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CONFIDENTIAL

SECURITY WITHOUT NUCLEAR WEAPONS

A tentative plan to provide collective defence
for unprotected non-nuclear states.

10.8.65.



I - INTRODUCTION

1. In the next few years, more and more countries will
become technically capable of producing nuclear weapons.
Unless they can be offered a better alternative, some of
them will decide to do so; and others, even though it may
bankrupt their economy, will feel impelled to follow suit.
Sooner or later one of them will use these weapons; and,
once nuclear war has started, on however limited a scale,
it could all too easily develop into world-wide conflict.

2. We have a clear duty to do all in our power to avert
such a disaster.

3« Total and universal disarmament must remain our firm
objective; and, as a step towards it, we must continue to
seek agreement on practical measures of partial disarmament.
But, in view of the disappointing progress so far achieved,
we must recognise that disarmament will not come soon enough
to deal with the immediate danger. More rapid and direct
action must be taken to stop the spread of nuclear weapons.

4. Proposals have been made for a Non-Proliferation Agreement
under which nuclear -powers', would agree not to transfer nuclear
armaments to other nations and non-nuclear states would undertake
not to acquire such weapons. This is the most practicable
solution so far put forward, and no effort should be spared to
secure the conclusion of such an Agreement.

5. Despite present differences, the co-operation of the nuclear
powers should be obtainable, since it is so obviously in their
interest to prevent the emergence of new rivals. Similarly,
it should be possible to secure the agreement of those
non-nuclear states whose protection against aggression is
guaranteed by a treaty with a nuclear power. On the other
hand, it seems unlikely that other non-nuclear states, which
enjoy no such protection, will readily bind themselves not to
acquire nuclear weapons, except in return for some effective
security against both conventional and nuclear attack.

6. It follows that, in order to obtain the essential co-operation
of these unprotected non-nuclear states, we must devise some
system of collective defence which will make them feel safe
without nuclear weapons.

7. It has. been suggested that the nuclear powers should jointly
guarantee the non-nuclear states against nuclear aggression.
But protection against nuclear aggression is not enough, since
small countries may feel the need of nuclear weapons to defend
themselves not only against nuclear attack but also against
conventional attack by stronger neighbours.

8. In any case, even if the protection were extended to cover
all forms of attack, it would be unrealistic to imagine that,
in present cold-war conditions, a collective guarantee could
in practice be operated jointly by America, Russia, Britain,
Prance and China. They would rarely be able to agree upon
the basic question as to which nation was the aggressor; and
it is inconceivable that they would be able to organise joint
peace-keeping action.



9- It is clear, therefore, that any system of collective
defence for unprotected non-nuclear states must be initiated by
those states themselves. They must assume the responsibility
for determining whether, and if so by whom, an act of aggression
against one of their number has been committed; and they must
be prepared collectively to make every effort to provide for
their own mutual defence, within the limits of their military
resources. There will doubtless be situations in which
their resources will be insufficient to meet the scale of attack
encountered, in which case they will have to seek the assistance
of the nuclear and allied powers, either singly or jointly.
In fact, any scheme of this kind will inspire confidence only
if it is reasonably certain that, in most foreseeable
circumstances, the support of one or more of the major military
powers could be counted on, if required.

10. The outline of a Collective Defence Agreement on these lines,
designed to give security to unprotected non-nuclear states,
is set out in Part II of this paper. It is put forward purely
as a basis for discussion and to help focus attention on the
main issues involved.

11. Since it would not be practicable to consult all the
nations simultaneously, it is proposed, as a first step, to
invite the governments of a limited number of countries in
different parts of the world to send senior officials to an
informal meeting, for the purpose of examining, without
commitment, the feasibility of such a plan.

12. If, in the light of this examination, the governments
represented at this meeting conclude that the proposal deserves
to be further pursued, they will doubtless consider convening
a more formal conference on a wider basis.



II - COLLECTIVE DEFENCE AGREEMENT

Purpose of Agreement

13. All Unprotected Non-Nuclear States (i.e. states which, do
not possess and are not developing nuclear weapons and whose
safety is not guaranteed by treaty with a nuclear power) would
"be invited to conclude a Collective Defence Agreement.

