, as I explained last year, to maintain
strategic sufficiency. The concept of sufficiency is not based solely
on debatable calculations and assumptions regarding possible
scenarios of how a war might occur and be conducted. It is in part
a political concept, and it involves judgments whether the existing
and foreseeable military environment endangers our legitimate
interests and aspirations.

Specifically, sufficiency has two meanings. In its narrow
military sense, it means enough force to inflict a level of damage
on a potential aggressor sufficient to deter him from attacking.
Sole reliance on a “launch-on-warning’ strategy, sometimes
suggested by those who would give less weight to the protection of
our forces, would force uys to live at the edge of a precipice and
deny us the flexibility we wish to preserve.

In its broader political sense, sufficiency means the maintenance
of forces adequate to prevent us and our allies from being coerced.
Thus the relationship between our strategic forces and those of the
Soviet Union must be such that our ability and resolve to protect
our vital security interests will not be underestimated. I must not
be—and my successors must not be—limited to the indiscriminate
mass destruction of enemy civilians as the sole possible response to
challenges. This is especially so when that response involves the
likelihood of triggering nuclear attacks on our own population. It
would be inconsistent with the political meaning of sufficiency to
base our force planning solely on some finite—and theoretical—
capacity to inflict casualties presumed to be unacceptable to the
other side.

But sufficiency also means numbers, characteristics, and
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deployments of our forces which the Soviet Union cannot
reasonably interpret as being intended to threaten a disarming
attack. Our purpose, reflected both in our strategic programs and
in our SALT proposals, is to maintain a balance, and thereby
reduce the likelihood of nuclear war. Insofar as we can do so by
unilateral decisions, we seek to obviate the need for costly,
wasteful, and dangerous cycles of strategic arms deployment.

Defensive in its essence, the decision to pursue a policy of
strategic sufficiency rather than strategic superiority does not
represent any lessening of our resolve not to permit our interests
to be infringed. The doctrine of sufficiency represents, rather, an
explicit recognition of the changed circumstances we face with
regard to strategic forces. The United States and the Soviet Union
have now reached a point where small numerical advantages in
strategic forces have little military relevance. The attempt to
obtain large advantages would spark an arms race which would, in
the end, prove pointless. For, both sides would almost surely
commit the necessary resources to maintain a balance. We have
deliberately chosen to tailor our policy to fit these realities. But
we are also taking measures in other categories of military power
to prevent a gap from developing in our military posture.

We hope that the Soviet Union will likewise recognize these
realities, and that its force buildups are ending. It should be under
no illusion that we will not respond to major quantitative and
qualitative improvements which threaten to upset the strategic
balance.

In pursuing our policy we have started a number of studies
within the NSC framework to refine further our understanding of
the strategic relationship and the number and type of forces
required to maintain sufficiency. These continuing studies are
important because even with numbers held constant, the relative
strategic position can change through modernization and
technological advances and through differing concepts for
employment. In the past year, we have therefore, examined with
particular care three aspects of our strategic force which are
central to the concept of sufficiency—the survivability, the
flexibility, and the mix of our existing forces.

The survivability of our forces. Our strategic forces must be
such that the Soviet Union knows that even an all-out surprise
attack will involve unacceptable costs. The survivability of our
retaliatory forces is therefore essential. Without it, the Soviet
Union, in some future crisis, might be tempted to strike first, or to
use military or political pressure in the belief that we were
effectively deterred.

Survivability of our retaliatory forces can be assured in a
number of different ways:

—By increasing the number of offensive forces to insure that a
sufficient number will survive a surprise attack. \ ‘
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—By defending ICBM’s and bombers with air and missile
defenses.

—By hardening our existing missile silos.

—By increasing the mobile portion of our strategic forces.

—By adding multiple independently targetable warheads to
missiles to allow each surviving missile to attack more targets and
hence not be defeated by a single ABM interceptor.

In seeking to improve the survivability of our forces, we have
deliberately adopted measures designed to demonstrate our
defensive intent. For example, because proliferating our offensive
forces risks an increase in Soviet forces and a new phase in the
arms race, we have not increased the number of our missiles and
bombers. Instead, we have relied on alternatives such as hardening
missile silos and deploying missile defenses. Our deployment of
MIRV’s serves the same purpose. They do not have the
combination of numbers, accuracy and warhead yield to pose a
threat to the Soviet land-based ICBM force.

With the programs we have undertaken, the bulk of our
retaliatory forces are currently secure from attack and should
remain so in the near future. However, continuing Soviet
deployments and improvements—in particular, the large SS-9
missile with accurate independently targetable multiple
warheads—could threaten the survivability of the land-based
portion of our forces. That would not, of course, be an acceptable
situation. We will, therefore, keep this matter under close review.
We will, as a matter of the highest priority, take whatever steps
become necessary to maintain the assured survivability of our
retaliatory capabilities.

Flexibility—The responses available to us. We have reviewed
our concepts for responses to various possible contingencies. We
must insure that we have the forces and procedures that provide us
with alternatives appropriate to the nature and level of the
provocation. This means having the plans and command and
control capabilities necessary to enable us to select and carry out
the appropriate response without necessarily having to resort to
mass destruction.

The mix of forces. For several years we have maintained three
types of strategic forces—land-based ICBMs, bombers, and
submarine-launched missiles. Each is capable of inflicting a high
level of damage in response to a nuclear first strike. Taken
together they have an unquestioned capability of inflicting an
unacceptable level of damage. This concept takes advantage of the
unique characteristics of each delivery system. It provides
insurance against surprise enemy technological breakthroughs or
unforeseen operational failures and complicates the task of
planning attacks on us. It complicates even more the longer range
planning of the levels and composition of the opposing forces. If
the effectiveness and survivability of one element were eroded, the

470-293 O -73 -6
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Soviet Union could choose to concentrate its resources on eroding
the effectiveness and survivability of the others. This would
confront us with serious new decisions and we will therefore
continue to review our forces in the light of changing threats and
technology to ensure that we have the best possible mix to meet
the requirements of sufficiency.

While this review of the sufficiency of our strategic posture has
taken place, we have also continued to seek agreement on a
strategic balance with the USSR at the Strategic Arms Limitation
Talks (SALT). I will discuss in greater detail elsewhere in this
report the progress of those talks.

The Forces for Sufficiency

Last year, I announced my commitment to maintain our
existing strategic forces with relatively little change. The grounds
for this decision were that:

—Sharp cutbacks would not permit us to satisfy our sufficiency
criteria and were unwarranted in view of the continuing growth of
Soviet forces. Unilateral reductions could—paradoxically —elimi-
nate any Soviet incentives for an agreement to limit strategic arms.
They would also raise serious concerns among our allies,
particularly in NATO.

—On the other hand, sharp increases in our forces, unless
spurred by new Soviet deployments, might lead the Soviets to
misunderstand our intentions, and might force them into new
strategic investments they would otherwise eschew. The prospects
for reaching agreement to limit strategic arms might be irreparably
damaged. '

During the past year, I have continued this policy of deliberate
restraint. Our programs have been as follows:

—We started to improve the survivability of our Minuteman
force by increasing the hardness of Minuteman silos, thereby
making them less vulnerable to nuclear attack. We also are
continuing the deployment of Safeguard defensive sites to protect
our Minuteman.

~We are adding multiple independently targetable warheads to
some of our strategic missiles. This action also contributes to
stability since it helps ensure a credible retaliatory capability.
Without such a system in our future arsenal, the possibility of a
Soviet preemptive strike against our strategic forces, combined
with strong Soviet defensive forces, would make questionable the
assured penetration of a sufficient number of weapons from our
retaliatory capability. With multiple independently targetable
warheads, each of our surviving missiles will have the capability to
attack a number of targets, thereby enhancing our ability to
penetrate enemy defenses.
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We consider these measures to be essential to maintain the
sufficiency of our strategic posture in the light of increases and
improvements in the Soviet strategic forces.

To insure that our forces will remain sufficient in the future we
will continue research and development on appropriate measures
and systems to enhance the survivability and effectiveness of our
strategic offensive and defensive forces.

In light of the negotiations on strategic arms limitations, we are
acting with great restraint in introducing changes in our strategic
posture. We will avoid steps which make it more difficult for the
Soviet Union and ourselves to reach an agreed structure of
strategic stability. At the same time, we must be prepared to take
necessary steps to maintain the sufficiency of our strategic forces
should an agreement not be reached within the near future.

Ballistic Missile Defense

When I announced the Safeguard ABM program, I promised
that “each phase of the deployment will be reviewed to insure that
we are doing as much as necessary but no more than that required
by the threat existing at that time.”!2 The Defense Program
Review Committee has just completed a thorough review of
Safeguard against the background of SALT, our strategic policy,
changes in the Soviet capability, and the Chinese development of
strategic forces.

—While it appears that the Soviets have slowed the increase of
their missile systems, the evidence is far from unambiguous. Nor is
it clear that even at present levels of Soviet forces, future
qualitative improvements would not endanger our ICBM forces.

—The potential for qualitative improvements and numerical
increases in Soviet forces poses a serious threat to our land-based
strategic forces in the absence of agreed arms limitations on both
defensive and offensive forces.

—Attacks might also be directed against our national command
authorities and gravely endanger our capability to respond
appropriately to the nature, scale and source of the attack.

—We still face the disturbing possibility of accidents.

—Finally, before this decade is over, the Chinese will have the
capability to threaten some of our major population centers.

These developments persuade me of the wisdom of our initial
decisions to take the necessary preliminary steps for Safeguard
ABM deployments. I am convinced that we must plan to continue
our Safeguard program for the present.

At the same time, we have actively discussed with the Soviet
Union, limitations on defensive as well as offensive strategic
weapons. Some limits on ABM systems are essential to any SALT
agreement. We have taken this into account in our planning.

12 1bid., 1969, p. 105.
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Last year Congress approved varying levels of work on the four
Safeguard sites designed primarily to protect our Minuteman
missiles.

I will continue a Safeguard program designed to provide
maximum flexibility in the conduct of the Strategic Arms
Limitation Talks. We are doing nothing which precludes any
possible agreement on SALT. Our specific plans for the coming
year will be announced by the Secretary of Defense.

At the same time, we have no explicit statement from the USSR
as to the reasons for the leveling-off of the ICBM deployments,
nor any guarantee that the apparent slow-down will continue.
Moreover, the Soviet Union has been pursuing qualitative
improvements which could threaten our retaliatory forces. With all
the will in the world, we may be unable to secure limitations in
the SALT discussions. In view of that possibility, I deem it
essential that we continue with the minimum program of work on
ABM.

Our strategic forces constitute the foundation of our nation’s
security. We maintain these forces, in sufficient size and character,
to achieve our objective of deterrence. While we intend to
maintain whatever forces are necessary to insure our deterrent, we
also intend to pursue every reasonable avenue of negotiation that
might end the strategic arms race—a race that contributes nothing
to the real security of either side.

GENERAL PURPOSE FORCES

The change in the strategic situation in recent years profoundly
enhances the importance of our general purpose forces. The Soviet
Union’s build-up alters the character of the strategic threat. China
also is developing strategic forces, though her current capabilities
are still quite limited.

With this shift in strategic realities, our potential adversaries
may be tempted by the use or the threat of force below what they
consider the level of general nuclear war. General purpose forces,
therefore, now play a larger role in deterring attacks than at any
time since the nuclear era began.

In last year’s report, I pointed out that after intensive review I
had decided to maintain general purpose forces adequate to deter
or, if necessary defend against, a major threat to the interests of
the U.S. and its allies in Europe or Asia; and simultaneously to
cope with a minor contingency elsewhere. This decision reflected
our assessment of certain new factors that I outlined in last year’s
report:

—the nuclear capability of our strategic and theater nuclear forces serves as a
g:srrent to full-scale Soviet attack on NATO Europe or Chinese attack on our Asian

—the prospects for a coordinated two-front attack on our allies by Russia and China
are low both because of the risks of nuclear war and the improbability of Sino-Soviet

cooperation. In any event, we do not believe that such a coordinated attack should be
met primarily by U.S. conventional forces.
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—the desirability of insuring against greater than expected threats by maintaining
more than the forces required to meet conventional threats in one theater—such as
NATO Europe.

—weakness on our part would be more provocative than continued U.S. strength, for
it might encourage others to take dangerous risks, to resort to the illusion that military
adventurism could succeed.!?®

Guidelines for General Purpose Forces

In this past year, we have continued to shape our general
purpose forces to those concepts. Our guidelines were the
following:

—Both the USSR and the Chinese have substantial forces that
can be rapidly reinforced. Our capabilities thus must rest on our
allies’ strength, strong U.S. overseas forces and the availability of
credible reinforcements. We could not hide deficiencies from a
potential enemy; weakness in conventional forces invites
conventional attack.

—To serve as a realistic deterrent, our general purpose forces
together with those of our allies, must be such as to convince
potential enemies that they have nothing to gain by launching
conventional attacks.

"—~To deter conventional aggression we and our allies together
must be capable of posing unacceptable risks to potential enemies.
We must not be in a position of being able to employ only
strategic weapons to meet challenges to our interests. On the other
hand, having a full range of options does not mean that we will
necessarily limit our response to the level or intensity chosen by
an enemy. Potential enemies must know that we will respond to
whatever degree is required to protect our interests. They must
also know that they will only worsen their situation by escalating
the level of violence.

—It is our policy that future guerrilla and subversive threats
should be dealt with primarily by the indigenous forces of our
allies. Consistent with the Nixon Doctrine, we can and will provide
economic and military assistance to supplement local efforts
where our interests are involved.

—Our forces will be developed and deployed to the extent
possible on the basis of a common strategy with our allies and a
common sharing of the defense burden.

Since these factors are crucial to our support for regional
defense organizations, they are discussed more fully elsewhere in
this report, particularly in the sections on Europe and Indochina.
In addition, the Secretary of Defense, in his Defense Report to the
Congress, will describe in detail specific measures we have taken
and the progress we have made.

t3]bid., 1970, p. 26.
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Designing Our General Purpose Forces

Our major effort over the past year has been to develop a
military posture consistent with these strategic guidelines and
adequate to protect our overseas interests.

Europe. During 1970, the NATO Alliance concentrated on a
thorough review of its defense posture. The central question was
what strategy and mix of conventional and theater nuclear forces
was best suited to the defense of the Alliance when both the U.S.
and the USSR have the capabilities for mutual nuclear devastation.
The review reflected the fact that Europe is moving through a time
of change, and that the relationship of NATO and Warsaw Pact
military forces can have a significant effect on the outcome of
political negotiations.

Thus, we had to consider carefully not only the forces already
deployed in Europe, but the capabilities the NATO Alliance
maintains for rapid mobilization and reinforcement, and the
probabilities of receiving early warning. The commitment of our
own strategic forces to the Alliance deterrent, of course, was not
in question.

For our part, we reviewed the contribution of United States
ground, air, and naval forces. Together with our allies we
concluded that:

—We should not decrease our present forces, nor should any
other ally.

—The basic Alliance strategy would require maximum flexibility
to deal with the full range of possible attacks.

—A realistic deterrent against conventional attacks required a
substantial conventional forward defense capability.

—Important qualitative improvements would have to be made
by all allies to offset the continuing improvements by the Warsaw
Pact.

Asia. The situation in Asia differs significantly from that in
Europe. The People’s Republic of China has substantial military
forces. But those forces pose a more limited and less immediate
threat in Asia than do the forces of the Soviet Union in Europe.
Chinese nuclear capabilities are still in an early stage of
development. At the same time, our allies in Asia have not yet
fully developed their own defense capabilities.

Taking account of these facts, we have reviewed general purpose
force requirements in Asia. Our review indicates that we can meet
our collective security objectives while placing greater reliance on
our allies for their own defense. The growing strength of our allies
has already resulted in a reduction of the level of our general
purpose forces stationed in the region.

In all Areas. The primary role of our general purpose forces is to
deter and, if necessary, cope with external aggression. If aggression
occurs, the use of our forces will be determined by our interests,
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the neeas of our allies, and their defense capabilities, which we are
seeking to improve. It is clear, however, that the Soviet Union’s
strong and balanced conventional capability enables it to project
its military power to areas heretofore beyond its reach. This
requires us to maintain balanced and mobile ground, sea and air
forces capable of meeting challenges to our worldwide interests.

This may impose new requirements and new burdens in the
coming decade. We would prefer that rivalry with the USSR be
contained through self-restraint, mutual respect for interests, and
specific agreements. But I am determined that our general military
posture will remain as strong as the international situation
dictates.

. ARMS CONTROL
. through negotiation we can move toward the control of armaments in a manner that
w111 bring a greater measure of security than we can obtain from arms alone.!

The President’s Message to the Congress
Transmitting the Ninth Report of the
U.S. Arms Control and Disarmament
Agency, February 26, 1970

The World has no more urgent interest than reducing the danger
of war, and above all, nuclear war. This creates responsibilities for
all nations, but particularly for the nuclear superpowers.

The control of armaments is not a new issue in this decade or
the postwar period. Man has long sought to create the mutual trust
and techniques to limit and reduce arms. The historical record has
been tragic. Arms control has generally foundered because it failed
the test of international crises—nations could not resolve the very
issues that stimulated weapons competition. At the same time,
political settlements were threatened by arms rivalry—nations
could not define levels that did not stimulate ever new
competition and thus new antagonisms and insecurity.

Progress to Date

In an age of great technological change and enormous nuclear
power, we face even larger challenges. This Administration is
dedicated to the limitation and reduction of arms. We are proud of
our accomplishments.

Preventing the Spread of Nuclear Weapons. The worldwide
reach of scientific knowledge enables virtually any nation in time
to acquire nuclear weapons. Last year, the United States ratified
the treaty to halt further proliferation of nuclear weapons. More
than 100 nations have either signed or ratified this treaty, and
negotiations to implement its verification procedures are in
progress. If all nations act on its principles and abide by its
obligations, the incentive for any additional nation to acquire
nuclear arms will recede.

14 1bid., 1969, pp. 733-734,
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Preserving Peace in New Frontiers. Modern technology has
opened up the vistas of outer space and the ocean depths for
mankind’s benefit. But it has created as well the temptation to
exploit these new environments for military gain. We and other
nations have acted to prohibit nuclear weapons in outer space.
This Administration took the initiative to negotiate a treaty
banning weapons of mass destruction from the seabeds. The
United Nations overwhelmingly apg)roved the treaty this fall, and I
will soon submit it to the Senate.!

Curbing Biological and Chemical Threats. Modern science has
spawned the most deadly means of biological and chemical
warfare. This Administration has moved on several fronts to
reduce this threat:

—The United States renounced all use of biological and toxin
weapons and first use of lethal and incapacitating chemical
weapons. Our biological and toxin research will be confined to
small programs solely for defensive purposes. I have approved a
plan to destroy stockpiles of these agents and associated
munitions. We announced the conversion of one major biological
facility to the investigation of the health effects of certain
chemicals.

—On August 19, 1970, I submitted to the Senate the 1925
Geneva Protocol banning the use in warfare of chemical and
biological weapons.! ¢ If ratified, the United States would join 95
other nations, including all the major powers, in supporting this
treaty.

—In the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament in
Geneva, we will urge further international control over the
biological and chemical means of war.

Strategic Arms Limitation Talks (SALT)

The most important area in which progress is yet to be made is
the limitation of strategic arms. Perhaps for the first time, the
evolving strategic balance allows a Soviet-American agreement
which yields no unilateral advantages. The fact we have begun to
discuss strategic arms with the USSR is in itself important.
Agreement in such a vital area could create a new commitment to
stability and influence attitudes toward other issues.

A New Method of Preparation. In previous arms control
negotiations our usual practice was to develop a single proposal,
based on what would command a consensus among diverse views
in the bureaucracy. This frequently led to rigidity in the
negotiations; unless the other side adopted an almost identical
stance, the talks deadlocked. Time and energies were then
consumed in re-negotiating a position within our Government.

15See post, pp.430431.
¢ Documents on Disarmament, 1970, pp. 445-446, The protocol appears ibid., 1969,
pp. 764-765.
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I concluded that we needed a new approach—to give us a firmer
grasp of the issues, to provide maximum flexibility in negotiations,
and to speed up the overall negotiating process. Because flexibility
is a virtue only within a framework of clear purpose, I ordered the
most comprehensive study of weapons systems bearing on the
negotiations.

We assigned the analytical tasks to a special NSC group, the
Verification Panel. It first examined the various weapons systems
to determine the effect of conceivable limitations on our current
and projected military programs, their effect on Soviet programs,
and—on the basis of this analysis—the strategic situation ensuing
from particular weapons limitations.

The Panel looked as well at verification. Confidence that
obligations are being adhered to is a basic requirement for stable
arms control agreements and should be of equal concern to both
sides. We made a detailed analysis of our ability, and the measures
needed, to verify compliance with each agreement. We also studied
counteractions if we detected a violation, and whether we could
take them in time to protect our security.

The result was the development of individual “building blocks”
for all offensive and defensive weapons. We can combine these
blocks in various clusters of limitations and reductions to produce
alternative proposals for the negotiations.

This enables us to respond quickly and meaningfully to any
Soviet counterproposals; at home we are not the prisoner of
bureaucratic jockeying to come up with an agreed response. The
focus in our dialogue, either with the USSR or within our own
government, can be on substantive issues.

Differing Perspectives. We made major efforts to understand the
position of the Soviet Union. Of all possible areas for negotiation,
limitation of strategic weapons requires the greatest such efforts,
for no nation will maintain an accord which it believes jeopardizes
its survival.

This task of developing an equitable agreement is greatly
complicated by our differing strategic positions and perspectives.

Even within the United States, and no doubt in the USSR, there
are widely divergent views over the key elements of an effective
and credible strategic posture. The technical issues are highly
complex and the political and strategic considerations engage our
vital interests. It would be surprising, therefore, if there were not
also large initial differences between the U.S. and the USSR.

The composition and level of our respective strategic forces
reflected different geographical factors and historical develop-
ment. This posed a major problem of establishing an equivalence
between weapons systems with dissimilar characteristics and
capabilities:

—Our deployments of offensive missile launchers were
completed by 1967; the USSR continued to build different types
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of land-based ICBM’s and a nuclear-powered missile submarine
force that will equal ours within three years at current rates. The
USSR has constructed a large ICBM, the SS-9, for which the U.S.
has no counterpart. Deployed in sufficient numbers and armed
with the multiple independently targetable warheads (MIRV’s) of
sufficient accuracy, this missile could threaten our land-based
ICBM forces. Our MIRV systems, by contrast, do not have the
combination of numbers, accuracy and warhead yield to pose a
threat to the Soviet land-based ICBM force.

—The USSR has a large force of intermediate and medium range
ballistic missiles. We do not. On the other hand, our alliance
commitments and their regional military programs caused us to
base our tactical aircraft abroad; we also retain air power on
carriers.

—The USSR has deployed an Anti-Ballistic Missile defense
system, thus far in the Moscow area. We have initiated an ABM
program based on different strategic principles and missile
systems.

Our analysis indicated critical areas of prospective strategic
instability:

—Offensive systems have clearly developed to a point where cer-
tain further improvements as well as increased launcher deploy-
ments could pose a threat to land-based missile retaliatory forces
and thus threaten stability.

—Instability also could develop through the unchecked
extension of defensive capabilitics. One side might believe that its
defenses could clearly limit the damage it might suffer from
retaliation, and therefore that it was in a position to strike first.

We took these factors into account in shaping negotiating
positions for SALT. There have been three phases so far,
alternating between Helsinki and Vienna: Helsinki 1 (November
17—December 22, 1969); Vienna I (April 16—August 14, 1970);
Helsinki II (November 2—December 18, 1970). The negotiators
are now slated to reassemble in Vienna on March 15.

The Course of SALT Negotiations

There has been speculation both here and abroad concerning
the talks. Progress has been facilitated by our agreed policy of
privacy with respect to the negotiating exchanges. I will, of course,
respect that agreement. I am, therefore, free to discuss only the
general character of the talks and underlying issues which have
emerged.

We believed that progress could best be made if the initial
exchanges encouraged agreement on the definition of the subject
matter and the nature of the issues. Thus, we did not launch
discussions in the traditional manner of hard, detailed proposals
that might lead to early deadlock, each side supporting its opening
position. Instead, we explored some general concepts of strategic
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stability and related them to the issues posed by limiting
individual weapons systems. Our negotiating team, ably led by
Ambassador Gerard Smith, reviewed our analysis, explaining how
we thought agreements might evolve and their verification
requirements.

This essentially exploratory approach, which included a general
treatment of verification, enabled each side to gain greater
understanding of the other’s thinking. There was broad consensus
on certain general strategic concepts. At the same time there were
clear differences on whether certain systems should be included in
discussions of an initial agreement.

Both sides proceeded in a thoughtful, non-polemical manner.
Calm, reasoned dialogue produced a common work program for
future sessions.

In the later phases of the talks, we moved from an analysis of
issues to a discussion of concrete measures. Initially, the U.S.
suggested possible approaches involving both numerical and
qualitative limitations on strategic offensive and defensive systems,
including MIRV’s. We also put forward an alternative comprehen-
sive approach which would not constrain MIRV’s, but would
involve reductions in offensive forces in order to maintain stability
even in the face of qualitative improvements.

The Soviet Union, for its part, submitted a general proposal
which diverged from ours in many respects, including a major
difference on the definition of strategic systems.

When it proved difficult to make progress on the basis of the
initial approaches and proposals, our preparatory work enabled us
to move rapidly to a modified approach taking account of Soviet
objections. OQur approach incorporated alternative provisions for
either limitation or a total ban of ABM. Modified proposals were
put forward by the Soviet Union as well. On some issues, our
views coincided or were quite close; on others there remained
important differences. In many respects, Soviet suggestions on
various aspects of offensive and defensive limitations lacked the
specificity and detail to permit firm conclusions about their
overall impact.

SALT Issues For the Future. We have been able to move from
preliminary exploration of substantive issues to concrete
negotiations in a fairly short period. The dialogue has been serious
and businesslike. The rate of progress, however, has been
influenced by differing perspectives.

This Administration has established and enunciated a concept
of strategic sufficiency. We have reflected this concept in the
nature and number of our strategic forces and the doctrines for
their employment. All these aspects of our posture are fully aired
in each year’s budgetary process. As I have pointed out in the
section on Strategic Forces, Soviet deployments make us uncertain
whether the USSR has made a similar national commitment to
strategic equilibrium.
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There also remain specific differences that have gradually
emerged in our exchange of proposals. These involve what an
agreement should cover and how it should be verified.

—We have approached the question on what armaments to
include in an initial agreement with different definitions. While
recognizing that a variety of offensive systems could be construed
as strategic, we believe that priority should go to those that form
the core of offensive threats, ICBM’s, SLBM’s and heavy strategic
bombers.

—The USSR has broadly defined “strategic” offensive weapons
as those that can reach the other side’s territory. These terms
include our theater nuclear delivery systems including those on
aircraft carriers. But our carrier and land-based air forces abroad
are essential components of integrated theater defenses created
under alliance commitments in response to common threats. On
the other hand, the Soviet approach would not include limitations
on its own theater nuclear forces, including their own medium or
intermediate range missiles. During the course of the negotiations
we have been making efforts in consultation with our allies to take
account of this difference in perspective.

—There has also been a difference over whether a separate
agreement limiting ABM’s alone would be in our mutual interest.
The U.S. believes that to be stable and satisfactory, an agreement
should include limitations on both offensive and defensive
systems.

—As I said last year, the requirement for adequate verification
of any agreement is essential to both sides. We have not yet found
a way to overcome certain differences. They are particularly
difficult in connection with our attempts to limit or ban MIRV’s
or ABM’s. We will continue working on solutions to these
problems in future negotiations.

In light of these complex issues and our differing approaches,
we are neither surprised nor discouraged that progress has not
been more rapid. The discussions have produced the most
searching examination of strategic relationships ever conducted
between the United States and the USSR. Each side has had the
opportunity to explain at length the particular strategic concerns
caused by the present and prospective posture of the other. Both
sides know better how an agreement could deal with these
concerns.

