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The Qn‘mm‘ WEW&QE and "H&m_ @wqﬁ%&%.ﬁ% .Ennmmaw;
mwmm Namm 1 the Mediterranean between the 1960s

c ~analyze the position of .Enw.mﬁﬁm_ﬁhmmaa uEwﬁ
Eﬂ.ammnm.ﬂswom some of the countries of the Mediterrancan- with respect to-
several proposal that were made during the course of the 1960s and 1970s °
mm.ﬂmwm. mmawwmﬂﬁnmﬂ ﬂm EﬂnF_ﬁ mmn.m“ Nam.n.m.u E‘m‘wn En&ﬁmmmm‘mnmﬂwm first”-

‘ mile cwamﬁm‘inmn .ﬂ&ﬁﬁﬂﬂn wﬂa‘wﬁﬁc.wﬂm ﬂﬂwﬂ. mmmnmw :
) mﬁ.mﬂnmﬁmﬁ countries but also into the international assemblies such as the
mEmwm..megm_.. and some of them were successfully approved, such as the

of Tatlelolco!. The proposal for such a zone in the Mediterranean was -
mmmwm‘m.&ﬁnﬂ A from the proposal for other zones of the world for ‘the strategic.
implications that made them difficult, if not impossible 1o approve. There
of 0 ”cEm.n tions that were raised within the British Government and -

or yervice with respect to the proposals and there was the feeling -
Emﬂmﬁmﬁ - of thei were ”w.‘ﬁn‘wn exercise of propaganda and nothing more. -
Some of the objections, related Swﬁn.#ﬁ.ﬁﬁ&nﬁ wmmwwmwgnmﬁﬁﬂﬁm have
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S n@ﬂﬂﬁﬁm‘mﬂmm mmwnam.nn&nnﬁm at the Nixon and: Reagan Presiden
1.7 Libraries and Archives in the United Stats st as well as official Wﬁw.wmw.
ST H...”.naﬁmhmoﬁm ‘The Nixon and Reagan- papers were used. for a cross .check
~ 7 i and were sided by, articles and books on the Smﬁn or related issues and by
. memoirs of statesmen and official that took part in the decisional process
© .7 that lead the United Kingdom to. take a position on the Nuclear Free.Zone
.. topic. A full range of books and articles® were used to complete the research
.. thanks to studies previously carried out on the topic, studies that helped in
B mmmﬂmﬁmaﬁm the Eﬂnmumgmmm situation Eﬁ many Emhm&_ mmﬁmm.ﬁwmﬁm t0
.- ... the non-proliferation issue. mEmmun i order to look at the. mmEH of the period
R 13 has been Eow.w.w at EnE_EH.m of, the womanahm m_umw were in nwﬁm.‘ .mmﬂmw
SRR _mﬁmn wnmumq N
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I nelt University Press, Ithaca, 1950; H. Sokolski, Fighting waﬁ%mwnﬂqﬁ New Concerns for
- [ .7 Armageddon. Brisain, the United _wEnm.w Eﬁ the | Conmmand &q Western Nuclear Forces, 194.

1954, Harwood Academic Publishers, Amsterdarm, 2000; M, Gal, ! paradosso nucleare.
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. The study has been carried out on the British .BﬂEEmﬂnﬂmﬁmum throigk

2 wide research at’ the National. Archives .of London’,: and

: ut Zﬁﬂm 'S _Enwmm_, mcwﬁmmmmm wm the
Mediterranean ﬂ..w@ maﬁmﬂ modmnumﬁmn mmﬁmm learned that there weze US
submarines. @mﬁwﬁ_& with, ﬂmnmnﬁ. rockets, considered this move as a threat - :
to the: peace in the Mediterranean region and consequently. in the’ wﬂnanw :
world, as it later nﬁﬂm& mmmEu the mwmoﬂmﬁom“ for the new draft of w Noa- -
Proliferation m.wnmﬂw ‘The. Soviet: ambassador stated: thaf his Government o
wanied to propose the Medi rranean o be declared 4 zone free from nuclear
EnWmm ﬁnmﬁamm ‘The Soviels insisted mwnw had nﬁmmmﬁmmmw mﬂwmonnm all
the 1 Meastes mmEmmw nmmmmmmwmom of nuclear weapons and they had mﬁmﬂm
mm&m 10 the nmﬁwwmmﬁmnw of atom- wnn zones, and the reduction of forces
in.areas’ where.there ‘was a nmﬂamm ofa conflict, a statement seen
British’ mmenmman ‘as a clear piece of ﬁﬁmmmmmmm and nothing
.HB.R In. oﬂﬁ_.ﬁ give. a more. substantial offer the ambassador said that his -
Government would wmﬁ.wnnmﬁﬁm the idea not to. maintain nuclear ‘weapons
in the Mediterranean and proposed that they should have joined svith the other .
countries in giving the guarantee that the Mediterranean would be outside the
sphere of a umnmmﬁ attack in. the nﬂnﬁ of a conflict; mﬂ&n&ﬁ# the Southern
flank®; At first the Foreign Secretary replied that his Government would have -
been keen to study the Soviet proposal with great care, but he said also that -
he would have not seen an immediate. ﬂSEm.E.‘ as the United States have .
tained :m&wﬁ %mmmamm in the Mediterranean. in the last five years and
nwﬂ.n fﬂm o news, on. this issue. On &w other hand it is important to say <
1t the British maaﬂ.mmuwmﬁ was much more in favour of a comprehensive
nmﬁamE.wﬂ Mm‘._u.n.nmwﬁnma ww the system of the observers, that the moﬁmn.w.
vernment was not eager to accept, rather than an mﬂmwwmwmﬂumm of nuclear.
mmw,mamnmm.“ﬁwﬁﬁmmhﬁ the first time that the USSR was proposing sucha
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and in the previous years E@%QE wnﬁ.mammn or-supported the creation
least 2 dozen of NFZs in various part of the world. The first proposal
er for a Nuclear-Free Zone was introduced by the Polish ﬂo@um Minister:
dam Wmﬂmnmn in- 1957! mﬂm since then; all the m@mﬂmmﬁ proposal had -
Eﬁ wgm Enmw..ﬁa ﬁﬂw nmmﬂmmmnmwm 3. mﬁ British mcﬂmmmﬂmnﬁ over Em -

T Nineties, Alx University Press, Maxwell Air Force Base, 1996; S. Twigge-L. Scott, Plannin
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and Proliferation, Cambridge Univessity Press, Cambridge, 2012; T. Graham, Disarmament
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L. Haﬁwa%&ﬁ.. op. cit., E.., mnm.mmw

7. 1B, Tito, La ﬁqr?.nﬁ di un’atiiva nnm.ﬁ@.ﬂn ‘__uﬁnm_mmﬂ m‘.hn coscienza, nmmﬁig" 10. Home to Trevelyan, fetier of 20 May mwmu HZ} U.D_ meﬁmm




S mmﬂmﬁ. mﬁm..mqmuwﬁnw. wm.“mnﬁm.mm‘ mwo mem.mnﬁ“ Em_h‘. %mmw.m .imw.&mnwm

© .7 positions within the British Politics®®. The main purpose of these pr
T was to try to disrupt NATO's defence by limiting the frecdom of the alliance.
BRI ”3 make: the. strategic dispositions: which: were
St mmﬁnﬁ.ﬁ by securing’ the. ﬁ%&mﬂm” of ?Ewﬂnmm _ummmm and. ﬁn.mw.ﬂmm
- - systems. In some case, as it is-easy. understandable; ‘countries like wawmmm.
.. 77~ would have been mmwmm mmﬂmbﬁmwm Wma mﬁ limitation om Soviet mﬁmmqﬁ in
‘. ‘.. Eastern Europe. -

LT governments believed that the creation of such zones would have offered
R . mmﬂ.mm of mnwg wuaﬁnﬁow. omﬁmm Eo&m have ‘wished only to mn,mea.

7 Plan whose BEw aim Emm‘ that of wﬂmﬂnmwnm ‘mﬁ mnnwmm of w.m Ie
© -7 .. by West Germany ignoring E.ﬂmmﬁ‘Eﬁmmnwinwmoammmu mmmnnm”m !
“ 7 77 Central Evrope were symptoms and a result of the political situatio 15,
-7 was also another plan mmcmcmnm by the Rom
.ol Stoica in 1957 that raised the issue of the mwmmﬁmmmﬁmﬂan of the Balkans
- aproposal that did not achieved the same.atention as the other proposal

7 The guestion. of - a total disarmament and of the noﬁaﬁn disrissal of the
© " nuclear weapons was also requested during a session of th United Nation by

namw_fdmm eartier in the decade fo set up a multilateral nuclear moa.nm.”mw
IR mnnmu&mm tQ SOME Opinion the mﬁﬁnm& for a Nucleat’ Frée Zone

o '~ Nuclear Force and the mnEcmeE of Thor arid Jupiter missiles in Europe
. and.it was probably more _acceptable. if. they have been kept under U
S munwmm?n nam_ucwm AR mdm E mmmm am the fact that the discussion about suc
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U Y3, K. Wilson, op. cir., pp. 23942,
R . BRI €. mwnwmwmmbmwuwm t5 October 1964, .wwmb mD@mEm_mm.v“

‘wm_mammw W _maﬂnmwﬁd_# memnﬂ m..n m&mxﬁ hm_n..ﬁq m&Sﬂ WEEE Roma, 1981,
TR § 3
B £ ﬁoﬁwmﬂﬂnmmm n__w ncf ﬁ mmh« m WMZomo wn.a&ﬁ_nn mﬂﬁﬁ §r§nnﬁu§§
o pendenza e integrazione, in L'fatia qm,mtwwrnh;n nella crisi degh arati settanta, 4 voll:, Rub-
C . .07 bettine, Soveria ﬂmnmnE Mn&m ‘__.am,.w? mumdmwﬁaw m ﬂnﬁ ﬁmnﬁm Ew.m.n guerra freddd

‘. B.N.MQWGWE .uw nF mm E1- Hm‘..‘

Since that _Emw me namnmﬂw of Z_uMm has. Hmw,mm &mmnnﬂ motivations; Some

inate mmﬁnﬁ ﬁmwﬁamww. Thus, the more
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Em Wiadyslaw Gomulka in 19607
1.~ 'The. Soviet: note’ followed the. mﬁnmmmmoﬂm amnmwm with- the Europ

e
_cotntermeasure’ against the. EEE&Q&

- Mediterrancan. was intended.