14. The purpose of the Agreement would be to afford to such
states effective protection against both nuclear and conventional
aggression and thereby make it unnecessary for them to acquire
nuclear weapons.

15* Under the Agreement the Signatory States:

(a) would reaffirm their obligation under the
Charter of the United Nations to settle
all disputes by peaceful means and to
refrain from the use of force in
international relations except in
self-defence; and

(b) would undertake to organise among
themselves a system of collective
self-defence, in conformity with
Article 51 of the Charter.

Organisation

16. There would be a Council composed of representatives of
all the Signatory States. (It would be for consideration
whether they should be entitled to one vote each, or whether
they should be accorded a varying number of votes, related to
the size of their populations and of their financial contributions.)

17. The Council would appoint an independent Inspectorate,
composed of a small number of impartially-minded individuals,
who would hold office for a substantial period of years.

18. The Council would appoint a military commander with a small
international headquarters, for the purpose of exercising
operational control over any national forces which might be
provided under the Agreement for peace-keeping duties.

19. After the conclusion of the Agreement, all other states
(i.e. nuclear powers and states whose safety is guaranteed by
treaty with such powers) would be invited to become "Associated
States", thereby indicating their approval of the objects of
the Agreement and their readiness to consider sympathetically
requests by the Council for support for its peace-keeping
activities, should the need arise. Associated States would
be entitled to take part in the deliberations of the Council,
but would not vote.
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Method of Operation

20. If any Signatory State should allege that it had been
attacked by armed forces from outside its territory, the Council
would at once instruct the Inspectorate to investigate the matter
and report whether or not such an attack had occurred. (Since
the Charter of the United Nations imposes on all states the
obligation to settle all disputes by peaceful means and to
refrain from the use of force in their international relations,
except in self-defence, the Inspectorate would not be required
to examine the circumstances leading to any such attack or any
alleged justification for it.)

21. If the report of the Inspectorate confirmed that an attack
had taken place, the Council would call upon the government
from whose territory the attack had been launched (hereafter
called "the Aggressor State") to cause such attack to be stopped
and to withdraw any regular or irregular forces from the
territory of the state which had been attacked (hereafter called
"the Invaded State").

22. Should the Aggressor State fail to comply, the Council,
if so requested by the Invaded State with the support of
two-fifths of the total votes of the Council, would ask the
other Signatory States to provide military forces to help the
Invaded State to repel the attack. (In order to ensure rapid
action, Signatory States would be asked to earmark suitable units
in advance for this purpose.)

23. If the strength of the forces obtainable from the Signatory
States were insufficient to fulfil this task, Associated States
would "be invited to provide such additional reinforcements as
might be required.

24. In the situations envisaged in paragraphs 22 and 23, the
choice of the states to be approached would, as far as practicable,
be guided primarily by the preference of the Invaded State.

25. As an alternative or in addition to military action, the
Council might call upon Signatory States to apply economic
sanctions; and when appropriate it might appeal to Associated
States to do likewise.

Outstanding Problems

26. As has been stated, the proposals set out above are
no more than a broad outline of a possible plan, put forward
as a basis for discussion. There are many difficult questions,
such as finance, which have not been dealt with in this paper.
If, as a result of the preliminary meeting of officials
envisaged in paragraph 11 of the Introduction, it is decided
that the general ideas contained in this tentative plan
deserve to be further explored, these problems will have to
be studied in detail by experts.



Annex

EXPLANATORY NOTES

Answers to questions
raised in discussion
.with governments.



III - ANSWERS TO QUESTIONS

A. Does this plan conform with the Charter of the United Nations?

These proposals fully conform with the Charter. Article 51
specifically confirms the right of nations to defend
themselves individually or collectively. The purpose of
the proposed Agreement is to provide such collective defence
and to ensure that it is swift and effective.

B. Would the plan affect the activities of the Security Council?

There is nothing in the proposed Agreement which would
conflict in any way with the activities or authority of the
United Nations. Resolutions of the Security Council
would "be just as binding upon the Signatory States, as
they are at present upon other groups of states which have
concluded agreements for collective defence.

