R

Aanoa, C

=05 ped )
The Americans have told us of the results of ihe bs.md*if

Rugslan-American talks over the past three months and we have l‘uuy
aumma them in the discussions which are going on in NATO,

Ve hopo that thess will resoh & positive conclusion and that the

amn Qcmmnt ua thm alliss will also be able to agres,

o—_?——_

« I el ﬂmts tha language whioh has been discussed doos
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1. The next meeting of the Defence and Oversea Policy Committee
on 14 February is to consider once agsin the questions on non-

401




TNA FCO 10/78

(41) bring the Committee up to date on the guestion of

Security Assurances, and seek its approval of the

recommendations suggested in paragraph 11 of the

Talking Points.
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JuA
SECRET | RECENED IN
ARCE VES No 19

15FEB 1968

., Flags B

s I submit & brief on OFD(68)11 and Addendum for the
&nd

Secretary of State's use at the meeting of the Defence and
‘Oversea Policy Committee tomorrow.

- - 2. It will be seen that the greater part of the Talking
' Points nh.m to the qucstioa of Mﬂ*m rether
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Staten will have no mecess to nuolear weamnpons ol Lhe
forces of a great power whi b are on their territory®.
The background to this 1o that on U Mareh the Humanian

Delegation to the E.N.D.C. tabled un wuendment Lo
Article III of the Treaty, proposing s further parsgraph
worded as rfollows:~

"The States purty to the Treaty ugree to emtablish
through the Security Council an appropriste control to
ensure that non-nuclear weapon btates party to the
Treaty on whose territory there are forelipn military
bases shall not acquire in any form whatsoever access
t0 nuclear weapons indirectly through esuch bases.,"

If this amendment were adopted, 1t would of course
be of major concern to NATO. But as all members of NATO
know, the proposal is completely unrealistic and 1s
opposed by the Soviet Union and the members of the Warsaw
Paot other than Rumania. It 18 best ignored,

(bv) ‘J.'hl broudcut also refers to alleged "changes which Soviet
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\ considering the implications of such & development in

oviet strategic thinking, but 4t has nothing whatever

to do with the Non~Prolif'eration Treaty.

6. It is recommended that in apeasking to the linister of
Defence the Becretary of State should make the following points:-
(1) The Russiane have tacitly sccepted the U.5./HATC inter-—
pretations of Articles I and II of the Treaty, according
%o which:-
(a) present NATO arrangements do not involve any transfer
in the control of nuclear wespons, and
(b) nuclear plamning, as conducted by the Nuclear
Planning Group, is permitted.
(11) This being so, the conclusion of the Non-Proliferation
Treaty will have no sffect on the work of the Kuclear

Flanning Group, and there is no aspect of the Treaty that

the Nuclear Plenning Group can profitably discuss.
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THIS DOCUMENT 1S THE PROPERTY OF HER BRIT ANNIC MAJESTY'S GOVERNMENT

AD 7/111 Foreign Office and Whitehall Distribution
‘ ATOMIC ENFRGY AND

DISARMAMENT (GENERAL;
17 April. 1968
= Section |

. _LATION
EIGHTEEN-NATION DISARMAMENT COMMITTEE. I8 JANUARY-
14 MARCH. 1968 : NON-PROLIFERATION TREATY

Mr. Porter 1o Mr. Stewart, (Received |7 April) ©

SUMMARY

I. The ENDC met from the I5th of January to the
14th of March, on which date they transmitted a draft
Non-Proliferation Treaty to the United Nations. The Co-Chairmen
tabled revised texts on the 18th of January and the 11th of March
(Paragraphs 1-2.)

2. The Rumanians were highly critical of the text, the Germans
and Italians less so. The extreme non-aligned positions were
maintained Amendments proposed by the Swedes and the United
Kingdom were incorporated in the text of the 11th of March
(Paragraphs 3-5)

3. The Co-Chairmen rejected all other amendments, including
one of particular interest to the United Kingdom. (Paragraph 6.

4. On the 7th of March the Americans, Russians and curselves
tabled a draft Security Council Resolution on security assurances and
indicated the of supporting Declarations we were prepared to

i greed ftripartitely not to include a non-use
: it be revived at the General Assembly.
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for a full report by the 15th of March gave
the proceedings a sense of urgency. All
delegations, except the Burmese, com-
mented on the draft though less than half
took up a definitive position. The
Co-Chairmen tabled a further revised draft
text on the I1th of March and this text,
annexed to the ENDC’s report, was sent to
the United Nations three days later.