*15. Gore-Booth 1o Brown, letter of 25 Em&m Ga Hzp FO mﬂmﬂhmw
N Kourkouvelas, op. €it,, P 05 ! :
H WHme. Eastern Europe in the. .uomu %E.. ﬂ_ﬁim ?mmﬁnm# & .un_ Hb:nn.? wmmm.. Y

e distenstons, p. 28

‘Sea in a sort of storehouse containing dozens: of rockets with megaton of ‘

a mamnm”.ﬂmmm S_w__.m m.chm.mmn gmmannmmmmiﬁm mmnﬂmm &mo mnoom&mm 8 some -
scholars that the exisience of the gﬁﬁmﬁ&ﬂoﬁw Project could make any
‘ 0 be reached?, but the Unwmmmmgw of -
mmmw wanted (o convey the opposile idea: In fact the mission was that of let
perceive the Multilateral Force as perfectly suitable with the goal .
of unm.mmmﬂammmcm ‘The mmnw of not maintaining the position would Wmﬂm.‘m
heen .nmﬁwnm great, mﬂmﬁq mﬂamm the allies, ‘wrecking NATO®, In fact, when -
%n.m_oﬁ Was o delivered, it was Emwwmwﬁm_.ﬁ the Western embassies, that the
MLF; project. iuﬁm have wnn mnnom&mm o Eomnoi to the Eﬁmﬁnmﬁ of West:
mmwﬁmmw.ﬂ_&m nuclear forces™. This move would have unleashed 2 nuclear -
missile. armament, race without mcwmnﬁ or even geographical bound. The.
Soviets; implicitly, were accusing the United States to ‘widespread nuclear-

forces in many ports in-Southern Europe along the Mediterranean shores, -

like Spain, Cyprus, Malta, taly. Turkey and Greece™. In doing so, according -

to. the Soviets, the United States-and their allies ‘were putting in danger m%
1 of nearly 300 miltion people by transforming the Mediterranean '

f the basin because no oné could give. mmmﬁmmnnm ﬂmmﬁ En mﬂnﬁﬁ annﬂm_‘
ould not be Jaunched from the international waters, not to mention from the -
n.mwmwm or. wmwﬁmm_mnm based in national mmmw mwﬁw@%@ that could notbe
xeluded at alt: me.. Soviet note tried 1o .Emmﬂw the legitimacy of Eastern Bloc -
mﬁnmu ﬁwﬁmwmmﬂw by the mmn.mmmnn.& westetn nuclear weapons, to respond. -
case_of atiack. This presence would have caused a direct threat towards -
niries that were .ﬁw@ hosting mouﬂwm nuclear Weapons. The mcﬁwmm tried -
mmwwﬁ the NATO _now_,._amm a8 violators of the peace. and of w.mm ﬁmmmﬂmﬁ_
sea mawimmw devoted to tourism’ and leisure. The Soviets stated: also "
at the weapois. Em_wmﬁ United States. deployed in the Mediterranean were
mmw_ defensive means but also offensive, as they could. have anm mmmm.‘

oth ways. The real problem, mEH the moﬁnﬂ note nmmmaq ::nmmﬁmm was.

mﬁ.ﬁ.ﬁnﬁ .\.ﬁ n:,—uwmambmﬁ ) B
2t. H. Sokolski, ep. cit, p. 14; on mﬁ EEEmHHmH Zﬁnwmmm m..amnw see: P. mﬂﬁmx m.mm
wlitics of Nuclear ﬁaﬁﬁﬁga in Eﬁm m w_m.m H mmm Qﬂwunmn Gmm_.,mmm_&_ wﬁﬁ ﬁmﬁwunWm.
983, pp, 18-29, H e
232, Mn#ﬁﬁau _m_mnnﬁm &,m_wm m.mmi hﬂmmﬁam &n% p_..q _.ESM .m.hn.nn@ ﬁ_agn& wmmr_ mmmw
RUS, 1961-1963, vol. V1L, pp. 780-81.” o
3. B Boutwell-F. Doty-Gl .m,wcmﬁmn Amapﬁn_ “uww_ Sm n:_ mﬁ ma mm -
24. For the NATO presence in Southern Europe, mﬁﬂn&m&w in Spain E.m mn..mmwma seer”
‘.uahma Southern European. Countries and European Defense, in Maelstrom. The m_fmmm -
tates, Southern Europe, and the Challenges of the Mediterranean, The World Peace Founda- - -
on, Cambridge, 1995, pp. 151-157; In order to understand the perception. abaut the Mediter-
ean in the. Italian politics see: E. Calandri, I Mediterranee nella politic estera itatiana,
uﬂ&ﬁ %ﬁzgmﬁg&‘zmz‘m nx.qﬁhm%m nwaahmanﬁm 4 voil., Rubbettino, m&:ﬂ.ﬁ Wannelli, |

2003, vol. I, A. Giovagnoli-S. Pons (a cura di), Tra guerra, wﬂm&m n.mmhnﬁhﬁﬁ pp- 351-374.
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- tomake a Eadm like in 2 chess mwmw in O
the USA, and in ﬁmnmﬁﬂ_mm of mﬁﬁ.&wmm It was cledr |
- the: mmﬁmmm&om ‘of the Atlantic W@FEH the Soviet dm:ﬁ
“ - war was that n,m H._Em to seize the Mediterrancan and to.gain nammawmm
' The Soviet note, after this long introduction, iried to made the poin
Eﬁ&mmﬁn by the Ambassador Aleksander Soldato 1of mai A
‘the mwwwoﬁm.m Hnnmﬂmm mﬁ G::ﬁn Zﬁwamm General As ‘
..Hnmomnmou in order to consider Africa a denucledrized zone ﬁm_ the PUP
- of sparing the. Pmﬂnmﬁ countries the mmﬁ connected with. ) a
" nuclear ﬁmmmommm a mmmoEﬂam ﬁmw was .a._..__ﬁu ﬁ_mu another one.
- that the use of nuclear weapons was. mmwﬁwﬁ the mﬁ_bﬂ of thi
" A resolution that, ‘according to. Soldatov, though passed with the votes of all
- NATO countries, was made void by the Hmammuwﬂmwo#mm the Medit
‘a puclear sea by the United States.
" decided to ask t0 the Western
_asa Nuclear Free Zone®. ‘The note mmﬁﬂwﬁnm ._H_.mﬁ United mm: wucmr wa
- later sent to the United States: ‘ Tttoral
‘ states and Hmﬁﬁ& w,m mmm ﬁ&mﬂmw ﬁﬁﬁmwmmc_. 0 dmww as an exercis

ﬁmam.mmmmmw and nothing more. The Foreign Office was %
~inTeplying to their missions mwnumm .Pﬁnow&mw S.%ﬁ.nnmﬂwmﬁ
" ” mow the Soviet Union to use, such 4 diversion in erder to put: wnnmmﬁ.m on
. the Western' allies ahead of & 'NATO meeting. This time was the win
" proposal for a NFZ in the Mediterranican. The note itself, noted at the Foreign
Office, was written with a0 extravagant & ngtiage and for the :
- an attack to.the American decision to mmEo.q three Polaris mmwﬂmmmmm in the
E@Bmﬁwmn&.ma The “verbal™ threais from Emmnni started wi :
issue om mwn. Emm Note, as from 1957 the Soviet Government tried to divide

which ﬁwwn‘mmﬁﬁmmmmm‘om @w&nﬁ.waﬂwﬁ.ﬂmmﬂwrmﬁn last wm» mm.m.wnmmﬁ the

..”a... . .H illingn .am H.m_ mﬂ Eémﬁm Ewwnﬁmmmwnm wﬂﬂmmm.”
‘blocs™. Other Governiments, which ﬁnﬁf@ﬂ mﬁ note,. ann_nmm in ‘%m

LD teverton _.Hm_mnnm& w,_u . EfF, mm Hm S
32; For the Jupitet deployment in Ttaly see: L., %w. qw i, % 171-199; M, De wgmmq._.
ﬁ&w ] ma‘hﬁhnaﬁ‘mm?,mma m.uﬁma el mxwmwah,__ m&:ﬁﬂ in UNISCI Hﬁnumﬂcn wmmmmm..
2047, 0° 25, pp. 30-31; L Nuti, Dall" ‘operazione Deep Rock alf’operatione Fot »uhm‘,”
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o i o %m&mammnﬁwﬁg ﬁwww&n@maﬂmuﬁ in-order to understand how
el reply”. France mmn..Hﬁmew mmnmmEm”.ﬁ
... - move asamean to attract the Arab world”

" -7 -< the positions were exposed to change in the following year
.72 Probably in order to avoid a massive reply.
U0 UK representatives in the Afab. countriesstarted |
S m ‘Smnmmmma mmumnmmam mﬁn. 0 Rﬁ@ %Emﬁw‘m&ﬂ &

ERE .w..ﬁn TE. C. Hymans, cit., pp. 172-202,

. . o : - Oxford University Press London, I1975; wm..”.umﬁ.w.ﬁ.w..‘.wmﬂﬂ« Hingary s Part E‘.umm..m_g‘.
S mwwaiﬁ ﬁ%@mﬁmmﬁm‘u&m in «Contemporary European ] History», n:. 7, pp 198200

i aﬁwn‘mﬁmnﬁm .ww the Soviet propo
. 1o give the UK some concern about the mcmm&mwﬂ.mﬁh the Soviet note coul
- be followed and appreciated. Tn : movements tha
~evenif uncertain about the real WDMEWEHH% .mmﬁwwmw_.mm aNFZ, nonetheles
-~ were in favour of such.a ‘proposal?, In general, it has to be woﬁmmm‘mﬁ ‘tha
~all the early replies were oaly first hand reactions

favour
Ivice the countries

mﬂmﬁvmnw was. tried Ew mﬁ Pawmmmmmoﬂ E”.Umgmmnmm. ﬁﬁﬁmm. m.&&@
wsult: with

HEEEW a nuclear m.@n_.mmmm in mﬁ wcwm&m mmﬁ iwomm.“..”‘

ﬂﬁ Libyan minister atthe frst :mma% %nﬁﬁﬂﬁmﬁ they 8.& wﬂaﬁ@ different. The Middle East Nuclear Free Zone

.. Moscow was doing 4 mere exercise of propaganda or, was omﬁnﬂ.«_mmm.@awﬁw
mmﬁ m_nmnm and mnnmma, in the gm&ﬁﬂmﬂmﬁﬁ_ A more detailed reaction

WW_wnmm.m received the note

- great mmwﬂmﬂmmcﬁ vnnmmmm mﬁm sa
- disarmament and mmawammum of ﬂnmnm inthe ﬂ.om.m# .H..wm Yu mmm_mﬂ positiog
- was not mmmnu.w seen as a surprise-as in _many other occash
- had already express the point of view of his Government ﬂoﬁﬁmm.ﬁm Nuclear
: Emmﬁomm and Energy years |  before®, and be ‘ ...”w._n Hmmwﬂonw

 the Soviet Union of Khrushchev’ mmﬁmom - In general, neves
' reactions Eﬂ.ﬁm@aﬂn&o ) ;
..pﬁ,mnm n@ﬂbﬁw%m pﬁmmﬂwnh Téaction m..mﬂ wmm wm..‘wn wnmﬂmﬂnmnm‘émm‘..ﬁwﬂ‘

) mmmmm ﬂun mmmﬁmw Gove . cl

ey ‘.mmmmm«&wx.mw mﬁﬁaﬁm@ .‘5 the. Emwm ¢m the Emmmﬁ mam. m..& Bul mmmmww
mmn.ﬁ.. ﬂmm& mm mwm“m Todotr Zhivkov in; Emm& “These were ot the mmww,..m

s for the mnmmwwmuq that Istael mmm the bmmw.mw
‘Ew issge, it mmmam hard to EEW }m a matter -