The Soviet position has not been presented in the detail that
ours has, but the negotiations have reached a point where views
are better understood and the basis of an agreement may be
emerging. Further progress is therefore possible when negotiations
resume.

We need to determine how comprehensive an agreement is
feasible. On the one hand, even a relatively modest accord would
create a stake for both sides to preserve progress and build upon it
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with further agreements. Moreover, it could influence attitudes
towards issues outside SALT. On the other hand, if all the effort
that has gone into SALT were to produce only a token agreement,
it could be counterproductive. There would be no reason to be
confident that this could serve as a bridge to a more significant
agreement. Therefore, we shall strive for an initial agreement
which is as broad and comprehensive as possible. It must deal with
the interrelationship between offensive and defensive limitations.

Two principles should be recognized. The strategic balance
would be endangered if we limited defensive forces alone and left
the offensive threat to our strategic forces unconstrained. It would
also be dangerous, however, if only offensive forces were
restrained, while defenses were allowed to become so strong that
one side might no longer be deterred from striking first. To limit
only one side of the offense-defense equation could rechannel the
arms competition rather than effectively curtail it.

We also have to clarify the relationship between the process of
negotiations—which may be protracted and involve several
stages—and actions taken during the talks and even after an initial
agreement. It is clear that restraint is essential. If the Soviet leaders
extend their strategic capabilities, especially in ways that increase
the threat to our forces, we would face new decisions in the
strategic field.

Last summer, in a press conference on July 30, 1970, I stated

what appeared to me to be the only alternatives:

We can either continue this race in which they continue their offensive missiles and we
go forward with our defensive missiles, or we can reach an agreement. That is why at this
point we have hopes of attempting to find, either on a comprehensive basis, and lackin,
a comprehensive basis, a selective basis, the first steps toward which the superpowers wi

limit the development of and particularly the deployment of more instruments of
destruction when both have enough to destroy each other many times over.! 7

I retain that hope and in this report reaffirm my commitment
to its fulfillment. At this stage what is needed are political
decisions to move towards an agreement on the basis of an
equitable strategic relationship. We have taken this decision.

Mutual and Balanced Force Reductions in Europe

Last year I indicated that we needed to study carefully mutual
force reductions in Europe as one of the most fruitful areas for
East-West dialogue. Accordingly, I directed that our government
reinforce the preliminary work done in NATO with an intensive
analysis of the issues in an agreement to reduce NATO and Warsaw

Pact forces.
Problems. In many respects this subject poses even more

complex problems than strategic arms limitation:
The principal objective should be a more stable military balance
at lower levels of forces and costs. Therefore, reductions should

Y71bid., 1970, p. 350.
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have the effect of enhancing defensive capabilities, so as to
diminish the incentives for attacking forces. Even if defensive
capabilities were not actually improved, force reductions, as a
minimum, should not create offensive advantages greater than
those already existing. Yet, reductions would tend to favor
offensive capabilities, since attacking forces could concentrate
while reduced defensive forces were compelled to spread along a
given line.

Achieving reductions that leave the balance unaffected or,
preferably, improve stability, raises a number of intricate technical
problems. For example, how do we establish equivalency between
opposing forces? This is already difficult enough with respect to
strategic arms limitations which involve relatively few weapons
systems. In reducing conventional ground and air or tactical
nuclear forces a great variety of national forces and materiel would
have to be considered. Furthermore, there are marked differences
in the equipment, organization, and strength both within and
between the opposing NATO and Warsaw Pact forces.

Preparations. Following the pattern developed for SALT, we
first assembled detailed data on manpower, conventional weapons,
tactical nuclear weapons and aircraft for both sides. We compared
them in areas ranging from a narrow zone in Central Europe to
ones extending up to the Western USSR, We had to determine:

—The current balance of forces for each category. We could
then evaluate the new military equation if various forces were
reduced in different degree[s], and gauge when one side might gain
a unilateral advantage.

—OQur ability to verify levels of all forces so that we can confirm
reductions.

—The measures needed to detect increases in the manpower or
equipment of reduced forces.

Our preliminary analysis pointed up a central problem. The
Warsaw Pact can mobilize and reinforce more rapidly than NATO,
primarily with divisions from the USSR. Thus, in judging force
reductions we must consider not only the balance of standing
forces but what each side could do following various periods of
mobilization and reinforcement. There are two broad approaches
to reductions:

—proportionately equal ones applying the same percentage of
reductions to both sides.

—asymmetrical ones in which reductions by the two sides would
be made in differing amounts in different categories so that one
side would make larger cuts in one category in return for larger
cuts by the other side in another category to create a stable
military equation at lower force levels.

The first has the advantage of simplicity but would tend to mag-
nify the effects [of] any imbalances which exist at the outset. The
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second, because of its complexity, would pose difficult analytical
and negotiating problems, but would have the advantage of
providing a firmer basis for a stable relationship between the two
sides. We are studying these questions with our allies.

Our preliminary conclusions suggest that the pattern of the
SALT negotiations might be valid as an approach to discussions of
mutual force reductions in Europe. Rather than exchanging
concrete proposals at the outset we could first explore major
substantive issues and their relation to specific problems. Within
this common framework we could move to more detailed
discussion of individual issues. This building block approach could
resolve the complex technical issues and lead to an agreement.

CONCLUSION

It is essential that the United States maintain a military force
sufficient to protect our interests and meet our commitments.
Were we to do less, there would be no chance of creating a stable
world structure.

But it is an illusion to think that the ideal guarantee of
security —for ourselves or for the world —rests on our efforts alone.
While maintaining our strength, therefore, we are also making a
sustained effort to achieve with the Soviet Union agreement on
arms limitations. Only a designed balance of armaments can ensure
security that is shared and equitable, and therefore durable.

It is for that reason that we have defined our security
requirements in terms that facilitate arms control agreements. The
doctrine of strategic sufficiency is fully compatible with arms
limitations. So too are the role of our conventional forces and the
purpose of our security assistance.

Our goal is security—and if others share that goal, it can be
assured through mutual design, rather than mutual exertion. It
will, in any event, be maintained.

Note Verbale From Secretary-General Thant to U.N. Members:
Economic and Social Consequences of the Armaments Race,
March 1, 1971!

The Secretary-General of the United Nations presents his
compliments to...and has the honour to refer to General
Assembly resolution 2667 (XXV) of 7 December 1970 requesting
the Secretary-General to prepare, with the assistance of qualified
consultant experts appointed by him, a report on the economic
and social consequences of the arms race and of military
expenditures, to be transmitted to the General Assembly in time
to permit its consideration at the twenty-sixth session.?

' A/8469/Add. 1, Nov. 12, 1971, pp. 3-5. For the U.S. reply, see post pp. 316-342.

The Secretary-General’s report appears post, pp. 644-686.
2 Documents on Disarmament, 1970, pp. 881-693.
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In accordance with the terms of this resolution, the
Secretary-General appointed a group of 14 consultant experts to
assist him in the preparation of the report.

The Group of Consultant Experts, which held its first session at
United Nations Headquarters from 16 to 19 February 1971, to
organize its work, considered that it would be greatly assisted in
its task if Governments could supply information, both
quantitative and qualitative, on the matters listed below:

1. The level and trend of military expenditure over the past
decade, and the near-term and long-term prospects for such
expenditure. Data on expenditure should be broken down, if
possible, in terms of procurement (commodities), personnel,
research and development, capital investment.

2. The effect, if any, of military expenditure on the rate of
growth of the economy.

3. The effect of military expenditure on the use of resources.

(a) The level and trend of employment of manpower in (i) the
armed forces; (ii) defence-related activities

(b) The level and trend of manpower and financial resources
devoted to all research and development activities, and the
proportion of these totals allocated to (i) military purposes; and
(ii) defence-related industry

(¢) The level and trend of public and private social expenditure
(education, health, cultural activities, social security, housing, etc.)

4. The effects, if any, on the volume and structure of imports
and exports resulting from (a) domestic and (b) foreign military
expenditure. The proportion of imports and exports that is
defence-related.

5. The effects, if any, on the balance of payments resulting
from (a) domestic and (b) foreign military expenditure.

6. The level and trend of economic aid, provided or received,
and the relationship, if any, of defence considerations.

7. The influence of military expenditure on the level of
economic activity and on foreign trade.

8. Possibilities of environmental damage. Tendencies towards
the premature exhaustion of raw material resources or the
over-exploitation of such resources.

9. Effects on social stability and on social attitudes, tensions,
frictions.

10. The effects, if any, of defence considerations on over-all
production and foreign trade policies.

11. The effects, if any, of defence considerations at home or
abroad on the transfer of technology (a) internally (b) to foreign
countries.

12. Other information or observations which may be relevant
to the work of the expert group, particularly in connexion with
paragraph 1 of General Assembly resolution 2667 (XXV) which



MYRDAL STATEMENT, MARCH 2 77

calls upon all States to take effective steps for the cessation and
reversal of the arms race and for the achievement of steady
progress in the field of disarmament.

Having regard to paragraph 4 of resolution 2667 (XXV) which
“calls upon all Governments to extend their full co-operation to
the Secretary-General to ensure that the study is carried out in the
most effective way”. Governments are invited to supply any data,
information or studies that would throw light on the items listed.

It should be emphasized that all data supplied by Governments
to the United Nations or specialized agencies under existing
standard reporting procedures will be made available by the
Statistical Office of the United Nations to the Group, and there is,
therefore, no need for Governments to furnish such data in
connexion with the present request, except in so far as it may be
possible to bring previously supplied information up to date or to
provide additional detail. Since the Group wishes to examine
trends over the past decade, as well as the current situation and
outlook, it is requested that, wherever possible, data should be
supplied for the years 1961 to 1970. Value data should be
reported in national currencies in current prices, and wherever
possible, in constant prices. If estimates are also available in terms
of current and constant dollars, these too should be reported.

Since the report called for by resolution 2667 (XXV) is
required to be transmitted to the General Assembly in time for
consideration at the next session, it is requested that Governments
forward their replies to the Secretary-General not later than 1 May
1971.

Statement by the Swedish Representative (Myrdal) to the
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament, March 2, 19711

It has become customary for the Conference of the Committee
on Disarmament to initiate its yearly session by a round of debate
in which delegations offer their comments in more general terms
on the workload ahead, the priorities they think should be set, and
the manner by which results may be obtained. We must avoid,
however, this period of finding our way becoming too long. The
time allotted to us is, as always, limited. Detailed, concrete
negotiations on the priority subjects must therefore start as soon
as possible. Also, in order to achieve valuable guidance as to where
the main efforts should be made by the Committee, it is necessary
that the evaluation made by representatives of the general
situation should be a quite frank one.

3. As I am today entering upon the tenth year of work in this
Committee, 1 feel particularly urged to express with strong

1CCD/PV.497, pp. 5-13.
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emphasis my most general comment: that it is about time that
these negotiations produced something substantial. Everywhere in
the world newspaper readers look with a wry smile on our
returning here, to talk—again—about disarmament, when the news
is full of the reality of a dangerously -escalating armaments race.

4. It is about time that our negotiations resulted in a major
measure of disarmament, markedly cutting down on armaments.
So far any comparison between achievements on the debit and
credit sides of the armaments ledger does not give us ground for
much satisfaction. This goes also for our latest accomplishment,
the limited sea-bed Treaty, which has just been opened for
signature.? Sweden is one of the over sixty States which signed on
the first day. My Government intends to submit the text to
Parliament for its approval shortiy, and we expect to be able to
ratify the Treaty in the reasonably near future. But we all realize
that the sea-bed Treaty, because it is a limited, partial one, does
not in any significant way hamper the arms race.

5. A promisihg feature of the Treaty is, of course, contained in
its article V, by which the Parties undertake to continue
negotiations “concerning further measures in the field of
disarmament for .the prevention of an arms race on the
sea-bed . . .”. The Swedish delegation, which sets great store by
this clause, does not, however, intend to propose that
demilitarization of the sea-bed be selected immediately as one of
the major topics on our agenda for this year. The time-table is
such that this Committee can now rather take the time to await
the results of the present phase of work in the enlarged United
Nations sea-bed Committee. We expect soon to get an
authoritative formulation of the overriding rule that in the interest
of the pursuit of peaceful activities there should be no
encroachments in or on the international sea-bed, no objects or
activities that are unauthorized, including, of course, any serving
national military purposes. The reference in para. 5 of article III,
on verification, of the sea-bed Treaty to “appropriate international
procedures”™ for verification purposes is an encouraging sign of
greater understanding of the need for an international régime
which would have the power to cover and control all activities on
the sea-bed under international waters.

6. Before taking up the two disarmament measures on which
the Swedish delegation holds that the Conference of the
Committee on Disarmament should concentrate its efforts during
the present session, I wish to dwell briefly on the concurrent and
by far most important endeavour in the disarmament field at this
juncture. I refer, of course, to the bilateral negotiations between
the Soviet Union and the United States on the limitation of
offensive and defensive strategic nuclear weapon systems (SALT).
In this connexion I wish to draw attention to General Assembly

2Ante, pp. 7-11.
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resolution 2661 A (XXV) on the necessity of bringing the nuclear
arms race to an immediate halt.® In this resolution, which was
adopted without one negative vote and with only a handful of
abstentions, the Assembly urges the Governments of the
nuclear-weapon Powers to bring about an immediate halt—I
repeat, immediate—in the nuclear arms race and to cease forthwith
all testing as well as deployment of offensive and defensive
nuclear-weapon systems. This resolution touches on the most
crucial event to be expected in the disarmament field—the
limitation and gradual elimination of nuclear arms.

7. In its latest Yearbook of World Armaments and Disarma-
ment issued in November 1970 and concerned with developments
in 1969/70, the Stockholm International Peace Research Institute
(SIPRI) gives a frightening picture of the expanding nuclear arms
race. Broadly speaking, the Yearbook indicates that the United
States is rapidly introducing multiple warheads (MIRVs) and,
although less rapidly, anti-ballistic missiles (ABMs). There is also
important research and development work on new weapon
systems which may be procured unless the Strategic Arms
Limitation Talks produce results soon. In the Soviet Union,
according to SIPRI, there is a sharp continued increase in total
missile strength involving both numbers and qualities of its nuclear
missiles. It is generally believed that Soviet policy on future
development will also be influenced largely by the outcome of
SALT. The other nuclear-weapon Powers, including China, seem
to be very far behind the two super-Powers as far as both nuclear
strength and the development of delivery systems are concerned, a
situation which should be considered opportune for a decisive
stopping of the upward spiral now.

8. A factor which should preoccupy us all is the limited
character of the agreements discussed at the SALT meetings. It
seems that what the negotiators have in mind as far as offensive
weapons are concerned is a ceiling on the total number of nuclear
delivery systems. However, such a ceiling, unless it were placed
quite low, would have little or no effect on the arms race. In fact,
the race might even be accelerated by turning competition
completely to qualitative changes. Therefore a freeze on the
deployment as well as on the testing of all offensive and defensive
nuclear weapon systems, as called for in the United Nations
resolution to which I have just referred, would be highly desirable.

9. Ever since the bilateral talks, now currently named SALT,
were first mentioned as a possibility in 1964, the world
community has been hailing them as perhaps the most important
opportunity that the two countries primarily involved, but also
the world at large, has had to come to grips in an effective way
with the nuclear arms race. One can reflect for a moment on the

3 Documents on Disarmament, 1970, pp. 681-682.
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effects that would have been obtained had past opportunities not
been lost. For instance, already in 1964 the arms race could have
been frozen, reductions being introduced later of the level then
prevailing. The total amount of intercontinental ballistic missiles
on both sides was then, for instance, less than half the number of
those available today. No development of MIRVs had started and
only on the Soviet side was there some limited deployment of
ABMs. But, alas, those opportunities were lost.

10. The Soviet Union voted in favour of the United Nations
resolution which I mentioned earlier; the United States abstained.
I should like to express the hope that this favourable position by
at least one of the parties might be reflected in concrete
suggestions during the further negotiations, involving a freeze on
testing as well as deployment of all offensive and defensive nuclear
weapon systems. To make it immediately effective, a moratorium
should be part of such a plan for the period during which the
bilateral talks are taking place, as was also recommended in
General Assembly resolution 2602 A (XXIV) adopted in
December 1969.%

11. This Committee cannot let this issue be neglected in our
negotiations simply because part of the problem is treated
elsewhere. I should like to associate myself with the remarks made
by the representative of Mexico, Mr. Garcia Robles, when he said
on 23 February, during one of the first statements made at this
session, that—

... this Committee, which by definition is the competent organ for negotiations on

disa.rmamen'g, cannot continue indefinitely to refrain from considering [these]
matters . ..

about which we only hear through sporadic articles in the press.
The work of this Committee would undoubtedly be greatly
affected if SALT were crowned with rapid success. It would be a
signal that the political attitudes had matured into a readiness to
take disarmament plans seriously. The road to successful
negotiations on further matters on the agenda of the Conference
of the Committee on Disarmament would be illuminated in a most
promising way.

12. But a vexing question for this Committee is: should we
allow ourselves also to be affected if there is a continued stalemate
in SALT? This question touches most directly upon what must be
one of our central preoccupations during this session: namely, to
achieve finally a comprehensive ban on the testing of nuclear
explosives. Actual developments in regard to nuclear-weapon
testing demonstrate that the situation is not a stationary one
which would allow us to sit quietly in a static position hoping for
some propitious moment to occur. The situation is, on the

4bid., 1969, pp. 110-711.
SCCD/PV.495, p. 28.
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contrary, a dangerously dynamic one. Nuclear testing is
instrumental in the qualitative build-up of nuclear arms, and
available evidence shows that testing has been stepped up recently.
Again I wish to refer members of the Committee to the figures
given by SIPRI in its new Yearbook (pp. 384-385). It lists a total
of seventy-three nuclear tests conducted during the eighteen
months from January 1969 to June 1970. Of these, fifty-one were
American underground weapon tests and sixteen Soviet such tests.

13. Later information indicates that the trend towards
increased testing continues. Several large underground explosions
have thus been reported recently by Swedish scientific
institutions. Leakages of radioactivity have again occurred from
underground tests, further underlining the importance of bringing
to an end, once and for ever, all weapon testing. I trust that the
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament will devote
considerable attention during this year’s session to the
achievement of this goal. Two excellent resolutions of the General
Assembly, 2663 A and B (XXV), provide a formal basis for these
efforts.® Neither SALT nor the recently-completed partial sea-bed
Treaty, with their limited scope and uncertain outcome, can be
considered as adequate commitments by the main nuclear-weapon
Powers to fulfil, the pledges contained in earlier treaties, such as
the non-proliferation Treaty, to arrive at effective measures to halt
the nuclear arms race.”

14. A vast majority of the non-nuclear-weapon States are
fulfilling their part of mutual restraint in the nuclear arms field by
their adherence to that and other treaties. In this connexion it is
heartening to be able to state that the talks held within the
framework of the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) in
Vienna, concerned with detailed safeguard arrangements for the
non-nuclear-weapon States under the non-proliferation Treaty,
seem to be advancing well. There could be no more effective
commitment by the nuclear-weapon Powers concerning limitation
of their proliferation of nuclear weapons than a comprehensive
test ban which would effectively limit the possibilities of any
further sophistication of these terror arms. My delegation intends
to revert to the test-ban issue a little later in this session and will
then make some concrete proposals for action by the Conference
of the Committee on Disarmament.

15. In this context I want to stress the importance of the
international aspect of this issue in regard to control also. We all
want to feel safe. The question of verification and control cannot
concern only the main nuclear-weapon Powers, which are by
tradition apt to regard themselves as “adversaries’. I beg to submit
that this is an out-moded way of looking at the problem.

16. Related to this topic is the question of nuclear explosions

S Documents on Disarmament, 1970, pp. 685-687.
71bid., 1968, pp. 461-465.
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for peaceful purposes. The General Assembly touched upon it in
resolution 2665 (XXV)—which is, however, largely of a procedural
character—requesting the IAEA to continue and intensify its
technical programmes in this field.® The resolution does not deal
with the over-all political aspects, involving, inter alia, the
elaboration of rules for the establishment of an international
regime for peaceful nuclear explosions. My country will continue
to take an active part in the technical discussions—a member of
this delegation is serving as chairman of the main study group, in
Vienna—but we will also continue to press simultaneously for the
construction of a set of legal rules to govern the activities in
question, as foreseen in the non-proliferation Treaty. These
problems will necessarily become the subject of our attention as
soon as the Committee tackles the comprehensive test ban. These
considerations lead, in our view, to the conclusion that a thorough
treatment of the truly international political and legal aspects of
the question of peaceful nuclear explosions should be undertaken
without undue delay.

17. I wish to turn now to the second main subject on which the
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament must focus its
attention during this year’s session: the effective elimination of
chemical and biological weapons from the arsenals of the world. I
intend to revert shortly to this matter also, probably next week, in
order to offer some detailed considerations and proposals. At this
stage I will therefore limit myself to some general remarks.

18. In the case of chemical and biological means of warfare we
are clamouring for urgency not because of pending threats of
dangerous developments, as is the case in regard both to SALT and
to the comprehensive test ban, but rather the opposite: the
moment is auspicious because of the obviously-growing hesitancy
in all quarters about possessing and using these weapons. One can
say quite generally that, through the onslaught of compact,
condemnatory public opinion, the proponents of chemical and
bacteriological (biological) warfare are beginning to beat a retreat.
An illustration among several is that the number of States adhering
to the Geneva Protocol® is increasing after a lull of many years.

19. The resolution on this subject, adopted with a virtually
unanimous vote by the General Assembly at its last session, is a
testimony to that same feeling of urgency calling on this
Committee to continue its consideration of the problem of
chemical and biological weapons—

...with a view to prohibiting urgently the development, production and stockpiling of
those weapons and to their elimination from the arsenals of all States.!®

20. The text of the General Assembly resolution also helps to

®Ibid., 1970, p. 689.
% Ibid., 1969, pp. 764-765.
10 1bid., 1970, pp. 683-685.
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solve some of the quandaries which last year tended to divide and
thereby unduly delay the work of the Conference of the
Committee on Disarmament on such a prohibition. It brought
forth quite concrete ideas about how an agreement or agreements
should be constituted. One of the principles would be that
chemical and biological weapons should continue to be dealt with
together. Another just as important principle was underlined:
namely, that verification should be based on a combination of
appropriate national and international measures, which could
complement and supplement each other. In expressing so clearly
these two principles the resolution must be considered as an
important step forward and a valuable basis for continued work in
this Committee.

21. We must now prove ourselves worthy of the confidence
that we shall be able speedily to arrive at a ban on chemical and
biological weapons, horror weapons as they are. For this purpose
we should cease arguing in “either-or” terms and take time to
reason constructively about various practical proposals. We should
keep the options open and not commit ourselves prematurely to
one position or another. We should certainly not be satisfied with
a comfortable minimum solution, such as banning only biological
means of warfare. If we followed that path of codifying a partial
and militarily rather insignificant prohibition, we should once more
risk landing in a dead-end alley. We should rather try to strive for a
maximum solution—a comprehensive ban on the development,
testing and production of chemical and biological weapons and
decisions on their effective elimination.

22. This is no plea for a simplistic way of solving the whole
vexing problem by one stroke of the pen: just accepting one or the
other of the draft treaties before us.!! The Swedish delegation is
quite convinced that we must advance to a more complex system.
It might perhaps be placed under a general caption, in line with
the interesting suggestion last year by the Moroccan delegation
amounting to a kind of multilateral declaration of intent of
renouncing chemical and biological weapons, a decision already
taken by my country as well as several others. But the propensities
of the weapons and also the parameters of their verification are
very complex and accordingly should be given detailed and varied
treatment.

23. One assumption is, however, already firmly established:
namely, that the problems pertaining to these means of mass
warfare do not fall neatly into two categories labelled chemical
and biological respectively. Our urge to eliminate all these
weapons is one and the same; but the detailed aspects of entering
into decisions as to verification, destruction and so on are
manifold. Let us sit down to work on this problem without the
advocacy of one wholesale solution or another.

'11bid., pp. 428431, 533-537.
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24. In this intervention I have not touched upon several
disarmament measures or General Assembly resolutions which
nevertheless should not be neglected during this session. To these
belong the important ones on the expert study on the costs of the
armaments race'? and on the comprehensive programme of
disarmament.!3 I only wish to point out in passing that in the
resolution dealing with the latter subject attention is drawn to the
issue of conventional armaments. A natural approach to that
problem is the regional one, for instance the convening of regional
conferences on the initiative of the States of a certain region to
discuss the prevention and limitation of armaments on a regional
basis. Encouraging developments may be at hand in this regard in
Europe. We might possibly discuss here ways and means by which
the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament might
encourage further such regional efforts, involving perhaps parts of
the world other than Europe.

25. On the two subjects which my delegation considers should
be given earnest and detailed treatment during this year’s session
of the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament I have in
this intervention touched in only a summary fashion. The two
items which stand out as particularly urgent, as I have said, are the
comprehensive test ban and the total elimination of chemical and
biological means of warfare. The opening statements by the
co-Chairmen'# did not contain any hopeful signs of new
approaches to either of those two subjects, approaches which
might have indicated a movement towards workable compromises.

26. In the face of such apparent lack of constructive leadership
on the part of the main Powers, a heavier responsibility falls of
necessity on the other members of the Committee. This year’s
session may well prove to be a crucial one. I fully agree with the
statement made by the representative of Mexico a week ago that
the Committee ought—

. .. to bear very closely in mind the impatience of the United Nations General Assembly
with the meagre results obtained thus far in the matters entrusted to us.’

This impatience may well turn to rebellion if we are not able to
demonstrate at the end of this session that the Conference of the
Committee on Disarmament is in effective working order as a
negotiating body.

Statement by the Japanese Representative (Tanaka) to the
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament, March 2, 1971}

Before going into the substance of my statement today I should
like, on behalf of my delegation, to say how pleased we are to see

12 1pid., pp. 691-693.

131bid., pp. 682-683.

14 Ante, pp. 19-21, 21-30.
'SCCD/PV 495, p. 23.
'CCD/PV. 497, pp. 14-22.
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you, Mr. Chairman, presiding over this meeting of the Conference
of the Committee on Disarmament. I should like also to
congratulate Mr. Pastinen on his appointment as Special Represen-
tative of the Secretary-General in this Committee. We are very
much looking forward to working with him. At the same time I
should like to associate myself with members of the Committee
who have spoken before me in welcoming those representatives
who are now back with us in the Committee after an absence of a
few years, as well as the new representatives in the Conference of
the Committee on Disarmament: Ambassador Guyer of Argentina,
Deputy Foreign Minister Tarabanov of Bulgaria, Ambassador U
Win Pe of Burma, Ambassador Imru of Ethiopia, Ambassador
Krishnan of India, Mr. Sokoya of Nigeria and Ambassador
Hainworth of the United Kingdom. It is also a great pleasure to
have with us again Mr. Epstein, the Alternate Representative of
the Secretary-General.

32. At the outset of this year’s session of the Committee on
Disarmament I should like first of all to express my sincere
congratulations to all my colleagues on the signing of the Treaty
on the Prohibition of the Emplacement of Nuclear Weapons and
Other Weapons of Mass Destruction on the Sea-Bed and the Ocean
Floor and in the Subsoil Thereof which took place on 11 February
in Washington, Moscow and London respectively with the partici-
pation of an encouragingly large number of countries.? It is my
conviction that the prompt entry into force of the Treaty, which
is the fruit of great efforts made in the past two years by the
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament, will prevent a
nuclear arms race on the sea-bed and contribute to the reduction
of international tensions. I should like to take this opportunity to
express my earnest desire that as many States as possible,
including all militarily-important States, will sign and ratify the
Treaty without delay.

33. Since participating for the first time in this Committee in
the summer of 1969 the Japanese delegation has always stressed the
fact that the task to which the Committee should give its most
urgent attention and most unremitting efforts at present is the
achievement of nuclear disarmament by the nuclear-weapon
States. It is also our belief that, should there be any concept that
nuclear weapons constitute a status symbol for a State, becoming
a criterion by which the right to a voice in international affairs is
judged, such a concept would have to be rejected.

