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The CHAIRMAN (Romania) (translation from French): I declare open* the -

two hundred and fiftieth plenary meeting of the Conference of the Eighteen-Nation
Committee on Disarmament. ) f'
As previously decided (ENDC/3V.244, pe«4), we shall begin this meeting by.

continuing the discussion on the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons.'

Mr. FISHER (United States ef America): The'delegation of the United

States welcomes the resumption of our discussion on non-proliferation. We are
resuming this discussion today as a result of action taken by this Committee at
its ‘meeting on 1 March of this year,  on the recommendation of the co~Chairmen that
we do so. - ‘

‘, _General Assenibly resolution 2028 (XX) (ENDC/161), adopted last autumn, calls
upon this Conference to glve urgent consideration to the question of non-proliferation
of nuclear weapons with a view to negotiating a treaty to prevent such prollferatlon.‘
As we resume our deliberations on this subject today, I am sure we all feel the

sense of ufgency expressed in this resolution and a sense of obligation to negotiate
the treaty for which it calls.

When we last -discussed the question of hon-proliferation of nuclear weapons,
many delegations exuressed the view that when we returned to the niscuesion of this
subject it would be apprOprlate to examine, article by article, the two draft
treaties (ENDC/152 164) that 11e on the table. The representative of the
Sov1et Union, in’his 1ntervent10n on 3 March (ENDC/“V 245, p.46), stated that he
had no objection to this method of proceeding. e

The deiegatlon of the United States believes that it might be helnful to
compare “the artlcles of the two draft treaties. But it feels that, as this process

beglns, the\Conference should have on the table for cons1derat10n and study certain

1mportant amendments whlch we are now introducing to the Unlted States draft treaty.
These amendments have been deve10ped by the United States in large part as a
result of the dellberatlons of this Conference. We are offerlng them because we *
.believe that they w111 advance the negotlatlon of a treaty to stop the spread of
nuclear weaponst By so doing we are making it clear that our position . .in
negotiating an agreement on non—proliferaiion of nuclear weapons is not inflexible.

o,
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The Uhited+Sppies;delegation.h0p9s tbat~othér delegatiOQSqwill,be,equally flexible.

Tt 1§ ﬂor $hp\9ulppse of presenting these amendments.that phe United States has

asked for the Per11ege of snea 1ng first. today. The amendments are before the
Comlttee in document ENDC/ISZ/Add, 1, dated .21 March 1966. e T gEed

, The United States.draft smendments deal directly with the prlnc1pa1 threat of
purztlmq4~7_bhe thrgqﬁ.thgt the daqge; of nuclear wary can be 1qqneasqg qx an,lnqnease
in £he number of power centres thqp can, shart, such a war. The United Sjaﬁeq‘dqaft

strikes at ;the heart. of this threat by, prohibiting any. increase -- even by one — in

the number of power centres that have tﬁe right or .ability to fire a nuclear weaponw

tht we must do 1f we are to achleye,jhe basic obJectlve of our non-

vl

nrollferatlon negotlatlons, 1s to 11m1t the number of Powers that will be 1n‘

a position ﬁq.unleash nuclear, weapons. There are two ways by which a non—nuclear

weapon State eould obtain this power. ,One would be by obtaining from an existing

nuclear weapon State the right or ability, to use these weapons. .Under. the United '

. States amendments this route is barred by the precise definition of "control!, which

I am about to describe. The other way in which a non-nuclear weapon State could .
obtain this power would be by manufacturing nucl ear Qeapons itself.. This route we
have.also barred, as I shall indicate .later, by article I paragraph 2 and:by article
IT paragraphs 1 and 2 of the amendments.. , | - D JE I S . -

' One of the key. elements :in the United States, amendments is the definition of

-'eontrol. of . nuclear weapons' in terms of tthe. right or ability .to fire nuclear

weapons. "Control" was not defined explicitly in the original United States draft,
although,ils meaning was. ¢learly implied, by. the, prohibition; of any .action to
increase the number of entities with independent power to use nuclear weapons.

.. The; discussions in this Conference, and further deliberation .on ithe question,
led the Uh;téd_?tqtes_ﬁphihe Qoqclpsion”tggtzthgigfﬂig;tgon‘gﬁ "contpdl" is too,
central tq_thexproblepnof~pgp:pfq;;fer@tiqg ﬁphbgilqﬁt.ﬁp.émpl;cax}on. ¥e .have
therefore given it.an exact definition. .Beforg;quoting article, IV, (c) .of. the
United States amendments, I should like, to say, this. It may: seem illegical in
describing anendments to beg;n with the last article of those qpendments.. However,

as the representatlves w111N°ee, the last artlcle conslsts of deflnltlons.. Thls

RPN b !

first apearaence of lack of loglc w1ll thereforeq,l thlnk glve way to a recognltlon

A/u‘.