C m__q HwH ;___,_._2 10 wﬂnﬁn DHDP nmwwmamﬂ ummm Emw.wﬁmmw‘ﬂh‘.mmw‘g? DO I182el R
o .E:.mamﬂw:dmwom.‘.ﬂwpwmmﬁadmuw May 1963, n. 373, DO 18261 Athe 1 Fore
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o R me Fﬁﬁ. “ﬁmm ‘nwn..mamu,.”‘ nﬁmnﬁm.wﬂm‘?mﬁuiﬁwmm urgency:in replyi
e the mmﬁmﬂmﬁw‘mm&, Eﬁ.am.‘mrn .pmﬁm_ wm,q.

o - .m “the w Eﬁmﬁoﬁ within the Atlantic }mmmmnmm..u ‘Emﬂnﬂmmnwmmm,ﬂ mﬁﬁm..ﬁmm.w mnﬁm.mmw
- o1 agreement, at ﬁmﬁ#mgmﬁdﬁ mﬂm ﬂm? on E@.ﬁﬁnn@ﬁﬁ@%@ of _wm Sovie

Y Nuclear Free Zones by, the ﬁaﬁmﬁ omamﬁﬁ Tt was the case also with the
" FrenchGovernment that made an impressive plead to the White House; whe
= -7 Brazil introduced a resolution for a denuclearized zone in Latin Emnmnm.mbm

© o Africa, as any support Lo this  resolution: would have been mj
-+ . by France and other Western Europe allies®. The reply had to be drawn in
© /. ¢. order to show that the Sovief proposal was designed to secure a unilateral
S 0w military mmﬂmmﬁmm and that the replacement, recently decided, of the Jupiter

o ”‘.uw Polaris should: wmﬂu wm_w: mnmm as a contribution. to mﬁmgwa__ mmﬂwm_. ‘than
.-+ .- anact of increasing tension®” It was also mmnmmmﬁu‘ that it would have bee

© - important to make a m&uﬁnmnw between zones where high seas were Enmﬁmnn

- - and other mmmmmﬁ _unnmﬂmn it was gﬁﬁﬁmﬁ mwmﬁ
© [ . the right to cipse the high seas mmmm”m into a nuclear free zone to naval
.- 'movements. The Soviet proposal, in fact; by Hmmﬂﬂpmm to_ the Mediterrane
-~ - asd whole was introducing an mmmnn@wgmm principle, ‘endurable only in th
© v context of a broad disarmament agreement,- ﬁmmwﬁwaw m_mn London agreed
.7 on the principle that.any 8&&%8@8& like-that one supported by the
.~ vh Ttalians, had to be’ wmnnw.um unless it was widely discussed before, But thi
N g mﬁﬂE@& not o be the case ai the moment™.

o mﬁ mcﬁmmmin E&mﬁﬁmm nﬁﬂ&nmmﬁb memEmm nw n betw
IR m....nmw?r Padova, 2007, p. 312,

e - “ .‘ Uﬂuﬁﬁnwﬁnm State, Foreign Relations of the United States (FRUSY, Usifed Siates Governmer
R ‘m:mmmmmﬁmoﬁim%ﬁmﬁmmn wmmw wm,_mm Svéﬂ haﬁ. ﬁmaﬁﬁhmun Dizgrmament {1995
SRR X 5

s m o -182461; On the péreeption that the United States had of Taly as an mﬁn&.ﬁﬁnﬁwmﬁﬂ Bioc see
. - M.DelPero, Gfi St Uniti e anomalia italiona, in P, Ceaved-A. Varsord, L'lalia nella costru
R one mnﬁmmn. Qa ?gm hmwﬁq Tﬁmw mnﬂm mﬂﬁa}wmnr H.._Em:au

> S T = and arcas where nucl f W
m:ummwﬁm that Enmn.mwa&u Have 1 areas, .mmn ledr defence was critically mﬁwammmﬁ 8 Hwﬂw mwm E.wm,m

existing mmwg balance. These principles, mEm.w .Eomﬁ wmﬁm Emmm mﬁ.mu&mﬁ -
Eﬁwammw mmwn.nnmﬁwmnﬁ Hwnmn was. &mm the mmnm that ﬂmmwmmwﬁm did not want

Eﬁﬁmﬂﬁo&m wm‘:.ﬁ‘ ‘mmm“ﬁﬂnmmnmu to. wmmmn to a nuclear-free zone in the -
entire, ”ﬁﬂwﬁm..cm the Mediterranean ‘under the’ ﬁn.ummmcm that the Soviet
Union agreed in establishing a zone of similar size behind the Iron Curtain.
meumw.mnmmw and mmaﬂanumﬂm as a proposal, UK and US mﬁmmwﬁ it was
probably betier to remain on a general position and on a more aseptic reply®.
" The Ttalians, in’ ‘general, thought that a reply to the Soviet Union was.
aow negative. wmnm.. as there was concern wwc:w the neutral countries m.nmn&aﬁm.”..
this proposal© whether. the note. would: “have remainei. unanswered or
mﬁﬂnmm&ﬂ The Greeks neﬁmwm&_w decided not fo mommi the Italians over
is m_m.mw.mmm Eﬁﬂﬁnmn mn..umm&wmﬁ. to this line of mnﬂcm mEuwm the meeting
cm ﬁwﬂfa 0 wmwmn&.‘.ﬁﬂgmnw but m._mw Em_mwmm - supported by Turkey ©
10 ceply. Turkey agreed on this point and added that
the Swwm.w Emm ﬁ_m@_ wmﬁmn in the note that mnnm,.nm to have been primarily -
draft for the Arab world; ,ﬂﬁﬁ was in fact some Tkelihood that the Soviet -
mEcm wotld w@m Eﬁo&ﬂnmn the matter in the United Emmomm if they would ©
have m.umnmn an; nwmwnﬂ n,m mﬁmﬁmmm the. mam.noaawmnm countries, Fm?
. ; i of a Teply. Ewmnw _even if negative in substance,
‘mwo&m.‘wwam wmmm mmﬂﬁn in the form, in view of the possible impact on the -
cutrals. On the contrary, France had a mnmmmw position. There was no need to
reply to the note and if there should be any need 1o reply it would have been:
sufficient without a detailed denial of maﬁmﬁ womﬁ or .Hﬂmwmnmﬁqn of any. -
.Ewwm m.cwnw ﬂ would wwﬁm mem mwmammbﬁ ‘anyway, to avoid creating the
impression ths he _SH: pm a mﬁmmwm _EEM m_E. Snmwammh mnmammg:mﬂ

one would h

- The United States. mmmnnm omq if ﬁmmﬂw_w on the necessity. of a mnwww‘m

&, 5335, TNA, DO 182/61.-
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G I ..mmn‘“amnnﬁ.ﬂa.‘mown&E.mﬁ..momwam _om ”mwm‘maunwﬁ.mq.ﬁumﬁa was
oo certainly affected ww.__um‘ .mmmmm.m i .
-~ European countries®, :

o ~. - Fanfani®, At any Hﬁn,‘: is crystal clear that there was not agreement among
S mﬁ EEHD mmwmm o

o _.mnmﬁmm the Soviet note highlighted that the Em.wmﬂﬁ of -then )
-0 favour mm a reply. The only problem: was’ »wmm in view of the’ differen
© -7 - positions, it would have been quite difficult to agree on'an anmmnm_.ﬂ..mwmw
.. The United Kingdo - been’ shor
.. .shared and it would wE& 10 wamw to the nxmmmmmmﬂmm ﬂmmﬂmmmm&mmmmﬁm‘
s .‘om the. mmﬁmﬁ mﬁ%om& Hmwmﬂmmm mwma the ommnwmw wammEm am the: ﬂ ‘. ‘

T ) the nnnnmm.&.w namﬁrwﬂmm for an mwm.nnnnnnm on’ E,d, mwnmmmn free zon
SR mﬁﬁ.&Em that there were not: these. nomﬁmoum in. mﬁ ?mmmmmnmmnmmm..b

© . - . position agreed by the United States®. At any mhn.ummr contrary.to the first

S 007 intentions, the qu of the British. ma...muwammﬂ was quite long; detailed
.o and was mmmﬁnmmm at the end of the day, on June 26 1963 mﬁﬂ..wﬁﬁn
... circulation among - various mmwmhﬁmmwm and UK mmw_ummmwmm abroad™; and as
- oo soon as Her Majesty’s Government were informed that the United States

© .. 7. were about to reply’l; The note that the United. Kingdom’ prepared fo

S release was. designed to reassure the ﬁnmuﬁﬂmnmmm countries. The Foreign
.7 - Office noted that there was also another major wEmH in the Soviet ‘proposal
I ”Hm imm mwmnnnmﬁmgm ﬂﬁ Wmmumﬂ of - passage in the Ew& seas could no

SR mﬁ 51.53.°

R :nmm Nazioni Unite, Morlacchi Editore; Perugia, 2007, pp. 202-209; .. Tosi, La strada stretia.
S o Aspetti-della mﬁ?ﬂnﬁb Hﬁﬁamﬁhﬁm italigna {I971-1970), in L'lalia %ﬁn@wnnan‘m&hn
e crist degli anni seftanta, 4 voll., Rubbettino, mc_.ﬂ._mm..mmmun?
ST m_gwﬁmnﬁm&vwﬁwzmaﬁd&nmmﬁgﬂgm

TNA, DO 182/61. - . . e NS
o o s 1 ¥ ﬁamnnﬁ‘mamomn,m: Dmmnm‘ﬁ“nmﬁﬂommamﬁ_n Gmm o Hmmm HZP.EO mmr___mm