34. Of course, my delegation cannot but admit frankly that
there still exist numerous obstacles to the early achievement of
nuclear disarmament. The greatest of such obstacles is the fact
that the Government of the People’s Republic of China, which is a
nuclear Power, has yet to participate in disarmament negotiations;
that the Government of the Republic of France continues to

* Ante, pp.7-11.
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maintain its own special position with regard to such negotiations;
and that both Governments, ignoring the protests voiced by the
overwhelming majority of the peoples of the world, are going
ahead with their testing of nuclear weapons in the atmosphere. My
colleagues may recall in this connexion that at a meeting of this
Committee in 1970 I expressed the hope that those two
Governments would take an active part in international disarma-
ment negotiations.> Today I wish to call again upon those
‘Governments to heed the earnest appeal of the world for the
achievement of disarmament and to adopt more positive attitudes
towards nuclear disarmament.

"35. As has already been pointed out by many delegations, it is
the success or failure of the negotiations between the United
States and the Soviet Union on the limitation of strategic
armaments that is the key to the question of whether the nuclear
arms race, by which the human community is at present
threatened, will come to an end in the near future and whether it
will become possible to bring about nuclear disarmament. Accord-
ingly, although it is true that those negotiations are being
conducted only between the United States and the Soviet Union,
those talks are of great significance in the annals of disarmament
and it is beyond doubt that their success or failure will not only
affect the national interests of the two super-Powers but also have
an immeasurable influence upon the international community as a
whole.

36. I should like to emphasize at this juncture that the two
negotiating Powers should fully realize their grave responsibilities
to the entire international community. We have already witnessed
three rounds of Strategic Arms Limitation Talks since the first
preliminary round took place in 1969 at Helsinki, and the talks
will be entering their fourth phase from 15 March next. We
should, however, be frank enough to admit that the future
prospects for the talks are far from clear; and this is not
encouraging to us even if we take into account the delicate nature
of the negotiations.

37. Furthermore, my delegation is deeply concerned about the
present situation: namely that the United States and the Soviet
Union, while on the one hand engaging in negotiations, seem at
the same time to be rapidly improving the quality of their strategic
nuclear arms. If they are going to confine the scope of their talks
principally to the quantitative limitation on strategic nuclear
missiles and virtually exclude the possibility of any qualitative
limitation, such as the limitation of the development, testing and
deployment of new strategic nuclear missiles, it is rather doubtful
to what extent those talks will be able to contribute to the
maintenance of international peace and security; and the signifi-
cance of the talks, which I have emphasized, will be considerably

® Documents on Disarmament, 1970, p. 241.
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diminished. In the light of the above considerations I should like
on this occasion to urge the United States and the Soviet Union to
consider also without delay the possibility of qualitative limita-
tion, such as the regulation of strategic nuclear missile testing, as
far as such limitation can be reliably verified at the present stage
of scientific and technological development.

38. The next question with which I should like to deal in my
statement today is that of the prohibition of underground nuclear
weapon tests, one of the nuclear disarmament measures to which
this Committee should urgently address itself. With a view to
facilitating the solution of this problem, I feel it necessary to draw
the attention of all members of this Committee to the following
points.

39. First, seismological methods of detecting and identifying
underground events would be the principal means of verifying
compliance with the prohibition of underground nuclear weapon
tests; although it is by no means my intention to deny the
importance of on-site inspection. We know that underground
nuclear explosions above a certain level of magnitude can be
detected and identified by seismological methods; and this is
substantiated by the results of the meeting of experts which was
held on the initiative of the Stockholm International Peace
Research Institute (SIPRI).

40. Secondly, therefore, it would be important for us to study
fully the merits and demerits of prohibiting, first of all, under-
ground nuclear-weapon tests above a certain level of magnitude. I
am inclined to advocate that the prohibition of underground
nuclear-weapon tests above such a level of magnitude detectable
and identifiable using the seismological methods at present
available would have positive advantages in the field of arms
control and disarmament. This opinion is based upon the fact that
as early as 1960 we witnessed the exploratory attempts made by
the nuclear Powers concerned to achieve such partial banning of
underground nuclear-weapon tests; that not a small number of un-
derground nuclear-weapon ‘tests being carried out at present are
actually of a scale large enough to be detectable and identifiable
with great certainty by seismological means; and that there seems
to be enough evidence for us to assume that such large-scale
nuclear weapon tests will continue to be conducted with the aim
of increasing the sophistication of strategic nuclear weapons.

41. Thirdly, I believe it necessary for members of this
Committee to reach agreement as soon as possible on what is the
level of magnitude above which underground nuclear explosions,
can be detected and identified at present with great certainty by
seismological methods, namely on the question of determining the
threshold. For its part, the Japanese delegation once referred to
the level suggested in the SIPRI report as an appropriate level of
threshold.* Although we still believe that that level is adequate for

4Ibid., 1969, pp. 381 ff.
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our purpose, we have no intention of insisting on that position. We
are convinced, however, that what is urgently required is the
determination to achieve the prohibition of underground nuclear-
weapon tests above a certain threshold, once such a threshold is
decided on, pending the prohibition of the smaller-scale under-
ground nuclear explosions below the level of that agreed threshold
which cannot at present be detected and identified by seismologi-
cal methods.

42. While recognizing the difficulty of the problems involved in
any ban on those small-scale underground nuclear-weapon tests
which cannot be detected and identified by seismological
methods, since there is no other way effectively to verify
compliance with the prohibition, it will surely be unnecessary for
us to emphasize that we should make unremitting efforts to
improve our detection and identification capability so that the
prohibition of such tests may be achieved at the earliest possible
date. In this connexion I wish to pay a high tribute to the
initiative taken and continuous efforts made by the Canadian
delegation towards this goal.

43. I might add that, in order to improve our detection and
identification capability, we should intensify our efforts to
promote international exchange of seismic data and improve the
existing world-wide network of seismological observatories. We
should also consider the possibility of improving the present
systems of international data exchange existing for purely scien-
tific purposes, such as the Bureau Central International de
Seismologie in Strasbourg and the Tsunami Warning System in the
Pacific, the members of both of which already include socialist
countries, in view of the potential contribution of such systems to
the organization of an international system of verification of a ban
on underground nuclear-weapon tests.

44. Furthermore, I believe that it is worth while for us to
consider again at this juncture the usefulness, as a means of
improving our verification capability, of the installation of “black
boxes’’, which was proposed in 1962 by the Soviet Union.’

45. It has been stated by many members of the Conference of
the Committee on Disarmament, including Japan, that the
cessation of the production of fissionable material for use in
weapons is another important measure that could lead to nuclear
disarmament. On 8 April 1969 the representative of the United
States suggested that in order to ensure compliance with a cut-off
agreement the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA)
should be asked to safeguard the nuclear material used in each
nuclear-weapon State’s peaceful nuclear activities and to verify the
continued shutdown of facilities for the production of fissionable
material that are closed.b

$See ibid., 1962, vol. 11, pp. 1047-1055.
¢ Ibid., 1969, pp. 158 ff.
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46. In the belief that it is reasonable in the present circum-
stances to entrust such control to the IAEA, and that this measure
would constitute a step towards the correction of the imbalance of
obligations as between the nuclear-weapon States and the non-
nuclear-weapon States under the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation
of Nuclear Weapons,’ the Japanese Government has supported the
approach suggested by the United States. We recall that many
other members of this Committee, including inter alia Canada,
Sweden and the United Kingdom, have also supported the United
States proposal; and we should like to express our hope that a
cut-off agreement will be concluded as soon as possible along the
lines to which I have just referred. At the same time permit me to
reiterate our continued support for the transfer of fissionable
material for use in weapons to peaceful purposes as a measure
either connected with or supplementing a cut-off agreement.

47. While hoping for the achievement of agreement on this
matter on the basis of the principles to which I have referred, the
Japanese delegation ventures to suggest that, even before agree-
ment is reached on the points I have just mentioned, both the
United States and the Soviet Union agree to make available at an
appropriate price part of their stockpiles of weapon-grade enriched
uranium for peaceful nuclear activities in non-nuclear-weapon
States. As the world’s nuclear activities expand by leaps and
bounds in future, the demand for enriched uranium will also
increase tremendously. In anticipation of such a situation many
countries are increasing their efforts to develop uranium enrich-
ment techniques or improve efficiency in the use of nuclear fuel.
If the transfer of enriched uranium now intended for weapon
purposes to use for peaceful purposes were to be put into practice,
it would certainly contribute greatly to the stabilization of the
supply and demand situation in the world with regard to enriched
uranium. Furthermore, it seems to us that the blending process by
which enriched uranium for use in weapons would be made
suitable for peaceful use does not involve any great technical
difficulties.

48. It is essential, of course, that such transfer should be
carried out under an adequate safeguard system. We for our part
consider that it might be possible for the United States and the
Soviet Union to transport, under their own control, agreed
amounts of weapon-grade enriched uranium in their stockpiles to
non-nuclear-weapon States, where the uranium would be blended
in the presence of the representatives of an appropriate inter-
nationdl organization, such as the IAEA, the United States, the
Soviet Union and possibly other States. We should like to
emphasize that such a procedure would provide us with effective
international control without necessitating access to facilities in
the United States and the Soviet Union. My delegation also

71bid., 1968, pp. 461-465.
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believes that our present suggestion, if put into practice, not only
would contribute to increasing the nuclear fuel supply but also
could become an embryo version of the open destruction of
nuclear weapons under international control.

49. Having completed our work on the elaboration of the
sea-bed Treaty, we have before us another measure of great
urgency: that is the prohibition of chemical and biological
weapons. The Japanese Government has always been of the
opinion that, with regard to the scope of weapons to be
prohibited, we should consider both chemical and biological
weapons at the same time, and has suggested all along that it is
necessary in order to facilitate our work on this question to
proceed first with the consideration of and to reach basic
agreement on matters of substance, especially with regard to the
verification problem. On the basis of that position the Japanese
delegation notes with pleasure that many techniques for solving
the verification problem were suggested and subsequently con-
sidered during last year’s sessions,

50. In disarmament negotiations in our times the solution of
numerous problems of a scientific nature is required before any
political decision can be taken; and I believe that the question of
verification relating to the prohibition of chemical and biological
weapons is one of those important problems for the solution of
which scientific and technological co-operation among all coun-
tries is essential.

51. With regard to the question of verification, we have stressed
the usefulness of holding international meetings with the full
participation of experts. We recall in this connexion that informal
meetings of this Committee have made a substantial contribution
to deliberations on the verification problem. As we consider such
meetings invaluable, we should like to suggest that they be held as
often as possible and that, with a view to achieving substantial
progress on how to verify compliance with the prohibition of
chemical and biological weapons, we have, during an appropriate
period of time at the next session of this Committee, an intensive
series of informal meetings, with experts from the socialist
countries also participating, on subjects which the Conference of
the Committee on Disarmament would select in advance. For that
purpose it might be useful for us to decide during the course of
the present session on concrete items for deliberation in such
meetings.

52. As many delegations, including my own have already
stated, one of the prerequisites for the achievement of general and
complete disarmament is the participation of all militarily-impor-
tant States in disarmament negotiations. In this connexion the
Japanese delegation notes the statement of the representative of
France on 9 November 1970 in the First Committee of the United
Nations General Assembly, that—
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...my delegation would gladly associate itself with any draft which would ask the
Secretary-General to convene a group of experts under his high authority . . .*

We welcome the positive attitude on the part of France as
expressed in that statement. We look forward to France making an
active contribution in the matter of the prohibition of chemical
and biological weapons. As a first step it might make such a
contribution by submitting working papers or sending experts to
the discussions in informal meetings.

53. I also note the fact that the Government of the People’s
Republic of China decided in 1952 to undertake to implement
strictly the provisions of the Geneva Protocol,® provided that all
the other contracting and acceding Powers observe them recipro-
cally; and I should like further to express our hope that the day
will come when that Government will make a contribution with
regard to the question of the prohibition of chemical and
biological weapons.

54. In the course of the debate at the General Assembly last
year many representatives referred to the increase in the world’s
military expenditure. This delegation greatly appreciates General
Assembly resolution 2667 (XXV), which was adopted on the
initiative of the Romanian delegation and which called for the
preparation by the Secretary-General, assisted by consultant
experts, of a report on the economic and social consequences of
the arms race; since we believe that such a report will show clearly
the harmful effects of the arms race from the economic and social
points of view.!? Accordingly the Japanese Government has
already taken steps to co-operate in this undertaking and, in
response to the request made by the Secretary-General in
implementing the General Assembly resolution, has sent a promi-
nent figure to the United Nations. In this connexion we feel that
in preparing the report the unique case of Japan, whose defence
expenditure has always been below one per cent of its national
income since the Second World War, might perhaps provide
valuable data with regard to the economic and social consequences
of the arms race.

55. We are now in the second year of the Disarmament Decade.
Recalling that many countries at the General Assembly last year
requested that this Committee play a more active part in
disarmament negotiations, I believe that we must never let the
Disarmament Decade degenerate into a mere slogan. As we all
know, what makes it difficult for us to achieve disarmament is the
fact that a military balance of power now plays an important part
in maintaining world order, and if that balance is not to be
impaired, any attempt to reduce the world’s armaments must be

® bid., 1970, p. 568.
? For the protocol, see ibid., 1969, pp. 764-765.
1%1bid., 1970, pp. 691693.
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made in a very cautious manner and on a step-by-step basis. At the
same time disarmament negotiations should never, under the guise
of furthering mankind’s ideal of disarmament, be misused by any
State as a means of manoeuvring the existing military balance to
its own advantage or as an instrument of propaganda.

56. With regard to the question of verification, which is a key
factor in achieving disarmament, I believe that we should
overcome the difficulties arising from differences in the domestic
situations of the different States, make more strenuous efforts to
study that question, and co-operate internationally in order to
solve it. I believe further that it is by implementing without delay
such individual disarmament measures as are susceptible of
effective international verification that we can achieve part of
what world opinion is demanding.

57. 1 must point out further that one of the basic obstacles to
the achievement of disarmament is the reality of the existence of
power politics in the pursuit of national objectives. As far as Japan
is concemed, I should like to refer to the statement made by
Prime Minister Sato at the last session of the United Nations
General Assembly, when we commemorated the twenty-fifth
anniversary of the Organization’s foundation. Referring to the
relationship between the economic and military strength of a
country, he said that the Japanese people, bearing in mind their
historical experience, have no intention of using any major portion
of their national resources for military purposes but are deter-
mined to contribute to the maintenance of world peace, using
their industrial capacity for peaceful economic co-operation with
the developing countries and thereby contributing to the eco-
nomic and social development of the developing countries.
Furthermore, the Prime Minister emphasized that-our people are
convinced that it is in such.a way that the security of Japan can
best be assured.!?!

58. The Conference of the Committee on Disarmament is a
forum where countries of various regions of the world, including
the two super-Powers, meet every year and work together for a
period of nearly half a year. We must not let the disarmament
negotiations in this Committee become a superficial exchange of
views, but must avail ourselves to the excellent opportunity
offered by this forum to increase our mutual understanding,
through formal and informal channels, with regard to the basic
problems underlying our disarmament efforts. I believe sincerely
that that is the way to make our work on the question of
disarmament more fruitful.

11A/PV.1877 (prov.), p. 62.
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Statement by the Soviet Representative (Roshchin) to the
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament: Chemical and
Bacteriological Weapons, March 2, 1971!

60. In its statement today the Soviet delegation would like to
add to what it said in its statement in the Committee on 23
February on the question of prohibiting chemical and
bacteriological weapons.? The solution of the problem of
prohibiting those weapons, as representatives of many
countries pointed out at the twenty-fifth session of the
General Assembly, should become the top priority task of the
Committee on Disarmament. Resolution 2662 (XXV) adopted
by the General Assembly requests the Committee—

...to continue its oconsideration of the problem of chemical and bacteriological
(biological) methods of warfare, with a view to prohibiting urgently the development,

production and stockpiling of those weapons and to their elimination from the arsenals
of all States.?

61. The Soviet side considers that the question of the prohibi-
tion of chemical and bacteriological methods of warfare has now
become a key question in our work. This is due to the necessity of
prohibiting those means of warfare, as one of the important and
urgent tasks in regard to the cessation of the arms race and
disarmament. In saying that, we are aware of the fact that the
problem of such a prohibition has already been discussed at length
and in detail, and there is in fact a definite basis for its solution,
Speaking at the twenty-fifth session of the General Assembly, the
Soviet Foreign Minister, Mr. A. A. Gromyko, said:

It is the opinion of the Soviet Government that agreement should be achieved in the
immediate future on the termination of the manufacture and on the destruction of
chemical and bacteriological means of warfare, that most dangerous type of weapons of
mass destruction. One hardly needs to be wordy ‘about the significance of solving this
task for all mankind.

The military use of toxins, gases, bacteria and similar chemico-bacteriological means has
long since been condemned and stigmatized by peoples and States. It has been
prohibited by the Geneva Protocol of 1925, which has become a universally recognized
rule of international law. Why then should we reconcile ourselves to the fact that these
monstrous means of warfare are retained in the arsenals of States, while their stockpiles
are growing and laboratories are conducting, under the cover of secrecy, experiments on
still more lethal types of chemical and bacteriological weapons?*

62. However, despite a long discussion of the problem of
prohibiting chemical and bacteriological weapons, both at the
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament and at sessions of
the General Assembly, and despite the existence of a definite basis
for its solution, the situation today regarding this question appears
to be very unsatisfactory. Although the need to prohibit chemical
and bacteriological means of warfare and to eliminate them from

1CCD/PV 497, pp. 22-30.

2Ante, pp. 23 ff,

3 Documents on Disarmament, 1970, pp. 683-685.
4Jbid., p. 529.
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all military arsenals has been recognized by the overwhelming
majority of the countries of the world, nevertheless so far there
has not been observed any substantial forward movement in the
search for the necessary agreement.

63. The basic obstacle to progress towards the complete
prohibition of chemical and bacteriological means of warfare and
their elimination from the arsenals of States is the position of
certain Powers which would like to avoid the prohibition of
chemical toxic substances. Although, taking into account the
general atmosphere that has come about in the world condemning
the use of chemical and bacteriological weapons, those Powers
officially speak of the need to prohibit those weapons, they are at
the same time leading up to having some chemical agents left
outside the prohibition for use in war. In opposing the prohibition
of the production of chemical weapons, they put forward the
argument that it is very difficult to organize control over such a
prohibition. To us that argument seems to be far-fetched and,
rather, a pretext for preventing the complete elimination of all
chemical and bacteriological agents from military arsenals.

64. In this connexion it will be appropriate to recall the
conclusion reached by the scientists who prepared the report of
the Stockholm International Peace Research Institute (SIPRI) on
chemical and bacteriological weapons:

As the years have gone by, it has probably become increasingly true to say that the real

obstacles to disarmament are the momentum of the arms race and the political problems
of stopping it, not the technical problems of verification.’

The SIPRI report thus indicates that it is political considerations
rather than the problems of verification that prevent the solution
of this problem of disarmament.

65. In the meantime a further delay in the prohibition of

chemical and bacteriological weapons entails serious dangers. In
the absence of a ban on their production and stockpiling, it is
relatively easy for them to spread throughout the world and
become part of the military arsenals of a great many countries. In
his report on chemical and bacteriological weapons the Secretary-
General of the United Nations also refers to this danger when he
states:
A particular danger also derives from the fact that any country could develop or acquire,
in one way or another, a capability in this type of warfare, despite the fact that this
could prove costly. The danger of the proliferation of this class of weapons applies as
much to the developing as it does to developed countries.S

66. The result of the absence of an agreement banning the
production of chemical and bacteriological agents for military
purposes is that the development, production and stockpiling of
increasingly dangerous types of such agents will further expand.
The longer this process continues, the more difficult it will be to

8 SIPRI, The Problem of Chemical and Biological Warfare,pt. IV, p. 1.
¢ Documents on Disarmament, 1969, p. 298.
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come to an agreement. It is no accident that scientists—specialists
in the fields of chemistry and biology—are warning against the
growing danger of chemical and bacteriological weapons with ever
greater insistence.

67. The twenty-third World Health Assembly held in May 1970
drew the attention of the world to—
... the danger hanging over mankind as a result of the ever-continuing work to develop

new forms of chemical and bacteriological (biological) weapons and also as a result of
their stockpiling,

expressed —

...its profound anxiety in regard to the recurring cases of the use of chemical means of
waging warfare,

and emphasized —

... the need for the rapid prohibition of the development, production and stockpiling of

chemical and bacteriological (biological) weapons and the destruction of stocks of such
weapons as a necessary measure in the fight for human heaith.?

68. The Tenth International Congress on Microbiology held in
Mexico in August 1970 also pointed to the great potential dangers
of human, animal and plant infections to the welfare of mankind,
and urged the governments of the world to eliminate completely
both chemical and bacteriological weapons. Similar statements
were made in 1970 by scientists of Bulgaria, Finland, the
Democratic Republic of Germany, the United States, Yugoslavia
and the Soviet Unibn.

69. The existence of stockpiles of chemical and bacteriological
agents in military arsenals and as part of army equipment enables
the proponents of their use to resort to them although their use is
prohibited by the Geneva Protocol of 1925. We see an example of
this in Viet-Nam, where the United States armed forces are waging
war with the use of chemical agents, increasing at the same time
the quantity and toxicity of the agents used. In this regard
concrete facts were cited at the Congress of the American
Association for the Advancement of Science held recently in
Chicago. According to estimates made by an American biologist,
Professor Matthew S. Meselson, as a result of the spraying by the
United States air force of poisonous chemicals over the fields of
Viet-Nam, about 600,000 Vietnamese have lost their means of
nutrition. According to a statement made by the Federation of
American Scientists on 20 May 1970 the United States armed
forces in Viet-Nam used 2,776 tons of CS gas in 1969 as compared
with 114 tons in 1965.

70. The peoples and governments of the world have repeatedly
and unequivocally denounced the use of chemical weapons and
condemned those using them. The twenty-fifth session of the
United Nations General Assembly declared that—

...the use of asphyxiating, poisonous or other gases and of all analogous liquids,

TWorld Health Assembly res. WHA 23.53.
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materials and devices, as well as bacteriological (biological) weapons, constitutes a
flagrant violation of the Hague Convention of 1907, the Geneva Protocol of 1925 and
the Geneva Conventions of 1949.®

71. The general situation in regard to the prohibition of
chemical and bacteriological weapons should induce us to re-
double our efforts to ensure the solution of this problem. The
Soviet side sees two directions in which it believes we should
proceed.

72. On the one hand, it is necessary to continue the efforts to
strengthen further the Geneva Protocol of 1925,° above all
through the accession to it of those countries which have not yet
done so, and through the strict compliance of all States with its
provisions. In this regard the Soviet side considers dangerous the
attempts to weaken the Geneva Protocol through an arbitrary
interpretation of its content and the scope of the prohibition. The
Protocol unambiguously prohibits the use in war of all chemical
and bacteriological agents, without exception. As is known, the
Secretary-General of the United Nations has suggested that an end
should be put to attempts to give a different interpretation to that
agreement, having, in his report on chemical and bacteriological
weapons, strongly urged States—

To make a clear affirmation that the prohibition contained in the Geneva .Protocol
applies to the use in war of all chemical, bacteriological and biological agents (including
tear gas and other harassing agents), which now exist or which may be developed in the
future.!®

In its turn the General Assembly adopted resolution 2603 A
(XX1V), in which it—

Declares as contrary to the generally recognized rules of international law, as
embodied in the Protocol for the Prohibition of the Use in War of Asphyxiating,
Poisonous or Other Gases, and of Bacteriological Methods of Warfare, signed at Geneva
on 17 June, 1925, the use in international armed conflict of: (a) any chemical agents of
warfare . . . ; (b) any biological agents of warfare . . .!!

73. In this connexion it is noteworthy that the United States
has not yet acceded to the Geneva Protocol of 1925. Almost one
and a half years have passed since the statement made on 25
November 1969 by the President of the United States of his
intention to ratify the Geneva Protocol.!? Nevertheless, this
question is still unsettled.

74. The second direction in which, in our opinion, every
possible effort should be made is the achievement of agreement on
measures for the purpose of prohibiting the development, produc-
tion and stockpiling of chemical and bacteriological weapons. The
discussion on such measures has been going on for several years
both within our Committee on Disarmament and at sessions of the

¥ General Assembly Official Records: Twenty-fifth Session, Supplement No. 28
(A‘8028), pp. 75-76.
Documents on Disarmament, 1969, pp. 764-765.
19 pid., p. 267.
'11pid., pp. 716-717.
'3 1pid., pp. 592-593.
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General Assembly. Basically, all members of this Committee have
expressed their views on this score, and it can be noted that ona
number of important aspects the views of many States coincide.
This should facilitate progress towards the solution of this
problem.

75. The socialist countries have proposed the complete prohibi-
tion of chemical and bacteriological weapons through the conclu-
sion of a convention the draft of which was submitted by nine
socialist States at the twenty-fourth session of the General
Assembly in 1969.13 Taking into account the discussions which
have taken place since that time and the views expressed by a
number of delegations, the sponsors of the draft convention have
introduced amendments and additions to it. The revised draft
convention was, as is known, submitted to the twenty-fifth session
of the General Assembly 14’ An important addition to the original
draft of the convention is that this now provides for the
prohibition of the development, production and stockpiling not
only of chemical and bacteriological weapons themselves but also
of their means of delivery. Thus the complete exclusion of the
possibility of chemical and bacteriological agents being used for
military purposes is still further guaranteed.

76. Substantial amendments have been made in the provisions
of the convention concerning guarantees of its observance by the
States parties thereto. We should like to dwell on this point
especially. During the debates in the Committee on Disarmament,
including those at its informal meetings attended by technical
experts, many delegations have recognized that, taking into
account the specific peculiarities of chemical agents whose
production for military and peaceful purposes is closely inter-
twined, it is impossible to establish any international forms of
verification of the prohibition of the production of chemical
weapons in the usual sense of the word ‘‘verification”. This
conclusion coincides with the views of experts of the League of
Nations who studied this question for a long time and concluded
that, in the event of the functions of verification of the
prohibition of the production of chemical agents being transferred
to an international body, “the difficulties would be considerable”.
They considered doubtful ‘“‘the effectiveness of . .. international
inspection”. Such inspection, in their view, “would be a source of
numerous dlsputes and suspicions”.! 5

77. In this connexion the practical conclusion shared by many
States would be that it is necessary to make active use of national
means of control in combination with possible international
methods of guaranteeing the observance of an agreement by the

13 Ibid., pp. 455-457.

Y41bid., 1970 pp. 533-537.

lsSenate Forelgn Relations Committee, Subcommlttee on Disarmament, Disarma-
menz)‘ and1 8.S;ecurn‘y A Collection of Documents 1919-55 (Com. print, 84th Cong 1st
$ess.), p. .
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parties thereto. The Committee’s attention was drawn to this
point by the representative of Sweden, Mrs. Myrdal. in her
statement today.! ® Taking this into consideration, the sponsors of
the draft convention on the prohibition of the development,
production and stockpiling of chemical and bacteriological (bio-
logical) weapons and on the destruction of such weapons made a
number of significant additions in a new, revised draft. It seems to
us that the provisions concerning guarantees of the fulfilment of
an agreement which are contained in the revised draft convention
submitted by the socialist countries at the twenty-fifth session of
the General Assembly of the United Nations represent the
approach which should constitute the basis for the solution of the
problem. This approach met with wide approval at the twenty-
fifth session of the General Assembly and was confirmed in
its resolution, which states that—

...verification should be based on a combination of appropriate national and
international measures, which would complement and supplement each other, thereby
providing an acceptable system that would ensure the effective implementation of the
prohibition,®’

78. Under article V of the draft convention each State party is
bound to take the necessary legislative and administrative meas-
ures for the implementation of its provisions. This is the basis of
national verification measures. At the same time the draft
convention contains articles providing for the international aspects
of the guarantees of compliance with the agreement. Thus, for
instance, article IV of the draft convention provides that the
States parties shall be internationally responsible for taking within
their national boundaries and their jurisdiction all possible
measures to ensure compliance with the provisions of the
convention. By assuming such an international responsibility each
State party to the convention stands before the world community
as a guarantor that neither its government nor its juridical or
physical persons will engage in the development, production and
stockpiling of chemical and bacteriological weapons.