‘ Of the enfants terribles of the two
alliances, the Rumanian this session was by
far the most active. Early in the debate
he asked a series of loaded questions which
were later quite cffectively answered by
the United States Co-Chairman. The
Rumanians refused to come into line at the
Warsaw Pact meeting in Sofia of the 6th
and 7th of March and in the ENDC, just
before the final draft text was tabled on
the 11th of March, they proposed a number
of amendments, one of which revived in a
different form the problem of the control
of nuclear weapons within alliances. On
the other hand the principal Western
critics of the Treaty, the Germans outside
and the Italians inside the ENDC, expressed
their misgivings in a lower key. The
Germans seemed to accept the tabled text
of Article TIT as the best they would
get.  They re-stated their position in a
moderately-worded memorandum of the
8th of March, which avoided committing
the Federal Government on adherence to
the Treaty and was probably designed
mainly for domestic consumption.

4, Once Article III had been tabled it
was, like Articles T and IT before it, treated
by the majority of the committee as too
stely balanced between text and tacit

CONFIDENTIAL

Powers—" vertical proliferation ".  Hoy,.
ever, as was the case in the previous sessioy
only the views of the more mod

non-aligned elements, this time reflectedy,

the Swedish instead of the Mexig
delegation, were finally accepted. On T
Sth  of February the Swedes tabled

amendments which provided for a Reviey
Conference every five years if desired by the
majority of the parties to the Treaty, for 4
firmer undertaking to pursue the negoti.
tion of further measures of disarmamen
and for reference in the preamble 1o 4
comprehensive test ban. Her Majesty'
Government have long maintained that
Non-Proliferation Treaty would not |ag
unless followed within a reasonable time by
at least a cessation of the nuclear arms race
We therefore supported the Swedish
amendments, re-tabled our own amendment
empowering the Review Conference 1o
examine the fulfilment of the purposes of
the preamble and these, the only amend.
ments accepted, were incorporated in the
revised text of the llth of March. The
other main object of our policy in the
ENDC—support of the European position
—has also met with some success during the
session; details were given in my telegram
No. 6 Saving of the 28h March.

6. Among the rejected amendments was
one to Article V which would have extended
lo nuclear weapon parties, including the
United Kingdom, the benefits of peaceful
explosions at low cost, Unfortunately this
formed part of a package of amendments
tabled by the Swedes on the 13th of
Fcbrnaxjy which was unacceptable 10 the
Co-Chairmen for reasons quite unconnectsd
with the point mentioned above. fe are
therefore pursuing the matter with the
Americans outside the Treaty context.

7. The ENDC's report to the ited
Nptio_ns included, as an annex. thcugrnf‘
Security Council Resolution on security
assurances which had been tabled in the
g by the Soviet, United Kingdom
1id | States delegations on the 7th of
March, occasion they had also

March. On that
Wﬁd the supporting Declarations which

@Wﬂnmem were prepuared to make
“mﬂ the Resolution was adopted by
¢il. The three delegations
their tripartite meetings

! - m ‘he o
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Powers. and particularly the United §
nd : \ Slales 3
sk 6 Soviet Ui, tre e el 17 Text of Treaty on the Non-Proliferation

willing to offer a security guarantee jointly, of Nuclear Weapons

i

§. The An;crl‘caqs;l h:l.d proposed 1o the lhc. States  concluding  this Treaty

ans anc ourselves that the nuclegr 3 cndfler referred to as the Parties to

v wers should undertake not 1o yge nuclear the Treaty *, '
4

weapons against jny ECBEN S
: .m.d 'g~ - Y non-nuclear party not Considering the devastation that would
engaged m an armed attack assisted by 5 D€ Visited y all 7 :

" y ; Y @ pon all mankind by a nuclear
nuclear Power.  The Russians had already  War and the consequent need to make every
prt')p(}scd gl non-u;c formula in the ENDC, effort 1o avert the danger of such a war and
unacceptable to the West, ‘which excluded '© take measures to safeguard the security
from the guarantee countries with nuclegr ©f Peoples, /

Weapons utr: their termtory, and they made it Believing that the proliferation of nuclear
clear at the tripartite met}tmg:"» that they Weapons would seriously enhance the
t;:'mi accept no folrmula which did not make  danger of nuclear war,
15 distinction. It was therefore agreed to In ¢ i i
onformity with resolutions of the
drop any reference to non-use from the draft  United Nations General Assembly zalling
Regollx'gnon and Declarations. If pressed for  for the conclusion of an agreement on the
their views on non-use at the forthcoming  prevention of wider dissemination of
session of the General Assembly the nuclear weapons,
32021:;":; :!ldl RUS!;:‘“\S will no doubt be Undertaking to co-operate in facilitating
p isclose the guarantee they were  the application of International Atomic
each prepared to give and this could reopen Energy Agency safeguards on peaceful
the question. nuclear activities.