) _‘mmﬂnwnmmmwm&@nmamw ever: ﬂ.ww_,w.mm..‘.ﬁwn nﬂﬂnﬂm mcw _,?m mmﬂmﬂmﬁwmm .um

‘. developing nca:ﬁnm mﬁaﬁwr m mﬂunm wn.wam of mﬁ wmﬂﬁ vﬁmﬁﬁ }Mmmmﬁmn

: ?mgwﬁg&mm Ewu., _amwm mmﬁmmmn Emw mmm wEm w.momnmﬁ ém.m m..BEoﬁ:w.w
_a document clearly propagandistic (both io tone and in content}. According .
to the British reply the note seemed less concerned with serious proposals 10
reduce tension in the Mediterranean area then with thinly disguised attempts
to: create. dissention among’ 'NATO' allies and: ‘apprehension among the -
namnnmmmm non-aligned countries. gﬁwmw stated also that all the relevant
information. about the nmﬁwwmwﬁnmw of 'a NATO nuclear force had already.
been giveri through 2 previous note and that the measures proposed should :
not have constitited as a move towards the proliferation of nuclear weapons. -
but; by improving the collecting security of the parties concerned, would -
have powerfully reinforced peace and .mnmw_wﬂ The British feply was quite
mmamw in.the terms.-London mwmnmnmn surprised that a country like the Soviet *
Union. with. over 700 medivm’ and intermediate range mmnmnmﬁ ‘missiles, E.ﬁ
their _admission, and Eaﬁmm at’ mnwﬂnﬂmnmmnm figures™, pointed. against
Western MEd@n ﬂuwmnwnm that the same Westein allies should afford to -
accept restriction in the mnﬁnwﬁnmﬁ cw Emw. wnm_mﬁﬁw means of nmmmmnn ,H.mn.‘
UK. m.wm&, ﬂ&am also :m@mmumm that the nofe was E&mﬁmﬁm and’ aggressive. .
and had caused dismay among the Mediterranean countries. The Soviet Tote -
mmﬁu& tobea veiled ‘demand for uEm_ﬁ.wwm_ Ewﬁ&mﬁm w..w the West from
an area in. which_ Em ﬂmﬂmmm defences were wnwﬁamﬁw mm_u_mwmu and 10"
Wn mmoﬁmm moﬁnﬂ mﬁmﬁﬁm to. interfere. with the strategic. balance on. which
ace and security mwﬁmmﬁ—nm There, was also a quote, ‘on the reply,.
on the mmmnmmw disarmament ?EEE@ mmm"m_m in 1961 by USSR and the US. .
London pointed also out that there. were 1o objections to the establishment -
of NEZs if they were ﬁwmmnﬂmmm@ mmwmmnmu by ali the countries concerned
and Ewwm there was no mmwmﬂ_w of mﬁ existing: .BEEQ balance in the area .
being disturbed, a criteria not met in the case of the Mediterranean. In that
moment, mﬁmmw there could c&m have been temporary awaiting agreement -
n effective and controlled mmmmmﬂﬁmmmw by ll nations. Disarmament was the ~.
only. answer 10 the: demand of peace. In general there was: the belief that it
as unrealistic to avoid a nuclear war by simply declaring a zone free from .
nuclear weapons®™: The best way to manamﬁ. mmﬁﬁﬂ War was mpmm the .mammﬂ -

Mwm wm_wm mﬁcmm Z}Hﬂ nn&mﬁmm mmm wE.umm mﬁ mmuma nc‘mmﬁmmu mumw

ecided: that the reply: should -ha
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in mn_u mm w.uﬁ 5 H.mnmﬁﬂ

“The. Hmwmﬂ‘.‘_u‘w the' .ﬂmmmnmnam provision ...Eum an mmﬂﬁ&m m_amm muﬂ. the:
ngdom and there were a lot of discussions over them. In order to -
) 0 of ry inal principle of mﬁnwammm the altitude: towards verification it would have been important o
‘ mﬁmﬁnmﬁmﬂ ammﬁw mﬁmm mmn mﬁ Em&mﬂmnnmw &M.N\__m “The; .iaﬁm ha hether . erific ation was: mmmﬁmw_w..maw the UK’s own mnnmﬂq 5

Can Coun g . would have been practicable; and whether the absence or-the
* treaties were nnmmmnﬁn as in the case of the UK. Bm:m_.m w.ammmwww in Libya™, nclusi : ._.da.mﬁmw.‘ﬁmﬁm_‘wﬁﬁmnaﬁmﬁﬁm &. preceden

- The Government of the United mhmmmuiwwmm a steady view on the issue and nnn. ﬁﬁ.ﬁnﬂm‘mﬁm& and clear answer. 1o these questions and verification-
.07 the creation of a-nuclear-free zone should” mm.w ncﬂmﬁnﬂ ﬁn_w the principles ‘ ‘ ‘
s ahove Hmmmcunm and they ‘

mnaﬁmmmmw it ﬂwmmw it could ww«m._unw.m...

wmmww.a_ mcﬂrm United: HEmm@E 5 interests. AS for the other two questions.
t mm obvig that it would have been difficult | to prove. that the provisions
were. mmumnwdw .and also the lack. of quEﬂmm.E one zone ‘would have not -
. d ‘other \t the end of the day the United Kingdom"

as in mﬁ m&ﬁmmu. E.‘mnﬂmn whether insisting on the verification-principle -
SCaUsE mﬂ“.ioﬁm,wmﬂn‘ﬁwmmu the Western Block in its efforts to persuade
e Soviet Union o accept; in other contexts, ‘Eﬁ_.mmuommm verification. For
this.last reason the experts of the Foreign Office seemed eager to accept the
nciple of lacking of verifi ﬁmmmnmmmmw in areas were the mﬂﬂmnniﬂmﬁ
oncerned ”‘iﬂn.d@m&wwmwﬂﬁﬂm It would have always. been- possible to
reserve the Tight to ask for verification in the future and on certain contexts,
ith respect to.the reply to the Soviet note the question of verification
was kepl mmﬁm as the' dE_mmHmmmammE did: mmm Ewmw that the debate on the -
ssue conld detract from the main purpose of the teply, the main

oIt wﬂmm Em am.mwmﬁm of mﬁ‘ Hmm:m? w&mmnm in the E@mmﬁmmﬁnmﬂ In'-

L .”_m.mm individual merit. Tn mmuﬁ.mwmwﬁm Was 1ol ‘mﬁnnmmﬂﬂu ﬁﬂE”.mﬁ‘dﬁmeﬁ
.. w207 for proposal of NFZs o be En.cnmnwa at. mﬁ UN' General bmmnmuwmw. The
.‘ - ?mmmﬁnﬁ& prot Emmw m.um mum H.._mnm iterr

S ‘.nmnam H mmﬁ mm m H:nw -Edo Zone. ﬂ.ﬂu an cﬁﬂ.&n_mﬁmm E&aﬂﬁ.‘
~ s with or without verification procedures, it Ecﬁn.wmqn._umnm‘&mm It for
2 United Kingdom alone to. oppose this decision; particularly if the Z0ne Wis
- - far away from the UK borders; HMG could certainly

T ﬁnmnmncm mBqEBmm to E.u.nw m.wﬁmﬂmn proposal which was disliked. but

here: ‘wmmn nmem in EEnw m Eamﬁ mem _unnm namﬁmwm 8 mmﬁm E.wﬁﬁmﬁ ;
Ema‘mﬁ Ministry wm.‘wnmmmnm consuited by. the Foreign Office, stated that
mN should have ‘been resisted Bmﬁq gmmm there would wmﬂn.ww.nm

‘ ‘E‘mﬁm E&B& wmwmmnm between East and West. The, point of the .
verifications was. ‘easy. orie because .the prospect of such a system -
which would detect Hﬁ..ﬁmﬁﬂ or stock piles of fissile material wonld have -
been infinitesimal®, It was Better, thus, not 1o go ahead at all with this point
because there were Zmﬂm..aﬂmmm.ﬂumnnmwﬁwwﬂ for the United Kingdom and
t would have: _unw.m‘umwmnwo:m‘, in this case, to pay t0o much attention to
the question of verification, since this would have, &{mnmm mﬁ Smﬂmﬂmmcu...

SRR a_mm & not mwm.sm mﬁ nﬁmnum mﬁmmﬁ, w&mﬁn it was still in force io the mid Eqna.mmm was
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 Khrushchev,. E mmwwﬂmﬁ mmﬁﬁ .mm.mmm.‘

: E.HB&. Sukarno of meammmwmu. .,.awo. mmwﬁnwnwﬁmu‘ vered t Sw

Zones where. it .ﬁ.,mw Hﬁﬁa@n how to deal with that issue®. The ﬁEm.imm...ﬁ.”.
wﬂ...ﬁmrnmnm.wnwﬁmmmm‘.mmnﬂmo. E.&m.mﬁﬁn .wﬂmﬁw_ in 1965 m_n ﬁaﬁnﬁamm

he first aim, accotding to this Committee, was to find mhmm_.mmﬂww&om.m.‘.
| LPr ion. bist o options such as the establishment of NFZ in -
] noumnnmnmwmmmﬁwﬂmmmmﬁ in: softh 't of i

‘ . . N Americ ‘uﬁuﬁmﬂﬁ&m East_should have: been taken into
- voluntary decision to accede; the namﬁmm am such a zone mwmﬁm.maﬁ confli i . as ; iable p H we ook at &m wom_mom of the, ﬂmmw o
w.&_mumpw mﬂﬂnﬁnm n.m &mmmmma \.‘ ‘.; . ‘
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o .Umﬁma and in namm&mmmﬁam .um the i Enﬁmmﬁw mﬁmﬁ .um tension ww—.ﬁmmn.m#

R nowma_ mmm wﬁmmmomﬁ WEE a nmnmﬁ wﬁ.mm am Emi mmm momumou nn_.m
Lo wmﬁw Wmm: seen by the general mmqrn as, the Hmmmw of years of B@nﬂmmm an

BRI mmmmnw conflict 1 was. :nmn Em..mnwﬁw of the mmmﬁ.ﬁwmm ﬁaﬂoﬂw the. oﬁ.ﬂﬁ_
.7 of the Suez Canal and, in mnmmnm “the passage of oil ‘tankers through th
L .. Mediterranean involved major strafegic and economic considerations and th
-7 .~ - two Blocs would not have refrained from trying to influence the issue through-
© - military. measures. The Foreign and Commonwealth Office pointed  als
¢ out that there were mmﬁa T£as0n8 ‘that ﬁ.u:E‘ have Em.._muﬁm‘m.ﬁ.dmb frot
R mﬁcﬁmm .&n Sixth Fleet in the near future from the Mediterranean; not
- all those reasons connected with Hm_.mmﬁ ‘The ideas about the US Fleet we:
e mﬁm&, mmm wanmamE Zﬁam mmmbm a conversation with President

L T, Eom.éanq o mﬂoﬁﬁ Tettes of 21 mﬁaﬁ 1974, FCO 66/625."