79. Moreover, the draft convention of the socialist countries
provides also for such an international procedure as the examina-
tion of complaints. As practice in respect of other agreements has
shown, the most effective procedure can be the combination of an
article providing for consultations among States parties to an
agreement if doubts arise about the fulfilment of the provisions of
an agreement by any of the parties thereto, and an article
stipulating the right of States parties to lodge a complaint, if
necessary, with the Security Council of the United Nations
together with a request for investigation. The entrusting of the
Security Council with the examination of complaints connected
with the fulfilment of the provisions of the convention enhances
the responsibility of the States parties to the convention and
strengthens the guarantee of their compliance with its provisions.

16 Ante, p. 83.
'7 Documents on Disarmament, 1970, pp. 683-685.
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The very fact of the establishment of such a procedure for
considering complaints, apart from its direct purpose, is also
significant from the point of view that it would have a restraining
effect with regard to possible violations of the agreement.

80. In this connexion it is also important that under articles VI
and VII the States parties to the convention undertake to
co-operate with one another in settling questions which may arise
in regard to fulfilment of the provisions of this international
instiument, as well as in carrying out any investigations that may
be undertaken by the Security Council.

81. It is natural that this highly important and comprehensive
international instrument covering the prohibition of chemical and
bacteriological types of weapons of mass destruction should
contain a clause providing for the possibility of further elaboration
of the convention, taking into account the subsequent scientific
and technological achievements in this field. It is also necessary to
review from time to time the operation of the present convention
in order to have the assurance that the purposes set forth in the
preamble and the provisions of the convention are really being
carried out. That is precisely the reason why article X provides for
a review conference to be held five years after the convention has
entered into force.

82. Thus in its present form the draft convention submitted by
the socialist countries proposes a carefully worked out system of
guarantees of the fulfilment of the agreement. We should like to
stress once again that the conclusion of an agreement on the basis
of this draft would provide an opportunity of solving in a positive
manner the problem of the complete prohibition of chemical and
bacteriological weapons. At the same time that prohibition would
not affect in a negative way the peaceful activities of States in the
fields of chemistry and biology.

83. The delegation of the Soviet Union intends to continue in a
constructive spirit the negotiations regarding the prohibition of
chemical and bacteriological weapons on the basis of the draft
convention of the socialist countries. It would be in the interest of
all States and peoples to overcome the existing difficulties and
break the deadlock in which the problem of chemical and
bacteriological weapons now finds itself.

84. Those are the views of the Soviet side on one of the major
problems now before the Committee on Disarmament.

Netherlands Working Paper Submitted to the Conference of the
Committee on Disarmament: Prohibition of Chemical Warfare
Agents, March 2, 1971!

One of the problems in the field of a prohibition of the
development, production and stockpiling of chemical warfare

1CCD/320, Mar. 2, 1971.
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agents and chemical weapons is the necessity for distinguishing
between agents which have and agents which do not have
legitimate uses for civilian purposes. Whereas the former category
is likely to be suitable for conditional prohibition only, the latter
category could, in principle, be prohibited unconditionally.

This paper intends to contribute to the formulation of a basis
for delineating which chemical compounds should be included in
such an unconditional prohibition. It concentrates on the nerve
gases because, mainly as the result of their superior toxic
properties, these gases constitute the most serious threat among
chemical warfare agents. (See the reports of the Secretary-General
of the United Nations? and of the World Health Organization3).

During the informal session of the CCD on April 22nd, 1970,
the Swedish delegation circulated a tentative list comprising a
number of agents which could be subject to an unconditional
prohibition. In spite of the comprehensiveness of the list, which
includes inter alia several nerve agents, it may well be incomplete
as it limits itself to a restricted number of examples of the
different types of agents.

In its working paper of August 6, 1970 the Japanese delegation
suggested to use the lethal dose as a criterion for the purpose of a
reporting system on the statistics of certain chemical substances.?
This criterion seems to be a very useful approach to the problem
of formulating a prohibition. In the opinion of the Netherlands
delegation the proposed subcutaneous toxicity of 0.5 milligram
per kilogram of body weight would be an acceptable level
provided that the animal(s) referred to and the method of
application are very well standardized. However, the fact that
several compounds which find very useful and legitimate medical
applications also show the proposed or a higher toxicity level,
makes it difficult to use the lethal dose as the sole criterion for
defining a range of agents that could be subject to an uncondi-
tional prohibition.

The lists of compounds forming part of the aforementioned
Swedish and Japanese proposals contain some representatives of
the nerve gases. Rather than to present some well-known examples
as a basis for prohibition purposes, the Netherlands delegation
suggests to use a general chemical formula which (at least for the
moment) covers as complete as possible the spectrum of organo-
phosphorus compounds with suspected nerve agent properties.

This general formula may be represented by

R——— Y A~
rR— T~y

2 Documents on Disarmament, 1969, pp. 264 ff.

3 Health Aspects of Chenmical and Biological Weapons: Report of a WHO Group of
Consultants (Geneva, 1970).

4 Documents on Disarmament, 1970, pp. 379-382.
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in which
Y=0orS
Z=0orS

X=F, CN, N;, SR", S(CH,),SR", S(CH,),S + (R"),,
S(CH,), NR",, S(CH,),N +(R");

R = (Substituted) alkyl, cycloalkyl or hydrogen

R'= Alkyl, dialkylamino

R''= alkyl
The formula should be handled in connexion with a toxicity level
(LDs,) of 0.5 mg/kg determined subcutaneously (e.g. on rats), in
such a way that compounds which are covered by the general
formula should be subject to unconditional prohibition if they
show a toxicity level of 0.5 milligram or less per kilogram of body
weight.

It seems to be unlikely that compounds covered by the
proposed criterion will be used for civilian purposes (e.g. as
insecticides), at least for the time being. However, in order to take
account of future developments in the field of organophosphorus
compounds, it is suggested that the criterion be reviewed
periodically.

The Netherlands delegation is aware of the fact that the
suggestion worked out in this paper shows some imperfections. In
the first place it includes only one type of chemical warfare
agents. If proven promising, the same approach might perhaps be
extended to other types of chemical warfare agents in the near
future. It is, however, recommended to consider organo-
phosphorus compounds first because of the very serious threat
originating from nerve agents.

Secondly the proposal does not incorporate chemical com-
pounds which may be used for so-called “binary” nerve gas
weapons, in which the nerve gas is formed by mixing two
components during the delivery of the weapon to its target.

Nevertheless the Netherlands delegation hopes that the proposal:
may serve as a contribution to the formulation of a prohibition of
the development, production and stockpiling of chemical warfare
agents.

News Conference Remarks by President Nixon on Strategic Arms
Limitation Talks [Extract], March 4, 1971}

0. Mr. President, a few months back, you were quite optimistic
about the successful conclusion of SALT talks. Are you less
optimistic now?

The President. 1 am just as optimistic now as I was then about

' Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, Mar. 8, 1971, pp. 428429.
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the eventual success. As you will note from our world policy
report, the two great super-powers now have nuclear parity.
Neither can gain an advantage over the other if the other desires to
see to it that that does not occur. Now, under these circumstances,
therefore, it is in the interest of both powers to negotiate some
kind of limitation, limitation on offensive and defensive weapons.
We will be stating a position on that on March 15 when the new
talks begin in Vienna. As far as when an agreement is reached, I
will not indicate optimism or pessimism. As far as the eventuality
of an agreement, my belief is that the seriousness of the talks, the
fact that there are great forces, the danger of war, the escalating
costs, and the fact that neither power can gain an advantage over
the other, I think that this means that there will be an agreement
eventually between the United States and the Soviet Union.

Yes, sir?

Q. On both offensive and defensive weapons?

The President. 1 should add that I know that the suggestion has
been made that we might negotiate a separate agreement on
defensive weapons alone. We reject that proposal. We will
negotiate an agreement that is not comprehensive but it must
include offensive as weil as defensive weapons, some mix.

Statement by Secretary of State Rogers to the Senate Foreign
Relations Committee: Geneva Protocol on Poisonous Gases and
Bacteriological Warfare, March 5, 19711

I am pleased to appear before the committee today to begin the
testimony in support of the President’s request that the Senate
give its advice and consent to ratification of the Geneva Protocol
of 1925.2

* This administration has made the problems of chemical and
biological warfare one of its special concerns. Shortly after taking
office in early 1969, President Nixon ordered an intensive
interagency review of our policy in the field of chemical and
biological warfare. Annual reviews of our programs and policies in
the area of chemical warfare and the biological research programs
are a continuing aspect of this administration’s activities on the
subject. On November 25, 1969, the President announced the first
of a series of major policy decisions.? Our decision to resubmit the
Geneva Protocol to the Senate was one of those key decisions.

The President also announced that the United States would
reaffirm its often repeated renunciation of the first use of lethal

! Department of State Bulletin, Mar. 29, 1971, pp. 455-459.
2 Documents on Disarmament, 1969, pp. 764-765.
3Ibid., pp. 592-593.
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chemical weapons, and he extended this renunciation to the first
use of incapacitating chemicals.

Further, the President stated that the United States was
renouncing the use of lethal biological agents and weapons and all
other methods of biological warfare. He indicated that the United
States will confine its biological research to defensive measures,
such as immunization and protective measures.

In February ot 1970, the President announced that the above
decisions on the nonuse of biological agents and weapons would
also apply to toxins; that is, biologically produced chemical
substances.* As you know, on, December 18, 1970, the Depart-
ment of Defense announced its detailed disposal plans for existing
stocks of b1010g1ca1 agents and toxins not required for defensive
research purposes.® On January 27 this year, the President
announced that following destruction of the stocks the biological
facilities at Pine Bluff Arsenal would be taken over by the Food
and Drug Administration for a major new health project to
investigate the effects of a variety of chemical substances such as
pesticides and food additives.®

These decisions, together with the President’s decision to
resubmit the protocol to the Senate, are truly significant steps of
reason and restraint.

Also as a result of the review of chemical warfare and the
biological research program in 1970, the administration made a
number of decisions in this area which bear on your deliberations
on the protocol. They include the following:

~To continue support for the United Kingdom draft arms
control convention banning the development, production, and
stockpiling of biological agents and toxins.”?

—To continue our own efforts to achieve effective control of
development, production, and stockpiling of chemical weapons
and means of warfare through international agreement.

- —To initiate a new review of the use of riot control agents and
chemical herbicides in the Viet-Nam conflict so that the additional
data obtained from the field can be used for an examination of the
@mplications and consequences for U.S. policy of their future use
in war.

—To continue provision of riot control agents to military forces
to a level to be determined by relevant military and economic
considerations, with the agents carefully controlled.

With respect to chemical herbicides, the administration’s deci-
sions included:

~The immediate termination of all use of chemical herbicides in

4Ibid., 1970, pp. 5-6.

SThe New York T¥mes, Dec. 19, 1970, p. 1

‘Weekly Compilation of PrestdentzaIDocuments Feb. 1,1971, p. 123.
7 Documents on Disarmament, 1970, pp. 428431.
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Viet-Nam for crop destruction purposes and a phaseout of the use
of chemical herbicides for purposes of defoliation. During the
phaseout, our herbicide operations will be limited to defoliation
operations in remote, unpopulated areas or to the perimeter
defense of fire bases and installations in a manner currently
authorized in the United States and which does not involve the use
of fixed-wing aircraft.

—The preparation of disposition plans for the stocks of agent
“Orange” presently in Viet-Nam.

As a result of these decisions we are now considering the
question of advice and consent to ratification of the protocol in a
situation vastly changed from what it was several years ago. We
believe U.S. ratification of the protocol would be an important
step in advancing the President’s new policy in this area.
Ratification would also:

—-Strengthen the legal prohibitions against the use in war of
chemical weapons and of biological weapons and toxins;

—Constitute a positive and constructive movement toward arms
control and a direct response to United Nations General Assembly
resolutions urging all members to become parties to the protocol;

—Reinforce past U.S. policy statements on no first use of these
agents and confirm past U.S. votes in the General Assembly in
favor of strict adherence to the principles and objectives of the
protocol; and

—Enhance the U.S. position in developing initiatives for future
arms control measures in the chemical and biological warfare area.

Prohibition on First Use

Let me now turn to the protocol itself, its scope and its
importance. The United States and 29 of the other states which
participated in the Geneva Conference of 1925 were original
signers of the protocol. There are now 96 parties to the protocol.
Since January 1970, 12 countries, including Japan and Brazil, have
become parties. All our NATO allies are parties. The Soviet Union
and all but one of its Warsaw Pact allies are parties, as is
Communist China.

France, the United Kingdom, the Soviet Union, Communist
China, and 30 other countries which have become parties have
entered similar but not identical reservations which made clear
that the effect of the protocol was to prohibit only the first use of
the weapons covered, leaving unaffected the right of retaliatory
use of such weapons. Accordingly, the protocol is considered for
those parties, and more generally, as a prohibition on the first use
of chemical and biological weapons. As you know the Geneva
Protocol does not prohibit research, development, testing, manu-
facture, and stockpiling of chemical or biological agents.

When President Nixon formally resubmitted the protocol to the
Senate on August 19 of last year, he recommended that the
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United States ratification be subject to a reservation making clear
our right to retaliate with chemical weapons should any enemy
stage or its allies use either chemical or biological weapons against
us.

Our proposal to ratify without assertion of a right of retaliation
in the area of biological weapons and toxins even in the event of a
first strike against us with biological weapons or toxins offers a
constructive United States initiative in accord with the President’s
policy decisions.

Interpretation of the Protocol

The protocol is not free from ambiguity, with some differences
in viewpoint still unresolved after 45 years.

As I indicated in my report to the President on the protocol,
the United States considers the term ‘bacteriological methods of
warfare’ as used in the protocol to embrace all biological methods
of warfare and the use in warfare of toxins however produced.®
This broad interpretation, though not clear from the language of
the protocol, is generally accepted by the international com-
munity.

I aslo noted in my report that it is the United States
understanding of the protocol that it does not prohibit the use in
war of chemical herbicides and riot control agents. This interpre-
tation, as you know, is one upon which there are differences of
opinion in the international community.

On December 16, 1969, the General Assembly of the United
Nations passed a resolution to the effect that the use in war of all
chemicals is contrary to the protocol.! © Although not specifically
stated, the intent was to include riot control agents and chemical
herbicides. We took the position that the General Assembly was
not the proper forum for resolving this question of treaty
interpretation and, in addition, made clear we disagreed with this
interpretation.!!

The resolution was adopted by a vote of 80 to 3, with 36
abstentions. Participating in the General Assembly vote were 80 of
the 84 states at that time parties to the protocol. Twenty-nine of
them were among the 36 who abstained on the resolution; and
two of them, Australia and Portugal, joined the United States in
voting against it. This split vote among the parties to the protocol
reflected not only the divergency of views on whether or not the
protocol covers the use of riot control agents and herbicides but
also whether the General Assembly is an appropriate or competent
body to interpret international law as embodied in a treaty.

Since then Japan, which like the United States was one of the
original signatories in 1925, has ratified the protocol. In the

¥ Ibid., pp. 445-446.

* Ibid., pp. 400-402.
Y0 Ibid,, 1969, pp. 7116-717.
t1Gee ibid., pp. 689 ff.
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debates in the Diet, the Japanese Government made clear its view
that the use in war of riot control agents was not prohibited.
Japan did not formally transmit its view to other parties. We
propose to follow the same procedure.

We have chosen to handle our understanding in this way
because we believe this to be a question of setting forth our views
on a disputed issue. We do not believe that a formal reservation
would be appropriate. A reservation is used by a country ratifying
or acceding to a treaty when that country does not wish to
undertake all of the obligations set forth in that treaty. Because
we do not believe that the protocol imposes any obligations
concerning the use of riot control agents and chemical herbicides,
it would be both unnecessary and inappropriate for the United
States to enter a reservation on this point.

Occasionally a country transmits to the depositary government,
along with its instrument of ratification or accession, a formal
statement explaining its interpretation. It does this to insure that
all states party to a treaty will be aware of its interpretation of the
obligations it is undertaking. We are not proposing that this
procedure be followed in this case for two reasons: First, as a
result of our public statements at the United Nations and
elsewhere, as well as the position set out in the documents
transmitted to the Senate along with the protocol, the interna-
tional community is already well aware of our interpretation.
Second, if we did enter a formal interpretation, other states parties
might feel obliged to take exception to our statement in order to
preserve their own understanding of the protocol. We believe it is
well understood that a difference of opinion exists among the
parties on this point. We do not believe an exchange of conflicting
formal positions at this time would contribute to a resolution of
this issue.

I would also note that no party to the protocol thus far has made
a formal interpretation or formal reservation with respect to riot
control agents or herbicides. For these reasons I hope this
committee, and the Senate as a whole, will also accept this
approach.

I would like to emphasize in connection with riot control agents
that the key words of the protocol-the phrase “asphyxiating,
poisonous or other gases”—are far from clear in resolving whether
the protocol was intended to apply to “all other” or “similar
other” gases. The equally authentic French language text uses the
words gaz similaires.

It is our view that the protocol was not intended to cover the
use in war of riot control agents. The United States Representative
to the Preparatory Commission for the Geneva Disarmament
Conference in 1930 stated that:

_1 think there would be considerable hesitation on the part of many governments to
bind themselves to refrain from the use in war, against any enemy, of agencies which
they have adopted for peacetime use against their own population, agencies adopted on
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the ground that, while causing temporary inconvenience, they cause no real suffering or
permanent disability, and are thereby more clearly humane than the use of weapons to
which they were formerly obliged to resort in time of emergency.!?

The preparatory commission report itself noted it was “unable to
express a definite opinion of the question of interpretation’ on
whether the protocol should cover tear gas.!® This issue remains
unresolved today among the parties.

It is difficult to see how it can be argued, however, that the
words ‘‘other gases’ plus the phrase “all analogous liquids,
materials or devices”—all of which were taken from the Treaty of
Versailles of 191914 —were intended to cover the use in war of
chemical herbicides. Chemical herbicides were, of course, not in
general use until the late 1940’s. And most significantly, the
negotiating history does not suggest any intention to cover the
general class of antiplant, as opposed to antipersonnel, chemicals.

Our position on both riot control agents and chemical herbi-
cides is, of course, without prejudice to the position the United
States might take in any future international agreements dealing
with chemical agents. Such agreements would have to be negoti-
ated on the basis of all considerations which the parties might
consider relevant at the time.

Importance of U.S. Ratification

The failure of the United States to ratify the protocol has
obscured the leading role this country has played since World War
I in urging the international community not to resort to chemical
or biological warfare.

Widespread acceptance of the obligations of the protocol
through formal ratification or adherence has been accepted as an
important goal by all members of the United Nations. Our
ratification would also constitute an important step in our efforts
to seek further disarmament measures relating to development,
production, and stockpiling of biological warfare and chemical
warfare agents.

We would hope to achieve at the Geneva Disarmament
Conference, first, acceptance of the draft U.K. convention banning
all biological means of warfare and, second, development of more
effective controls over production and stockpiling of chemical
weapons. However, until we have become a party to the protocol,
our ability to guide and influence the development of these
further measures—measures which we consider important to our
own security and to further progress in the arms control field —will
be seriously undermined.

The ratification of the Geneva Protocol will have no adverse

'2 Documents of the Preparatory Commission for the Disarmament Conference, series
X,P‘p. 311-314.
Report of the Preparatory Commission for the Disarmament Conference and Draft
Convention (Dept. of State pub. 192, 1931), p. 45.
32;‘Foreign Relations of the United States: Paris Peace Conference, 1919, vol. XIII, p.
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effect on our national security. The security of the United States
and its allies is dependent not on our use of biological agents or
our first use of lethal or incapacitating chemical agents but rather
on our ability to deter the use of these weapons against us.
Therefore, ratification is very much in the interests of the United
States. As I have indicated, the protocol is a vital part of existing
restraints on the use of chemical and biological weapons and a key
step in the effort to develop more effective international arms
control measures in this area.

I believe it is of critical importance to our efforts in this area
that the United States now become a party to the protocol
Accordingly, I urge the Senate to give its advice and consent to
ratification with the reservation proposed by the President.

Statement by the Swedish Representative (Myrdal) to the Confer-
ence of the Committee on Disarmament: Chemical and Biologi-
cal Weapons, March 9, 1971!

My statement today will be concermed with chemical and
biological weapons. This topic should take top priority in our
negotiations just now. It has been so recommended by the United
Nations General Assembly.? It seems to hold out also the best
chances of rapid success, as we should proceed on the assumption
that the political will on all sides is to a rather unusual degree in
favour of this disarmament measure. We have now to solve
predominantly logical-legal problems of a systematic approach to a
convention and technical-practical problems of control. We are
fortunate in having from last year’s deliberations an important
storehouse of ideas as to the content of an international treaty or
set of treaties dealing with the complete elimination of these
weapons. These ideas, however, need to be combined in a coherent
way. Those delegations which have done considerable homework
on analysing component parts of a future agreement on chemical
and biological weapons may have different conceptions of how the
elements should be combined; but let us at least start by
exchanging our models.

3. Exactly a year ago this very week, on 12 March 19703 I
began what I called “a mapping expedition™, trying to find a way
out of the agonizing stalemate to which we had been brought by
endless argumentation about the merits of the British draft
convention for the prohibition of biological methods of warfare*
and the socialist draft convention on the prohibition of the
development, production and stockpiling of chemical and bacteri-

'CCD/PV 499, pp. 5-14.

3 Documents on Disarmament, 1970, pp. 683-685.
37bid., pp. 84 f.

“Ibid., 1969, pp. 324-326.
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ological (biological) weapons® respectively. The first suggestion I
made was that in order to be constructive we should stop
categorizing chemical and biological means of warfare as just
“chemical” versus ‘biological’’. Instead, we should choose as
categories relevant for international law-making on the one hand
such chemical and biological means of warfare as could and should
be totally and unconditionally prohibited, and "on the other hand
those which must be dealt with in a more discriminating,
“conditional” way because the components constituting them also
had legitimate, peaceful uses.

4. Also, eleven months ago to the day, on 9 April 1970, 1
continued that mapping exped1t1on at that time in search of
tenable guidelines for verification.® A continuum of verification
methods was scrutinized, comprising both international and
national means.

5. Today I intend to make an attempt to bring together as a
more constructive and coherent whole the considerations flowing
from these two main preoccupations. My colleagues will notice
that they correspond to the two main principles laid down in
General Assembly resolution 2662 (XXV): namely that of dealing
with chemical and biological weapons together and that of
utilizing both international and national means of verification.

6. If we look at the two proposals, couched in treaty language,
which are before us, in the light of the principles just mentioned
we must conclude, in the opinion of my delegation, that none of
them is as yet at the stage where a more general consensus on its
contents can be expected.

7. The revised text of the United Kingdom draft convention for
the prohibition of biological methods of warfare has many
noteworthy features, but it fails to meet the first of the guiding
principles in that it covers only biological means of warfare and
toxins.” The nine Powers’ revised draft convention on the
prohibition of the development, production and stockpiling of
chemical and bactenolog1cal (biological) weapons and on the
destruction of such weapons® shows some valuable improvements
as compared with their earlier draft, but still seems to us to fail to
set out satisfactory international methods of verification. The
system of complaint to the Security Council in case of an
allegation of breach contained in its article VII is in itself a
precious and even indispensable part of any verification system;
but we consider that, before such a far-reaching step as recourse to
the Security Council were taken by a party, other measures should
have been undertaken to reassure the international community in
a more general and permanent way that no production of those
horror weapons was under way.

3Ibid., pp. 455457.
¢ Ibid., 1970, pp. 132-140.
7Ibid., pp. 428-431
"Ibzd. pPp. 533-537.
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8. The conclusion I wish to draw at this stage as a result of
these short comments on the treaty texts before us is that further
work is necessary béfore we can say with any confidence that a
solution based on the principles commended by the General
Assembly in its resolution 2662 (XXV) is in sight.

9. It should go without saying that the Swedish delegation has
benefited greatly from analyses made and policies suggested by
other delegations in the course of last year. I apologize in advance
for not being able to include many references lest my presentation
gets bogged down in words.

10. Prior to discussing the substance of the prohibitions to be
included in the treaty, we should circumscribe the problem by
stating explicitly what they should not try to encompass. The
Swedish delegation recommends that we should now decide
definitely to abandon any references to the use of chemical and
biological weapons in the treaty we are about to draft. This would
require a surgical change in the United Kingdom draft convention.
Without my making a long-winded plea on this score, I hope all
delegations will agree that—

11. First, prohibition of use is already covered by the Geneva
Protocol,’ and—

12. Second, even if that legislation were to be amended in any
way, it would belong to the laws of war and not in a text
concerned with arms limitation and disarmament.

13. For the sake of the parallel it may be observed that in
neither the non-proliferation Treaty,'® the Moscow Treaty!! nor
the limited sea-bed Treaty!? was any prohibition of use included.
Such a regulation should be sui generis.

14. When we then proceed to construct an anti-system for
chemical and biological weapons, the first step in our decision-
making, I submit, should be to clarify the relationship between
chemical and biological weapons and agents. One of the uncer-
tainties which has caused some difficulties is that the socialist
draft convention focuses on weapons and thus logically places the
responsibility for their elimination squarely on the parties, the
governments. But the prohibitions seem to be concemed only with
the terminal product, a military weapon. The United Kingdom
draft, on the other hand, concentrates on the agents. But if we
follow that line and include also all the chemical means of warfare,
we face an enormous mass of compounds, dispersed all over our
modern societies, and so immediately become entangled in an
intricate discussion as to the permissibility of production for
non-military use.

15. Logically the solution should be quite simple: the treaty
should open with a principal overriding regulation of the type

®Ibid., 1969, pp. 764-765.
1o1bid., 1968, pp. 461-465.
'11bid., 1963, pp. 291-293.
13 gnte, pp. 7-11.
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indicated in the socialist draft convention. The scope of such an
undertaking would be “not to develop, produce, stockpile or
otherwise acquire chemical and biological weapons”. A further
improvement would be the inclusion of the prohibition of
transfers. This, as a primordial clause, would in reatity amount to a
solemn, multilateral declaration of the total renunciation of
chemical and biological weapons.

16. In connexion with this pinpointing of what is requested as
a direct responsibility on the part of governments parties to a
future treaty, there would follow two corollary obligations for
which governments would also take direct responsibility, as they
referred to their own activities. The first is concerned with
destruction or disposal otherwise of existing stocks of chemical
and biological means of warfare (cf. the Soviet article II and the
British article II, para. (c)), and the second with the training of
troops, instructions in army manuals in the handling of such
weapons, and so on. These latter are, however, preoccupations
that I will leave aside for the moment since they are secondary to
my main reasoning today.

17. In the second place there would follow a subsidiary set of
prohibitions concerned with the agents which constitute such
weapons or are integral components of such weapons. These
prohibitions would have to refer to production, testing and
stockpiling as well as to transfers (export) of these agents and be
coupled with an undertaking by the parties not to allow any such
activities within their countries, subject to specifications in the
text.

18. For the sake of such specification of the prohibitions, the
point of departure should be the definitions formulated in the
United Nations experts’ report on chemical and biological
weapons and referred to in the preface to that document by the
United Nations Secretary-General. There he called upon—

... all countries to reach agreement to halt the development, production and stockpiling
of all chemical and bacteriological (biological) agents for purposes of war and to achieve
their effective elimination from the arsenal of weapons,!3

Chemical agents of warfare are chemicals, whether gaseous, liquid
or solid, which might be employed because of their direct toxic
effect on man, animals and plants. Bacteriological (biological)
agents of warfare are living organisms, whatever their nature, or
infective material derived from them, intended to cause disease or
death in man, animals or plants and depending for their effects on
their ability to multiply in the person, animal or plant attacked.