C. Does this plan duplicate the' machinery of the United Nations?

This plan is basically a proposal to create an "alliance
of the unaligned" for mutual self-protection. Such an
alliance would not conflict with or duplicate the functions
of the United Nations any more than do existing alliances
for the collective self-defence of the aligned countries.
Since the collective defence agreement proposed in this
plan would be directed against no particular state or
group of states, its character would be wholly pacific.

D. What would be the role of the Inspectorate?

The basic function of the Inspectorate would be to report
whether or not one of the Signatory States had been attacked
(i.e. whether armed forces, regular or irregular, had
invaded its territory from outside). Since the Agreement
would not recognise the right of any state, in any
circumstances, to use armed force against another country,
except in self-defence, the Inspectorate would not be
required to consider any alleged justification for the
attack.

The impartiality of a body of independent, judicially-minded
observers, appointed by a group of nations, mostly unaligned,
could not be lightly challenged; and the world as a whole
would normally respect their judgment.

The creation by the unprotected non-nuclear states of a
generally acceptable procedure for determining the question
of aggression would not only enable them to operate a system
of collective defence among themselves. It would also make
it much easier politically for other nations (i.e. nuclear
powers and their allies) to respond to an appeal for military
assistance, without laying themselves open to the charge of
improper intervention. Conversely, it would have the
advantage of making any government, which was thinking of
doing so, hesitate to support a state which had been declared
by impartial judges to be an aggressor.



E. Why should the decisions of the Council "be taken by a
minority of two-fifths?

Since the Members of the Council must necessarily be
representatives of governments, they would be bound to be
subject to political pressures and could not, therefore,
be relied upon to act with objectivity. On the other hand,
it should be possible to create an independent Inspectorate
of impartial and judicially-minded individuals, who would
command general confidence.

That is why it is proposed that,if the Inspectorate, after
enquiry, reports that an attack has taken place, its
judgment should be accepted as correct, provided that an
overwhelming majority of the Council does not disagree.
This is designed to prevent a simple majority, which would
probably be biased, one way or the other, from determining
the issue on the basis of political sympathies. The aim
.of this proposal is to ensure, as far as possible, that
action is taken on the basis of impartially ascertained
facts, and that aid for the Invaded State is not delayed
by protracted political controversy.

IF. Uhy are nuclear powers and their allies not afforded
protection under the proposed Agreement?

The specific purpose of the Agreement is to give security
to those states which do not possess nuclear weapons and
which are not protected by treaty with a nuclear power,
and thus make it safe for them to remain non-nuclear.
This plan could give to nuclear powers and their allies
no protection beyond that which they already possess;
and their inclusion would inevitably introduce cold-war
politics into an organisation composed primarily of
unaligned countries.

G-. Will the big powers be prepared to provide military backing?

The major powers and their allies have a very real interest
in preventing the further spread of nuclear weapons and
should, therefore, be in full sympathy with the basic
objectives of the proposed Agreement. Their willingness,
in any particular case, to provide military forces, in response
to a collective appeal by the non-nuclear states, would
doubtless be influenced by political and ideological
considerations. While it is, therefore, unlikely that
the opposing allied blocs would often be prepared to act
jointly, it seems probable that, in most situations, there
would be one or more of the major powers willing to help
repel an aggression which had been verified by impartial
inspection.
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H. Is it intended to create a permanent international force?

To build up such, a force would'.inevitably take time and could
raise many difficulties. If a security system is to be
created rapidly, it would clearly be necessary to rely in
the first instance upon the governments of Signatory and
Associated States to provide the military forces required.
The Council would appoint a military commander with the
necessary headquarters staff to control these forces and
direct operations. The desirability and the feasibility
of creating a permanent security force could be considered
later in the light of experience.

I. Would Signatory States be obliged to provide military forces?

Signatory States would be invited to earmark units which
could be made quickly available, if required; and it is
hoped that most of them would agree to do this. The fact
that a state had earmarked forces would not automatically
commit it to despatch them. It would remain free to
decide whether or not to provide forces in any particular
case.

While the national composition of the supporting forces
would doubtless vary from case to case, it is probable that,
in most of the situations which can be envisaged, there
would be a sufficient number of governments willing to come
to the assistance of the Invaded State.