Fhobr it is best first, to define uhe terms one, is talklng about and then to 1ndlcate

..... PO

how those terms .are us%élln the substantlve amendments I.A;i;cle IV (c) reads.é
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. W'Contrél' meaﬁé”right'or ability to fire nuclear weapons without the -

concurfent decision of an existing nuclear ﬁeapon State." (ENDC/152/Add.i,’n.2)
'I should emphasize that the decision of the nuclear weapon State would have to
be explicit; it would have to be concurrent in time with the-event; it could not
be in the form of a general approval given in advance. Moreover, it is essential

to ﬁeep in mind that under this definition control relates not merely to the right

B t

but also to the ability to fire nuclear weapons.

:In con51dering the significance of this definition of control, this Conference
should also have in mind the 1ntent10ns of the United States with resnect "to possible
common nuclear defence arrangements w1th1n alliance structures. I have already
read, at the meeting on 3 March (ENDC/?V.245, 1.32), testlmony from the Secretary
of State of the United States before our Congress dealiné with possible NATO nuclear .
arranéements. I should like to add here that, while he was testifying, he
was asked whether any plans being discussed in NATO contemplated that the United
States would give up its veto ‘over the use of United States weapons. Here is his
reply: | ' s

"We would have to.insist'...'that the United States be a necessary party to

‘a decision to uée'nnclear weapons. Because the vast arsenals of the United

States are so heavily involved in that decision, we must be present for

that decision and must ourselves agree to a decision taken."

Our Secretary of Defense was asked the same question. He was equally exPlicit.
Here is his renly ' ‘ -

"o have no plan to dilute our veto in any way and our allies. are not asklng

s for a dilution of that veto." ‘

" These clear statepents of United States intentions and the clear aefinition of

"control" in the United States‘@raft indicate that the United States draft wou}d;
not permit a non-nuclear weapon State to have any relationship to nuclear wea?ons
which would‘give'it the right or ability to fire such weapons on its own. Furthermore,
under prov151ons of the United States amendments that I shall be dlscu551ng later,
“a nuclear weapon State is prohlblted from allowing a non—nuclear weapon State to
have a relatlonshlp to nuclear. weanons wh1ch would permit the non-nuclear weapon
'State to obtain manufacturlng or de51gn information. - . A

With these clear prohlbltlons of the Unlted States draft in mlnd, we do the o

cause of non—prolrferatlon a dlsserv1ce if we permit ourselves to be diverted into
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theoretical dLscussions about'what is neant by "access" o nuclear weapons. -, Here
- we should note 1n passing that Unlted Natlons resolutlon 2028- (XX) does not enuangle
1tse1f in thls vague concent of "access" Ne do uhe cause of 1or—nrollfelatlon
even less service if we let ourselves be drawn into a debate or whether certaln
collective defence arrangements nlght increase the influence within an alliance
of a non—nuclear weapon Dtate‘ Thls would 1ndeed be a fruitless exnendature of our
‘erorts, partlcularly when those .attacking these collective deience arrangements
concede that they do not invoive the acquisition of any independent ability to fire
nuclear weapons. A ' . ‘
We have a difficult enough.task ahead of us in negotiatving a non—proliferation
agreement if we concentrate ~- as we should and We muSu —— on the central issues.
We should therefore chect dlverslons whlch may: render a dlfflcult task 1mposs1ble.
If we but concentrate on our main task, we shall, despite the dlfflcultnes which
now face us, be able to aﬂconpllsh our obJectlve' . the negotlatlon of an agreenent
which ensures that the number of power centres whlch have the rlnh or ability to
'start a nuclear war w111 net be 1ncreased —~— not even by one. ) R
I hone I have made clear the views of the United States. on the 1mpor ance of‘
the deflnltlon of "control" . With this. ln mlnd I should llke 50, eyplaln the other

portlons of ou1 _new amendments.. ... . :

First, as representatlves may. have already gathered from ny remarks, we have.
adonted in our amendnents ‘the concent of "nuclear weapon utate" and "nonnnuc]ear
weapon State". This is a concept whlch bélieve was first menuloned by the ' .
representatlve of Indla durlng our last sesslon (ENDC/bV 223) These terms "nuclear
weanon Stabe" and "non~nuulc&r weapon State" are formally noted in artlcle W
subparegraphs (a,b), This is the article dealing with deflnluwons, But these
terms, as they are defined, appear throughout articles I and If of the amenamenusu

As HMr. Trivedi has pointed out there are States w1th importent programmes for
Peaceful uses of nuclear energy which have w1sely chosen to refrain from manufacturing
or acqulrlng nuclear weapons. Our or1g1na1 draft was therefore not accurate in
deflnlng such States as "non—nuclear” Wh believe that our ame*dments,,by making
the dlstlnctlon betwoen "nuc‘ear weanon States" and "non-~nuclear weapon States",
better descrlbe the actual problom w1+h whlch we are dealing -~ the problem of
,nreventlng the prollferatlon of nuclear weanons. Iam happy to note that some.

recent sPeakers in the Commlttee already seer to have adopted this concepd, follow1ng
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the 'lead which the represehtative of India gave us at the last sesslon. The
adoption’ of this‘terminology may help to stob the talk of a "nuclear club". This
- phrase has often been nsed loosely in d1scuss1ng the proliferation problem. 1
submit ‘that it is a phrase which, with its 1mp11cat10ns of a high table or sunerlor
coterle, is qulte 1ncons1stent with the ob3ect1ves of our’work hére.