19. To proceed further in selecting certain chemical and
biological agents for specified prohibition, on their production and
so on, I submit that we should establish three different types,
which perforce must be given different treatment, depending on
how far the agents are in themselves weapons, have no use other

13 Documents on Disarmament, 1969, p. 267.
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than military use, and can therefore be singled out for straight-
forward, unconditional, total elimination. To those belong the
chemical agents which can be used as nerve gases and mustards,
which are super-toxic and have an almost exclusive use as potential
chemical means of warfare. To this first category belong also the
toxins. These would constitute category (a). Other chemicals may
be toxic and may be used as chemical means of warfare but they
also have peaceful uses, for instance as drugs, insecticides and
herbicides and as raw material for industrial products. Compounds
such as hydrogen cyanide, phosgene, tear gases and defoliants
belong to this category.

20. From the point of view, here used as a demarcation line,
that the second category also have alternative uses, these latter of
the chemicals are in the same category as the biological agents.
Although there are great variations in so far as, for instance,
quantities are concerned—some entering in thousands of tons into
industrial production, others in minute doses into the production
of protective devices—, they could all be lodged under the same
rules as to “conditional” production for legitimate peaceful
purposes and proscription of other production. There are also
widely-differing degrees of hazards attached to them. Many of
them are already controlled by national legislation; probably more
and more of them will become so covered as the concern over
possible injuries to human beings and environment expands. This
category (b) would thus embrace biological agents and chemical
agents where the prohibition of their production and so on would
refer to their special application for warfare.

21. In category (c) would be placed ancillary equipment or
vectors specifically designed for using biological and chemical
agents as means of warfare. Again, some of those are the same as
or similar to such equipment having a recognized application for
peaceful purposes also.

22. Asto more detailed technical characterizations, these might
probably best be specified later in the treaty text under the
heading “‘verification™. It is our considered view that rules about
verification, which should pertain to specified items under prohibi-
tion, require that those items be made as clearly recognizable as
possible. This is reminiscent of what the representative of Canada
suggested in his very constructive statement of 25 February:
namely that we should try in the Committee to develop
verification procedures and that these procedures might then
determine, by their very nature, the scope of the prohibitions that
could be verified effectively, thus circumscribing the types or
groups of agents involved.!4

23. I wish now to turn to this very question of verification,
which constitutes the second major problem, the first having been
that of the scope of the prohibitions we want to incorporate in an

14CCD/PV 496, pp. 19-20.
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international instrument. As I have just said, the Swedish
delegation holds that the specification of the prohibitory rules is
to a considerable extent dependent on what is verifiable, and to
what degree. As a matter of fact our Committee followed a similar
course in regard to the non-proliferation Treaty, as the prohibitory
articles I and II of that Treaty are couched in quite general terms,
banning the production of nuclear weapons, while article III on
control contains the specific rules about the substances the
production of which is to be controlled.

24, In a field as complex as that of chemical and biological
means of warfare, rules as to verification would have to be more
varied. Their elaboration must be so careful that all necessary
safeguards are introduced without unduly interfering with the
production for other than military uses of items which are of high
value—for instance, in the biological field pharmaceuticals for
immunization and other protective measures, and in the chemicai
field a long series of important industrial products. For these
reasons we have, as it were, to go back again on the mapping
expedition, examining the verification needs in relation to all
those categories of weapons and agents I have just indicated.

25. As to the first and general obligation of governments not to
produce weapons, the solution might have to be that no specific
verification procedures would be prescribed, but reference would
be made to the more detailed, but varying, procedures coupled
with respective subsidiary prohibitions in relation to agents. A
complaints procedure, such as is now contained in both the British
and the socialist draft conventions, ought most probably to be
instituted in order to allay suspicions of violation of this general
article as well as the corollary ones on training, manuals, and so
on. The Swedish delegation has in some parallel cases advocated
that recourse to lodging complaints with the United Nations
should not be had abruptly but should be preceded by a series of
attempts to clarify the situation through an exchange of views
between the parties involved—challenge, we have called it. It is
interesting to note that in their draft the socialist States seem to
be motivated by the same intention, as article VI of that draft
speaks of an undertaking “to consult one another and to
co-operate in solving any problems which may arise in the
application of the provisions of this Convention.”

26. Next, in regard to destruction and other forms of disposal
we must express regret that these matters seem to have fallen
largely outside this Committee’s attention so far. In order that the
international community as a whole should be satisfied that the
definite elimination of chemical and biological weapons and agents
from national arsenals is taking place in accordance with the treaty
provisions, we ought to consider the possibility of activities aimed
at destruction or diversion being conducted under the surveillance
of an international agency. Some of the substances in question
might even be transferred to an appropriate agency for laboratory
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uses in countries in need of such supplies for research or for health
protection. The Swedish delegation intends shortly to submit a
technical working paper in order to facilitate debate on this
intricate aspect of verification.! s

27. When we proceed to the chemical and biological agents
whose production etc. is to be regulated, as I have underlined
today and also in earlier statements, we must proceed with great
circumspection, with open minds, and be ready to choose
different avenues of control in regard to different substances. The
main outline of a control system, however, has emerged from our
previous debate and documentation, and not least from General
Assembly resolution (2662 (XXV)). I have underscored how
necessary it is to have a combination of national and international
control measures to rely on. We are fortunate to have already—I
believe in all countries—a basis laid down in domestic regulations
for the production and handling of poisons. More extended
schemes and more rigorous methods of control are following
rapidly in the wake of the new concern about the environment;
and international harmonization of such national legislation is
being discussed, starting with the narcotics field. Undoubtedly
international co-Operation will be expanded. Probably a scheme
for international statistical reporting, at least in regard to some
agents, will come to seem more and more feasible. Scientific and
technological information will also become increasingly available
internationally. Openness in this regard is to be recommended.

28. The task of monitoring production of chemical and
biological agents will thus, we believe, be facilitated gradually; but
in such a situation of flux it is obviously difficult to lay down rigid
formulae for verification over the whole field and once and for all.
We must rely on getting more contributions from experts. The
Swedish delegation supports the suggestions made by several
delegations that experts should be called in to help to clarify the
modalities of verification. Such work by experts is required in
order to find appropriate verification methods. But what we in the
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament must confine
ourselves to at this point is a discussion on what verification
procedures are open to us at this stage, and the general structure
of a verification system.

29. The model which the Swedish delegation favours for
international checking on all prohibited activities is that of a chain
of step-by-step exchanges of information and consultation (chal-
lenge). In addition a complaints procedure must be outlined, the
selection of the international agency to which complaints should
be addressed being, as far as we can see, the only problem as yet
unresolved in relation to this final chapter of a systematic process
of verification. :

30. However, I would venture to go one step further towards

15See post, pp. 151-154
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international verification in regard to category (a), comprising
those chemical agents the production. of which should be
unconditionally prohibited—that is, those chemicals and toxins
which have no use other than military use. They also constitute
the most deadly weapons and consequently the ones we should be
most anxious to eliminate.

31. The suggestion of drawing such a demarcation line has so
far only been checked with our own experts; but it has, I find, a
reassuring resemblance to technical suggestions put forward by
Japanese and Dutch experts as set out in working papers
CCD/301!¢ and CCD/320.17 The expert advice is that, if a line were
drawn confining those chemical agents which have a toxicity of
more than one mg per kg body weight, it would circumscribe
those which have no practical peaceful uses, which chemical
compounds with a toxicity below this limit often have.

32. Consequently our suggestion is that, in case of production
of those supertoxic compounds, as we might call them, the
national authority charged with control and inspection duties
would be obliged to report for transmission to an international
agency the reasons for such production. One should then weigh
carefully the rights and obligations of the international agency in
cases of suspected production for weapon purposes. If the reports
showed that production of such items was becoming important—in
quantities above one kg, say—the need could not be ruled out at
this stage for some form of on-site inspection, either on the
invitation of the suspected party or obligatorily. In this connexion
we have noted with interest the Polish suggestion that on-site
inspection mlght be used if the Security Council so requested.!3
Our question is whether recourse to such inspection should not be
possible somewhat earlier in the challenge and complaints pro-
cedure.

33. Besides those two problems—that concerning the scope of
the prohibitory treaty, which we submit must be all-inclusive in
regard to chemical and biological weapons and their constituent
parts, and the verification procedure, which we submit must be
diversified according to specific characteristics—there remains the
problem of timing. Shall we content ourselves, as suggested by the
delegation of Morocco in its working paper submitted in 1970, °
with an agreement on joint prohibition of chemical and biological
weapons, with verification procedures defined, however, in the
main instrument for biological weapons only and with provision
for a supplementary document later on verification procedures for
chemical weapons? That would involve timing in stages for the
total elimination of all types of weapons.

34. But this way of distinguishing between biological and

s Documents on Disarmament, 1970, pp. 379-382.
17 Ante, pp. 99-101.

8 Documents on Disarmament, 1970, p. 147.

19 Ibid., pp. 341-342,
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chemical weapons is one which I rejected earlier. If any category
were to be singled out for special attention, it is rather the most
toxic gases and chemical compounds that should qualify. And if
some biological agents were produced as exclusively for military
purposes as those that group would stand in line to be included in
the “unconditional” prohibition.

35. Admitting that the verification methods which are ready
for immediate application are found wanting, the Swedish
delegation submits that we should proceed in a somewhat
different manner. First, we should accept the idea of a total,
comprehensive agreement but we should include an article setting
a deadline—one deadline or several different ones—for a more
detailed elaboration of verification procedures. A precedent for
such a course of action is found in the Treaty on the Non-Prolifer-
ation of Nuclear Weapons, which entered into force a year ago
while safeguards agreements are still being negotiated in Vienna.

36. This of course presupposes a considerable degree of
self-discipline on the part of States entering into the agreement;
but why should we not have confidence in such a self-controlled
observance of international law? The Geneva Protocol relies on it,
the United Kingdom draft convention relies on it for the
prohibition of biological weapons; and of the members of this
Committee a unilateral renunciation has been made by my
country and Yugoslavia at least of both chemical and biological
weapons, and by Canada, the Netherlands and the United States in
regard to biological weapons, without waiting for international
control measures.

37. At the beginning of this statement I advanced the sugges-
tion that we should start to exchange what we each conceive as
practicable models.for a treaty on chemical and biological means
of warfare. What I have attempted to sketch today is one such
model. It has taken as points of departure quite concrete and
technical facts about the various agents within this area. But it has
also been framed, or at least thought out tentatively, in terms
which could be fitted into a prospective legal instrument. In
elaborating it we have endeavoured to incorporate only such
elements as would, we believe, meet with general approval. The
Swedish delegation will eagerly await suggestions for alterations
to, elaborations of or substitutions for this attempt at a
compromise formula.

38. In order to facilitate our process of mutual comprehen-
sion—yes, even in order to press forward with our work in this
Committee—we would like to invite other delegations to reply to
certain basic questions more or less immediately. These are:

1. Do you agree that we decide to exclude from the ambit of
this new treaty the question of the use of chemical and
biological weapons, and to confine it to prohibiting production,
testing, stockpiling and transfers of such means of warfare and
prescribing the elimination of existing stocks?



LEONARD STATEMENT, MARCH 9 117

2. Do you agree that we attempt to include in a first,
principal clause an undertaking by States not to produce etc.
such weapons?

3. Do you agree that, for the purpose of specification of
agents whose production etc. is forbidden, as well as for
verification requirements, we place the supertoxic chemicals in
a category under particularly severe restrictions and control?

4. Do you agree that, for biological agents and such chemical
agents as will have to be produced in sometimes large quantities
for non-military purposes, we rely for control first on national
systems of bookkeeping, inspection and verification, possibly
coupled with statistical reporting to some international agency,
subject, if suspicion is aroused, to subsequent processes of
verification by consultation and challenge and, in the final
instance, by lodging complaints with the United Nations?

Statement by the United States Representative (Leonard) to the
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament, March 9, 1971!

I do not intend to set forth im detail this morning the position
of the United States Government regarding control of biological
and chemical weapons. In its general lines that position is familiar
to the Committee, and no purpose would be served by taking up
the Committee’s time to review it now. The position has not
changed, based as it is on technological realities and national
security concerns. From time to time during the course of the
present session, however, the United States delegation intends to
address itself to various aspects of this complex issue. My
comments today will be devoted to the control of biological
weapons.

62. A great deal has been said in the opening speeches of this
session about the desire of the international community that
negotiations should proceed from measures of arms control to
measures of actual disarmament. The Secretary-General, in his
message conveyed by his Special Representative, Mr. Pastinen,?
reminded us of the General Assembly’s Declaration of last autumn
expressing the hope that negotiations would move forward ‘“‘from
arms limitation to a reduction of armaments and disarmament
everywhere . . .”’3 Mr. Garcia Robles, the representative of Mexico,
spoke of the “impatience” of the General Assembly with the
results obtained thus far in the matters entrusted to us.* The
representative of Canada, Mr. Ignatieff, pointed out that there has

1 CCD/PV 499, pp. 20-23.

2CCD/PV.495, pp. 6-9-.

2General Assembly Official Records: Twenty-fifth Session, Supplement No. 28
(A/8028), pp. 3-5. '

4CCD/PV 495, p. 23.
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been “little if any progress toward actual disarmament” and that
this is indeed “a gloomy trend”.®

63. My delegation can appreciate this concern; the United
States also wants progress towards effective disarmament. I should
like to remind the Committee, however, that there is before it a
draft convention that would constitute a genuine and significant
disarmament measure, the first true measure of disarmament this
body would have negotiated. I have in mind, of course, the draft
convention prohibiting the production, stockpiling and use of
biological weapons.® Indeed, the United States, with its unilateral
step in this field—President Nixon’s decision to renounce the use
of all methods of biological warfare and to dispose of exist.ng
United States stocks of biological weapons—has already taken a
serious measure of disarmament. The United States action,
however, has clearly not disposed of the problem. As the
representative of the United Arab Republic, Mr. Khallaf, pointed
out at our last session, such unilateral renunciations, while helpful,
can be neither so legally binding nor so homogeneous as a
multilateral accord, and therefore cannot take the place of such an
agreement.”

64. In the discussions on chemical and biological weapons in
this Committee thus far it has been too often and too easily
assumed that chemical weapons pose a much larger threat to
mankind than do biological weapons and that the latter are in fact
a negligible problem. This is far from being the case, and I think
much of the confusion arises from the difficulty of assessing the
dangers inherent in a given weapon. When we evaluate the danger
of a weapon, in connexion with considering the desirability of
totally prohibiting it, there are two criteria which must be given
particular weight. The first criterion is the likelihood that the
weapon will be used; the second is the consequences for mankind
if it is used (or even released accidentally through leakage). By the
first criterion, chemical weapons appear to pose the greater
danger. They have been used in past military actions. In their
present stage of development they are more predictable than
biological weapons. Unlike biological weapons, they are inherently
unlikely to spread in an uncontrollable manner. For these reasons
the possibility of the use of chemical weapons would seem to be
greater now.

65. However, by the other criterion—the consequences of
use—it is biological weapons which pose by far the greater threat.
They are weapons of mass destruction on a much larger scale than
chemical weapons, truly deserving Mrs. Myrdal’s term “horror
weapons”.® It would be extremely difficult to restrict their effects
to enemy forces or to “the battlefield”, however broadly that

$CCD/PV.496, p. 13.

¢ Documents on Disarmament, 1970, pp. 428-431.
7CCD/PV 490, p. 15.

B Ante, p. 109,
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term might be defined. Experts in the field of microbiology have
emphasized that the retease of biological weapons could threaten
vast populations. In a statement made before this Committee
meeting in informal session on 5 August 1970, Professor Joshua
Lederberg, the Nobel Prize winner in medicine, warned that—

BW stands apart from all other devices in the actual threat that it poses to the health and
life-expectancy of every human being, whether or not he is politically involved in
belligerent actions.’

Recalling Professor Khorana’s synthetic assembly of a small gene,
Professor Lederberg predicted the technical capability to synthe-
size small viruses by the end of this decade. He noted that such
advances in molecular biology—

... might be exploited for military purposes and eventuate in a biological weapons race
;v&gs; la‘}'m could well become the most efficient means for removing man from the

66. In the draft convention proposed by the United Kingdom
our Committee has at hand an instrument which is at once
negotiable and effective, an instrument which would remove the
threat of development, production and stockpiling as well as of
the use of biological weapons. It has been widely accepted in this
forum that the way to make progress in arms control and
disarmament is to take action as soon as possible whenever a
measure or group of measures is ripe for agreement. Using this
standard, even if effective control of chemical weapons were more
clearly discernible on the horizon than it appears at present it
would still be desirable to reach agreement on a biological
weapons convention now. The United States delegation will be
making further statements on the subject of chemical weapons
during the course of this session; but we see no practical prospect
for early progress on the basis of a comprehensive approach to
chemical and biological weapons.

67. My Government has considered in detail the complex
problems involved in verifying effective restraints on chemical
weapons, and will continue its efforts in this field. We have
listened with attention to the statements made so far during this
session on the subject of chemical and biological weapons,
including particularly those made by the Soviet representative.!!
However, we do not understand today, any more than we
understood in the past, the argument for an iron linkage between
further prohibitions on chemical weapons and biological weapons,
the argument that we must delay prohibiting the possession of
biological weapons until we can simultaneously prohibit the
development, testing, production and stockpiling of all the various
forms of chemical weapons. In our view the negotiation of a
convention on biological weapons along the lines of the United

® Documents on Disarmament, 1970, p. 357.
19 1bid., p. 356.
11See ante, pp. 93-98.
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Kingdom draft would help to demonstrate to the world that the
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament is not allowing
itself to become bogged down in futile political debate but instead
is moving ahead on disarmament measures wherever practicable.

Statement by Secretary of Defense Laird to the House Armed
Services Committee [Extracts], March 9, 1971!

I. STRATEGY OVERVIEW

In his first report to Congress on foreign policy, on February
18, 1970, President Nixon enunciated a policy of peace and what
is needed to achieve it.? Based on the principles of partnership,
strength, and a willingness to negotiate, this positive policy is
designed to move our country and the rest of the world toward a
generation of peace. This basic policy, reaffirmed in the Presi-
dent’s second report on foreign policy, on February 25, 19713
underlies and guides our new national security strategy of realistic
deterrence.

The goal of peace and the need to maintain adequate combat
capabilities are fully consistent. The President recognized this
when he declared adequate strength to be one of the three pillars
of his foreign policy; without adequate military power our Nation
could not attain or maintain peace.

From the President’s strategy for peace, we derive this guideline
for Defense planning:

Our goal is to prevent wars, to maintain a realistic and ready
military force aimed at deterring aggression—adequate to handle
aggression should deterrence fail. As Secretary of Defense, I
believe that in terms of force levels and expenditures, we can make
the transition from war to lasting peace and expanding freedom
with an efficient and modernized U.S. military force that, in
peacetime, would require no more than 7 percent of gross national
product or less and be made up of no more than 2.5 million men
and women who are volunteers. Combined with adequate strength,
true partnership and constructive negotiations, such a force is
designed to deter war.

The Department of Defense 5-year program for fiscal year 1972-
fiscal year 1976 is keyed to the goal of preventing war and
securing peace.

! Hearings on Military Posture and H.R. 3818 and H.R. 8687 To Authorize
Appropriations During the Fiscal Year 1972 for Procurement of Aircraft, Missiles, Neval
Vessels, Tracked Combat Vehicles, Torpedoes, and Other Weapons, and Research,
Development, Test, and Evaluation for the Armed Forces eand To Prescribe the
Authorized Personnel Strength for Each Active Duty Component and of the Selected
Reserve of Each Reserve Component of the Armed Forces, and for Other Purposes,
Before the Committee on Armed Services, House of Representatives, Ninety-second
Congress, First Session, pt. 1, pp. 2325-2334, 2347-2351, 2355-2368.

2 Documents on Disarmament, 1970, pp. 20-33.

3 Ante, pp. 44-75.
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A. Security Policy and Strategy in Perspective

The security a nation enjoys at any given time is, in great part,
the result of past efforts, particularly in the area of technology.
The United States and other free world nations clearly enjoy
greater security today than they would if the tremendous efforts
of the past 20 years had not been made.

In the past two decades we achieved first place in nuclear
capability, became preeminent in space, and substantially strength-
ened our conventional capabilities. Our military power was an
important factor in preventing aggression and safeguarding peace
in many parts of the world, notably Europe. However, it did not
prevent aggression in Indochina.

One problem was that national security policies during the past
decade did not focus sufficiently on lowering the probability of all
forms of war through deterrence of aggressors. The effect of these
policies on military planning was to create forces that lowered the
probability of nuclear war while stressing a growing U.S. military
capability to engage and to fight in other types of conflict.

That this military capability proved not to be an effective
deterrent was due to a second major problem in national security
planning. This was the failure to correlate closely and fully
military strategy, national security strategy, and foreign policy,
which embrace all elements of effective deterrence—nonmilitary as
well as military.

This administration believes—and this is the foundation of
President Nixon’s strategy for peace—that our central national
security objective is the prevention of war, and the movement
toward a generation of peace. A realistic military strategy for the
decade of the seventies cannot be permitted to become an end in
itself. It must be an inseparable part of a broader national strategy
of deterrence, and meaningfully related to our pressing require-
ments in the domestic field.

In conceptual terms, U.S. national security strategy went
through two distinct phases during the past two decades. Figures 1
and 2 in the appendix illustratively summarize the basic strategy
concepts, budget levels (in constant 1964 dollars), and major
forces associated with the Eisenhower years and the Kennedy-
Johnson years. These two phases were characterized by different
emphases with regard to planning for military forces and military
assistance. They can be summarized as follows:

EISENHOWER ADMINISTR ATION

Strategy Concepts: Strategic superi-
ority; limited general purpose forces de-
ployed well forward with a potential
tripwire function for possible nuclear re-
sponse; strong regional and bilateral alli-
ances with a dominant U.S. air, sea and
ground role; allied ability to handle low
intensity conflicts; and substantial eco-
nomic and military aid. Eisenhower strat-

KENNEDY-JOHNSON
ADMINISTRATION

Strategy Concepts: Emphasis on “as-
sured destruction” by strategic forces;
“flexible response” for NATO strategy; a
planning goal (never attained) to gain
capability for fighting large Asian and
European conflicts simultaneously ; pursuit
of a capability for fighting and training
others to fight limited wars and insurgen-
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egy and forces were deterrence-oriented
with emphasis on nuclear umbrella.

Forces: Emphasis on development of
new systems. Many nuclear systems de-
ployed today were initially developed in-
cluding IRBMs and ATLAS, TITAN,
POLARIS and MINUTEMAN ICBM/
SLBM systems. Work on ABM was also
initiated. A notable decline in General
Purpose Forces was evident from Korean
War levels. Military manpower dropped by
more than one million men. The number
of Army divisions and Navy warships
declined. Tactical air squadrons increased.

Budgets: In constant FY 1964 dollars,
the budget came down sharply from the
Korean peak in the first two years and
remained relatively stable thereafter. The
post-Korean mean average was about $46
billion.

Foreign and Military Assistance: The
trend was down from post-World War 11
peaks but a rough balance was struck
between military and economic assistance
and the dollar levels remained relatively
high.

Manpower: Emphasis was placed on
Reserve call-ups for augmentation require-
ments.
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cies; and large but declining foreign and
military assistance programs. Significant
change in strategy was the shift in empha-
sis to greater orientation for U.S. toward
bearing the principal Free World burden in
non-nuclear conflict.

Forces: Strategic force buildup in early
years until leveling off in the mid-1960°s.
Research and Development effort primar-
ily emphasized refinements rather than
conceptually new systems; notable except-
jons: MIRYV, battiefield sensors, F-111,
C-5A. InGeneral Purpose Forces, divisions,
warships and tactical air squadrons, except
fighter-interceptors, increased substan-

ially. Manpower increased by over one
million men, due largely to Vietnam.
Special Forces were expanded.

Budgets: Trend up, with pre-Vietnam
(1962-64) mean average $50.7 billion in
constant FY 1964 dollars. Significant
planning innovation: initiation of the Plan-
ning - Programming - Budgeting  System
(PPBS).

Foreign and Military Assistance: Trend
toward roughly stable and large economic
aid with military assistance down signifi-
cantly. With general aid levels going down,
thgre was shift from military to economic
aid.

Manpower: Heavy reliance on use of the
draft for conflict, rather than available
Reserve forces. When Reserves were called
up, it was largely for crisis-management
requirements.

B. The changing environment—Prelude to the 1970’s
When the Nixon administration assumed office in January

1969, it was clear that our complex national security problems
demanded a basic rethinking of the existing policies in the light of
changing world and domestic conditions. It was clear that new
directions were needed. In my defense report to the Congress last
February, I discussed the problems we found and the initial steps
we instituted to cope with them.*

At least seven factors, taken together, indicate that the
economic, political, military, and manpower realities existing now
are significantly different from the situation just 5 years ago.
These factors are as follows:

A growing Soviet military capability and technological momen-
tum.

An expanding Soviet influence around the world, as evidenced
by worldwide deployment of its growing naval forces.

An emerging Chinese Communist nuclear threat.

The reordering of national priorities, with a reduced percentage
of gross national product for defense spending.

*see Documents on Disarmament, 1970, pPp. 40 ff,
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Sharply rising U.S. personnel costs and a start toward zero-draft
and an all-volunteer military force. _

A changing world economic environment because of vigorous
growth, particularly among free world nations.

An increasing awareness among NATO members of the need for
burden sharing and among many of our Asian friends of the need
for regional support.

Confronted with this changing environment, we concluded after
careful analysis in the National Security Council that we must,
whatever else, assure the following criteria in national security
planning for the decade of the 1970’s:

1. Preservation by the United States of a sufficient strategic
nuclear capability as the cornerstone of the free world’s nuclear
deterrent.

2. Development and/or continued maintenance of free world
forces that are effective, and minimize the likelihood of requiring
the employment of strategic nuclear forces should deterrence fail.

3. An international security assistance program that will en-
hance effective self-defense capabilities throughout the free world,
and, when coupled with diplomatic and other actions, will
encourage regional security agreements among our friends and
allies.

C. Transition to a new national security strategy

In my defense report last year, I characterized 1969 as largely a
transition year in which we reviewed strategy, current capabilities,
and possible major future programs. But I also stated that 1969
was a year of decision and that as a result of the reviews and
decisions in 1969, the President had established the main
directions of our foreign policy and national security strategy for
the 1970%.

The changing international security environment was recognized
and discussed by President Nixon in his first foreign policy report
to Congress in February 1970. The President’s 1971 Foreign
Policy Report amplifies these changes, and discusses some of the
other major initiatives taken by this administration; including the
Middle East and Indochina peace initiatives, and a revised policy
for chemical warfare and biological research.

The two major initiatives undertaken in 1969 which have a
strong impact on our future defense planning were, of course, the
Nixon doctrine and the strategic arms limitation talks (SALT).
The first emphasized our determination to instill a new basis for
cooperation between us and our allies which takes into account
their growing capabilities. The other demonstrated our commit-
ment to serious and meaningful negotiations as the preferred path
toward peace.

SALT is a crucial effort by the United States, in the field of
negotiations, to seek agreement with the Soviet Union on strategic
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arms limitation. SALT represents an attempt (a) to reduce the
likelihood of strategic nuclear war between the United States and
the Soviet Union; and (b) to preserve U.S. strategic sufficiency
through negotiations, rather than through competition in an arms
race. SALT represents, among other things, an effort to avoid
major increases in strategic force expenditures which will be
necessary in the absence of an early successful agreement.

The application of the Nixon doctrine can provide free world
strength and security as a realistic way to support peace initiatives
through meaningful negotiations.

The institution of the Vietnamization program occurred almost
simultaneously with the first public articulation of the Nixon
doctrine by the President in 1969 at Guam. Vietnamization, the
first sigmficant application of the Nixon doctrine, was accorded
top priority in our first 2 years of respons1b111ty for national
security affairs.

Both 1969 and 1970 were years of transition,; during which new
directions were set and major elements of our new strategy were
structured.

We chose in 1970 to break the cycle of submitting a S-year
defense plan to Congress in order to permit time for a safe and
orderly transition from the national security policies of the past
decade to those more appropriate for the decade of the 1970’ and
beyond.