S .mm /51671,

mﬁ mn.En mEE n.m ..Emwwmumwmmawmmﬁ”&m nEW .nwmmmwmmmm period of th
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“and so did the Cabinet Qmmnm#s

nwmmﬂwwmﬂmﬁum‘.imm.ﬂo‘.ﬁﬁﬁﬂg 5 move Eﬂ.mmﬁ nE mm mﬁ Emmwﬁnwmnmﬂ
nmwm imm w.wwomm the- w.ma&m mmmw“

nommﬁ__ E the Hnwmmﬂm ﬁﬁ mﬂﬂmw..‘
Government was aware that they could not take any such decision as the -
NATO alies, first of all the United States and those in the Mediterranean -
shores, would have never accepled any provision of a “zone of peace”. If the -
proposal was not practicable at that moment, it was true, for some official at
‘the FC it should have needed to be deeply studied for a futire use®;
There was no mmwomﬂnﬂ .mmwowm the mmmnnm and it was mmﬁm decided not E_._

proceed. with a’ ‘substantive paper on the matter. It was’ n@namm Emﬁnmm 1o
.mﬁ@ﬁmm to the Cabinet menm the mﬁﬂmom of the FCQ in a&nm w let Emmﬂm
know mum_” the ﬁoEﬂﬁ as under Smﬁmﬁmmom and, even if there was no -
reason in ﬂBmcnﬁw a m,m@mr ﬁwwm were able Mmmﬁmm to ?.aaﬁnn a mﬁnw on it®, o
,wwm.m{:ﬁm& of Defence was.also made aware of the position mﬂmwmmmnu by
the Foreign and Commonwealth Dmmnm and nmnwm_.mn io wn ﬂﬁmﬁuﬁ with L

CUAS ﬁm H:..n m.w.nmnw seen, theissue aw}mam w&m:mwﬁmm mm Em E&mnﬂm:mmmﬂ
was not new and if was the ohject. ofa full mwwﬁn mE.umw the Soviet Union -
and’ mﬁ{nwmﬁ Em&mnﬂmunmm littoral states over the previous twenty years: It -

is true that some of the proposals would only have limited the United States -

and Soviet fleets or part of them with nuclear ﬁmmm_umwg but others included

“.muﬁmm”ﬁm medi wuénm.nnzwﬁmm such as the UK and France. The persistent -

sion in mﬁ..?ﬂm&n East prevented any’ real |progress.on such naval -
wﬁmmmoﬁ ‘but the issue was a matter. of discussion during the Conference -

on mﬁeﬂmmm mnnﬂnﬂm mmn‘ Co-operation during which some non- mﬁammmb w
‘.E@&Eﬂmmmmh countries have mmmmqumﬁn to place the WEE ina Z:ﬁmmmm Hun@mm
“Zone in order to lessen the tensions.in the, region'%.:

A Hmhmmmww of the Emnmmm_. Free Zones issue came Wﬁﬁ: m.wmmammm .mS m.m

Yugoslavia in 1969 during a visit to- }wammhﬁ and it was later renewed by

the Soviet leader Leonid Brezhnev in 1972'%. Brezhnev's idea was reported .
Isg. by mﬁﬁmm w&mwmﬁnm Andrei maommm_wo ~who praised in his mﬁnnnw the
act that the renounce to nuclear ﬁnmwmmm did not Eﬁ&. mnmommnﬁm ,8. umﬁn..

m__m _Kmﬁnﬁub.ﬁn of Comversation . &mwtmmn .ﬂﬁma _nau m.;ha. .u Qnmc&mw H] ﬁuﬁ 2H¢ mﬁmﬂ m
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o w&m&ﬁﬂm.mm@m am waw.m Cm mmm Gmmw.mwwwwmﬂm.mﬂwmmhhmm nﬁdﬁmhﬁwnﬁ
1" weapons: This speech caused great anxiety m.ﬂaﬂm the wmﬁmw “because the
.7 USSR leader recalled to have proposed such

L ”..” ....Zmﬂcm when he was in gomnoi that year. It ,....,mm Wmm mwm_“ mun dﬁﬁn m.mmﬁnm

o : w...”“ ..‘m Wedpons | from the. Mediterrancan was mnmmmmwﬁm mwma by mnnw“.m&mn.wﬁ

L _wm Baﬂnm E.E the - mmﬁ mm mun mmﬁmﬁ ‘when w.w stated. Emn %m_..n. WELE. wmnwmm

- © " that were opposing the idea of peace and détente. He was referring mmﬁ.nnm
- .-71.57 1o the Chinese leaders buf in the speech he. ised the phrase “among othe;
o0 where he mwwmmmmmu_ was mmmwmwm to the United States and allies. A piec
IR .‘..am propaganda in order o put the. Soviet Bloc in a different’
.. light'™. Honecker'spoke about a more general idea of mwm‘mﬁwmﬁnmn mumwm
27 interview later in the years when he. RBnEWE.& the efforts made br
R mﬂaﬁ #ﬁw wnmm_mnﬂ 5 a nﬁﬁmﬁﬁﬂ nmmmm_ﬁmnm

IR 28 October 1972, NL, NSSM, NSSM 162, Box H194.
SRR 11 -
E- - 1108: Bullard to Grahaim, Tetter of 26 Tuly 1974, TNA, FCO 66/629.
SRR _.m.z? FCO 66/629.

| . nﬁﬂnn an interview in 1981, the interview is Hﬂdﬂwﬁ& in .mnnmw”mbﬂmnwmw.mhwnhm m‘awﬁmb

.- - politiche attueti, wﬁnﬂmnm mﬂmm mﬁ:ﬂnm della wﬁﬂwwwrnm‘mmﬁchﬁﬂnmm.@mnmnm. mmﬂaaam
SR ‘..”..ww_w* EE % 17-18.- : ‘

ay of mnmmmﬁﬂm..mﬁ. ﬁomm“mbu.mwc‘. t was

m.ﬁ mmwﬁwm Dmmnn. it was mﬁﬁn that. mﬁ mmoﬁommw wWas, ﬁoﬁ mEﬁ n_ﬁﬁ mmm‘.
erhaps, as the Soviet Union considered the Mediterranean as a closed sea, -
it was intended that the United States should reduce their naval fleet there™.
%.mmnﬂ on what the USSR had insisted over the years since before Kenniedy -
inistration'’? and it was apparently a way 0 demonstrate that Moscow
ﬁnﬂﬁﬁuﬁ %ﬁcmﬁ& the sedrch for a nmﬁwwommmn:w ‘The proposal about this -
reduction that came in between’ of Tito's proposal” and Breznhev Hwnémw.....
of the Nuclear Free. Ncmw issue, was so unclear that Andrej Gromyko, the -
USSR Foreign, Eﬁwmﬁﬁ. ras asked; without success, to clarify it. The Soviet
officials: tried: to: reply attacking  Western countries as the fact. oeéurred:
when the British Leader of the' Dwmcmwgw Harold Wilson visited Moscow
E‘.mnﬁnﬂ?wm 1971 Wilson was made aware of the ﬁmmﬁmoﬁg@mﬂ of the =
mmﬂﬁw.moﬁﬂﬁmmﬁ _uw the failure of the West in replying to their injtiative’'*,
and it is known that the same. ﬂmmﬁ.m was of the .opinion that it would have -
w@nﬂ E.%mﬂmmm 8 mnmaﬂmnm over it without a final rejection'™. The reply -
 this point was that the guestion had not been put forward formally but, -
mnamnwnmnmm._ the ”‘moﬁnﬁm hoped that Her gm.mmmﬂ s.Government could take .
some initiative in this. field's The same Wilson was not sure that the Soviets
Union bad understood the full implications of the proposal and he thought -
fhat “they. had not Hnmmu_.mmnﬂn up 1o the possibility of balanced bit unequal =
force Hnmznwmm.:ﬂ Harold: Wilson. may have had the impression that the::
Soviets, at the end of the day, were uncertain on what to do on this issue. In"
‘mmnw. .&wﬂm mmmcmm mﬁﬁmﬁmw 5.& &mww& Wcmwmﬁm, Dwmﬁﬁmw am m._m nnﬂnﬁ_ of -

.me mmmaﬁmmam ﬂwmﬁ Eﬂ maqﬁw mﬁom Emm Hmmmw o withdraw.
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R "m‘....nammamm.owmwmwnw_a - The wmﬂnmuﬂcub ﬁwmﬂoﬁwmﬁ

..l Office was, again, that many of the proposals that aimed 1o reduce the naval
o7 fleet had only an anti-NATO. purpose behind. In fact i

S Q..omammﬂm Emnn nomnmnﬁm mﬁmnwmmowm au .&wwﬁ reductions would m_nﬁwmﬁ“.__

‘”..‘.m‘..bwmwmm ncgﬁmm

IEasONs. mmn mﬁm nnﬂmam wmﬁ_ am mﬁ mmnﬂ EE mﬁﬂnmmw Z}H

m.mmw through" ﬁw‘.‘mmﬂﬁ.mam._ the w_mnw Sea; m& mmmmmmn mﬁommw
-~ Canal of oil tankers involved major strategic and economic ammaﬂmgmm

" there was no possibility at all, ‘particularfy for re
- that the. Sixth Fleet noﬂwn mmmﬁ the ﬂm&ﬁﬂﬁmﬁm

o wwmﬁm mwmﬁm mmm Hwomm ith .mwoﬂm. in,

)

mﬁ..om.ﬂnmwuwmwmmwnﬁw._mm mmn_ .Owuw.&au&m&m# Ow.mnn amﬁnmm 10 co-ordinat
~ o000t common policy on thatiss ; inet Office offi

B (v wﬁmmnn a mnm.umm  paper 2 and moﬁﬁam on. mmm mmHmngﬁm a n.uHEnﬁ wast
: (s in the

Sﬁmwmm mﬁ ﬂnnmmmnn of mﬁ mnwmw mﬂﬂ.ﬁnﬂ;wﬂm‘mm»
mawmw&_, mmmmm t0 avoid any. mﬁﬂnmmﬁwnm of detachment from the Atlanticis:
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Hum..b.‘ﬁm..ﬁwm» mmmn__ma.a with H_“mm m..,_.nm?_.mw inl W, m&g mmm_mmm H& mﬂnﬂﬁaﬁ m._mm..
Hmm .hmnhm._._. .m_bﬁmmnﬂ m.z_.dwm, E& mﬁ. ﬁ#nmm&mmm A__n .sm‘ ﬁm&.ﬁnﬂamﬁ, M..ww __.{onn m.nmnn

mmmh.uﬂmm.whhnﬁmw mwnammhmﬁﬁﬁwwmwmanh on _.mmmhamwgzmaa Emﬁﬁ&mnﬁgz H E.;ﬁ mm Mﬂ m.
974, .Em,.mm._nmm to Summerhayes snd ﬂ&ﬁwr 7 June 1574, TNA, FCO 66/629. - S
137, n.. Wﬁmﬁ. h.ﬁi.mﬁbm m:ahmn ¢ la sicurezza nel Emn_uﬁﬁ%a datic nnxﬁ hm... h_n m._mnm




e i@mﬂcuﬁ.@m mcnwm?mw mﬂ.&ma also E._. &m‘ﬂammﬂn:nm of the Committee

©o.0 .0 o Disarmament of the dm:.mm Nations from wmmm B in the line of what happened

SR “.‘...‘.H.‘.‘En mmdwommw for Nuclear mmnw Zones. iﬂﬂ mﬁnmm In wﬁmn ar Emﬂwﬁum
. ‘..“."..H”..m.m”.m_mE were. in contrast with mﬁ nwmamwmm_.w Quwgwﬁ n.m mmmnmn@ ﬁwﬂwﬁumﬁ

A H..”“ pressure that it ﬁo_mu lead for removal of nuclear weapons: from the then
- emplacements', The discussions about .EnHZdHH the Foreign Office went
oo .wh - ahead, together. with the consultations in the NATO. The basic criteria that