Let me now' draw attentlon to our new artlcle I and the obl1gat10ns it

.

establishes for nuclear weaponlbtates. Under the, first paragranh of this new article,
the nuclear‘weapcn States‘parties to the treaty undertake ~—, .
"Not, to transfer nuclear weapons into the national control of any non-
nuclear weapon State, or into the control of any association of non-nuclear
-, weapon States." (ENDC/152/Add.1) - . . : ‘

- The first nortlon of this new language maintains the prohibition in our prior draft

against transfer of nucleer weapons into the national control of any non-nuclear
weapon State. The second portion forblds also thé transfer of nuclear weapons into
the control of any assoclathn of non—nuclear weanon States. -

A close analysis of the language in art1cle I of the original United States draft
treaty (ENDC/152) dated 17 August 1965, showed that 1t night have been 1nterpreted
as nerm1tt1ng the creat1on of a new nuclear entlty comnosed entlrely of non-nuolear’
weanon States, in the event that a nre—exlstlna nuclear weapon State had prev1ously
unilaterally dlsarmeu itself of nuclear weapons.' This result was not 1ntended° but
to remove any doubt the’ amendment makes\eXplicit the intent not to tramsfer control
of nuclear weanons,'either‘to a single non-nuclear weapon'State or to several such
States actlng together. . ‘ )

TDaragranh 2 of our new artlcle I would ob11ge the nuclear weapon States —;

' "Not to provide to any non—nuclear weapon State or assoclatlon of such

States ’ : .o - ’

o -~

(a) assistance in the manufacture of nuclear weapons, in preparations
- \ for such manufacture, or in the testing 6f nuclear weapons; or
. (b) encouragement or’ 1nducement t0 manufacture or otherw1se acquire

its own nuclear weapons." (ENDC/l52/Add 1)

%

As representat1ves will reallze, in subparagraph (a) of thls new formulat1on
we have. adonted to some extent provisions contained 1n the Soviet art1cles I and

IT (ENDC/164, pn.4, 5) concernlng preparations for manufacture and concernlng testing

of nuclear weapons. Here we have also sought to take into account the wise: observatlon

'
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of: the.representative of. Sweden at our meeting of 24 February when'she pointed out
that there was not one but a cha1n of dec1s1ons leading up to the final action of
"manufacture" of .nuclear. weajons (ENDC/“V 243, 0.12). _

In paragranh 2 (b) of our new art1cle I we have adooted the conceot of a
proh1b1tlon agalnst encouraglng or 1nduc1ng a non-nuclear weanon State to manufacture
or otherwise acquire its own weapons; Th1s idea of a prohlbltlon agalnst
encouragement or inducement adoots a concept that had its orlgln in artlcle I,
paragraph 2 of the Treaty Bannlng Nuclear Veapon Tests in the Atmosphere, in Outer
Space and Under Water (ENDC/lOO/Rev 1). Thls concent would be equally su1table 1n
the treaty we are now cons1der1ng .. S i

I have already indicated to thls Conference why I think that the concept of
- access is not Droductlve’of progress 1n our work here. But at this stage I should
also p01nt out that any legltlmate concerns in thls regard should be taken care
of by the amendment that I am now dlsousslng and the comparable prov1s10ns of
article II. The obllgatlons of nuclear weapon States and the corresnondlng
obllgatlons of.non—nuclear weapon States in these two amendments — articles I and II —
are, so to speak, m1rron 1mages of one another. The amendments to artlcle I make
it nerfectly clear that the nuclear weapon States cannot do anythlng that would .
assist the non-nuclear weanon States in manufacturlng nuclear weapons, in preoarlng
for thelr manufacture or in testlng then. They go even further and commit the
nuclear. weapon States not to do anythlng which will encourage or 1nduce the non—
nuclear, weapon States to manufacture or otherw1se acquire their own nuclear weanons.

This commitment must be evaluated in the light of the corresnondlng commltment
in art1cle ITI, under which in 1ts paragraph 1’ the non-nuclear weapon States agree
not to manufacture nuclear weapons, and in naragraph 2 not to accept ass1stance
in the manufacture of nuclear weapons, ‘in nrenaratlon for such manufacture or
in testing nuclear weapons, or even to accept encouragement or inducement to
acquire nuclear weapons otherw1se. As I shall make clear in my discussion of
paragraph 4 of artlcles I and II reSpectlvely, these solemn commltments apply to

units or personnel of a non-nuclear weapon State which are under the command of a

nilitary alliance.
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I should now like to call attention to paragraph 3 of our new article I,
whlch, in add1t10n to prev1ous proh1b1t1ons, obliges nuclear weapon States —
“Not to take any other action which would cause an increase in
the total number of States and a55001at1ons of States having control

'

of nuclear weapons." o ' - ) Lt
This provision, together with the deflnition of control which I describea earlier,
completes the embodlment in treaty language of our Government's pos1t1on that there
sHould be no'increase — not even by one -~ in the centres of nuclear power which .
have the right or ab111ty to start a nuclear war.

