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Mr. Macovescu expressed thanks for the Secretary's willingness 
to receive him as a special envoy of the Romanian Government. 

The Secretary said he was pleased to do so. 

Mr. Macovescu said he had already discussed the Romanian position 
on the NPT with experts from the American side and wished to stress 
that the NPT was in a very advanced stage and that the Romanian 
Government wished to exchange views with the US Government, as one 
of the Co-sponsors of the NPTo He said a similar exchange of views 
already had taken place with the Soviet Government, covering the 
same points he was raising. 

Mr. Macovescu said the NPT is an act of exceptional importance for 
the internatjonal community and for the atmosphere of international 
relations. Therefore, Romania attached particular importance to 
NPT and has presented its views to the ENDC. Romania had raised 
a number of objections to the first draft (Aug 24). Mr. Macovescu 
thanked the US for accepting some of the Romanian proposals since 
then. The Jan. 18 draft was an improvement. His current visit was 
motivated by the wish to state certain criticisms and objections. 

L He wanted to learn US thinking and to discuss whether there were _J 
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further possibilities for improving the text. Mr. Macovescu 
said he did not want to get into details but would outline 
the main Romanian concerns which were: 

1) the present draft does not have a comprehensive 
guarantee against nuclear attack or blackmail; 

2) the present draft does not provide for commitments for 
further nuclear disarmament measures; 

3) the present draft does not contain sufficient guarantees 
against interference in the internal affairs of parties and 
for the protection of the rights of non-nuclear weapon states 
to pursue peaceful nuclear activities. Here Mr. Macovescu 
sa~ that Romania has accepted IAEA controls and that the idea 
of safeguards was not alien to Romania. 

4) the present draft contains provisions which may affect 
the sovereignty of nations. 

The Secretary asked for an illustration of the last point. 

Mr. Macovescu said that the withdrawal clause provides for 
notification to the UNSC. Here he noted that Romania did not 
wish to weaken the NPT but only to strengthen it. Romania does 
not advocate "all or nothing11

, and regards the NPT as essential 
for peace and better mutual understanding. He only thought 
that the limits had not been reached for improving the NPT. He 
thought that joint efforts in good faith could bring new improve
ments to the satisfaction of all interests involved to the 
greatest extent possible. 

Mro Macovescu recognized that the US had special responsibi
lities as a great power. At the same time he requested that we 
take into account the interests of smaller non-nuclear powers 
who had no intention of acquiring or using nuclear weapons 
against other countries. The NPT touched on national defense 
and sovereignty. It would be difficult or impossible for the 
Romanian Government to sign a treaty which did not protect 
fundamental interests of the Romanian people. As in the West, 
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such a treaty would not pass through Parliament. Romania also 
has a public opinion to satisfy. Romania was convinced that 
joint efforts could lead to improvements which would not 
affect the interests either of nuclear or non-nuclear powers 
with respect to the NPT. 

The Secretary said that he assumed Mr. Macovescu would 
meet with his colleagues to explore the Romanian suggestions 
in detail. He said that perhaps he could meet with Mr.Macovescu 
again. The Secretary said that the spread of nuclear weapons 
was a problem of overwhelming importance. Even one nuclear
weapon power was too many, which we had recognized at an early 
stage in advancing the Baruch Proposal. It was a pity that 
this proposal was not accepted and we no\v have five nuclear
weapon states which is even more too many. To increase this 
figure to 15 or 20 would be unimaginable . . Therefore, we are 
very serious about the NPT, while recognizing that it is not 
easy for many governments to adhere when confronted with the 
actual decision. For years the idea of an NPT has been 
applauded in the UN because there was no concrete treaty. Now 
that a treaty is a reality governments recognize its seriousness. 

The Secretary said he took special note of Mr. Macovescu's 
statement that Romania will not acquire nuclear weapons. 

Mr. Macovescu added that Romania also is disposed not 
to admit any foreign bases or nuclear weapons on its territory. 

The Secretary said he was glad to take note of this also. 
This gives Romania an additional interest in having a maximum 
number of countries in a similar position. If an effective 
treaty is an important objective of the Romanian policy, then 
we share the same objective. Some of the objections raised 
to the NPT appear to be pretexts for non-adherence rather than 
promoting this objective. The Secretary said he was not 
applying this to what Mr. Macovescu had said, particularly in 
the light of the important statement he had just made. 

The Secretary referred to the special role of the Co
Chairmen in drafting the NPT and in seeking a consensus for an 
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effective and widely acceptable treaty. He observed that 
Washington and Moscow, of course, are not the only ones 
involved. If this were so we could have had agreement long 
ago. He noted that Peking and Paris will not sign and that 
this creates a problem. But this problem would be minimized 
if as many other countries sign as possible. He said that it 
was particularly important for Tsrael ~nd the Ara~ countries 

d f . . tQ.. l:TaoeJ.~e o the ,..trea v. ' an .or India and Pakistan,/ ~ne inJec ion or nuc ear weapons 
would have a catastrophic effect in any conflict in these 
troubled areas. As Co-Chairman we have tried to get a treaty 
which is as widely acceptable as possible. We have consulted 
intensively with NATO and with other governments . We have 
paid attention to what has been said in Geneva. Many of the 
changes in the present draft are the result of such suggestions 
by others. The treaty now is better than it was one year ago. 
Now the problem is one of urgency, because there are trends 
away from the treaty. Internal political problc:I!ls make it 
difficult for some countries to sign, e.g. , India could have 
signed more easily one year ago than now. Hence we hope we 
can move on to the next stage and without delay complete the 
ENDC Report to the UNGA by March 15 . The Secretary noted that 
the President and he, himself, had devoted a lot of personal 
attention to the NPT. 