Lol the ﬁ&&m East were. mmowﬁn since - Gﬁw by En‘mnmﬂm_ ,&mmmﬂw?.‘cm ﬁwn
7" United-Nations. without any of them likely to lead 10 a result!*? In particul
-+ the Treaty. of Tlatelolco was not yet into force as.the US nor the U :
L complied. with, mm the mﬂcdmmomm of its. E.mnmmm:w 'As a matter of. mmnﬂ th
©. . resolution takesi by the UNGA on the NFZs in certain regions served as th
-7+ main purpose of accelerating the process fowards nuclear. disarmament and
L7 070 as the ultimate goal of general and complete disarmament under effec
_ - 7.4 international control'*. The strength of the official position of the Foreig
- Office was probably diminished by. the- fact that no one: from mﬁmﬂﬂ
-7 Kingdom bn_mmﬁam to NATO was mmﬁm&mm NATO ﬂpmﬁﬁmﬁnﬁ meetings
R 50 mﬁ Wn,m_ﬂam Hmmanmm _M._ﬂ mﬁ :w.. Rﬁmﬂnm_mwﬂn was, mmwwm Eaa “wasted"

B mma vol. VIL p. 379.
SRS kﬁn 1975, TNA, FCO-66{779.
) Keesing’s Publicaticns, Bristol, p. 25632; mnwmmmaﬂﬂﬁnzmﬂon ,Dmmomwﬁu_n armament Af

oo e fairs, hitpidiscrmament, wun.orgiireatiesit/tiaielolco.
S .H_ﬂ bmnm o mﬂD mewnmﬂ om mm ?mﬂn_ﬁﬂﬁ. Eﬁ.

wmﬁ. .8 ‘h‘,wamnm. mSSm mwmmu.ﬁnw _Ew Emﬂmmi mmﬁ wommﬂ.m It ﬁ_,mm E Emm “.‘ ..

nmmn...‘»m‘ﬂﬁmﬂm‘noﬂ“ww‘mﬁnm_.._unnw:mﬁﬁﬂﬁ a security- point of view, none:
f the four ﬂunmnmmw made by the UK was military viable. Italian and Dutch -
mwmawwmﬂmﬁﬂmm imﬁ‘.om ‘wa‘mm:mn oEEoﬂ. and. Eﬁ HEEHM Eﬁmh Emn the

>

5 m?mm would have mﬁmwﬂw for the nmﬁwwmwmwnmﬂcm a Znnmmﬁ Free. ..Mh..m_.w..m 25

.m ‘"mmmmmw. Ewmm H, the. mmmmmm ow mﬁ mmﬁam E ﬁﬁ mﬁﬂﬁm mmwﬁmmw.w
Hmn area mwommm have not. wmmm mpmﬁﬁm#mm §9) ﬁm mﬁﬁﬁ@ Ewm&nmmﬂ.mmmﬁnm.

irnmn as. ﬁn Wmﬂn mnnm m.ﬁ Howwn was H.omhn Emb ww ﬂwnﬂ
Union'®, At the end of mﬁ nmw, there was a lot of confusion Among
ZWMDEmQ_uﬁQ wnnmmmm as we have seeq; it was not clear which was the -
position of the :EHm mﬁmﬁm ﬁmmwﬁwmam decided to urge the Allies hoping
that Enﬁ could back the US position on the NFZ. The United States nxm.mmu.m@n.”
that their ﬁa%mmm could be the mmﬁn.ﬂwnw inthe .H.mmﬁw of Tlatelolco because. -
¢ Situation in Hmbaﬁgmmnm was wﬁnﬁmﬁ 1o them. For mmﬁn parts of the
orld the US Emﬁmw would wﬁ,n.wnm: that of mmwﬁemmmm exira efforts in
numﬁwmﬁﬂm &m.mnnmm&_ of non-nuclear. weapon states, and also to Guestion -
whether specific nop-use munnmmwﬁmm by nuclear ﬁciﬂm iﬂmﬁ wﬁ mmmmﬂEm -
id reliable means mm wuo 1oting that. wgmnﬁﬁu% . N
During the summier of 1975 the discussions over. mﬁ nmﬁwﬁwﬂmwa cm o
r Zmnmmwa Free Zones beyond those already established — The Antartic,
the. _.Dmﬁ_.. Space, the. Sea Bed and Latin America — all deserted except the
atter; continued in the ﬂommﬂmﬂnw of the: noanﬁmmm on Disarmament'®, -
te speculations mwewﬁmwm and mﬁmm ..amm m mmmm” nwwmﬁn _EEE mn& wmmmw .
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o ] - .m to ﬁmmaw ‘nuclear ﬁmmmmmm. mﬁ wnmﬁmnp ‘which is nomEEm 0 gﬁw E_.u dm.muu
. .- .. the UK, of neither confinning nor denying the presence of absence E...ﬂﬁ.mmﬁ
T Eﬁmwazm in mHmm or aircrafts. It was nwmm_. Emr if that was to be mﬁ mEmﬂ the

S U Ahead mm mﬁdﬁ@# mwﬂ‘ﬂmo‘mnﬁmﬁm (o draft & me dum o3
7" general position of HMG ori the Emmﬂ.‘”.ﬂﬁ“ncunmmﬂ.‘cm NFZs should have
- .. i been modified in the more circumstantiated declension of Nuclear Weapo
- . Free Zone, unless a clear definition of NFZ was agreed. This would have
©.- - avoided the problem of nuclear powered vessels and their free passage in

-+ the zones'™. The documents; however; seem 10 exclude any- favour o

.+ . maritime-free zone. with a Hmmmﬁﬁm i the:Mediterranean theatre. The UK

-7 < whose provision mﬂmmmmm the possibility for any mmnnm of States to conclug
© T .7 regional treaties in order fo assure the total absence of wmnmmmw. nm.mﬁww ir
. .- loih their respective territortes', in o&m.m to promate Hmmmcmm_, security. This coul
~ 7 .7 have been z useful way of containing nuclear proliferation but the NWEZ
© 7 should not come to be seen as a substitute for the NPT. This zones should be
.= - seeninstead as the bestand easiest means, as the mﬁnﬁg General of the T

Lt Mﬁmn Ewﬂwmmﬁ mﬁﬂnﬁ Wm ensure the total absence of muclear Eﬁumm:m from

IR ﬁaﬁ. Tettes of 30 September’ 1974, TNA, FCO 66/625.
S s,

. . - wewlaga.orglsites/default/files/ mrmﬁﬁﬁﬂwﬁﬁﬁnﬂimﬁ.ﬂ@%ﬂﬁﬁhﬂﬁh&wﬂﬂm 40.pdf.

mw.nm N,omn seered viable only if there ﬁo&m have been & qmmmn contribution to -
international 55@5&?&5# efforts aimed at increasing world security’™.
This staier: ‘was important because it-was quite clear that the UK couid -
not adhere 1 a system of NFZ's that was just a mean of wammmmmmw o, even -

g ﬂmmﬁa countries from a m&ﬁn&mm area. .H.wn...._

F anﬂmm 5@3 _Emm mmﬁmﬂmﬁﬁ nﬁ mﬁ Eﬂﬁm mﬁm : Emm Qmmnmw 8‘.
mmmwnﬂmmm which Countey was m.mmmm mumwmmmmm the amm and the _policy of -
W.mnm.wma Free Mbmw_m mﬂa if Eﬁm was a- @uﬂﬁna mm_ommcm mwm Enmr For mm.m..

4 memorandum oR th

balance of wo&nwﬂ the. ﬁm&ﬁﬂmﬂwﬁ

The mﬁ.mmﬁmwﬁ pesition of Em ﬂm:m.w Eﬂwﬁmﬂ _E mum Zm_Hm mﬂ__w nmﬁﬂm

mrn. we have seen, for the W_Enm WEM%E in mmmmmm mﬁ wBEmH am
mmﬂwwmwmmm aNuclear Fre Namm in the wﬁnmmwnmmmmh w&ﬁm& the fulfilling -~
of the four wﬁmﬁ_ﬁrwm set up in the PTevious yoars, was mmwﬁnﬂmmm@ that of
avoiding the possibility of the wmmnwmmam of the free passage in the centre”’
.‘.um the Mediterranean with' ﬂmmm&m armed. with nuclear ‘weapons or nuclear .
.mmmmwmm _Eﬁmm in mind the policy. am not - nmﬂmmEEm nor denying such a.
news about its vessels. This problem came up whilst discussing of a momm&wﬂ_ :
Nuclear Free Zone in the Pacific Ocean but the principle was the same for..-
¢ other theatres'™®, The British mﬁ?ﬂmﬂm. ananmwnmmmm m.nme@u mmmﬁ nﬁ‘..

* wanted to. ﬂmﬂm‘ whether the idea was noﬂwmn_u_w with article 7 of the NPT

mmu, E IR 156 wmwm ?_.. the: mmqum”mi_m? . H_._mmndﬁmam 8_ .wmmamm E& whnwmam Hﬂnﬂ @m 26 ”.
153 Uﬁﬁ aaz,"nwmﬁ Huﬁmmemnm mnnzammaﬁnﬂzcnv. bmﬁmw&w to ?nwﬁ& to varios 7157, Comprehensive- Study. of %.@w.mgm of Wﬂ&mﬁ ﬁﬁuoam Free Zones in ali :m‘

s, 11 December 1975, Res. 3472 (A-B), arch :
154. Wilkinson o the Sectetary of COS Committee, Eﬁ mﬂm .ﬂﬁ% mmd ”,mé. FCO pects, es. 34 ‘.E B, in __ﬁw A Q@g yafsearchiview _doc.

155. Aviicle VI Treaty on the Non-Profiferation of Nuciear ﬁgﬁa‘"ﬁ!ﬁ.ﬁi




and.of course _.Eﬁ:.mﬂmmmw Emﬁmm.m.mnw as ﬁm‘gmﬁﬂnﬂmﬂnﬂﬁ muw W& mnm

objection Euﬂnﬂmmwmn.fﬁ resp
- delivered by Iran, backed and mmwméﬂmm _vw 1
- It was, in fact; pointed out that it wo
_mﬁnw as m..mu_m...r Israel or-the same tran; ﬁmm were. Hnnmwﬁmm a ﬁmnwmmﬂw,ﬁm.
‘how from the’ United States and France, to call for a ban on a full nuclk
“weapons.in the Mediterranean. Such a move would hdve been Hmmmmmmm_mm
1o be a bit odd if not contradictory'®". The proposal of a Nuclear-Free Zone
_in the Middle East had Eumwﬂmncmm ‘and. connections with the NFZ in the
‘.ﬁmﬁﬁwﬂmmmmﬂ wﬁnmnmm it was not so &mﬁ _m mu& Ea&m East. zone aﬁu

...‘.mum w.mm_ H.nmnﬂom of .HmEEmw wm wwm_
- doubtful about 2 Zﬂn‘wnﬁ Free Zone in m.ﬁ Eﬁ&n mmm_“ mo_. the ﬁwwﬁmﬁam
~that it could have had E..Mmﬁw&Hmwumwmm_...‘mnmmmommm ;

“after all; m mem_nmnm again ﬁ.,mmh ‘had .unn_.ﬁwn. E”“Emu - Sb
) mndnmwnm ‘with the Soviets wmwﬁm mwmmm the wmnmnm.,. topicin oHnn m.:n..ﬁ th
- Western countries on the ropes'®? On the other hand, as. we hav the
question was so mmwnmﬁ with _.mmﬁﬁnﬁ to Israel and to the Peace Process tha
it should not be linked to it at A0Y ] rate'®. The mcmrﬂﬁm area’ d by su