" This prov151on would bar any transfer of control of nuclear weapons’ to any
association of States —— that is, it would prohlblt the grantlng to any such
association of the right or ab111ty to fire a nuclear weapon without the explicit .
concurrent‘decislon of a nuclear weapon State ~- unless, one'of‘the members of the
association was a nuclear Weapon State and that member gave up its entlre nuclear
arsenal to the’ assoclatlon. Slnce this Would not 1nvolve any increase in “the .
number of nuclear weapon Dowers, no prollferatlon would result. .

" This sect1on of the United States amendments is also related to dlscuss1ohs
about .possible common nuclear defence arrangements within all1ance structures. o
Thls is a subJect on which there has been a great deal of mlsunderstandlng and
some m1sstatements. It is for that reason that I should like to develov the '
1mpl1cat10ns of -this section somewhat further,” ‘ . ,

I should like to do so by n01nt1ng out that _where a nuclear weapon State
retains a veto over any use of nuclear weapons, there is no, problem of transfer
‘of control. That is because no addltlonal State and no assoc1at10n of States ga1ns
~the right or ab111ty to take, on 1ts own, a dec151on to use nuclear weapons. Nelther
would’ have the ability to start a nuclear war. That terrlble decls1on remains’ in
the hends of the ex1st1ng nuclear weapon States, and no questlon of transfer of .
control even ar1ses. . “~ o i S )

In th1s connex1on, the testlmony of the Secretar1es of State and Defense of
the United States concerning the 1ntent10ns of the Unlted States with respect to .
prOposed nuclear arrangements w1th1n NATO should make 1t guite clear that no one .
in NATO has been talking about any arrangements whlch would 1nvolve the prollferatlon

+

of nuclear weapons.
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?araéranh 4 of our new article I aiso constitutes an important ad&ition t9
eur draft;. It commits the nuclear weapca States partles to the treaty -

h "Not to take any of the actions nrohlblted in the nrecedlng paragraphs -
of th1s artlcle d1rectly, or 1nd1rect1y through third States or a55001at10ns'
of States, or through unlts of the armed forces or military personnel of any
State, even if such unlts or perscnnel are under the command of a m111tary
alliance." '

Both the Orlglnal United States draft (ENDC/152) and the Soviet draft (ENDC/164)
reflect a concern with nreventlng the possibility of a State d01ng 1nd1rectly, in
conJunctlon with one or severaT other States, what it could ‘not do d1rect1y.. Our
new artlcle I, paragraph 4, represents a reflnement of our nrev1ous formulation and,

i

in addltlon, borrows from the formulations in all three paragranhs of the Sov1et .
article I. Ne believe this new paragraph 4 to be more concise an@ more comprehensive
than either our own previous formulation or the Soviet draft. ; ) A
I shall- not go further today in describing our new artlcle II, which sets forth
the obllgatlons of non—nuclear weapon States. The important 301nt about artlcle II -
is that it corresnonds in reciprocal fashion tc — or, as I sa1d earller, 1t is a
mirror image of -- the obligations requlred of the nuclear weapon States 1n artlcle
I. Nor do I intend today to discuss the language of other articles of the treaty to
which we have not pronosed amendments. We-shall deal with these other'artidles later,
as our discussion nrogresses.. oo
I have already dealt with three subparagraphs of our new artrcle IV In
particular, I have already notea the precise definition of ﬂcontrol" contained in
subparagraph (c¢) of that article. I would emphasize once again our strong belief
that this definitidn,_taken in conjunction with our new articles I and II, represents
the most precise prohibitions.yet formulated agaihst proliferatieh of nuclear weaaonsrf
It remains for me to indicate the last element in our new amenamehts, an element‘A
which in our view.is of conciderable iﬁportance. I refer to the bracketed portion in
our new article IV (d), which indicates that a definition of "nuclear weapon" "is to be‘
supnlied at that point. We are convinced of the need ror sueh a definition, but
believe that it is not essential at this.ﬁgint in our negotiations and can be-
formulated at an approPriate technical level at the appropriate time., We do think'
it advisable at this time to call the Comﬁittee's attention'to this question.

1

. \
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We be11eve that ‘these new~Un1ted States amendments reflect better than our
prev1ous draft — and with all due reSpect better than the present Sov1et draft -
the requlrements for a just, nre01se and effectlve treamy to prevent the nrollfe ation
of nuclear weanons. We submlt these amendments as ev1dence of our deen desire to
reach agreement on thls all—lmnoruant quest1on. We seek to move our negotlatlons

1orward. We hone the Sovreu response will be in uhe same SnlrLt 1 that we may

.-
.look forward to a Qonstructlve nerlod of dellberadlons.