The fiscal year 1971 transitional program and budget was
designed essentially to preserve the basic capabilities the Nixon
administration inherited as final decisions were being made on the
major elements of our new national security strategy.

Although both fiscal year 1970 and 1971 were transitional with
respect to program and budget levels, the fiscal year 1971 plan
contained many of the key elements of the President’s strategy for
peace. Among the elements distinguishing the fiscal year 1971
plan from the previous strategy were the following:

A concept of strategic sufficiency which is based on specific
criteria for the design of our strategic capabilities.

A strong conventional capability buttressed by increased burden
sharing and improved defense capabilities of other free world
nations.

Adequate peacetime general purposes forces for simultaneously
meeting a major Communist attack in either Europe or Asia,
assisting allies against non-Chinese threats in Asia, and contending
with a contingency elsewhere.

Smaller U.S. Active Forces, with great emphasis to be given to
their readiness and effectiveness, including modernization.

A reemphasis on mamtammg and using our technological
superiority.

Increased international security assistance for the defense needs
and roles of other free world nations.

A new approach to U.S. military manpower, based on a goal of
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zero draft and an all-volunteer active force, with increased reliance
on National Guard and Reserve Forces.

What has emerged from the review and decisions of the 1969-70
transition years is a new approach to national security planning
concepts and a reformulation of older concepts. The new strategy
is one of “‘realistic deterrence.”

D. A strategy of realistic deterrence

As Secretary of Defense, my primary responsibility is to address
those aspects of the President’s foreign policy which bear directly
on the defense programs and defense strategy of this Nation.

Figure 3 in the appendix® schematically illustrates the essential
components of the President’s foreign policy and the interrelated
nature of the three pillars of peace—strength, partnership, and
negotiation.

It demonstrates in their broadest aspects the close relationship
between the President’s policy objectives on the one hand, and the
close correlation of foreign policy activities guided by the State
Department and those aspects of national security strategy which
are the primary responsibility of the Department of Defense.

The President’s foreign policy objectives concentrate on long-
term objectives and long-term policies. He noted in describing the
Nixon doctrine that it is neither practical, nor the most effective
way to build a lasting structure of peace, to rely solely upon the
material and manpower resources of the United States to provide
this capability. We have said, and I would repeat, that we do not
intend to be the policeman of the world. Many of our allies are
already prosperous; others are rapidly becoming so. Therefore, it is
realistic and more effective that the burden of protecting peace
and freedom should be shared more fully by our allies and friends.

We seek a structure of peace, in which free nations support each
other against common threats according to their proportionate
strengths and resources, while each bears the major responsibility
for its own defense. The security of all is enhanced if each nation
increasingly is able to rely upon itself for its own defense,
particularly its own defense manpower.

The Nixon doctrine, by fostering and encouraging the capabil-
ities of our allies, will enhance world stability. It is designed to
foster development of a more effective deterrent—and through it a
more stable world—-thereby increasing the prospects for meaning-
ful negotiation from a posture of strength around the world.

This approach in defense planning to national and international
security—through the pillars of strength and partnership, each
nation in a significant role and bearing its appropriate portion of
the burden, each committed to working for peace from a strong
internal security base—is a strategy of realistic deterrence. It forms
the foundation for the third pillar—meaningful negotiation.

$Not printed here.
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Turning to the defense posture and force aspects of this strategy
for which I as Secretary of Defense am primarily responsible, 1
would point out that whatever the outcome of SALT our strategic
forces will remain the cornerstone of the free world’s deterrent
against nuclear attack and must always be sufficient for this
crucial role. While assuring an adequate deterrent at the strategic
and tactical nuclear level, we and our allies also need to maintain
strong conventional capabilities. Hence, for those levels in the
deterrent spectrum below general nuclear war, the forces to deter
Soviet and Chinese adventures clearly must have an adequate
war-fighting capability, both in limited nuclear and conventional
options. This has been reaffirmed during the past 2 years by a
comprehensive reexamination, together with our allies, of our
national and our multilateral deterrent capabilities, most especially
NATO’s historic review of Alliance Defense for the 1970’
(AD-70).

As we move toward the President’s goal of peace in the decade
of the 1970’s, the deterrent to localized conflict apart from
large-scale Soviet or Chinese attack, increasingly will be provided
by allies and friends who themselves have a capability and national
will to defend themselves. Local security would be further
enhanced by regional defense arrangements which provide and
take advantage of shared capabilities.

1. Regional variations

Obviously, no single strategy can be applied in the same exact
terms to situations which are sharply different. Therefore, we must
fashion the elements of our strategy of realistic deterrence to
match the various conditions we find in different regions. Let me
cite several factors briefly, which I will discuss in later sections of
this report:

In NATO/Europe, U.S. national security strategy for the 1970’s
must include the objective of maintaining a strong NATO
deterrent in Western Europe, including its northern and southern
flanks, against a wide range of possible Soviet and pact initiatives,
short of strategic nuclear exchanges. Such initiatives could span a
continuum, from border incursions and military backed political
threats to a full-scale conventional or tactical nuclear attack,
including conflict at sea.

In Asia, our continuing nuclear superiority vis-a-vis the Chinese
can contribute significantly to deterrence of Chinese nuclear
attacks, or conventional attacks on our Asian allies, and would be
strengthened further with an area ballistic missile defense effective
against small attacks. However, there is a need for our Asian
friends and allies to strengthen their conventional forces, both to
defend themselves against non-Chinese attacks and, in regional
conjunction, to build a defensive capability which would give
Communist China increased pause before initiating hostilities. At
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the same time, we will maintain adequate forces to meet our
commitments in Asia.

It is not realistic or efficient to expect each country to develop
an independent self-defense capability against all levels of non-
Chinese and non-Soviet attack. The drain on allied manpower and
on their economies would inhibit the achievement of economic
growth, and therefore, the political stability which is essential to
military security. At the same time, deep historical, social and
political inhibitions to immediate and effective regional mutual
security arrangements in some areas must be recognized. Thus, a
careful balance must be achieved between independent capabilities
and collective arrangements. One of the most important means
available to the United States to stimulate and to help aid in the
development of these capabilities and arrangements is the provi-
sion of appropriate security assistance to our allies.

In summary, as shown on figure 4,° the strategy of realistic
deterrence, emphasizing free world strength and partnership,
offers the most feasible approach toward our goal of achieving
basic national and international security objectives. This strategy
involves a shift in the direction U.S. foreign and security policy
has taken over the past 10 years. Successful application of the
President’s strategy for peace requires a coordinated application of
all foreign policy resources—military power, diplomacy, military
and economic assistance, and foreign trade—and most importantly,
the understanding and strong support of Congress and the
American people.

As the President said in his foreign policy report last month:

Gone for Americans is a foreign policy with the psychological simplicity of worrying

primarily about what we want for others. In its place is a role that demands a new type
of sustained effort with others.”

II. CONCEPTS FOR DEFENSE PLANNING

Planning in the revised and revitalized National Security Council
context now takes into account all assets available for achieving
foreign policy objectives. The goals we seek for the enhancement
of American and world interests—peace, freedom, social, economic
and political development, broadening opportunities—obviously
cannot be achieved by means of direct military power alone.

The basic objective of our strategy of realistic deterrence is to
prevent armed conflict and ultimately to eliminate its use as a
means by which one nation tries to impose its will upon another,
But so long as the threat persists that other nations may use force,
adequate military power must remain an essential element of Free
World strategy.

In defense planning, the strategy of realistic deterrence empha-

¢ Not printed here.
7 Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, Mar. 1, 1971, p. 312.
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sizes our need to plan for optimum use of all military and related
resources available to meet the requirements of free world
security. These free world military and related resources—which
we call ““total force”—include both active and reserve components
of the United States, those of our allies, and the additional
military capabilities of our allies and friends that will be made
available through local efforts, or through provision of appropriate
security assistance programs.

A. The total force approach

It needs to be understood with total clarity ... that defense programs are not
infinitely adjustable . .. there is an absolute point below which our security forces must
never be allowed to go. That is the level of sufficiency. Above or at that level, our
defense forces protect national security adequately. Below that level is one vast
undifferentiated area of no security at all. For it serves no purpose in conflicts between
nations to have been almost strong enough.?

Elsewhere in this defense report, I present a summary of the
several existing threats to free world security. In planning to meet
these threats, we intend to use the total force approach. We will
plan to use all appropriate resources for deterrence—United States
and free world—to capitalize on the potential of available assets.

In considering the spectrum of potential conflict, we will be
guided by the following principles in our defense planning:

In deterring strategic nuclear war, primary reliance will continue
to be placed on U.S. strategic deterrent forces.

In deterring theater nuclear war, the United States also has
primary responsibility, but certain of our allies are able to share
this responsibility by virtue of their own nuclear capabilities.

In deterring theater conventional warfare—for example, a major
war in Europe—United States and Allied forces share the respon-
sibility.

In deterring subtheater or localized warfare, the country or ally
which is threatened bears the primary burden, particularly for
providing manpower; but when U.S. interests or obhgatlons are at
stake, we must be prepa:red to provide help as appropriate through
nnhtary and economic assistance to those nations willing to
assume their share of responsibility for their own defense. When
required and appropriate, this help would consist essentially of
backup logistical support and sea and air combat support. In some
special cases, it could include ground combat support as well.

Moreover, U.S. involvement in world affairs is not based
exclusively on our alliances, but rather, our formal and informal
obligations derive from and are shaped by our own national
interests. To protect our interests, we must insure free use of
international airspace and free access to the world’s oceans. Thus,
our future defense planning must also insure a U.S. capability to
prevent an effective challenge to free use of international airspace
and the oceans of the world.

$Ibid., p. 357.
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The significance of total force planning perhaps is best
illustrated by examining its military application to NATO.

As has been stated, the United States bears primary responsi-
bility in the field of strategic and theater nuclear weapons,
although in the latter case certain of our allies also contribute
significant forces. Our strategic forces must be sufficient now and
in the future, since they are a cornerstone of the free world’s
deterrent. By providing strong, effective and survivable strategic
forces, reliable and effective intelligence and command and
control, and other necessary capabilities in our strategic posture,
we seek to convince potential opponents that recourse to the
holocaust of general nuclear war will continue to be an irrational
and unsuccessful option.

U.S. strategic forces relate primarily to the deterrence of a
strategic nuclear attack. They also serve an important role,
together with theater and tactical nuclear capabilities, in deterring
conflict below the level of general nuclear war.

However, as the last two decades have demonstrated, reliance
on a nuclear capability alone is by no means sufficient to inhibit
or deter aggression. A sufficient nuclear capability must be
coupled with a sufficient conventional capability in both our own
forces and in those of our allies. This conventional capability must
be adequate to meet aggression in the sophisticated environment
which would be expected in a conflict with the Warsaw Pact. If
these NATO forces are to deter this type of aggression, they must
be capable of confronting it with such capabilities as strong armor
and antitank forces, appropriate airpower for air superiority and
ground combat support, strong naval forces to support NATO’s
flanks, and other combat and support forces.

In addition, such a conflict would require reinforcement and
augmentation from the United States and would undoubtedly
involve conflict at sea. Therefore, we and our allies must be able to
control wherever necessary the air- and sea-lanes needed to
support United States and allied forces abroad.

Finally, because some of our NATO allies—for example, Greece
and Turkey—do not have and cannot afford needed modern
equipment, it is in our interest to help them modernize their forces,
and to rely on them to man and operate those forces. Conversely,
we must and do expect that those NATO allies who are able to do
so will improve their contributions to the common defense
through appropriate programs, financial participation, and force
modernization.

In summary, through application of all resources across (1) the
full spectrum of possible conflict and (2) the full spectrum of
capabilities, we intend to maintain sufficient U.S. strength and to
mesh this strength with that of other nations in a new order of
partnership. If we are to achieve a lasting peace, we must work
together to deter aggression, to prevent war.

We will apply the total force concept in non-NATO areas as
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well. The President stated in his foreign policy report to Congress
last year, in a passage with particular application to Asia, that our
friends and allies must bear an increasing responsibility for their
own defense.’

In his second annual foreign policy report to Congress last
month, he said:

We will continue to provide elements of military strength and economic resources
appropriate to our size and our interests. But it is no longer natural or possible in this age
to argue that security or development around the globe is primarily America’s concern.
The defense and progress of other countries must be first their responsibility and second,
a regional responsibility. Without the foundations of self-help and regional help,
American help will not succeed. The United States can and will participate, where our
interests dictate, but as a weight—not the weight—in the scale.!®

When the Nixon administration assumed office in January,
1969, just the opposite was the case in Southeast Asia. U.S. forces
were carrying the major part of the burden. Our first challenge
under President Nixon’s strategy for peace was to reverse the trend
toward greater and greater involvement of Americans in ground
combat. We set out to end American military involvement in the
Indochina fighting.

A key element for the success of our new strategy is the need
for total force planning and an even wider context than defense
planning alone. This wider context embraces all free world
assets—military and nonmilitary—which can help prevent the
outbreak or continuation of conflict, while fostering freedom,
peace, self-determination and cooperation among nations.

A. The strategic nuclear threat

The primary strategic threat to the United States—the capability
of the Soviet Union to deliver long-range, nuclear weapons against
targets in the United States—has been a matter of grave concern to
us. Shown on table!! are our estimates of Soviet strategic
offensive and defensive weapon systems in the near term. U.S.
strategic forces are shown for comparison on table 2.> ! Although
projections beyond those shown become progressively less certain,
especially where they extend beyond the production and deploy-
ment leadtimes of the weapon systems involved, we must make
such projections for future defense planning.

The Soviets have built up their ICBM forces at a rapid rate
during the past 5 years, and as of the end of 1970, had some 1,440
operational launchers. There are indications, however, that con-
struction on new silo starts has slowed during the past year.

The SS-11 deployment of launchers appears to have leveled off
at the present time, with over 900 missiles, part of which are
associated with the MR/IRBM fields. The deployment rate of the
SS-9’s decreased during 1970, even though deployment continued.

°Ibid., Feb. 23, 1970, pp. 211-212.
Y0 Ibid., Mar. 1, 1971, p. 310.
! ! Not printed here.
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Work on some sites may have been suspended and work has
slowed on several others. The deployment rate of the SS-13
continues as it has for the past 4 years, with some indication that
it may be slowing. '

The implications of these trends are still not clear. The Soviets
may have completed new starts for a programed force of SS-9
and SS-11 missiles, or they may have slowed silo construction in
order to proceed with retrofit of some existing silos with
improved, modified or MIRV’ed missiles. Alternatively, the
explanation may be that the Soviets are preparing to deploy new
ICBM systems. We will, of course, be examining the situation
carefully in order to get more precise indications of where they are
headed.

However, we expect the Soviets by mid-1972, if they elect to
continue work on those sites where construction has slowed or
stopped, and to maintain the older systems at the current level, to
have over 1,500 operational ICBM launchers, part of which are
associated with the MR/IRBM fields.

Beyond 1972 our projections of Soviet ICBM launchers and
reentry vehicles (RV’s) become less firm. As was the case last year,
there is still no agreed estimate on what the size and characteristics
of the Soviet force will actually be in the period after 1972, or on
where it may level off.

It should be kept in mind that although the Soviets probably
have no MIRV’ed missiles operational at the present time, MRV’s
have been tested many times on the SS-9 since August 1968.

It is evident that the Soviets could have over the next few years,
several distinctly different forces depending on their objectives
and force decisions. Regardless of the direction in which they
proceed, a key question would remain about the accuracy of the
RV’s"in their ICBM force. It is estimated that the accuracy of the
SS-9 could be substantially improved by 1975/76. With this
improved RV accuracy, the projected Soviet SS-9 missile force
could pose a serious threat to the future survivability of
undefended Minuteman silos.

The Soviet ICBM threat is augmented by a substantial nuclear-
powered, ballistic-missile submarine fleet, that is presently the
fastest growing element of the threat. The most-capable compo-
nent of this fleet is the Y-class, which, like the U.S. Polaris, has 16
tubes for launching missiles. There are now at least 17 such subs
operational—capable of launching at least 272 missiles with a range
of 1,300 nautical miles. The additional ballistic missile capability
in older Soviet submarines gives them a total of more than 350
launchers in the operational inventory. Another 15 or more
Y-class submarines are in various stages of assembly and fitting
out. At the current production rate of 7-8 SSBN’s per year, the
U.S.S.R. could develop an operational force of Y-class submarines
by 1974, comparable in size to the current Polaris force. A longer
range submarine-launched ballistic missile is under active develop-
ment. We cannot estimate deployment at this time.
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The Soviet intercontinental heavy bomber force, which now
numbers around 200 aircraft (including about 50 tankers) con-
tinues its slow downward trend of the past few years. Although we
believe the Soviet medium bomber force of several hundred
aircraft is targeted primarily against the Eurasian area, we cannot
ignore the fact that these aircraft do have a one-way mission
capability against the United States. The Soviets also have a new
swing-wing bomber under development. Its future role has not
been determined, but it is estimated to have intercontinental range
capability.

With regard to the strategic defensive forces of the Soviet
Union, there is extensive deployment of aircraft defenses, as well
as an ABM system deployed around Moscow. The Soviets have a
large inventory of radars numbering in the thousands and a force
of over 3,000 interceptor aircraft. There is a slight trend toward a
reduction in the number of these interceptors, but the quality of
the force has improved. Four new interceptors have been added
since 1964, and these newer models make up a substantial part of
the force. In addition, four different SAM systems, with about
10,000 launchers, are presently deployed for air defense. There is
concern by some of my technical experts that the SA-5 SAM
might be capable of adaptation for certain ABM roles.

The Soviets now have four Moscow ABM complexes (ABM-1)
operational. They are continuing construction of surveillance
radars which could be a part of an ABM system, and are actively
working on R. & D. related to development of new ABM system
components, including a new missile. Further details are shown on
table 3.12

As for the strategic nuclear threat of the People’s Republic of
China their progress toward achieving an ICBM capability is
continuing. The sophistication of Chinese missile programs was
clearly indicated by the launching of China’s first satellite in April
1970, probably using stages of an IRBM now under development.
We believe that the Chinese could attain an initial operational
capability (IOC) with ICBM’s within 3 years after flight testing
commenced. The start of testing has not yet been confirmed, but a
reduced range test of an ICBM may have occurred in late 1970.
Thus the earliest possible date for deployment would be 1973, but
it is more likely that the Chinese ICBM will not attain IOC until a
year or two later, and they probably could not have significant
numbers of ICBM’s deployed until late in the decade.

Furtl}ezzr details on Chinese strategic systems are provided in
table 4.

B. The theater nuclear threat

The theater nuclear forces of the Soviet Union include large
numbers of ballistic missile launchers (including short, medium,

12 Not printed here.
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intermediate, as well as variable range missiles) and tactical
surface-to-surface missile launchers assigned to their ground forces.
In addition, their large medium bomber force of about 700
aircraft in long range and 400 aircraft in naval aviation is capable
of carrying nuclear weapons, as are a substantial number of light
bombers, fighter bombers, and fighters in the tactical air forces.
Soviet naval forces, both surface and subsurface, also carry
nuclear-capable missiles.

Theater nuclear capabilities of the People’s Republic of China
probably are limited currently to medium bombers, but limited
deployment of the Chinese medium-range ballistic missile (MRBM)
may have occurred. The emphasis in Chinese R. & D. appears to
have shifted in 1970 from the MRBM to development of an
intermediate range Dballistic missile (IRBM). The Chinese
MR/IRBM development efforts have also provided important
experience for their ICBM program.

By mid-1971, the Chinese are expected to have a small number
of MRBM?s deployed. Their IRBM could attain IOC within the
next year or two, and by mid-1972 the Chinese are expected to
have operational a modest number of missiles, with a mix of
MRBM’s and IRBM’s. This will, of course, provide an additional
nuclear threat to the free nations of Asia.

China’s primary aircraft for nuclear weapon delivery is the
Badger, now in series production. They now have a few of these
ajrgrz}fgt operational and are expected to have a significant force by
mid-1972.

C. The Soviet and Warsaw Pact theater conventional threat

Over the past year, we have seen the Soviet and other Warsaw
Pact forces continue their growth both in quality and in quantity.
The Soviets now have at least 160 divisions including motorized
rifle, tank, and airborne. This total includes divisions deployed
along the U.S.S.R.-Chinese border.

It should be borne in mind that Soviet divisions are appreciably
smaller than their U.S. counterparts, and that the Soviets allocate
a considerably smaller proportion of their manpower to combat
and service support functions than we do.

Admiral Moorer will discuss Soviet ground forces in greater
detail in his presentation to the committee.

Ground combat.—The Soviets probably will continue for the
next few years production of the T-62 medium tank, with
modifications.

In other categories of equipment we believe that the Soviets will
gradually equip infantry units in at least some of the divisions with
a new amphibious armored infantry combat vehicle. Furthermore,
the Soviets are almost certainly experimenting with improved
conventional weapons, and within several years the Soviets could
have sizable operational inventories of improved conventional
artillery shells, bombs, and missile warheads in theater force units.
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We believe the Soviets will retain their current family of tactical
missiles and that the number of tactical launchers will continue to
grow,

Tactical air.—In tactical aviation, a gradual buildup probably
will continue for the next few years. Over the longer term, the
total aircraft inventory probably will decline as newer aircraft
models reduce the requirement for large numbers of older fighters
and light bombers. As of January 1, 1971, we believe that the
force consisted of over 4,500 aircraft, including reconnaissance
and support types. Almost half are capable of delivering nuclear
weapons, though some of these aircraft at the present time are
assigned to units that do not have a primary ground attack
mission. )

The Soviets have developed several new aircraft which could
satisfy their requirement to replace obsolescent ground attack and
light bombers and improve their air defense capability. One of
these aircraft became operational in 1970, and another may be
operational now in Soviet tactical aviation. A third, Foxbat,
recently was deployed with strategic defense forces as an
interceptor, and may enter the tactical aviation inventory in 1971.
If employed in tactical aviation, it is believed that the Foxbat will
retain its primary role as an interceptor and fulfill a specialized
secondary reconnaissance role.

Air defense.—We expect the Soviets to continue to expand and
improve their theater air defense systems, including the command
and control systems and the tactical missile systems. The SA4
Ganef missile system which has been in service with Soviet forces
in the U.S.S.R. and Eastern Europe since 1967, is now entering
service with several of the subordinate armies, and the SA-6
Gainful is currently being deployed to upgrade Soviet capability in
this category.

Naval forces.—It is obvious that an open-ocean navy has been
developed by the Soviet Union. Already having the largest
submarine force in the world, the Soviets have introduced several
new, advanced classes of submarines since 1968. The Y-class SSBN
already has been discussed. The introduction of nuclear-powered,
cruise missile attack classes has added a new dimension to
submarine warfare.

By the mid-1970’s, the replacement of older diesel-powered,
cruise missile and attack submarines with new nuclear-powered
vessels could result in a quantitatively smaller but qualitatively
improved submarine force.

Concurrent with this massive submarine construction and
development program, the Soviets have introduced new and
advanced naval missile systems.

Over the next 5 years, we expect the composition of the
Soviet’s major surface combatant fleet to change significantly as
new missile-equipped combatants replace older ships armed with
guns. Whereas in 1970, missile-equipped surface combatants
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accounted for 23 percent of the major surface combatant fleet, by
1975, we project that some 40 to 50 percent of the fleet will be
missile armed.

Lift capability.—With regard to lift forces, the Soviets have
increased their military air transport capability to include the
AN-22/Cock heavy logistic transport, a number of which are
operational with transport units. The new AN-22 can carry nearly
100,000 pounds of cargo to a radius of 2,800 nautical miles or
175 troops to a radius of some 5,000 nautical miles.

General—Warsaw Pact.—With regard to future developments in
forces of other Warsaw Pact nations, we believe that there will be
qualitative improvements in general purpose forces over the next
decade, but we see no trends which indicate substantial changes in
their contribution to Warsaw Pact capabilities. Barring disruptive
political developments, we believe the Soviets will continue to
place heavy emphasis on East European forces opposing NATO.

IV. FORCE PLANNING UNDER THE NEW STRATEGY

The traditional discussion of both the threat and our own force
planning in specific mission categories has certain limitations.
While it is convenient for budgetary purposes and superficially
clearer to analyze threats and forces in neat categories, such
categorization can be both misleading and hazardous for force
planning. The military strategist necessarily deals with the com-
plete spectrum of conflict, just as the national security strategist
must take account of both military and nonmilitary resources.

In planning forces for the complete spectrum of conflict, we
must recognize all the capabilities that can be provided by our
existing forces. Many of these forces are versatile enough to
perform more than one mission or function and to serve purposes
different from the one for which they have been specifically
designed and procured. Many examples are available: the B-52,
although designed as a strategic bomber, has played a large role in
tactical operations in the conflict in Southeast Asia; most tactical
aircraft and tactical missile systems have both conventional and
nuclear delivery capabilities and several aircraft have multi-mission
roles, such as interdiction, close support, and air superiority ; some
tactical fighters can be used as interceptors for strategic air defense
of the continental United States; and aircraft carriers, depending
on aircraft complement, are capable of being used in defending the
fleet, attacking hostile ships or submarines, providing close air
support or interdiction overland, or other missions.

Thus, the use to which any system can be put derives more
from inherent capability and the nature of the conflict than from
primary mission design. At the same time, it should be recognized
that any given force.element cannot always be used in a
time-critical environment for more than one mission, a major
reason for prudent levels of force redundancy.



136 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1971

A. The 5-year program

Last year, when presenting the fiscal year 1971 defense budget
and program I advised you that we had broken the cycle of 5-year
planning, and that the fiscal year 1971 budget was transitional.
This year, as I promised, we are presenting the first S5-year defense
program of this administration. The summary forces, shown in
classified tables provided to the committee, represent the basic
minimum capabilities which we deem necessary and appropri-
ate to provide for the immediate years ahead. In effect, we have
completed our transition to baseline planning, and are now
building for the future. Table 9'3 includes a summary of the
active forces we plan to maintain through fiscal year 1972.

In the following sections, I will discuss many of the specific
programs which we are recommending in the fiscal year 1972
budget to preserve baseline capabilities and to provide for
readiness, modernization, and improvement in existing forces,
while at the same time creating additional options for new forces
should future events require them. Before turning to a more
detailed discussion, however, I believe it is important to note
certain trends.

As you know, major reductions have occurred over the past 2
years in the size of our Armed Forces—in numbers of Army
divisions, in the number of aircraft in the total tactical and
strategic aircraft inventory, in active naval ships, and, of course, in
the manpower associated with these forces. In fiscal year 1972,
continuing reductions in certain areas are planned, although of a
much smaller scope than in the immediate past.

As examination of table 1! 3 reveals a change in emphasis in the
fiscal year 1972 defense budget, in that both research and
development and procurement reflect considerable increases from
fiscal year 1971. The procurement increases will provide us with
some badly needed modernization of existing forces, while the R.
& D. increases represent a needed investment for the future.

Several other points are worthy of note. First, the fiscal year
1972 defense budget, in terms of constant dollars, is about equal
to what might be termed the last peacetime budget, that of fiscal
year 1964.

Second, the cost of manpower required to maintain our Active
Forces is increasing. As we proceed toward an all-volunteer force,
we can expect manpower costs to continue increasing substantially
as we seek to make military service more attractive and more
rewarding. It will not be easy to strike a balance between our
equipment needs and our manpower needs.

In addition, you will note that there is no appreciable change in
our strategic force funding compared with last year. We continue
to believe that hard decisions may have to be made in this area in
the coming months, and I will not hesitate to recommend

!3Not printed here.
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additional effort should the threat or developments in SALT
warrant. But pending favorable development in SALT, we con-
tinue to believe that an orderly phased program, to preserve
essential capabilities, maintain available options and create new
ones as appropriate, is both prudent and necessary.

Let me turmn now to a discussion of major forces and
modernization programs we are proposing for fiscal year 1972. Of
course, many of the details associated with these programs will be
amplified by other Department of Defense witnesses when they
appear before the committee.