& zone in the Middle East was difficult 1o be defined. Egypt was Eﬂmm& E
ina wwomﬁm& of 1964 for an African zone. In’ mmmﬂ.mw it was noted tha
- ﬂ_aﬁ extension of the zone would have: wﬂoﬂwwﬁ greater collateral problems
 Fori instance, the. Ainciusion of Tuskey:s would have excluded nuclear weapon
- from a E.mﬁ#wn om.Z}.Hﬁ._..mbm‘ 85&. Mmmr. the nmummbu f the Tndian. sub
S continent’ would have involved one: ‘country thathad. already. ‘mﬂm_womma‘.m.
e wmnmnmm wcﬁw:ﬁ Thus, a viable NEZ would have exciuded both these areas

R mmc m« munuomm Pmmamnmacﬁ _m.z Ew.mm%wgm&mﬁ%ﬁ gmﬁaua_&nmwﬁmiwﬁq
S mﬁwwc&mow. 2007, p 65 o . S
w07 161 Gore-Booth to WHHWHE‘F.F mmn@ﬂ om mw. m:_u G‘_EHZ? m_nD E.ﬂmm.m :
- 162, Blatherwick to Logan, letter of 31 July 1974, FCO 66/625. - ;e
. 163, Shoemaker to Guhin, Eﬂ&nﬁﬂﬂﬁﬁu mmvﬂ._u.umﬂ Emm Wﬂw.?.ﬂm.mmOm mgmﬁmﬁn
EEERE R ﬁwﬁmﬁuwm.mmnm Rac, Box 1. SRR . X
Lo Ii7i7U164, Reagan to Haig and Wnﬂmﬁ _mn ﬂme mncnﬂwﬁ. Em_ﬁ NWE ﬁﬂm@ﬂ.mﬁﬁ
ﬂamwﬁm Christopher Files, Rac, Box ‘ : .
- 165. On the Indian nuclear _ﬁoﬂma mﬁ.n
I mwn_,mnw Bomb: The Impact on Global Profiferation, University of California Press, Oakiand,
© 0 -0 7 2001; 1 Abraham, Making of the Indian Aiomic Bamb: Science, Secrecy and the Postcolonial
S o+l State, Orient Longwman Lid, London-Mew York, w@m“‘w.u,‘ﬂamﬁ.mﬁma m.mﬂm.ﬂﬁw.?ﬁmmnﬁ
:. . i Posture Rand Corporation Santa Monica; 2001; 1.8, Calvin, The China — India Border Wer.
o 7 {1962), Marine Corps Command and Staff, namnmﬁgmah 5. Alford, Zones of Peace: the Case
D . _of the Indign Geean, In India’s Security Considerations in Eunﬁmh.‘h.? G, Sen (edited by},
P .Ewmmn Ez_mwna wwﬁuﬁam Hew Um?“ﬁmm :

2n 18b. Um Em w.ﬁcmm Znﬂmﬁ. Edom.m_u see: S, QE#E. bﬁa s Enamnw %3?5&.@ hmmﬁmun K
Endowmwat, for international annn,mZn& York, 2006; EA. Gerges, The Superpowers and
the: Midale. East Regional and International Politics, 1955-1967, Westview Press Boulder, -
1994; G Rose, B #ﬁﬂnﬂmmm Iran ind the. Bomb-Spiving the ﬁmﬁﬁa Fuzzle; in Foreign
Affairs, Washington DC, 2012; A3 Menter, fran's nanmmnﬁ options, Teheran'y guest for the
Atom Bomb, Casemate, Havertown, 2005; C. Zak, fran’s Nuclear »aawnw. E& _Em EM.P The
Washington Institte for Near East Policy, Washingion DC, 2002; - ST
167, Draft on Nuclear Free Nqnmm‘. and Nex:. hw.dﬁ.m%s .mmﬁmaaﬁ o mﬁwhwﬁw .8‘.‘
various offices, letier of 30 September 1974, ..m.z} FCO 66/625. SRR
168. V., Felci, Le Fwvin Pillar Policy e Ia convergenia di Shmwmm.ﬁ fra .m_ﬁ.: QEF QE: m:m,‘ :
agna ¢ fran, 1969- 1976, in «Studi GHwEmw& mﬂn_ﬁn Qnm&ng m.cwmnvn onmnuﬂmﬁnwﬂﬁ B
10, vol. 77, fascicolo 3, pp. 405-26. 570 0 R
b pmﬂ .m..‘wmﬁwnﬁn#, India’s miclear mﬂaw.‘ m..wmwﬁﬁn& on m__,mwbm mahwmmaqaa. :H.Emwm_mu_

& vanery. a_. wnmwu .. Perkovich, India’s




- . R ..” “.‘}mﬁﬁﬂaﬁ ﬁm‘%mmm mﬁﬂm.mﬁmmw ﬂmﬂ& wﬁmaw& of these rones it
o 7% decided that the time was right to revise the entire position.
oo The paper prepared by “H.wn‘ Research Unit of the .maﬂﬁmmﬂ..ommﬁdmﬁun

- that the: NFZ' were initially: proposed to encompass: ‘both ‘major land" an
- maritime zones, and their air space. The fundamental e of such arcas
.‘.‘”imm 1o ﬁﬁnanmr by m.ﬁmmm of Eﬁmﬁmcm& mmwnmﬁmuﬁ ‘Em mnwwmw E.wﬂmﬂﬁa
..”‘.nwm?mﬁmmﬁ of nuclear weapons therein Hw_m NFZ could provide amech

. for either preserving the. non-nuclear status of an area or removing nuclear

: - weapons already wammmmﬂ ‘The British experts; pointed out; that,
S = : ‘..“.Hn,m nuclear weapons. in SQmE Case 8&& lead to. mmmﬁw_mﬁwmw n#mmmn.m.‘.wm.”ﬁw

“-existing Hm:mnw situation. For this reason’ zlone; ‘past proposals nm.zmmm.ﬁ.

areas of major | nuclear naﬁmmwﬁ.ﬂcm between. East and West have met with

.ma mmnommm w,._ mﬁEm nmmmm Emumaﬂnm m imm Hmnmm@m 9& mwn mwn tive muﬂ.

..“Emm mmmmm mmﬂw that of mMEEmEm mw@ ‘wﬂoﬁm&m mmw.mn%nuw ot continen
: cmﬁmam the major confroniation areas between East and We
- Uniit wmum En E&_ mﬁﬁ_mnﬁ nnmﬁﬂmn. of mﬁ NEZs was En Treaty. of
digd. the of
‘nuclear ﬁnmmaum mw.amm_u the zone. In m.wﬁw&_mﬁ_gmn.mmﬁﬁwam a Nuclear
" Free Zone was nnHH.EEnm&%.mﬁ”...&mﬂwrmm. it meant to impose both
‘countries located within the zone (the potential direct wmaﬂnwmmﬁmwmﬁmm on
- the activities of external powers. The new possibility was that of having th
woﬁm of either a Eﬂn_mﬁ.ﬁwnmwm?mﬁm Hamn NWEZ): i_ﬂnw ﬂaﬁuu have

ﬁmﬂnmwmmwm -aj

Iatter would. mon ﬁm@ Fﬁ_ﬁ mmem &m mmwm om ﬂﬁnﬂﬁmﬂm to nuclear ﬁmmwawm,
‘ . ce n.m:& PNE
g nmmmw_wﬁ “This last. mmwmnw mmmmﬁn amﬂ, Hﬂmom..mmw Aamnmmmm» la

/- the mmm.wawmmﬂmﬁom point of view, since the technology of m.?m. devi

E .‘Wﬂ... - virually indistinguishable from that of nuclear- weapons. wammﬁ.‘.ﬁﬂ.m:mmma
_”. other mmmnnm to Smmﬁwm. as the owmeﬂomm.éHnw might be undert

S . w xa_‘Ehﬁn xﬁwna‘maw ; % ﬁ?umm

its participants. A’ NFZ, indeed, E.H.H .:m{nwww.anmﬁﬁ 8 mﬂmamn Smmﬂmﬁa.‘

‘.‘mﬁﬁmﬁ‘mmﬁ.ﬁ‘.m&% or Hmmﬂwnmmmﬁ mw..,.ﬂnmm.‘.”a its HESQ Enwm&w ‘

. ant: to. mmn mﬁﬂ siice many 2&:.?mnmnﬁ“inmwmm
tates .Eﬂw. Hn.:mwn.mw@ Enwmﬂwwm of mnmﬁmmm a nuclear weapon ‘option for
foreseeable futre, they would have seemed to Hﬁw little option but o

: mﬁ mmw.ﬁmnﬁ E m mﬂmﬂmmﬂnm HEE a mmnwmﬂ. ‘mﬂw ﬁﬁwcmqw Eﬂﬁ nmmE wﬁ.ﬁ w..

w_wmm mn__,ma& H.nmmnam mﬁm a Eom.Zﬂn_wE.Enmwow mﬂmmw ta reject the Z:&mmm..




PR o mwmmﬁn.m%ﬂmwﬁwmﬁ Nuclear Free Zone would have been out of question,
© .. because the nuclear stockpile in Germany Emumn an: AT
o sirategy, which explicitly depended on the use of nuclear. ﬂmmmowm t0 Oppose

- - NFZs outside’ mnmowm and the borders of the NATO the position. was rather

ST ?oﬁﬂmmon Qq Zm&wﬁ ﬂnmmamm For mmnw Feasons there was. openness for
- - HMG over some wmmmcm&ﬁ There was also another ‘proposal on the' nmwmn

ST about the creation of mmnwmﬁ.nxﬂamﬁ?wﬁ Smmm a ﬁnnw&mw nammﬁﬁ‘ 0
[ .77 the other on the Nuclear Freé Zones.and was in roduced as a minog mmoma.mmw
SRR wwmﬂ could b viable before the other.