) I shall not t1y to aaticinaie here and now the reaction of the Seviet Government
to these amenaments. If the Soviet Governmenu is truly concerned about preventlng
nrollferatlon, elrect or 1nd1rect, and ig a2t more 1ntereuted in seeklng to 1nterfere
with Justrflable and proner defence arrangements among allies, then 1t should .
recognlze that we have prov1ded 1n thls new language the basis for a roolproef‘non—
prollfer&tlon treaty that can be negotlated and implemented before 1t is 100 }ate.

‘ "We believe that we have today taken a further sbvep towards agreement. -
Certainly that is our intentlon. Ve believe that “the Soviet Government should
recognlze thls intention and 1n our further dlscu551ons should resnond to this
effort 1n ‘a constructlve way. l The path to agreement ‘may not be wide or smoeth

but 1t 1s now onen 1f men of common cause and of good will are nrenared to make

use of it.

sov

© Lord CHALFONT (United Xingdom); &As I listened to the speech of the

United States representative there came into.my mind some words of the greét Prench
writer Henri de-Montherlant. In "The Civil War", his play-about the death of
Cacsar, Cato tells Pompeius that "The best evidence of greatneés.is restraint in’“the
use of power". In my view the record of the United States —— and it was réflected
again in the words of ‘Mr. Fisher today ' —— has been one of restraint in the use of
the greatest militery pBower that has ever been“piaced in thé hands of ‘a sdvereign'

natien State, the power of nuclear weavons. And the record of the Soviet Union

‘has ‘been hardly less impressive. It is because those two great nations have realized

the terrible. implications of ‘the power they wield that the world has so far been
spared the unimaginable horror of a nuclear war. But we must rndw ask ourselves
seriously whether -we ican always rely unon this evidence of -greatness, especially if
the power of nuclear .weanons sprecds beyond its nresent frontiers. ’
Before I come to the substance of ‘my remarks on this subject, I should like

to say a word about general and complete disarmament, especially as I did not, for

*
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various reasons, intervene in last week's discussion. ‘1 was nererthless glad’
of the onnortunity to listen to the contributions made by thé‘sbéAkeéé at last
Thursday" s meetlng (ENDC/PV 249). I shall study with care these statements, as
well as the nrevious, sneeches on the subject which I missed through belng away .

We must never lose sight of general and complete disarmament as oufr u1t1mate
goal. Though it is a subject to which we all give a great deal of‘thouéht now
"as in the nast it is not one to which there can be any qulck or easy solution:
there is no such thlng as "1nstant disarmament" . I am Sure that we were right to
give prlorlty last summer, and that we are right to contlnue to glve prlorlty now,
‘o haltlng the snread of nuclear weapons. We’ must be reallsts. "If we cannot
surmount’ the 16w hurdles - and there are moments when even these seem formldable
enoigh -- what hone is there of successfully tackllng the high ones? I am sure
all of us view collateral measures as steps toward general and complete 'disarmament.
We have certainly gome on reécord to this effect both here and in New York. But
they are important and urgent in themselves, and ne must now give them our full
attention if we are to achieve success. .

Let‘me, then, turn“to the matter which I believe to be most urgent of all,
non-proliferation. I should like to take up the threads by examining certain
questions reised in two sgéébhes made on 3 March when the Committee broke off the
discussion of this subject. Unfortunately I was not able to be here myself, but
I see from the record (ENDC/PV.245, pp.39 et _seq.) that the Soviet representative
made some forceful remarks about my speech of 1 March (ENDC/?V:244, 6.11) in whrch
I was quoting from an earlier speech of his (ENDC/?V.241, o027, 3}): !i should like
to remove'any misunderstanding about what I said then. s

Before dealing with the specific issues, I should like to nrovide a framéwork
for vwhat I have to say by discussing for a moment the whole concent of the m111tary ‘
alliance} because in my view many of the problems in 1nternat10na1 relatlons
"generally - and more specifically in our arms control and ulsarmament negotlatlons
here —= spring from confused thinking about the nurpose and relevance of military
alliances. The m111tary alllance is basically a system of collectlve defence against
a m111tary threat. So long as groups of countries with s1m11ar polltlcal systems and
common interests are threatened or believe themselves to be threatened by someone

else, these alliances will exist. /nd as long as they exist there will be
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A co;oﬁeiatien and consultation among the governments that beiong-to them, Thet is what

a military alliance is for. When an allianee is made up of some countries that
have nuclear weapons.and others that dc not, this consultation is bound to take
some account of the circumstances and cont1ngenc1es in which the nuclear weanons
of the alllance mlght be used. » '