B. Strategic nuclear forces for deterrence

Our strategic forces are the cornerstone of the Free World’s deterrent against nuclear
attack and must always be sufficient for this crucial role. We seek a negotiated limit or
reduction of strategic nuclear forces in the Strategic Arms Limitation Talks (SALT). But
in the absence of an agreement, we must proceed with planned improvements to assure
the effectiveness of our strategic forces in the face of a formidable Soviet threat.—Presi-
dent’s Message to Congress on Fiscal Year 1972 Budget, January 29, 1971.0*

Since the Soviet Union was approaching the strategic strengih
of the United States in the past 2 years, reexamination of the basis
for strategic force planning was required. As a result of the
reexamination, the Nixon administration established sufficiency
criteria, insofar as a nuclear attack upon the United States is
concerned, which are more comprehensive than the retaliatory, or
“assured destruction’ objective followed in the past.

These criteria for strategic sufficiency are not rigid and
unchanging, but rather are developed as broad guidance for
planning. They are kept under review in the light of changing
technology and other factors, such as intelligence estimates of
Soviet and Chinese Communist capabilities in strategic weaponry.

Furthermore, as the President noted in his Foreign Policy
Report, the concept of sufficiency in what I like to call the
broader context of total force planning includes more than just
military considerations. In the President’s words:

In its broader political sense, sufficiency means the maintenance of forces adequate to
prevent us and our allies from being coerced. Thus the relationship between our strategic
forces and those of the Soviet Union must be such that our ability and resolve to protect
our vital security interests wil not be underestimated. I must not be—and my successors
must not be—limited to the indiscriminate mass destruction of enemy civilians as the sole
possible response to challenges. This is especially so when that response involves the
likelihood of triggering nuclear attacks on our own population, It would be inconsistent
with the political meaning of sufficiency to base our force planning solely on some
finite—and theoretical—capacity to inflict casualties presumed to be unacceptable to the
other side.!

We are continually examining ways to diversify our strategic
systems to reduce the possibility that an unforeseen technological
development or early deployment of projected threats could
neutralize a substantial part of our strategic capability.

In planning strategic forces to meet the military criteria for

14 Office of Management and Budget, U.S. Budget in Brief, p. 30.
1S Ante, p. 57.
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deterrence, our principal objectives, derived from the sufficiency
criteria, currently include maintaining an adequate second-strike
capability to deter an all-out surprise attack on our strategic
forces; providing no incentive for the Soviet Union to strike the
United States first in a crisis; preventing the Soviet Union from
gaining the ability to cause considerably greater urban/industrial
destruction than the United States could inflict on the Soviets in a
nuclear war; and defending against damage from small attacks or
accidental launches.

While these general planning objectives provide overall guidance,
there are a number of more specific issues which must be
considered when planning our strategic forces.

Among them is the strategic arms limitation talks (SALT).
Because we cannot predict their outcome, we must insure the
maintenance of our present capabilities, while at the same time
preserving or creating options to adjust those capabilities upward
or downward if that is required at some time in the future. In the
absence of an appropriate SALT agreement that provides for
mutual security, an approach that preserves needed capabilities
while we continue to seek an effective agreement is, in my view,
essential. '

To fulfill our objectives in strategic force planning, we strive to
maintain a reliable retaliatory force, placing primary emphasis on
measures that both reduce vulnerability to attack and assure
defense penetration. In addition, we seek to provide reliable
reconnaissance and early warning capabilities to minimize the
likelihood and consequences of surprise, appropriate defensive
forces to protect against both air and ballistic missile attack, and
effective and reliable command and control of these forces.

At the same time, recognizing the uncertainty inherent in
strategic force planning, it is essential to pursue a vigorous research
and development program to preserve our options to augment or
modify both our offensive and defensive capabilities.

Both the Soviet Union and the Chinese Communist strategic
nuclear threats, as presently projected through the mid-1970’s,
have important implications for our strategic force planning.

Even if the Soviet Union levels off at roughly the present
number of ICBM’s operational and under construction, it could
still have more than 1,900 reentry vehicles in its ICBM force by
the mid-1970’. This force, alone, would be more than enough to
destroy all U.S. cities of any substantial size. Practically all of the
U.S. population also lies within range of the growing Soviet SLBM
force. We must also continue to take into account the Soviet
bomber force, which is expected to decline only gradually in the
near term.

We continue to believe that an effective defense of our
population against a major Soviet attack is not now feasible. Thus,
we must continue to rely on our strategic offensive forces to deter
a Soviet nuclear attack on our cities.
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Since we rely on these forces for deterrence, we must insure
that they are adequate to convince all potential aggressors that
acts which could lead to nuclear attack or nuclear blackmail pose
unacceptable risks to them.

Recent analyses of strategic force effectiveness indicate that
planned strategic forces should continue to provide an adequate
deterrent for the near term. We do have reliable and survivable
strategic retaliatory forces, and their capabilities for retaliation
today cannot be denied by nuclear attack.

1. The planned fiscal year 1972 strategic forces

For fiscal year 1972, in the absence of a SALT agreement, the
major numerical change that will take place in these forces is the
inactivation of three B-52 squadrons. We currently plan to keep
the aircraft from one of these inactivated squadrons, plus those of
the two B-52D squadrons in Southeast Asia, as rotational aircraft
to support our mission requirements in that area.

Our strategic offensive forces at the end of fiscal year 1972 will
consist of 1,000 Minuteman missiles, 54 Titan missiles, 450 B-52
aircraft (26 squadrons), 71 FB-111 aircraft (four squadrons), and
656 Polaris and Poseidon missiles carried in 41 nuclear submarines.

Our strategic defensive forces at the end of fiscal year 1972 will
include about 600 manned interceptors and about 900 surface-to-
air missiles on site, together with the required warning and
command control systems.

With planned modemization, and with a phased Safeguard
deployment as appropriate, these strategic force strengths repre-
sent our baseline planning forces for the future.

2. Modernization of U.S. strategic forces in fiscal year 1972

The major programs for improvement and modernization
discussed in the following sections are designed to preserve the
sufficiency of these forces to fulfill the basic planning objectives I
noted earlier, while at the same time preserving our flexibility. A
summary of these programs, and the comparable fiscal year 1971
effort, is shown on the following table (see p. 140).

(a) A reliable and survivable retaliatory force.—In the strategic
offensive forces area, we are concerned both about the potential
vulnerability and the penetration capability of our bombers and
missiles as we approach the mid-seventies.

As I noted last year, to enhance the prelaunch survivability of
our strategic bomber force against the Soviet submarine-launched
ballistic missile threat, alert aircraft are being dispersed over a
greater number of bases, generally further inland than in the past.
Fourteen satellite bases, each with minimum facilities to support
aircraft, will be in operation by the end of fiscal year 1972. We are
currently examining options for more extensive interior basing of
this force, and other means to further improve prelaunch
survivability against a broad range of potential submarine-launched
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SELECTED STRATEGIC FORCES PROGRAMS

fIn millions]
Fiscal year 1971  Fiscal year 1972
actual proposed
funding funding
Reliable, survivable retaliatory forces:
Development and continued procurement of
short range attack missile (SRAM) and
modification of aircraft . ............ $266 $359
Continued development of subsonic cruise
armed decoy (SCAD) ... ........... 10
Continued procurement of Minuteman III and
Minuteman force modernization . ....... 589 839
Conversion of SSBNs to Poseidon configura-
tion, continued procurement of Poseidon
missiles, and associated effort . .. ... .. . 1,022 803
Development of new undersea long range
missile system (ULMS) .... ..... . 45 110
Continued development of new strategic
bomber,B-1 ................... 75 370
Development of advanced ballistic re-entry
systems and technology . ........ 100 87

Reconnaissance, early warning, and air defense:
Continued development of airborne warning
and control system (AWACS), and over
the horizon radar (OTH) . ... .. e 92 149
Continued deployment of new satellite
strategic surveillance system and develop-

ment of follow-onsystems . ......... 213 187
Ballistic missile defense:
Continued deployment of Safeguard .. ... 1,331 1,278

Identification and development of advanced
ballistic missile defense technology by the

Army’s Ballistic Missile Defense Agency . . 105 100
Prototype development of hard-site defense . 25 65
Civildefense . ..................... 73 78

ballistic missile threats. For example, one specific initiative
undertaken by the Air Force is the provision of a rapid start
capability for the B-52’s and associated tankers assigned to the
Strategic Air Command to reduce engine start time.

We will also need to provide improved penetration capability
for the B-52 force as well as the FB-111 bomber force which will
be operational through the mid-to-late seventies. For this purpose,
we are requesting $359 million in fiscal year 1972 to: 1&71))
complete development of the short-range attack missile (SRAM),
(2) procure a quantity of missiles, and (3) modify B-52 and
FB-111 aircraft to carry SRAM’s. In addition, we are requesting
$10 million to continue development of the subsonic cruise armed
decoy (SCAD) to counter possible Soviet air defenses of the late
seventies.

The SRAM will carry a nuclear warhead and travel at supersonic
speed. It will give the attacking plane a capability to “stand off”
from a target and avoid antiaircraft defenses. Based on favorable
static and flight test results of the SRAM motor, the Air Force has
recently ordered the start of full production of the missile.

We are continuing the program to deploy MIRV’s in our
Minuteman and Poseidon missiles. We consider this program



LAIRD STATEMENT, MARCH 9 141

essential to preserve the credibility of U.S. deterrent forces when
faced with the growing Soviet strategic threat. The MIRV program
will provide a number of small, independently-targetable warheads
on a single missile. Should part of our missile force be unexpect-
edly and severely degraded by Soviet preemptive actions, the
increased number of warheads provided by the remaining MIRV
missiles will insure that we have enough warheads to attack the
essential soft urban/industrial targets in the Soviet Union. At the
same time, the MIRV program gives us increased confidence in our
ability to penetrate Soviet ABM defenses, even if part of our
missile force were destroyed.

Including MIRYV, several major programs for the improvement
and modernization of our land-based missile force are now
underway, with a total funding requested of $839 million. The
budget includes $591 million to procure Minuteman IIIs toward a
total planning objective of 550 missiles. The force modernization
program includes upgrading Minuteman silos against nuclear blast
and radiation effects, in order to reduce their vulnerability. This
program will be coordinated with the replacement of Minuteman I
by Minuteman III missiles to complete both the silo upgrading and

Minuteman IIt deployment programs efficiently. The budget also
includes funds to continue the program of reducing the vulnera-
bility of the Minuteman Il missiles to nuclear radiation effects
while in flight. The Minuteman III missiles currently being
produced are already designed to withstand these effects. In
addition, we will continue the command data buffer program,
which will permit more rapid and remote retargeting of Minute-
man III missiles.

In addition, we are planning steps to preserve this portion of
our strategic offensive forces through the deployment of active
ballistic missile defense. I will discuss this program and its relation
to our overall planning in a later section.

We are continuing to convert Polaris submarines to carry the
Poseidon MIRV missile. The Poseidon development test program
was completed in June 1970 with 14 successes in 20 firings. In
addition, through February 1971, there have been eight produc-
tion missiles fired from submerged submarines. The first Poseidon-
equipped submarine will deploy this spring. The budget includes
$803 million to convert more submarines, procure more missiles,
and provide long-lead items for conversions planned next year.
Funding for the Poseidon submarine conversion program should
be completed in fiscal year 1974.

In addition to these programs now in progress, we must also
make preparations to carry out long-range modernization pro-
grams to provide adequate strategic offensive forces in the 1980’s.
We believe that the best near-term approach is to do design studies
and preliminary engineering development of a number of systems
without committing ourselves to produce any of them. In this
way, we will preserve the flexibility to capitalize on opportunities
as they appear, counter threats which may emerge in the future,

470-283 O - 78 - 11
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and respond to changes emerging from SALT.

The two most significant of our ongoing long-range develop-
ments are the Undersea Long-Range Missile System (ULMS) and
the B-1 intercontinental bomber. The ULMS program now
underway will provide the option to augment or eventually
modemize the seabased portion of our missile forces. Work is
proceeding deliberately so as to preserve options on performance
characteristics and to shorten the leadtime for deployment should
this become necessary in the future. Although our continuing
investigations have resulted in no immediate concern about the
survivability of our Polaris and Poseidon submarines at sea, we are
continying our active program for SSBN defense. -Of course, no
system can be guaranteed to remain invulnerable indefinitely and
we are aware that the Soviets are working on new ASW
techniques. However, our investigations have also persuaded us
that the expanded operating area permitted by the long range of
an ULMS missile could offset possible antisubmarine threats which
might develop during the late 1970’s or beyond. Since continued
development work on ULMS preserves our flexibility to respond
to a possible future degradation in the effectiveness of any of our
strategic systems, it is an important factor in our future strategic
force planning. The budget contains $110 million, primarily for
continued technical trade-off studies, preliminary submarine and
facilities design, and design work on the powerplant and naviga-
tion, guidance, fire control, and launcher system.

The budget also includes $370 million to continue engineering
development of the B-1 intercontinential bomber. This aircraft is
designed to modernize the aging B-52 fleet. The B-1 is being
designed to enhance survivability in all modes of operation
through faster reaction, increased resistance to overpressure, faster
flyout times, higher speeds and lower altitudes during penetration,
reduced IR and radar cross sections, and greatly increased ECM
capabilities; it is being designed for increased conventional
capabilities as well. The B-1 is being developed in such a manner as
to minimize the concurrence of development and production. This
will permit a B-1 operational capability by the early 1980’s if we
choose at a later date to proceed into production.

The B-1 engineering development contract with North Ameri-
can Rockwell is a cost-plus-incentive-fee contract with no provi-
sion for a buy option. I want to emphasize that we will not
commit the B-1 to production before development is completed.
The program provides for seven basic milestones. At the present
time, the only fixed date is a September 1974 first-flight time, but
a contract change proposal is being prepared to move the
first-flight time ahead to April 1974 and to eliminate two test
aircraft. The preliminary design review and the system and engine
design validations are scheduled for fiscal year 1972.

We plan to continue our investigations of Advanced Ballistic
Re-entry systems (ABRES) and technology, and are requesting
$87 million in fiscal year 1972 for this effort.
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(b) Air Defense.—During fisal year 1972, we will make certain
additional reductions in the current air defense forces, primarily
with reductions in surface-to-air missiles, but we will maintain our
aircraft early warning capability and will continue research and
development to provide effective bomber defenses. The major
change planned for these forces in fiscal year 1972 is a reduction
in tve number of Nike-Hercules missile batteries.

Even if we successfully conclude a strategic arms limitation
agreement, we may need to modernize our air defenses in the late
1970’s. Therefore, the budget includes research and development
funds for two key systems: $3.6 million for the CONUS
Over-the-Horizon radar (OTH-B) and $145 million for the Air-
borne Warning and Control System (AWACS).

The CONUS OTH-B radar system will provide distant, all-alti-
tude detection of approaching aircraft. Tests now being conducted
should provide by mid-1972 performance data needed to decide
whether to construct an operational system.

AWACS will provide the capability to detect and track low- or
high-flying aircraft against the surface clutter over land or sea. It is
now in engineering development, and two prototype radars are
being prepared for flight testing in military versions of the Boeing
707 commercial jet aircraft. We expect the tests to be completed
in late 1972. We can then select the better system, and decide in
light of circumstances at that time whether to proceed with the
final stages of system development.

A future air defense system will require an improved interceptor
that possesses a look-down/shoot-down capability, greater time on
station at AWACS operating ranges, and improved firepower. Both
the Navy F-14 and Air Force F-15 now under development are
capable of being adapted to fulfill the mission of a new air defense
manned interceptor, and. we expect to examine closely the
feasibility of using one of them for this mission. The Army
surface-to-air missile system (SAM-D) currently under develop-
ment could also play a significant role in CONUS air defense.

(¢) Missile warning and space systems.—Early warning of ICBM
attack will continue to be provided by the ballistic missile early
warning system (BMEWS) radars and the “‘forward scatter” OTH
radar system. The seven radars of the 474N system will give
limited early warning of SLBM attack. Development of the
satellite early warning system is continuing. The fiscal year 1972
budget includes $ 187 million to deploy this new advanced system,
which will complement our radars in providing early warning of
ICBM, SLBM and fractional orbit bombardment system (FOBS)
launches, and continue development work on follow-on systems.
The system will greatly improve the overall capability of our
warning network, especially against both ICBM and SLBM
launchers.

We will continue to maintain an active antisatellite defense
capability. Satellite tracking and identification will continue to be
provided by the existing USAF spacetrack system and the Navy’s
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SPA-SUR system; both tied into the North American Air Defense
Command and supported by the Space Defense Center for
continuous space cataloging.

(d) Ballistic missile defense.—The Safeguard antiballistic missile
defense system has been and continues to be designed to achieve
several objectives against a combination of Soviet and Chinese
threats. They include: protection of our land-based retaliatory
forces against a direct attack by the Soviet Union; defense of the
American people against the kind of nuclear attack which
Communist China is likely to be able to mount within the decade;
and, protection against the possibility of accidental attacks from
any source.

Last year I told the Congress that—

... without the Safeguard increment provided by this (fiscal year 1971) budget, we
would be faced now with the hard decisions about adding immediately to our offensive
systems rather than being able to await hoped-for progress in SALT.} ¢

I further noted in discussing Safeguard several other important
points:

That the impact of technological surprise—for example, Sput-
nik—can lead to expensive crash responses unless we face and
make important national security decisions in a timely manner.

That Safeguard may not be sufficient to cope with all possible
threats, but that it can serve as a core for growth options to
defend  Minuteman as well as providing the basic foursite
coverage.

That we were pursuing other concepts, including Mobile
Minuteman (on land or afloat), further hardening of Minuteman
silos, and shelter based Minuteman, through fiscal year 1971 R. &
D. programs to provide other approaches to the Minuteman
survivability problem.

And that if the threat development warranted, I would not
hesitate to recommend accelerated development of ULMS.

Before turning to a discussion of this year’s proposed Safeguard
program, let me note that we have moved forward in this budget
on both the ULMS and the B-1 development programs, and we are
continuing to examine other options as well. With regard to
deployment options, we are requesting funds to exercise only one
in fiscal year 1972, to start the increased hardness program for
Minuteman silos. Our philosophy has not changed: we are
pursuing moderate programs, preserving our flexibility with regard
to both SALT and the threat, and keeping our options open for
the future.

This year a complete and comprehensive review was conducted
in accordance with the President’s commitment of March 14,
1969.1 7 The review of Safeguard included:

'S Documents on Disarmament, 1970, p. 50.
17 Ibid., 1969, pp. 102-105.
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Technical progress: The technical and deployment progress of
Safeguard has been satisfactory. The Spartan and Sprint missiles
under control of the missile site radar deployed at Meck Island
have successfully intercepted ICBM targets. Of 10 systems tests to
date, eight have been successful, one partially successful, and one
unsuccessful.

Threat: The threat is discussed in detail in chapter 11l and the
tables. In summary:

(a) There has been an unexplained slowdown in deployment of
current Soviet ICBM models, but tests of modifications of the
SS-9, SS-11, and SS-13 have continued. Even at current ICBM
levels, qualitative force improvements, to include MIRV’s, could
pose a threat to the survivability of U.S. land-based ICBM’s unless
defensive measures are taken.

(b) The continued deployment of Soviet Y-class submarines,
and a new long-range submarine launched ballistic missile (SLBM)
which is being tested, could threaten the survivability of our
strategic bomber force; and

(¢) The Chinese have continued to make progress toward the
development of an ICBM system. Estimated earliest possible initial
ICBM capability is 1973 with the more likely time being the
mid-1970’s.

Diplomatic context: The President has discussed developments
in SALT in his foreign policy report to Congress on February 25.1
Although there has been progress in SALT, we have not obtained
the necessary results from the negotiations to allow us confidently
to change our basic plans for Safeguard.

As the President said 2 years ago, the deployment of Safeguard
depends on the evolution of the Soviet and Chinese threats, and
the outcome of SALT. As we found in the review, the threat
developments indicate that we should continue to move ahead
toward the full Safeguard deployment; however, we cannot
predict the outcome of SALT.

The President has decided to request authorization to imple-
ment the following Safeguard program through fiscal year 1972:

Continue construction at the sites at Grand Forks AFB, N. Dak.
and Malmstrom AFB, Mont.

In 1971, start construction at the site at Whiteman AFB, Mo.,
authorized in the fiscal year 1971 budget.

Take steps toward deployment of a fourth site at either Warren
AFB or in the Washington, D.C. area.

This decision reflects the following considerations:

To be responsive to the threat, orderly progress on the presently
authorized Minuteman defense and those research and develop-
ment activities for improving future Minuteman survivability
should continue. A fourth Safeguard site at Warren would allow

18 See ante, pp. 52 ff.
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timely deployment of additional Minuteman defense and light
defense of some inland strategic bomber bases and command and
control centers at Omaha and Colorado Springs. However, an
acceptable arms control agreement could affect the planned
Safeguard defense of Minuteman.

The National Command Authorities are vulnerable to attack by
Soviet ICBM’s and SLBM’s and the defense of our NCA would add
to the credibility of our deterrent. At the same time, NCA defense
is part of one option of a U.S. SALT proposal and is of interest to
the Soviet negotiators.

The initiation of a full light area defense deployment of the
entire United States continues to be a desirable objective because
of the continuing efforts of the Chinese to produce an ICBM.
Therefore, we should retain the option for proceeding with full
Safeguard area defense deployment.

In summary, the Soviet and Chinese threats to the United States
call for moving ahead toward the full Safeguard deployment.
However, we wish to exercise those restraints which we believe
may enhance the chances for reaching an acceptable agreement. In
short:

The President’s program will continue progress toward satisfy-
ing our strategic objectives. It continues progress toward defense
of Minuteman pending a satisfactory agreement in SALT. It
maintains an option to provide for defense of the NCA as outlined
as part of one option in a U.S. SALT proposal, and it maintains
the option for the deployment of area defense against small
attacks at a later time.

The President’s program will continue progress in SALT. The
proposed program does not request authorization for additional
area defense sites beyond those which also protect Minuteman and
the NCA. The United States has indicated a willingness to modify
the long-range plans for full Safeguard area defense of Conus if an
acceptable arms control agreement with the Soviet Union can be
reached.

Our fiscal year 1972 request for funds and authorization
includes both Warren AFB and Washington, D.C. We believe that
the Congress should authorize work on both sites this year, to
provide the President maximum flexibility both with regard to
SALT developments and the threat. I would emphasize that under
this request, the fiscal year 1972 deployment program would be
limited to only one of the two locations.

The Safeguard program is designed to achieve several strategic
objectives. In addition, the present program provides flexibility for
several SALT contingencies and possible outcomes. It does not
prejudge either the decisions to be made in SALT or the possible
results of SALT. Until it becomes clear that an agreement
adequately constraining the Soviet threat to our retaliatory forces
is attainable, the program will proceed in an orderly and timely
manner. To do more could reduce the chances for success in
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SALT: to do less could erode our security and reduce Soviet
incentives to negotiate seriously in SALT.

In summary, Mr. Chairman, the proposed fiscal year 1972
Safeguard program and other related actions which we are
recommending reflect the basic philosophy which President Nixon
announced in making his first decision on Safeguard—a measured,
orderly, and sufficient pace, subject to review and modifications as
developments dictate. While we proceed at a measured pace with
Safeguard, we intend to keep our other options open. We are
continuing to examine those which I mentioned last year, and are
examining other concepts as well: for providing light area defense
against small or accidental attacks through other means than the
current full Safeguard to enhance our ability to counter the
Chinese threat even if a desirable SALT agreement precludes full
deployment of the current Safeguard program; through prototype
development of a hard site defense to augment the Safeguard
defense of Minuteman if necessary; and other potential programs
that may become available in the decade ahead in both offensive
and defensive areas. Our objective is to insure that under any-
foreseeable circumstances we can continue to provide for the
safety and security of the American people.

A summary of the deployment schedule through fiscal year
1972 for the proposed Safeguard program is shown below. The
$1,278 million we are requesting for fiscal year 1972 will
accommodate the funding level required for either site, excluding
personnel and operation and maintenance costs. The details of the
Safeguard program and related ballistic missile defense activities
will be discussed in detail by Department of Defense witnesses.

Deployment schedule (equipment readiness date)
October 1974: Grand Forks.
May 1975: Malmstrom.
Early 1976: Whiteman.
Mid-1977: Warren.
Late 1977: Initial' ® Washington Capability.

(e) Civil defense.—A complete review of the U.S. civil defense
program has been conducted by the Office of Emergency
Preparedness at the direction of the National Security Council
(NSC). Pending consideration of the review by the NSC, we do not
propose any major changes in the civil defense funding for fiscal
year 1972. The budget includes $78 million for this program. We
will maintain current programs to identify shelters, equipment,
and train civil defense volunteers. Deployment of the prototype
low frequency warning transmitter will continue in fiscal year
1972. As in previous years, a large portion of the civil defense
funds will be used to assist State and local civil defense activities
and finance Federal emergency operations.

19 The initial defense of Washington is the same as would be provided in the full
Safeg‘:l;rd‘deployment and includes a single Missile Site Radar (MSR). (Footnote in
original.)
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C. Theater nuclear forces for deterrence

The nuclear capability of our strategic and theater nuclear forces serves as a deterrent
to fullscale Soviet attack on NATO Europe or Chinese attack on our Asian
allies.—President’s Foreign Policy Report to Congress 1970 and 1971.2°

In considering theater nuclear war, i.e., enemy use of nuclear
weapons overseas without a direct attack on the United States, we
must recognize both the utility of all weapons systems in
contributing to deterrence including the capabilities of our allies,
and the limitations that influence the use of systems designed for
one level of warfare in another level.

Considering first the utility of strategic nuclear weapons in
deterring theater nuclear war, it is clear that the existence of these
forces can create uncertainty in the minds of nuclear-armed
potential enemies, about how we would respond to their use of
theater nuclear weapons; e.g., whether we would confine ourselves
to a response in kind or would escalate further. Thus, for example,
uncertainty about U.S. use of strategic nuclear weapons in
retaliation if the Soviets use nuclear weapons against NATO can
contribute to the deterrence of theater nuclear warfare in Europe.
But, with the rough equality of United States and Soviet strategic
capabilities, reliance on strategic weapons alone is not sufficient.

By the same token, but even more so, our theater and tactical
nuclear weapons add to. the realism of deterrence of theater
conventional wars' in Europe and Asia; the Soviets and Chinese
Communists cannot be sure that major conventional aggression
would not be met with the tactical use of nuclear weapons.

On the other hand, a realistic free world strategy calls for the
planning of forces which are sufficient to cope with each level of
potential conflict at that level. Therefore, we must plan our
theater nuclear weapon posture and relate it to our conventional
posture in such a way that we have a realistic option in the theater
without having to rely solely on strategic nuclear weapons. In
other words, we plan to maintain tactical nuclear capabilities that
contribute to realistic deterrence while allowing for maximum
flexibility of response in every major contingency we plan for
should deterrence fail.

‘We are currently evaluating the long-term structure of our
theater and tactical nuclear programs. In the near term, we will
continue to rely on current capabilities, including theater assets,
tactical aircraft, missiles, rockets, field artillery, and atomic
demolition munitions. However, research and development and
weapon improvement programs are planned in this area, to insure
that our weapons and the associated command and control
systems have both adequate capability and continue to emphasize
minimum chance of accident. With such programs, we believe that
we can retain or improve the essential contribution our theater
nuclear forces make to our deterrent posture.

20 Documents on Disarmament, 1970, p. 26.
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D. Theater conventional forces for deterrence

The primary role of our general purpose forces is to deter and, if necessary, cope with
external aggression, If aggression occurs, the use of our forces will be determined by our
interests, the needs of our allies, and theu defense capablhtles which we are seeking to
improve, It is clear, however, that the Soviet Union’s strong and balanced conventional
capability enables it to project its military power to areas heretofore beyond its reach.
This requires us to maintain balanced and mobile ground, sea and air forces capable of
meeting challenges to our worldwide interests,—President’s Foreign Policy Report to
Congress, February 25, 1971.2*

A basic planning approach used to determine the approximate
size of our theater general purpose forces involves estimating the
capabilities of various alternative forces in several situations that
could arise in the future.