J. Would acceptance of the plan deprive a country of the
right to obtain military support from other countries?

Nothing in the plan would preclude a lawful government
from obtaining armed assistance from the government of
another country for the purpose of repelling invasion
or of maintaining or re-establishing law and order.

K. Would the plan deal with internal subversion?

The plan is not designed to solve all problems. It is
concerned exclusively with the vitally important task
of preventing the spread of nuclear weapons. Governments
do not acquire nuclear weapons to deal with rebellion in
their own territory.

L. Would the Signatory States be required to .undertake not to
acquire nuclear weapons?

The proposed Collective Defence Agreement would not impose
any obligation upon signatory states to renounce the right to
acquire nuclear weapons. The purpose of this Agreement is to
make non-nuclear states feel secure without nuclear weapons.
This would help to pave the way for the conclusion of a
separate Non-Proliferation Agreement in which all nuclear
and non-nuclear states would participate.



M. Which countries would be reckoned to be "Unprotected
Non-Nuclear States" and thus eligible for protection
under the proposed Collective Defence Agreement?

As explained in paragraph. 13, the term "Unprotected Non-Nuclear
State" means a state which is not a nuclear power and whose
safety is not guaranteed by treaty with a nuclear power.
This definition would at present include all states except
the Members of N.A.T.O. and the Warsaw Pact Alliances,
China and Japan.

N. Is it intended to freeze .the "status quo" for all time?

The plan assumes unqualified acceptance of the "basic
principle of the United Nations Charter that no country
has the right to wage war to secure its aims, however
Just it may consider them to "be.

It must nevertheless be recognised that change is
inevitable and desirable. Efforts must, therefore,
continue to be made to find ways of securing such change
by peaceful means. But, since this is likely to be a
lengthy process, action to halt the spread of nuclear
armaments should not be made conditional upon the solution
of this wider and still more difficult problem.
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12 August X965

Notes on memorandum by Mr. Duncan Sandys

General

1. The plan involves a special form of collective security system

•whereby "a permanent military force of substantial strength would be

established" which would be "directly recruited on an individual basis11.

Such a plan goes far beyond the Canadian and Scandinavian idea for ear-

marking and -training units for peacekeeping and presents problems far

greater than the earmarking system.

At best such a plan •would take a very long time to work out and put

into effect, and this would detract from its value in deterring potential

nuclear powers from acquiring nuclear capability. A reasonable assumption

is that we have one, or perhaps two, year's grace in which to secure this

effect, since it is likely that some powers will make the crucial decision

to proceed with making a bomb within the next year or so - a" decision very

difficult to reverse.

Compatibility with United Nations system I

2. The plan is clearly inconsistent with the United Nations Charter, \

which puts responsibility for dealing with acts of aggression and providing \

military forces squarely with the Security Council. Although the purpose |

of the plan is a limited one - "to discourage the spread of nuclear weapons" - j

it does, in fact, set up a broad collective security system operating

independently of the Security Council, and since this is the very essence

of the plan it is difficult not to recognize in it a conflict with the

Charter. , . .

To say that the plan is based on Article 51 of the Charter is only

the beginning of the argument - an argument which is unlikely to do either

the United Nations or the plan any good. If the plan could obtain the

support of enough of the smaller states - well over 50 - to command a 2/3

majority in the General Assembly, it is conceivable that it could be made

to fit into the UN system, but in this case the proposed organ would have
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; -specifically to be an integral part of the UN structure, with its

Secretariat responsible to the Secretary-General and its budget approved
I by the UN. This would not necessarily mean that the organ would not have
t
j a very large measure of autonomy, or that it could conceivably take auto-

| matically instantaneous action in an emergency situation. But to fit into

i the UN system, it would have also in all cases to be subject to decisions

or directives of the Security Council and the General Assembly, which would
raise once again the current Article 19 controversy over the respective

jurisdiction of the two organs. This controversy would be more especially

lively since the security force envisaged is actually a fighting force and !

not a peacekeeping force. j
!;