That is not to say we can ‘accent' military alllances as a permament and .
unchangeable feature of the international soene. Military alliances have absolutely
no value or relevance in isolation from the threat fﬁet originally\brought them

into being. The need for alliances must be conétantiy reviewed and reassessed:

the forms, modalities and military arrangements within salliances must not be

allowed to assume & life of their own. And if it can ever be conclusively
demonstrated that the threat which brought an alliance into being has disappeared,
then it would be foolish and nointless to nerpetuate the alliance itself as though -
the very idea of collective defence had some merit of its own. o
In my view it is clear that the -danger of war in Europe has substantially
receded in recent years. If we are to resolve the new problems likely to threaten
the peace, prosnerity and stability of the world in the 1970's and 1980's, we
must first drag ourselves ffee from the obsolete assumptions and inflexible mental
ﬁrocesses of the cold war. So far és my country is concerned, we would infinitely
prefeér to have an atmosphere of trust and co-operation between the Vest and the
countries of Eastern Eurone than any number of powerful military alliances. It is;

1ndeed, only in a‘climate of ‘déterite and mutual confldence that the .political problems

‘ which lie at the -heart of Eur0pe will ever be resolved

This division of Eurovwe into two armed camms is a grotesque aberration’ of
history; but it is a reflection of the greater division between the communist
countries and the West —— a conflict that must be resolved if the dangers of the
next twenty years are to be effectively met. This is the deeeer significance of

the agreements on arms control and disarmament that we are trying to negotiate here.

‘They would be a sign that we had found some common ground between the Soviet Union

"and its allies on the one hand, and the United States and 1ts allles on the other;

they would in effect be the beginning of a new relatlonshlp to take the place of
the mistrust and suSpicion that characterizes the whole wretched apparatus of the

cold war.,
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But I ask the representatives of the Soviet Union and the. other countries of
Eastern Europe to.accent-that, so long as NATO and the Warsaw Pact continue to,
exist in confrontation with each other, the memhers of the.Western alliance at,
least will want to continue to ensure that their defences are gtrong. And here
.perhaps I might be.allowed tc, comment briefly on g nassage in the‘speech of the
representative of Poland on 1 March. He said: ‘ .

"ot. -course, nuclear sharlng is less than oosse551on of nuclear
weapons,wltn the sovereign right to use them. ‘§ut in many cases it
mey constitute a very imncrtant element of implementation of national

. policies. It may. 1ncrease the 1nf1uence of a State among its allies."
(ENDG/2V.244, .20)

Later on, speaking of the questlon of "access“ he said:

ln-

" nuclear sharing glves 1ts recipients access to w1der m111tary and )
polltlcal onportunltles. As for my country, it has sufflclent reasons
to object to any arrangements which would glve certaln States access to
., wider mllltary and nolitical onnortunltles.ﬂ (1b1d , ».21)
Ilunderstand that this may be a legltlmaue element in the foreign molicy of
Poland and nerhaps the other countrles of Lastern‘Euorne, but I think we ought not
to be S0 1mnrec1se 1n our thlnklng as to sunpose'%nat it has anythlng*at all to
do w1tﬁ the spread of nuclear weapons. If the aim of the communlst countrles is
to detach the Federal Republic of Germany from the Hestern alllance, then they
should say 50 w1thout equlvocatlon, and we should know what answer o glve. If they
are really suggestlrg that their prlce for a non-prollfﬁratlon treaty is the ‘ .
end of all nolltlcal consultation among the members of the North Atlantlc Treaty
Organlzatlon, then they must knOW'that these terms are unaccentable. ‘
But, o return “to the Soviet representative's remarks of 3 March, the point
I was trylng to make in’ commentlng on his earlier sneecoh was that we shall get
into con51derab1e dlfflcul ies here if we do not use nre01se termlnology in
dlscu551ng non—nrollferatlon. Let me try +to put this p01nt another way. All of
us may regret, as I have’ Just suggested, the ex1stence of the situation which makes
the North Atlantic and Warsaw alliances necessary. They are both assoclatlons of
nuclear and nonunuclear.States. If we try to anproach the nroblem of non-
proliferation by usiné words like "access" we shall be in danger of reaching a
position where the alliances themselves constitute proliferation —- and there is no

hope at all for a treaty along that road.

What, then, can we use as a more.precise criterion?

¢
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Let us take another'ldok at the Western formulation. - States which possess nuclear

weepons look upon them es o deterrent against a wer thet is too terrible to

“contemplate.' But a nuclear weapon -— forgive me if I state the obvious -- is“nb

danger to anyone unless it can be fired; end to fire it you must haye control

of it. "Control" is & word thset is clearly end emplicitly defined by Western

helegations: it has been so defined a dozen times during the present session, The

reviged draft which the United Stetes representative has just submitted (ENDC/152/dd.l1)

includes this definition in its article Iv. I propose to say more about this

revised draft in a moment. At this point I merely wish to suggest that the concept

of "control" provides an absolutely unm1st9kab1e d1v1d1ng line, one whlch 1s baslc

to ‘the whole purpose of a non-prollferatlon treaty. !
In hls statement on 3 dHarch the Soviet representatlve further said:
",.. Lord Chalfont's attempt to reduce ‘the substance of the dlfferences
to arguments about dlfferent 1nterpretat10ns of the concept of military

. alllances does not sband up to criticism.". (uNDC/PV 245 R 42)

'T do not accept this as an accurate summary of the remarks to whlch Uir. Tsarapkin
was referring. At ‘the same time I think he dismisses this questlon of alliances
to00 easily,'and T‘hope the Committee will bear with me if I teke a few minutee‘
now to examlne another aspect of this question of the military elliance and 1ts

s

1moact on our negotlatlons.