We plan our general purpose forces in peacetime to be adequate
for simultaneously meeting together with our allies a major
Communist attack in either Europe or Asia, assisting allies against
non-Chinese threats in Asia, and contending with a minor
contingency elsewhere. In planning our capabilities, we maintain
the full range of air, sea, and ground forces needed to meet our
planning goals.

The situation which is most demanding, of course, is in NATO.
Our general purpose theater force requirements are largely
determined by planning for United States and allied conventional
forces, which, after a period of warning and of mobilization will
be able to defend NATO Europe against a conventional Warsaw
Pact attack. We and our allies also must insure our ability to
sustain our deployed forces and those of our allies through control
of the air and sea lanes.

With regard to U.S. force capabilities in Asia, we do not plan for
the long term to maintain separate large U.S. ground combat
forces especially oriented just to this theater, but we do intend to
maintain strong air, naval, and support capabilities. If a large land
war involving the United States should occur in Asia, we would, of
course, be prepared to mobilize, and would initially use our
non-NATO-committed forces as well as portions of those forces
based in the United States and earmarked for NATO, if required
and feasible, and with emphasis on our air and naval capabilities.
In the future, we expect the emphasis in Asia more and more to be
placed on U.S. support to our allies who themselves provide the
required manpower.

Television Remarks by Secretary of State Rogers on Strategic
Arms Limitation Talks [ Extract], March 11, 1971!

Miss Drew: In general, how would you size up U.S.-Soviet

31 Ante, pp. 66-67.
! Department of State Bulletin, Mar. 29, 1971, pp. 444-445.



150 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1971

relations right now? Are they getting better? Getting worse? What
are the major problems that you see?

Secretary Rogers: 1 think that one of the major difficulties
when this question is asked is, people—they’re either “very good”
or “very bad” or “cold” or “warm.” I think they’re quite realistic
now. I think the Soviet Union realizes that we’re not going to be
cajoled into thinking that there’s a spirit of détente if nothing has
happened. On the other hand, I think they realize that we're
prepared to work out agreements with them that are sensible and
practical. And I think that’s reflected in the SALT talks we’re
having.

Miss Dréw: Are you optimistic that there will be an agreement?

Secretary Rogers: Yes, I think that there will be, eventually, an
agreement. I’'m not sure about the timing of it.

Miss Drew: On offensive and defensive weapons?

Secretary Rogers: Yes.

Miss Drew: You think that there will be. If we can’t get one on
offensive, do you think we might settle for one on defensive?

Secretary Rogers: No, I don’t think so. I think an agreement on
defensive weapons alone would be illusory and might be even
harmful.

Statement by ACDA Director Smith on Arrival at Vienna, March
12, 19711

The Delegation of the United States of America returns to
Vienna to resume on March 15 our talks with the USSR
Delegation on limiting nuclear strategic armaments.

This will be the fourth phase of the negotiations on stra:~gic
arms limitations. In this connection, I would like to refer you to
past statements by the United States Delegation regarding the
strategic arms limitation talks, which pointed to the constructive
and useful nature of our discussions to date.

The rate of progress in the discussions during the first three
phases of the talks has been influenced by the differing perspec-
tives of the two sides and the inherently complex issues involved.
We have already in these discussions engaged in the most searching
examination of strategic relationships ever conducted by the
United States and the USSR, and this in itself is of considerable
significance; we anticipate that this examination will continue.
Moreover, we have, in spite of the differing perspectives and the

1 ACDA files.
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complexities of the issues, been able during the first three phases
to move in a fairly short period from the pgeliminary exploration
of issues to concrete negotiations. Because of the past discussions,
both sides are in a better position today to understand how an
agreement could deal with concerns that each has about the
present and prospective posture of the other.

While significant differences remain to be overcome, it is the
view of the United States Government, as recently stated by
President Nixon on February 25 in his second annual Presidential
review of U.S. foreign policy, that the basis of an agreement may
be emerging.? Thus, the fourth phase of our talks may reach a
significant stage.

I am here to carry out President Nixon’s instructions to
negotiate a strategic arms limitation agreement, and I will bend
every effort towards this end.

Statement by Deputy Foreign Minister Semenov on Arrival at
Vienna, March 14, 19713

The U.S.S.R. delegation has come to continue the strategic arms
limitation talks with United States delegation.

As is known, the Soviet Union has consistently advocated the
adoption of effective measures in the field of disarmament and the
limitation of the arms race. The Soviet government fas instructed
the U.S.S.R. delegation to conduct the strategic arms limitation
talks in a businesslike and constructive spirit and to strive for
positive results. A mutually acceptable agreement on strategic
arms limitation would undoubtedly promote a reduction in
international tension. This is in accord with the interests not only
of the U.S.S.R. and the U.S.A., but of other states as well.

The U.S.S.R. delegation highly appreciates the gracious hos-
pitality of the Austrian government and people. We are pleased to
be back once again in the capital of neutral Austria and send our
best wishes to the inhabitants of Vienna and to all the Austrian
people.

Swedish Working Paper Submitted to the Conference of the
Committee on Disarmament: Model for a Comprehensive
Agreement Concerning the Prohibition of Chemical and Bio-
logical Means of Warfare, March 16, 1971!

In the intervention by the Swedish delegation on 9 March, 1971
a model for a comprehensive convention prohibiting the develop-

2 See ante, pp. 70-73.

3 Pravda Mar 15 1971 p. 5; Current Digest of the Soviet Press, vol. XXIII, no. 11
(APr 13,1971),p

CCD/322 Mar 16 1971.
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ment, testing, production and stockpiling of chemical and biologi-
cal means of warfare was tentatively described in general terms.2
In order to make the suggestions contained therein more easily
comprehensible, they are outlined in the following in an abbre-
viated form. A ““skeleton’ of our ideas is thus presented. It should
be underlined that the presented model is not complete—it deals
primarily with the thorny issues of the scope of the prohibitions
and procedures for verification—and that some of the suggestions
are still very tentative. As a matter of fact both the intervention
itself and this abbreviated presentation should primarily be
regarded as stages in the “mapping expedition’, covering the
whole field of CBW, in which the CCD has been engaged for more
than a year.

II. Scope of the prohibition

1. No prohibitory rules should be included in the presently
discussed treaty against use of CBW which is dealt with in a
comprehensive way in the Geneva Protocol of 1925.

2. The treaty should contain a principal overriding regulation,
indicating the undertaking by the Parties ‘“‘not to develop, test,
produce, stockpile or otherwise acquire chemical and biological
weapons”.

3. This general undertaking ought to be complemented with a
prohibitory rule against all transfers of weapons between Parties.

4. Two corollary obligations to the general prohibition con-
cerning weapons would follow:

(a) the first concerned with destruction or other disposal of
existing stocks of chemical and biological means of warfare;

(b) the second concerned with the training of troops in
offensive combat with CBW, instructions on such methods in
military manuals etc.

5. There would follow a subsidiary set of prohibitions, con-
cerned with the agents which constitute C and B weapons or are
integral components of such weapons. These prohibitions would
refer to production, testing and stockpiling, as well as transfer
(export) of the agents.

6. The agents would be separated into two categories according
to two technical criteria:

(a) Category (a) would compromise those agents, whether
chemical, toxins or biological which have a practically exclusive
use as potential means of warfare. They would, at the same time,
be those agents which are super-toxic. In the chemical field this
category would include all substances more toxic than 1 mg per kg
body weight. 1t would thus ia. [sic] comprise the chemical
components of nerve gases and mustards, as well as all toxins;

(b) Category (b) would comprise all remaining chemical

2See ante, pp. 108-117.
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agents, les$ toxic than indicated by the above mentioned formula
and which can be used as means of warfare but also have
recognized peaceful uses. This would be the main category
comprising such chemicals as hydrogen cyanide, phosgene, tear
gases and defoliants. Also most biological agents would belong to
this category in so far as they are produced for non-military
purposes, e.g. for immunization.

7. There would, finally, be a third category, category (c),
comprising ancillary equipment or vectors, specifically designed
for using chemical and biological agents as means of warfare.

III. Verification

1. The verification procedures would probably have to be
largely concentrated to the area of the agents. Suspicions of
violations of the overall prohibition against CB weapons would
have to be taken care of within the framework of a detailed
complaints procedure. The same procedure would cover suspicions
of violations against the corollary prohibitions against military
training, army manuals etc.

2. The details of the complaints procedure will have to be
worked out carefully. It should take the form of a system of
successive steps, including consultations between the parties and
other fact-finding measurers. The final step would consist of a
possibility of lodging a complaint with the UN Security Council.

3. Destruction and disposal of existing stocks of CBW would
also have to be verified, preferably through an international
procedure.

4. The more specific verification procedures would be concen-
trated on the agents. They would comprise a combination of
national and international control measures.

The most rigorous methods of control would be those dealing
with category (a) above, i.e. chemicals more toxic than 1 mg per
kg body weight, toxins and biological agents without any
recognized peaceful use.

The production of these compounds would in principle be
prohibited. Any deviation from this general rule would have to be
reported to an international agency, the report giving the reasons
for the production (scientific use, protective measures etc). In case
of any large-scale production (i.e. over one kg) or in case of
suspected undeclared production, the international agency might
be entitled to conduct an on-site inspection, either on the
invitation of the producing or suspected party, or obligatory.

5. The compounds comprising category (b) as well as the
ancillary equipment and vectors in category (c) would be
controlled by national means only, such national control possibly
in some cases complemented by statistical reporting by the parties
to an international agency; they would further be subject, if
suspicion was aroused, to the sequence of processes foreseen in the
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complaints procedure, i.e. through consultation and challenge and,
in the final instance, by a reference of the dispute to the Security
Council of the United Nations.

6. If and when new technical developments would allow more
stringent verification procedures on the categories (b) and (c),
agreement should be sought to shift them to category (a).

Statement by the United States Representative (Leonard) to the
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament: Chemical
Weapons, March 18, 19711

At our meeting on 9 March I reaffirmed the importance the
United States attaches to proceeding without delay to negotiate a
convention to prohibit biological weapons.? Today I should like
to turn to chemical weapons. As the Committee is aware, the
United States shares the generally-accepted view that considera-
tion of the two categories of weapons should go forward in
parallel. Without attempting to review the entire question of
chemical-weapon verification on this occasion, I should like to
cover some points that seem to us of significance.

56. Mr. Garcia Robles, the representative of Mexico, described
in his statement of 23 February the considerations under which a
proper and reasonable verification system should function. He
pointed out that a perfect system was not possible but that, if the
system were effective, then a State violating a treaty would be
acting in full knowledge of the fact that such a violation “must
inevitably, and probably very soon, be discovered”.3 The United
States certainly does not expect a perfect verification system. The
rule of reason must apply here as elsewhere. What we do require is
just what Mr. Garcia Robles described—a sufficiently high proba-
bility of detection that a State which might contemplate violating
a ban would be deterred from doing so.

57. If this were not the case, States which abided by the
prohibition would be at a serious disadvantage \vis-d-vis those
which might not. But the consequences of an inadequately-verified
agreement go even beyond the matter of military advantage and
disadvantage. For if under a treaty' a possibility existed for
clandestine acquisition of a chemical-warfare capability, then the
likelihood that such weapons would one day actually be used
could be enhanced. That would be an outcome of our efforts here
which none of us would wish. The point is important, and it is not
self-evident, so perhaps I can elaborate on it briefly.

58. One of the most effective deterrents today against the use
of chemical weapons is the widespread assumption that chemical

lCCD/PV 502, pp. 21-26.
2 See ante, pp. 117-120.
sCCD/PV 495, p. 26.
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weapons would be employed in retaliation. Many parties to the
Geneva Protocol* have made formal reservations specifically
preserving this right. The Soviet Union has attached particular
importance to this right and has referred to it in a number of
statements in this Committee. If we are to give up the effective
capability to retaliate, then effective verification is the psychologi-
cal deterrent which we believe must take its place. Only under
such conditions can further serious constraints be placed on
chemical warfare in the form of a prohibition of production and
possession of chemical weapons.

59. In saying this we do not wish to understate the importance
of the Geneva Protocol. As the Committee knows, my Govern-
ment hopes shortly to ratify it. I wish, however, to make the
obvious point that the Protocol needs all the help it can get in
preventing the use of these weapons, whether that be by a fully
credible system of verifications applied to appropriate forms of
controls or by maintenance of deterrent capabilities.

60. These are, in essence, the reasons why the United States is
so insistent on adequate verification. I should now like to look a
bit more closely at that very important word “adequate™.

61. One of the first questions to be asked in devising an
adequate verification system concerns the amounts of chemical
agents or of weapons that would have to be detected if significant
violations were to be deterred. A few kilograms of even the most
potent chemical agent could not generally be considered a
significant capability from the military point of view. We would
not, therefore, need a system so refined that it could detect such
small amounts. At what level of production would we become
concerned? Presumably different countries would give different
answers, depending in part on the extent of the potential threat
they perceived and the size and sophistication of their armed
forces. The amount would also be different for different agents.

62. We do not intend to go into the question at all thoroughly
today; but, keeping the general principle in mind, we would like to
discuss a hypothetical example of what might be a “significant
violation”. For purposes of the calculations set forth in the
following remarks, we will suggest that such a development would
be the production, contrary to a treaty obligation, of, say, 10,000
tons of organophosphorus nerve agent over a period of a year.
That would not be an unduly high figure for a major country to
produce; yet it would represent in itself a capability of substantial
military significance. Such production would provide enough
agent to fill about three million artillery rounds.

63. In the interim since last summer’s session, the United States
Arms Control and Disarmament Agency has devoted considerable
time and effort to a study of the possibilities for detecting
violations of a prohibition on the production of organophosphorus

4 Documents on Disarmament, 1969, pp. 7164-765.
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nerve agents. We consider this form of prohibition to be central to
any further meaningful controls on chemical weapons. In order to
gain a better understanding of the problem we would face in
verification, we prepared an analytical model of a hypothetical
production operation. We asked ourselves, how visible would an
operation be that was capable of manufacturing 10,000 tons of
organophosphorus nerve agent in a year? What steps would be
involved? What quantities of constituent materials would be
required? How big an operation would it be? Finally, how would
such an operation compare with the totality of the commercial
chemical production employing the same materials?

64. In describing to the Committee some of the results of this
study we will be addressing, in part to the problems raised in
certain working papers presented last year, particularly those of
Canada® and Italy,® which posed a series of important questions
bearing on the role which ecopomic data monitoring might play in
a system of chemical-weapon control. '

.65. The phosphorus that would be used to produce agents of
this type would come from phosphate rock, the raw material
itself. The great bulk of phosphate rock is used for fertilizer
manufacture, but a small proportion is used to produce elemental
phosphorus. Approximately 80 per cent of United States
elemental phosphorus production is, in turn, converted to phos-
phoric acid for the manufacture of detergents, medicines, water
conditioners and food. Another 19 per cent is used to make such
things as alloys, matches, gasoline additives and munitions. The
remaining one per cent of elemental phosphorus production is
converted into phosphorus trichloride. Most of this phosphorus
trichloride is used for pesticide production and other commercial
products; but this is also the substance from which the nerve
agents are produced.

66. The amount of materials required to produce a given
amount of nerve agent would differ for various specific agents. For
purposes of the study we selected one type of agent, and we found
that 10,000 tons of that agent could be produced in a year in the
United States by the diversion of about one per cent of our annual
production of elemental phosphorus. We can assume that a
government that had decided to disregard a prohibition would tap
the production chain at the level of elemental phosphorus, where
the diversion would be as nearly invisible as possible, rather than,
for example, drawing from phosphorus trichloride production,
where the diversion would be proportionately greater.

67. The difficulty of detecting such a diversion becomes even
clearer when we note that elemental phosphorus production in the
United States increased, with wide fluctuations, at an average of
4.4 per cent annually from 1964 to 1969. During the same period

5 bid., 1970, pp. 375-379.
s Ibid., pp. 388-390.
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phosphorus trichloride production increased, also with wide
fluctuations, on an average of 13 per cent each year. As more and
more civilian products are developed using these substances, the
growth of their production can be expected to continue. However,
we find that in 1970 production of elemental phosphorus in the
United States declined by 4.5 per cent and the production of
phosphorus trichloride declined by 8.7 per cent.

68. Thus we see that an increase, a decrease, or even a
considerable fluctuation in the reported production either of
elemental phosphorus or of phosphorus trichloride would not in
itself provide grounds for suspecting a violation of a ban on
nerve-agent production. As we pointed out earlier, diversion of
one per cent of annual production of elemental phosphorus in the
United States could serve to produce 10,000 tons of nerve
agent—that is, enough agent to fill three million artillery rounds.

69. The quite visible decline in United States production of
elemental phosphorus and phosphorus trichloride in 1970 appears
to have been related to general economic factors; it had nothing to
do with the production or the non-production of nerve agents.
None of our current production of these chemicals goes into the
production of nerve agents. As we have told the Committee, the
United States is not now producing nerve agents and, in fact, has
not done so since mid-1968.

70. If I may, I will turn now to another approach to the
problem of verifying a prohibition of nerve-agent production. We
asked ourselves what physical, visual evidence of production might
be available. Might there not be something characteristic and
detectable by national means? I use the term ‘“‘national means”
here in the sense most commonly applied to verification problems:
that is, using national resources to detect possible violations by
others. We studied the supply of materials to the final, agent-pro-
cessing plant, the external characteristics of the plant itself, and
the shipment of the finished product from the plant.

71. To produce 10,000 tons of nerve agent over the course of
one year would require a fairly substantial input of raw materials,
taken all at once. If these materials were delivered to the
processing plant on a continuing basis, however, an average of
one railway carload daily would probably be sufficient. These
materials could be transported in ordinary commercial con-
tainers.

72. As for the plant itself, there is no doubt that at least the
final production stages would contain a hazardous operation,
requiring very special precautions. All tell-tale equipment and
other signs of agent manufacture, however, could easily be under
cover. To give some idea of how much cover would be required, a
facility capable of manufacturing 10,000 tons of agent a year
could probably be housed entirely out of sight within a structure
about the size of a football field. This would be only a small
fraction of the floor space now employed in the United States for

470-293 O - 73 - 12
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the manufacture of products utilizing substantial proportions of
elemental phosphorus.

73. If the finished agent were shipped from the plant in bulk
containers, this might require two railway cars a day on an
average. The containers could easily be of a commercial type
widely used in transporting various kinds of highly toxic chemi-
cals. If filling of munitions—that is, the shells and so forth—were
done within the plant, perhaps one-third more plant area would be
necessary. There would then also be additional rail traffic
depending on the kinds of munitions, which could range from
artillery shells to large bombs. Given the differences in bulk,
transportation of munition casings to the plant might average
anywhere from two to ten carloads daily. Approximately the same
number of railroad cars would be required to remove the filled
munitions from the plant. These cars for shipment in and out
could be of a closed type which would be indistinguishable, at
least from any distance, from railroad stock used in civilian
transport.

74. 1 have taken the liberty of exposing my colleagues to this
rather technical exposition this morning in the belief, which we
have often reaffirmed, that the nature of the problem of chemical
weapons is heavily technical in character. We are often told, and
have been told again this morning, that what is needed is simply a
political decision; but political decisions, at least in my country,
must be solidly based on the relevant technological facts. We feel
very strongly that in putting forward these facts, as we see them,
we are not throwing up any “‘technical smoke-screen” but are
contributing in a serious, meaningful way to the task which has
been entrusted to this Committee.

75. The example I have been using this morning is not intended
as a prediction of what might occur but only as a convenient way
of demonstrating the inherent difficulty of assuring compliance
with a chemical-warfare treaty. I believe it is evident that a failure
to comply would offer few chances of detection by any
currently-developed national means. The illustration which we
have used in this discussion is based for purposes of simplicity on
the manufacture of a quite substantial amount of nerve agent at a
single facility. Obviously if it were desired to produce a fraction of
that amount of agent, for example one-half, which would still be a
large amount, or if it were desired to produce the same amount
over a period of several years, or at several different plants, then
there would be a much smaller extent of activity visible at any one
time. Similarly, if it were not desired to fill the munitions
immediately but to hold the agent in bulk in readiness for use in
munitions, there would again be less activity observable at the site.

76. The illustration also demonstrates another point. If we
relied, for the international component of a verification system,
on a complaints procedure based on the monitoring of economic
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data, would we be sufficiently aware of unusual or suspicious
activity to take the step of invoking the complaints procedure?

77. 1 have given this brief concrete example to illustrate the
problem that we still must overcome if we are to devise a
verification system responsive to the principle that a violator must
expect to be detected. My delegation welcomes the thinking of
others in this common task. For our part, we are continuing to
work on this problem with particular attention to the methods
and the adequacy ‘of inspection. We hope to continue to present
the results of our work in appropriate detail to the Committee as
it continues to deal with this question.

Netherlands Working Paper Submitted to the Conference of the
Committee on Disarmament: Seismic Detection and Identifica-
tion of Underground Nuclear Explosions, March 18, 1971!

1. Introduction

The Netherlands Delegation to the Conference of the Commit-
tee on Disarmament has considered the materials presented to this
Body on the question of the detection, location and identification
of underground nuclear explosions, together with the relevant data
from open literature. The delegation thought it worthwhile to
summarize the data most pertinent to.this question in order to
facilitate discussions. It has summarized a substantial part of these
data in two figures reproduced in this paper.

The excellent Canadian report of November 1970 on Seismolog-
ical Detection and Identification of Underground Nuclear Explo-
sions by P. W. Basham and K. Whitham has been the main source
of the information presented in the figures, including the
magnitude-yield relation.

2. Existing capabilities

A summary of the existing seismic capabilities for identification
of underground nuclear explosions, especially in the Northemn
Hemisphere, is given in the upper part of Figure 1. More detailed
information for the different test sites is given in Figure 2.

In both figures a detection and location capability for earth-
quakes (@) and explosions (E) is indicated where there is a 90 per
cent probability that each of at least four seismic monitoring
stations can detect and locate the earthquake or explosion by
measuring the body (P) wave. In the Northern Hemisphere the
lower limit of this detection and location capability (indicated by
4P90) for earthquakes and explosions is between magnitude
mg-values of 4.2 and 4.4. This corresponds to an explosion yield

'CCD/323, Mar. 18, 1971.
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of about 3 kiloton in hard rock. The P-wave detection capability is
given by thin lines in Figure 1.

The capability to identify earthquakes and explosions is
presented in the form of bars in the figures. This discrimination
between earthquakes and explosions is based on the surface (R)
wave/body (P) wave ratio, which is quite different for the two
kinds of events. Positive identification of earthquakes is possible
for mg-values of 4.8-5.1, while for explosions. this is 5.8-6.1. The
possibility of positive identification is interpreted here as a 90 per
cent probability that each of at least four seismic monitoring
stations can identify at this threshold value the earthquake or
explosion as such by measuring the amplitudes of the R-wave and
P-wave. This capability is indicated by 4R90 in the figures.

“In connexion with a comprehensive test ban, lower identifica-
tion probabilities for explosions are also considered. In Figure 1
these are presented in the form of bars for a 50 per cent and a 20
per cent probability of identification by four stations each. For
the 20 per cent probability level for each of four stations (4R20).
In Figure 2 other identification probapbilities are also given.

Another possibility to identify an explosion can be found by
using a ‘““negative” criterion, that is the absence of R-waves when
one would expect these in the case of an earthquake. An estimate
of this identification capability is indicated in Figure 1.

From the upper part of Figure 1 it can be concluded that the
present seismic monitoring system in the Northern Hemisphere
can identify with a reasonable probability explosions with a
magnitude mpg 5.5 or a yield of about 50 kton in hard rock.
Earthquakes can be identified above mp 4.8-5.1 with a high degree
of confidence.

3. Potential capabilities

Several methods to increase the identification capabilities for
underground nuclear explosions have been proposed and/or are
investigated at present (see the lower part of Figure 1).

a. Specific studies of events at the Nevada Test Site have
made clear that, by a study of R, -waves, an identification
threshold of mp 5.0 may actually be reached. R, is the surface
wave, guided within the continental part of the earth crust only,
and consequently restricted to purely continental source-receiver
path ways. It seems likely that with the existing station network
this type of wave could effectively be used for other continental
test site-station combinations.

b. In theory the ratio of the body (P) wave frequencies can be
used down to the level of its detection, which should mean to
magnitude mp-values of 4.2-4.4. In practice this method, which
makes use ofﬂ the (spectral) characteristics of the measured body
(P) wave itself (thus not using a combination of body (P) and
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surface (R) waves), has at least been realized down to mpg 4.9 for
certain test site-station combinations, It seems likely that the
highly successful work on this P-wave spectral ratio discriminant,
as developed by the United Kingdom research group, by additional
studies could be extended to magnitude values nearer to the
threshold of P-wave detection. In any case the method can be used
without undue extension of the present seismic monitoring
system.

¢. An important capability increase could be achieved by the
use of the new high-gain long-period vertical seismometer (LPZ), as
developed by research groups in the United States of America.
Using these instruments the surface (R) wave spectral ratio
criterion can be extended down to a magnitude of 5.3 and the
R-wave/P-wave ratio method down to mg 4.9. Moreover, the
absence of surface (R) waves in the records of this instrument may
constitute an important indication for the explosion character of
an event down to mp-values of 4.4, which corresponds with a
hard-rock yield of about 4 kton. The installation of a limited
number of high quality high gain LPZ recorders could thus
become of major significance in improving the identification
system.

d. The last mentioned threshold values are of the same order as
envisaged to be reached by the 26 extended seismic array system
as described by the United Kingdom Delegation in document
CCD/296.2 1t can be expected however that the 26 array system
will be much more expensive than the installation of a limited
number of LPZ instruments.

In Figure 1 (lower part) estimates of the potential capabilities
of the different systems are indicated. At present no exact
identification probabilities can be given.

4. Additional identification improvements

a. A better and more detailed structural analysis of the crust
and upper mantle of the earth should help in lowering the existing
threshold values by a more effective use of the “matched filtering”
process. A gain of 0.2 magnitude units has been obtained for some
of the test site-station combinations. Eventually this same gain
could be reached for any other place in the Northern Hemisphere,
which would mean a lowering of the threshold yield value by a
factor of 2/3.

b. Knowledge of the predominant type of radiation of seismic
waves in the seismic zones of the earth could be of great
importance in the interpretation of the records of an event of
unknown type. The identification of earthquakes will be made
more effective and herewith the discrimination against under-
ground nuclear explosions.

c. For the understanding of the processes of energy transfer in
earthquakes and explosions additional studies on the magnitude-
yield relation of explosions in different types of media are needed.

*Documents on Disarmament, 1970, pp. 342-349.
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The question has already been raised if the use of surface wave
magnitudes is not to be preferred to the body wave magnitude-
scale my which is normally used in this work. It seems likely that
a more consistent explanation of the data, and therewith of the
identification of suspected events, might be reached.

d. Other, non-seismic, methods of detection of underground
nuclear explosions, have been envisaged. Cratering occurs for
explosions of about 20 kton and more in thick layers of dry soil,
as mentioned in the SIPRI report® (see also Figure 1). Extensive
mining works are necessary for the seismic decoupling of
underground explosions in hard rock, although it is unclear
whether such decoupling is possible for interesting yields. Both
cratering and mining can probably be detected by satellites.

A multi-variate analysis of the whole scale of possibilities
mentioned above inevitably will lead to an increase of the weight
of the conclusions based on the individual methods.

5. Suggestions

The work on the P-wave spectral ratio, as developed by the
United Kingdom, should be elaborated and extended to lower
magnitude events.

The installation of an appropriate limited network of high gain
LPZ instruments, as developed by the United States of America,
could be particularly helpful.

Additional study of crust and upper mantle structure, and of
the radiation characteristics of shallow earthquakes in regions that
in future could be used as test-sites, should be encouraged.

Support should be given to studies directed to the solution of
the magnitude-yield relation in different types of media, and to
the question of seismic efficiency.

6. Conclusions

It has been shown that the existing, more or less routine-based,
facilities can identify 50 kton events in hard rock. By the inclusion
of other types of discriminants this identification in principle
could be extended to hard-rock yields of 10-20 kton, using the
present monitoring system. With an additional installation at
select