With regard to the four points raised by Mr. Macovescu 
the Secretary noted that as a general matter if the NPT is 
to be successful it cannot solve all problems. It is designed 
to prevent the spread of nuclear weapons and to provide 
safeguards that this will not happen. The central issue is 
whether countries will abandon their nuclear option or not . 
If we try to solve other problems we shall end in difficulty. 

The Secretary said he was going to be very candid and 
trusted that his remarks would be treated with the greatest 
discretion. Security assurances must be provided through 
Security Council action rather than in the treaty or through having 
countries take indlvidual responsibility for assurances. The 
US and USSR must act together. Otherwise there will be no 
northern hemisphere. Th US cannot pledge one hundred million 
lives to get someone to sign the treaty. We shall have to act 
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together, for if there were only unilateral guarantees and 
if the US and Soviets were on different sides of a dispute 
no one would be left in the northern hemisphere. This inv~lves 
issues going beyond non-proliferation. The Secretary said that 
Romania will not be attacked by the UK; he could not imagine 
a bilateral US-Romanian war; the USSR has such large conven
tional forces that he could not imagine the Soviets using 
nuclear weapons against Romania. He also questioned whether 
France or China would apply nuclear blackmail against Romania. 
Thus he could not see how or under what circumstances Romania 
needed guarantees against the use of nuclear weapons by 
nuclear-weapon states against itself. It should be clearly 
understood that the nuclear powers should act together in the 
Security Council. But it was hard to imagine these powers 
acting together to apply nuclear black.mail to others. The US 
and USSR in particular understand what nuclear war means. Ue 
recognize security assurances are a matter of importance to 
non-nuclear states like Romania. They will achieve a new 
degree of security from the NPT itself in that the treaty 
\~ill discourage further proliferation. 

As to the theory regarding conm1itment by nuclear powers 
to further disarmament measures, the Secretary said we have no 
objeclion in principle but in practice there are many obstacles 
and we do not believe the NPT should be delayed until other 
nuclear arms control measures are agreed upon. These, of 
course, also involve China and France. The Secretary said 
that at Glassboro we had tried to get talks started with the 
Russians on offensive and defensive missile limitations. It 
was agreed that such talks should start but there is no 
agreement yet on the date. We believe such talks are imperative, 
otherwise there will be a ne\v level of nuclear arms, more cost, 
and no more security. We wish to become engaged in serious 
discussions on future arms control measures. But to undertake 
commitments on specific measures as part of the NPT might mean 
that the NPT would never come into operation. 

The Secretary asked what was the current status of Art. VI 
of the NPT at Geneva. Mr. Gleysteen said we favored incorporatiag 
the Feb. 8 Swedish amendments with minor changes, and had urged 
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the Soviet Co-Chairman also to accept them. This included a 
somewhat more explicit obligation in Art. VI to negotiate 
unspeci~ied nuclear disarmament measures at an early date. 
We consider the prospect of Soviet acceptance of these 
amendments to be good. 

Addressing himself to the third point raised by Mr. 
Macovescu, the Secretary said that the NPT does not interfere 
with peaceful activities. The safeguards were included to 
prevent the diversion of materials to weapons. Last year we 
had discussed this problem exhaustively with our NATO allies 
who also were worried about industrial espionage and about 
commercial disadvantages that might result from safeguards. 
We believe our allies consider that the present language of 
Art. III has relieved these concerns. Actually the treaty would 
encourage peaceful nuclear activities. 

The Secretary referred to the Brazilian support for keeping 
open the option for developing peaceful nuclear explosive 
devices. He commented that a device which could blow up a 
mountain could also blow up a city. This sort of amendment to 
the NPT obviously could not be accepted by most of the countries 
which support the NPT. The Secretary said we would like to 
satisfy the Romanians as fully as possible on the points 
raised by Mr. Macovescu and they would be gone over in detail 
by his colleagues. The Secretary noted that the US has had 
many similar consultations with other countries on the NPT . 

Regarding the Romanian comment that the NPT would affect 
Romania's sovereignty, the Secretary noted that any treaty 
limits the sovereignty of its parties so there was nothing 
unique in the NPT on that score. Mr. :Macovescu good naturedly 
ackno\vledgcd that lhe point °'\\1as well taken. Mr. Gleysteen said 
that notification of intentions to 
withdraw to the UN Security Council was included in Art. X of 
the treaty because an act of withdrawal would affect the 
security of other states if not of the state withdrawing, and 
ther .fore was an appropriate matter to be brought to the 
Security Council's attention. 
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Th S r tary said he \vished to underline again the 
u ncy of conc]uding the NPTo He urged that the Romanian 
Gov rnm n t gi e full weight to having the maximum number of 

un ·r _sf~ lo~ the ~osition which Romania was adopting 
in s at · ng its intention not to acquire nuclear weapons. 