' The Un1ted Klngdom delegatlon has pointed out many times beforé that there

are 1mportant elements of asymmetry in the relation between the Jarsaw Pact and

the North Atlantic alllance. The 40v1et delegatlon often finds 1t convenlent to
overlook these and to argue as if they d1d not exlst. The bas1c 1ack of symmetry
between the two elliences arlses from the fact that wherees the terr1tory of the
most powerful member of the Warsaw Pact 1tse1f borders on the generally—accepted ‘
zone of confrontatlon in central 1T‘urope, the most powerful member of NATO 1s three
or four thousend miles away. The European allles of the Soviet Unlon are on its
doorstep; the European a111es of the.United States are divided from 1t by en oceen.
£nd from,thls simple geographlcaT Tact & number of slmple concluslons rollow. , In

the first place, so loné es both alliences have at their disposal nuclear weapons

,
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of long, Eedium and shor+ range, he Nertern alllance cannot &eep all these weapons
on ‘the terrltory of the United S+ates, gome w111 have to be 1n uurope.

It follows in turn from ﬁhis'that those governments on WhOse territory the
allicnce is obliged to station its meens of defence must be cons sulted about the
conditidng’in which, and the purposes for which, uhese weaponsg are to be malntalned.
In an allience conolotlnp of ~overe1gn and equal %tates, there is obv1ouq1y no other
alternaulve. Indeed, these bhar%CUeIJSJICS of the Aulanulc alliance are not new,
they are not somefhing whicb we have guddenly proposed to 1ntroduce; they ex i;t
already. The inevitéb e deployment of weapons outside the United qrates and the
resulting eonqultatlve machlnery exlst uOdeg Thls is not prollferatlon — I heve
never heard eny sugbestlon that it is ——, and T do nct see why the Soviet represen—
tative should agsume that én& mo&ification of the existing arrangements would .
necessarily result in proliferation.’ ’ '

Now I have no doubt that it would be perfectly quslble for the Warsaw Pact
b0 keep all its nuclewr‘weaégns inside the Soviet frombier. ifter all, even if
it did, the nearest piece of Soviet terribory on which nuclear weepons could be
-stauloned would -be on]y sorme 400 mileg from She nearest plece of West German
territery and only 1,000 miles from the farthe«u point in the British Igles. : Un
‘the other hend, the distance £rom the neare~t p011t in the United States to the
nearest locatlon or any one of its Tesveln European a111e~ is no 1ess than 2 500
miles. Thus no comparison 1g possiblc between the degree of geogrephical concen-
tration of weaponc avallau1e to the soviet Union erd that aveilable to the Western
alliance. The SOﬁleu Union, I Qucgeet, cannot take credit for the geographlcal
locotion of lt" ullieg end azsume thai everyode elge is able to base his
calculetidns on continﬁous inneyr lines of defence.

Thexrc are, 6f’eourse, points of gimilarity between the Wersaw Pact and the
NATGC alliance, and perhaﬁ I may be forngen if I 1‘Lustrane thls point from the

xperlence of a student twalnc h's flnml ex@mlna tinns at the unlverslty. ﬁe found
himgeld faceu w1th the fack of tra blng ths passage from Homer descrlblng the

battle between Achllles end a sea -monsuer, Unfortunetely, the word used for ‘sea-’

v
’

monster" ig a rare one and the student hed rev come across it prev1ously. So he
Wrove a splrlted account of Achilles struggling awqy on the sea—sﬁore, deallng blows

in all dlrectlons. But he wes unable to s&y whom or what Achllles wes struggllng

2o
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with; and, not unexpectedly hé failed the examination, I am sometiﬁes reminded of
thig when I listen to.speeches made by the representative of the Soviet Union, and
other like~-minded representetives, describing the horrors of the erms race end the
pénoply of weapons‘bdilt up _ by the Western alliaﬂce, copiously illustrated with
quotetions from speeches by Neqte rn statesmen, But there is never any mention of
the "see~mongter". It takeé at least two to meke en armsg race.

The Wersaw Pact is also a formidable and well-armed militery alliance, and 1t

seems, so far as I can see, to be organized on principles not dissimilar to those .