I .“,.‘mm,.,mmﬂwmmm because. it. would have affected areas whe .
ST 4 I NWS,asa further {legal and moral) constrainit on these countries developin
o1 ) nuclear weapons; provide : rival maﬁ,%m ‘with a framework ﬁwﬁw.‘mﬂwwﬂ
C . make it easier for them {0 renounce mpmwinm:mmﬁ&w the: nuclear weapomn:
- .- o0 option;: - lower. u..nuﬁmmm tension . wm mbﬂmﬁﬁmm mutual nowmmwmnm. €
S the United Kingdom to extend — as they had by signing Protocol IL of the
;- 0o U Tiateloleo Treaty, when they. extended its. dmw&ﬂm to mmmmmmm Emﬂmm...mogww
¢ QGeorgia and:South Sandwich Tslands'™ ~. 2 \ :
PR immmomm mmmﬁmw a mﬁnﬂmn region of Zz_ﬂm _Eq En wEm ﬁ?nw mﬁm.nmumo

T mﬁawm = mmm could have r&m& to get the United. WEmmaE off the hook ww.‘
. having to do something concrete about security guarantees; mnwﬁe.dw ‘what
- Her Majesty’s Government wanted without themselves appearing 1o make.
ST the ranning and thus be Hable to the kind of criticism they usually faced by
S0l sponsoring “discriminatory” measures such as the Non Proliferation Treaty
. since the NNWS themselves would have Ewmu the initiative and having them
S0 L7 done so would have also confirmed one of HMG fundamental proposition
LT L comcerning w_d_m.mmmﬂcm that it is. that are Em NNWS that have Em‘.ﬁmﬁ ©
o fear from it provide presentational advantages for the UK in giving their
P ‘general mmwwam to a NNWS initiative; prove.a useful mmnnmana for other,

- Enmewh:w%ﬁ&wwmmmiEugq%wﬁaﬁm%.mﬁxﬁ_8+n&_“

S e

F wwﬂ.n‘wmw‘mmn o .mmﬂ.nﬂ. moﬂ.wwm..mmﬂmr.. &E@.E&m the: ﬂﬁmmﬂoz f .mﬁ Hﬂw..mﬂwmnﬁuﬁwwﬁnn Enmn w@ﬂoﬁmmnmwmnqmﬁmmmm no_.mu Emﬂhn or wmﬂ
None the less the Government thought that if the NNWS were convinced that

| part in.2 &m.ﬁmﬁ_ﬁcuﬁ have wmwmmnmu mﬁm mmnamﬂm it ﬁo&n wmﬁ been w,mnnm not

 Soviet” conventional ‘preponderance’ and- mwmmmmwwmnmw advantage As for

mcﬁ Enm.ﬁwnm E m.Zmnmnm_.mHnmwNuuﬂ mm wmﬂmwmwmﬂwnmoﬂmﬁﬂnmﬂﬁ& aware -
1 S ‘ 7, wonld not have been as easy as it was thought by
maB_n um “mﬁ wEBcHaw mmm the négotiations of the .H,mmmﬂ, of ﬂmﬁﬁaﬁﬁm the
past demonstrated all the difficulties, One fundamental issue, for instance,
nn:nﬁm& Bw anwwnmm um Em mmmnmmm Zmnmﬁﬁ mwmwoﬁanm wﬂnmmmm‘ if the -
establishment mm a Zm.N on the one hand, could bas the mmammnﬂmm‘uw all -
auclear mxm.ma.ﬁﬂmm. on the mmwnm WEE _n.uEn_ Hnmmﬁﬁwn the mﬁ,@mﬁﬁwcm of
ﬁmnmmﬁ nw@wcmﬁnm m@uﬁnmﬁmﬁ Eﬁu.omnm mEm mmﬁmnﬁm rather than promoting -
Em amm of the :ﬁ?ﬁ&ﬁﬂmﬂcﬁ status. In the. case of the Tlatelolco Treaty -
there was not. any clear provision about that issue, but the United Kingdom.
mmwﬁwa on mﬁ mmmmmmﬂmmmﬁm mwmh ﬂwm w.m_u on the mnﬁmcwﬂm:ﬂ of peaceful -
m:nwmm.ﬁ mMmHn.m.Emm was ﬁwﬁwﬂm } quwHw:H interpretation and a relaxation
on mem. zEnnﬂ would mmﬁﬂ_amm be in contrast with the Articie V of mﬁ NPT, ..
Emw reserves 1o, mﬁ Zﬁm the 3_@ am mmﬁmwﬁm of- wzm to the others, and :.w
would have been a Major | shift in m...m mownw of the United Mﬁmamoﬁ In order
t0 take advantage in having a word to say in the future it was ﬁmwmwww better -
{08 ‘aa. any-stauach opposition and mﬂmmﬁm in Emmmm the idea of NFZs. In -
‘ wmnmm.& the United mu_mwm.nﬁ. cided 1o, mmwm_.m to the mﬂmﬁﬂmm mﬁmﬁa in the
‘mid-1960s about the SUpPOI | of any Nuclear Free Zone, principles that we -
have mwnm% Seetl.. The most Emanﬁm among them was that any. ENWBQ .
significant State; and preferably all States in the mﬁmw.‘mwain be included.
The omission of NE“ ﬂmﬁmnmﬂ state of a wmmﬁmmﬁ zone could wmmmmnmw.mmw
mmnmmﬂmm m:m cast severe. doubts in the. value of the. zone. On the contrary, -
-greater zone could. have E.mmnﬂmwmn mwcwmmmmm o Wm COVEICOINE it order to form
them. As :cwnm.mnmcﬂng .Ennn could have been a problem for a- NWS ke UK
“Eﬁﬂwmﬁﬁw.mﬂmmw up of ‘w.ZﬂnwmmH free Mnﬁm was {o include a restriction
on Enwmmcamﬁmmﬂm.am airerafis and. m_ﬂﬂm in Q.mww 10 ensure ﬁnw were not -
carrying nuclear weapous. The; ﬂmmmnmﬁmm of such restrictions could cause
‘embarrassment to-the Nuclear States. The logic would have been that the
: amﬂmgﬁam‘ .mw.ua_n have been aimed at Gamgmrmw that the states within a -
NIZ were ot m_nouﬂﬁmm M#nEmn?mm nuclear nwﬁwwmﬁmm maﬁ o _.ﬁmmu. the -
"wm.mm._; of :mﬂmma i@mwcam “The mnmm_.mu conclusions of the Foreign and -
ommonwealth Office, on the issue was that the United Kingdom policy - E
mm&m e formulaied.in’ the. r.mww of. pragmatismm . and according to- this
mmw@ any wmmwmmmw which Eomﬁ wm{w strengthened the :om.mmaﬁﬂmﬂom
glme s mwmﬁﬁ have H@nnﬁnm mcm mzmwam ﬂnmﬁmwm m noEn Wm mnwﬁamm atan

" different, moreoverin areas of minor strategic and EEH&, :m@cnmmwﬁ.ﬁiw_nmm
= the setting up ¢  of NFZs mﬁmww have 1o mgaawwmw certain British interests. Of
" thesé the most important would have seemed tobe. that of mﬁmﬁmmmﬁm..mﬁ

}nnﬂaﬁm 16 -the. mamﬁmm Dmmnm the proposa m@w m 8_ wﬁﬁm um@.ﬁm
there were near

“enable:

- extend on'a. universal basis due to mﬁ exigencigs of the mmwg‘mhﬁm fi

- pon-nuclear; arms control measures am“.m mmm_ammm basis;’ ‘possibly ‘enhance
. UK security by Emmnumm mmmmﬁm restrictions on the military deployment of
ﬁoﬁg& mnqmﬂmmnnm than EW mmn mwwwm, mmm m@mmm

ﬂma el eIl
o 174, m._.u_amn Hﬁwmnﬁﬂ &_w QRE mﬁEma gn.?emwmi hqmmmmh mﬁ%nﬁhnx of h&ﬁuﬁnm
. Protocol It to the Treary of Tiatelolce, in htip:/Adisarmament, §.¢Qﬁm&£ﬁmﬁﬁm€@ _p.

175, wﬁ_m o ?_anmmﬁ. Free Zones Eﬁ Non _ﬁaﬂwﬁa_ﬁm ﬂr
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o .Awm..mmmmmun am ..mﬁ ?uanmn mw@nﬁmmnwm E‘.ww@.‘.?mﬂ&”.
international debate. for a decade between the:1960s and the: 1 .
proposal; as it has been highli WHWP.Q%“”_uwwmmw:cuﬁm&”wmwm a requ
“from the USSR and other different Soviet Bloc's. countries. It seems clear
that the countries concerned influeniced themselves mutually and there was
' probably a common scope that was that of putting the Western Blec in a so
“of difficulty: A deep analysis of the motivations, that urged the proporents is
 submilting the Nuclear Frec Zone in the Mediterranean idea, suggests tha
' there. were very. different scopes behind them. Different motivations mear
 different ideas on what to do with the NFZs and different impact of them o
the general context: The documents of the Foreign Office, more than those of :
the White House, highlight fhat there was a very deep series of Emnﬁmﬁnﬁ
- on the reply. S...En_moﬁnﬂ.wﬁmwcm.&umﬁwm moreover, there were
' opinions among the European allies within the NATO: The discussions we
. openly frank ‘also within the Foreign Office itself; but despite the.variety of-
. opinions in the European and North Adantic Chanceries the outcome was the
same: steady refusal of the Soviet. ﬂcﬁm‘E“ the two rounds it was introduiced,

ww‘mfn ~m. wmmm&mn o .=muﬁmmﬂn is .EmﬂHEwwmmﬁﬂ‘mﬁmnmma:”.mﬂmmw“Hwﬂm 52
" strong interruption between the first proposition of the note. and the second’
" introduction of the theme of the Nuclear Free Zones in the Medit rraneat i

. the mid-Seventies. The main differencs i ! international
' scenario between the wo periods. .

A deep examination of the. question. om..E@..Zﬂ&ﬁmﬂ.ﬁ&@.ﬂ%ﬂ in the
Mediterranean, ‘éven if nothing came of it, is definitely important as a test
* among the allies in receiving proposal that brought into the scene different
‘options and different ideas and that Jead the different NATO countries to an
"exercise of patient and of analysis of the national interest to - be connecte
- to the broad interest of the Alliance and of the aljies. Mﬁﬂﬁm&ﬁﬂmﬁm

" differently 1o other.zones of the: world; was a scenario of high strategic
" importance for the countries that have a shore in it and also for others that
* use this basin for strategic purpose, not A.mmmﬂﬁ_w..mcﬁnﬁdﬁonr .Bmﬂ.ﬁﬁmmmmm
- inthis case try o test the ability of the Western Countries in giving 2 unita

_1eply and demonstrated that it was rather noﬁmﬂnm.mﬁ to put the Alliance’s

interest behind more general or m&ﬁammm “ détente” interests.



,Tﬂatm nel corso dei secoli-della competizione tra le potenze maritumc e
oggi Iuogo di un dia.lngo dallﬁ altt‘:mt fortune tra 1'Unione Europea ed i
paesi: rivierasch: ,nelfa seconda meta del- Novecento il mare Mediterraneo .
& stato unao’ cfe:gh scenari del confronto. ‘bipolare, entro il quale si sono inter- "
secate priofitarie necessita di sicurezia, sotto differenti: aspetti e con diver- .
se-declinazioni, In quest.ambim,'f;l.‘preﬁmtf:"vt)lun‘w: I‘ICQStﬂuSCE alcum‘;;?

'::'ﬁno al progetti di"Nuclﬁar Free Zones ed: agli. spc:mﬁm capltoli medlterm-
nei dﬂl Pmcasm di] Ie:}sinkl voltl a dare avvio ad un.dialogo nuovo € i

ntcmazmmh prcssqﬂ Dip.lrmncnm di Scienze Souah [ dt:Ile lstn:uﬂom,
dell’ Umversita degli Studi di Cagliari, dove insegna Storia-dell’ integrazione.
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