Quite apart from the above arguments, if such an organ were to be j

successfully set up outside the UN structure, its importance in the whole jj

area of peacekeeping would inevitably undenriirie, and to a large extent \

substitute for the UN itself in this area. It seems unlikely in the light |

of the above that the proposed organ could obtain sufficient support from \

non-nuclear states, or for that matter from nuclear ones, to make it |

effective, unless it were specifically an integral part of the UN structure. j

Feasibility and effectiveness of the plan. \
i

3. Hitherto the only regional arrangements or collective security ;
s

systems which have succeeded in creating standing military forces are those \

sponsored by big powers, namely, NATO and the Warsaw Pact. The small power

regional organs (OAS, Arab League, OAU) have not succeeded in organizing an

effective security system, and it seems even less likely that a diverse

group of widely scattered states, with little in common other than the

desire to remain non-nuclear, could agree to set up anything as intricate

as the type of permanent force proposed. This argument is reinforced by

a consideration of the relations of some of the key potential nuclear

powers, e.g., India, Pakistan, Israel, UAR and Indonesia. Other problems

are involved. For example, Sweden is opposed to any security guarantee
1 by the nuclear powers (even if it were unanimous) as an inducement to

refrain from acquiring nuclear weapons on the grounds that such a guarantee

would be an infringement of her neutrality. Sweden will, therefore, accept
only collective guarantees by the United Nations.

~prw
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Assuming that the plan were to be agreed upon and put Into operation,

it is clearly intended to apply even in the case of aggression by a major

power. How could any grouping of small powers successfully withstand

.aggression by one of the major nuclear powers? Such a grouping might

prevent aggression by small or middle powers, but not by one of the major

powers unless the group was supported by other major powers. Thus the plan

takes us no further ahead than in actual fact we are now. The chief point

of the plan would be to provide a deterent rather than an instrument for

repelling aggression, and as such it would be unlikely to be enough to

reassure non-nuclear powers (India or Israel, for example) who regard

themselves as threatened by hostile neighbours. Such powers would probably

prefer security guarantees by major nuclear powers who could act quickly

and effectively.

4. In general, the plan seems to ignore the experience gained by the

United Nations in the last 20 years with regard to such matters as govern-

ments' feelings about national sovereignty and the degree of acceptance

in the world at large of the concept of complete objectivity of and

independent executive action by international civil servants. It also

makes very broad assumptions as to the ease, speed and effectiveness with

which an international executive can act in critical situations.

5* In spite of the above doubts about both the legality and the

feasibility of the plan and about its potential effectiveness in securing

either non-proliferation of nuclear weapons or a more effective means of

peacekeeping, there might be advantages in the series of meetings suggested

to explore its possibilities. Such meetings of senior officials from

various governments could help to focus attention on the gravity of the

problems involved both in preventing proliferation and in improving the

peacekeeping potential of the United Nations, and might conceivably also

bring forth much-needed new ideas in both these areas.

1COPY I
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V

COMMENTS BY MR. DUNCAN SAKDYS ON NOTES
OF 12 AUGUST ON HIS MMQRAlTOUl

1 . General

It is agreed that the creation of a standing military force
raises many difficulties. This idea was accordingly dropped in
the revised version of the plan, dated 10th August, and the
system of earmarking units was substituted.

2. Compatibility with United Nations system

(a) It is not clear how this plan would conflict with the
Charter. This might be alleged, if the plan provided machinery
for "enforcement" (i.e. if it set up an organisation endowed with
the power to order action). But this is not the case. It is
not proposed that the Council should be given any such powar.
It could only request support for a state which had been attacked.
The Agreement would not require signatory states to undertake to
comply with- such a request. They would remain free to decide
what action, if any, they should take in the light of circum-
stances.

(b) As things are now, an invaded state has an unquestionable
right to ask other states to come to its help. The effect of
the plan is to give the invaded state the opportunity to secure
impartial verification of the attack upon it and then to obtain^ e&k.
the collective moral backing of other non-nuclear states for its
request for help. This surely does not conflict in any way with
the Charter.

(c) It goes without saying that the proposed Agreement and any
arrangements made under it could not in any way diminish the power
of the Security Council and other organs of the United Nations to
take whatever action they think fit.

The nations which would be initiating this scheme (i.e. the
unprotected non-nuclear states) are among those which are most
anxious to uphold and strengthen the authority of the United
Nations. It is therefore certain that they would welcome any
arrangement by which such a scheme could be integrated into the
United Nations structure.