9. The resumed session of the General Expressing their support for research,
Assembly will now debate the draft Treaty development and qther efforts to further the
from the 24th of April. Attempts will application, ) within th; framework of
almost certainly be made to amend it the International Atomic Energy Agency
further and, probably, to delay its opening ~ Safeguards system, of the principle of
for signature until after the Conference of safeguarding cl[eclu\"cly the flow of source
Non-Nuclear Stites in August/September. and special fissionable materials by use of
1t seems likely, hon this measure instruments and other techniques at certain
' i TR strategic points,

Affirming the principle that  the
benefits of peaceful applications of nuclear
technology, including any technological
by: uets which may be derived by

-weapon States from the develop-
ment of nuclear explosive devices, should
be available for peaceful purposes to all
Parties to the Treaty, whether nuclear-
weapon or non-nuclear weapon States,

Convinced that in furtherance of this
principle, all Parties to this Treaty are

te in the fullest possible
of scientific information for, nn;l!
o contribute alone or in co-operation wit
:“\M to, the further development of
the application of atomic enecrgy for

-l

an to achieve at the
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-~
* (AD 14/, \
R W) ONPIDENT FOREION OFFICE,
S.?‘.’.1.
23 april, 1968,
Article 111
You will recall that we agreed with Mr, Mulley that safe-
guards should not be dealt with in his initial speech, but that
we would provide s draft for use on some subseqguant occasion,
posaibly in answer to criticisms of the allegedly favoursble
treatment envisaged for Euratom.
oo 2, TPor this I have taken a slightly modified version of the

paragraph which we proposed in Jemuary (and which you rightly
thought at that time might de too specific and so counter-
productive), together with a new introductory paragraph. I
think it suitable for present circumstances. It mskes, perhaps
more forcefully, the points in Fisher's spesch of 18 Janusry on
the right of Euratom to negotiate, and the verificstion of
Furatom safeguards. It seems to us that at this stage explicit
references to Ruratom are preferables to gensral mention of
regional systems, since the latter might be held to imply that
T i to accept the establishment of other such systems,

onsider that something on the lines of this
isfy fully cur commitment given to the Cermans
| the Buratom interpretation,

oover all the iseuss
uses loophole; mnd
sbout our own safeguanio
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i The Safeguards Artiele finally ineluded in the drage
Toaty is the fruit of many months' discussion,

and is of
the greatest iaportance,

If Btates are to becone parties

to the Treaty and surrender the right to soquire muclear

woapons, they must be Gssured that other Gtates are #oing

to fMulfil their obligatiocns as serupulously as they intend to

flril them theaselves. The &pplication of international

Safoguards, as envisaged in Article 111, will secure this,
and by eliminating possidle aress of suepicion and mistrust
it will strengthen the whole Treaty and enhance its stability,
Horeover, we can expect the inoreased mutual trust thus ene
gendered 10 be reflected in the progressive elimination of
the restraints that have sometimes tended in the past to limit
technical cooperation, so that Articls III will make a posie
tive contribution to the fulfilment of the odjectives embdodied
4An Article IVe But this will only happen ir all Etates have
omplete eo in the effectivensss of the safeguards
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Partioulay ciroumstances and requirementd

other ind It 10 not for the UK. orF any
. 1 country to try to dictate what the content
Of these agreements shall be,

Governors of She I.A.E,A,
decide thia
the Treaty,

It is for the Board of

and the countriss conmcerned %o

in overy case witnin the framework laid down in
Bat in the particular case of Buratom, we

bolieve that the text will pormit an sgreement which provides

for the verification of the Buretom Gafeguards system by the

I.AcBAs  This 10 o matter as much of good sense as of

politics, The Suratom Safeguards OGystem 1s s total system

which already penetrates into every cormer of the peaceful

mclear setivities of the Buropean cossunity. Ite inspectors

bave boen associsted with the comsunity's eivil muclear

sctivities from the atart. It is only sensidble to make use

of this aystem now, rether than to discard the knowledge

and experience already gained and beogin again. What the

sanner of this verification will be must again depend on

the sgreement, but it is clear that the I.A.E.A. must be

permitted %o take appropriaste measures, on a contimuing dasis,

m safoguards are fully effective,
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