Mr. I1acovescu thanked the Secretary for his presentation 
nd said that the conversation strengthened his conviction 
hat such xchanges of views, which do not commit governments 

to the sam ext nt as official negotiations do , would be most 
u. ful for his Government. He said that the Romanian Govern
men · \ 10t ld no-v be in a better position to know what is going 
on and wher it stands regarding the treaty . 

Mr. Macovescu reverted to the question of security 
guarant 'CS and said Romanian public opinion would want to know 
\hy the treaty could not guarantee Romania against a nuclear 
attacl'. 

The Secretary said that the US had no guarantee against 
such attack either. Mr. Macovescu said he understood this 
perfectly but the US at least possessed a nuclear deterrent , 
whereas Romania had none. 

The Secretary responded that there are two kinds of 
deterrents: (1) massive retaliatory power , or ( 2) no nuclear 
weapons. He obse:rved that a country without nuclear weapons 
was not a suitable nuclear target. The most dangerous situation 
of all would be for a country to have only a few nuclear weapons. 

Mr. Macovescu said he understood this argument and took 
note of it. He then said that the US doubtlessly knows about 
Romania's relations with the FRG \-.1hich Romania is trying to 
iP1provc and develop. He said Romania considers that it can 
contribute to the settlement of problems left over from World 
War II. In this connection he noted that there are nuclear 
weapons on FRG territory which did not belong to it and it 
was no secret that German military experts were getting 
training with US experts. Ile asked what guarantee there was 
that the FRG would not lay its hands on these weapons and use 
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them to blackmail Romania. He did not think this would 
happen and this would not involve the FRG alone since there 
are nuclear \veapons on the territory of other non-nuclear 
weapon states but there are none on Romanian territory. 

The Secreta1:y responded that under existing arrangements 
for nuclear deployment overseas it was not only impossible 
as a matter of policy and law, but physically impossible for 
US weapons to be fired without its consent. The Secretary 
said that a seizure of US nuclear weapons would be tantamount 
to an act of war against the US. If a country seized US 
nuclear weapons in order to threaten Romania, Romania could 
count on our support. He said we are not novices on the control 
of nuclear weapons. The Secretary said he personally did not 
think this was a real problem. It also would be difficult to 
achieve a treaty which dealt \7ith every remote hypothesis. 
The Secretary noted that the FRG was the only couritry which 
had undertaken an international commitment not to manufacture 
nuclear weapons. In fact this undertaking was a condition for 
its entry into NATO. 

Mr. Macovescu replied that this involved only an undertaking 
not to produce them on German territory and asked what would 
happen if the FRG produced or stockpiled weapons elsewhere. 
Mr. Gleysteen said that this would be a clear violation of 
Article II of the NPT. Likewise Article III was designed to 
guard against such evasion. This was the reason for the 
inclusion of the phrase "carried out under its control anywhere" 
in paragraph 1 of that Article. 

Mr. Macovescu said that Romania had already submitted its 
nuclear activity to IAEA safeguards and thought this should be 
sufficient. These safeguards were on basically peaceful 
activities. He posed a technical question of where does 
peaceful activity end and military activity start. Perhaps 
modalities could be found to control military production. The 
Secretary read the passage from Article III which specifies that 
safeguards are to be accepted for the exclusiv~urp_?se of 
verifying fulfillment of obligations assumed not to divert 
nuclear energy from peaceful uses to nuclear weapons. Other 
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provisions of the treaty provided assurances that its purposes 
would be carried out without interfering in peaceful nuclear 
activities. 

Nr. Nacovescu reverted to the question of guarantees 
against non-use. He noted that 10 years ago Romania proposed 
the denuclearization of the Balkans. He said Romania was 
not thi~<ing of that now as a practical proposal but wondered 
how the US regarded it as a general idea. 

The Secretary responded that we do not exc l ude it as a 
matter of doctrine and were pleased by the conclusion of the 
Latin American Nuclear Free Zone Treaty. We would be glad 
to see Africa nuclear free but in order for a country to be 
in such a zone it would ctil~ca have to be a non-target. Two 
counLries in the Balkan~7are included in NATOo The Soviets 
have massive conventional forces in that part of the world . 
To try to make the area nuclear free when so many missiles 
are aimed at it would be difficult, but he hoped that we could 
approach this through detente and normalization of relations. 
In the case of Latin America no one would use nuclear weapons 
if the Latin American countries do not have nuclear weapons 
themselves. He said we don ' t expect to target our missiles 
against countries which do not have nuclear weapons on their 
territory. We do not exclude non-use as a doctrine but to 
negotiate international agreements on it is more complicated . 

The Secretary concluded the conversation by saying we 
would do our best in Geneva to make the treaty as widely 
acceptable as possible but he was concerned about the time 
element and we would regret further delay in completing the 
treaty. If this happened, we might lose our last chance to 
achieve it. 
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