3- Feasibility and effectiveness of the plan

(a) As explained under paragraph 1, the proposal to set up a
permanent military force has been dropped.

(b) Sweden's position is exceptional, both politically and
geographically. It is inconceivable that sb-3 would be attacked,
except in the context of a major conflict between East and West.
Against such an eventuality, it is obvious that no form of
guarantee would be of any value.

(c) The scheme is basically an "alliance of the unaligned" for
mutual defence. But it specifically envisages that, in cases
where their military resources are insufficient, they will seek
the support of the larger military powers. In practice, it is
not possible for the email states to be guaranteed jointly by the
U.S.A. and the U.S.S.H. and they cannot accept a guarantee from
one or other alone v/ithout prejudicing their non-alignment.
(This is particularly true of India.) Without providing for a
joint guarantee, the plan envisages an appeal to the major powers,
either singly or jointly, for support. No scheme could provide
security against an attack by Russia or America. But this plan
offers a reasonable expectation of effective support in all other
forseeable emergencies.

A-
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!».. Past experience

This plan, endeavours realistically to take account of past
disappointments. In particular, it is based on the recognition

(a) that the decisions of any intergovernmental body will
inevitably be influenced by political sympathies, and

(b) that America and Russia v/ill seldom be in agreement on
controversial issues.

The plan consequently seeks as far as possible to lift
decisions out of the arena of cold war politics and does not
make its operation dependent upon joint action by Russia and
America.

5. Exploratory Meeting

The proposed meeting could, as is suggested in the Notes,
help to focus attention on the urgency of the problem. As
has been emphasised, the plan has been put forward purely as a
basis for discussion. The meeting would, of course, be free to
consider any other solutions. Alternative proposals would be
'greatly welcomed.

August 1965.



Confidential HOUSE OF COMMONS,

LONDON, S.W.I.

17 August 1965.

Dear Secretary-General,

I am writing to tell you how much I have valued the
opportunity of discussing with you the problem of nuclear
proliferation. I greatly appreciate the attention you have
given to my proposals; and I am very grateful to Dr. Bunche,
Mr. Narasimhan,: Mr. Rolz-Bennett and Mr. Urquhart for the
care with which they have studied them.

I was glad to hear from you that you attach the highest
importance to the rapid conclusion of an effective agreement
to stop the further spread of nuclear armaments. You are,
I am sure, right in believing that, in the absence of such
an agreement, some governments may quite soon take the crucial
decision to make the bomb, and that we have probably not more
than one or two years in which to find a solution.

I naturally did not expect you, as Secretary-General, to
express any formal opinion on my proposals, which are still
in a purely tentative form and are intended only as a basis
for discussion. It has, however, been most helpful to me to
be able to talk over these ideas with you and to obtain your
informal reactions, which I shall, as you requested, treat as
entirely confidential.

I fully share your desire that any new arrangements
which may be made in this field should be in complete
conformity with the letter and spirit of the Charter; and
you may be sure that I shall pay special attention to the
points which you made to me at our meetings. The countries

/for

His Excellency U Thant,
Secretary-General,
' United Nations,

New York.
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for whose benefit this scheme is primarily intended, namely
the unaligned states, will certainly be equally concerned to
uphold in every way the influence and authority of the
United Nations.

You expressed the view that the proposed meeting of
senior officials might be useful not only in exploring the
possibilities of the plan, but also in focussing attention
on the importance of preventing nuclear proliferation and
of improving the peacekeeping potential of the United
Nations, and that such a meeting might perhaps produce
much-needed new ideas on these subjects.

In this connection, you suggested that it might be a
good thing to try and obtain a Resolution of the General
Assembly in the most general terms on this question. I
imagine that such a Resolution v/ould quite simply draw
attention to the need to give effective security to non-
nuclear states, so as to make them feel safe without nuclear
weapons, and would advise such states to consult together
with a view to formulating proposals to achieve this end.
(The Resolution would, of course, not attempt to prejudge
what form such proposals might take.)

As I told you, I am attracted by the idea of initiating
the further study of this problem by a U.N. Resolution, and
I will most certainly put it to the governments with whom I
am in touch.

Thanking you again for your helpfulness and
consideration,

Yours sincerely,

Duncan Sandys