“of NATG, if one reads some of the pronouncements on this subject. Unly the other

day, on 17 Februaiy, an arbicle in the Soviet Army's newspeper Red Ster said:
"sarxist/Leninists consider thet the refﬁsél by eny socialist
cbuntry to ﬁool its efforts in the miiit&fy sphere with other fraternal
Vcountr;es would constitute a gross abandonment of %he principles of
proletarien internationalism and that, for the reliable defence of fhe

’

conqhests of socialism, a military alliance of socielist States ig
. R ~

necessary."

Further on, the article adds:

*

"The cardinal questions of the defence of these countries eare

reviewed by the Political Consultetive Committee."

I repeat the words "Polltlcal Consultative Commlttee", because I am sure the

‘ Commlttee w111 agree that they have a famlllar ring. But here the similarity

ends. There is 2 vast amount of published informetion ebout NATC, but this is
not the case with the Warsaw Pact. I am not suggesting that this degree of
secrecy on ‘the pert of the Wargaw Pect is necessarlly reprehensible ~- they heve
their reasong end we have ours; but I do suggest that the difficulty of comparing
NATO With the Vergew Pect is ppre01ably increesed by the secrecy in which the
proceedlngs of the latter are shrouded. ' '

There are of. course other dissimilaritiésnghat can staﬁd in the way of a
rational assessment of the situstion. Some of the criticisms directed at the
Western élliaﬁce by the members of the Warsew Pact seem to me, paradoxicelly, to
arise because these memb?rs seem genuinely to expect relationg between the Western
aliies to be‘con&uc%ed in the éame weay as they conduct their affairs. It might
be easJer for these partlcular negotiations if they Were, if the most powerful

member or members of the Western alliance felt that it were right, and if they
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were able, to 1mpose their will without qpestlon and w1thout public dlscuselon
on the legs powerful members.

But question and dlscusslon ere en intimate part of relatlons emong members
of the Western Allience. We belleve thet whatever 1ts disadvanteges in the short
term -~ end it is always posslble for the representatlve of the Soviet Union to find
some splendid quotatlon from & dlsgruntled Western politician to support his
argument for the moment -~ whetever the short term disadvantages, we believe that
free discussion ig a vital source of the strength and cohesion of our Alliance. The
concept of the dignity and the soverelgnty of all members of the Alliance —— and I
repeat all members —- is one which we prize. I am not suggesting that it does not
" exist insidé ‘the Wersaw Pact; but it doés seem to beinterpreted in e different wey,
as one -would expect in a:group of napions practising a different internal political
Asystem where the emphegis is placed on tight central control, -I-am not criticizing
this system;‘ I em simply trying to point out the difference between the two. 4

I also see that my speech on 1 wserch (ENDC/PV.244) came in for some rough
handling by the representatlve of Czechoslovakla when he spoke on 3 tiarch (ENDC/PV 245,

pp.46 et seg.) He seems to have taken exception to my quotatlon from his speech

of 22 Fébruary (ENDC/PV.242, p.31). " uir. Cernik seemed to think that, when I drew
attention to thet part of his speech ﬁhere he had pointed-out, quite rightly, thet
e non—prollferatlon treaty is not intended to destroy m111tary alllances, or to
interfere with the internal affalrs of these alliances, I was in some way trylng to
drive a wedge between members of’ the Narsaw Pact.

I should like to meke it quite plain thet this wes not my intention. Anyone
who has any substantial eyperience of thig Conference must realize thet to try to
do thig would be a fairly unproductive exercise if only because of the close
solidarity end similarity of views shown in the speeches by ‘the renresentatlves of
the countrles concerned, I was s1mp1y trying to p01nt out what seemed to me to be
an internélfoohtradiction 1n the totality of views expressed by members of the
Wersaw Pact, & contradlctlon which of course I took to be 1nadvertent. ‘ I am sure
thet not only the representatlve of the ﬁov1et ‘Union but everyone around this table

- mst agree w1th #ir. Cernik that the treaty we are struggllng to echleve must not be

! \
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drafted in such 8 way that- 1t interferes with the legitimate act1v1t1es,and -

gtructure of. ex1st1ng alllances. Thls is & point of wvitel 1mportance._ But it goes
without saying that such activities ere acceptable only S0 long as they do not .
1nvolve prollferatlon, slnce non-prollferatlon isg what the treaty is ebout, I

hope -that what I have Just sa1d w111 remove any m1sunderstand1ng of what I meant

in my lest speech . . i
I should now llke to 1ook at the draft presented by the Unlted States » .

. delegatlon (ENDC/152/Add 1). I hope thet all members of the Conference will agree
. thet the submlsslon of these rev1sed drefts of. artlcles I, II and:TV of the Un1ted

Qtates draft treaty does mark a s1gn1f1cant step forward, and I snould like to,
express my . delegatlon s warm support for these rev1slons. - They have- clearly been

drawn up in a spirit of flex1b111ty and compromlse in order~to meet all reasonable

) crltlclsms end suggestlons made in our Commlttee durlng the examlnatlon of the

. R ‘ .
earller draft. - ) : . . o :

L

"I hope tnat the qu1et delegatlon w1ll note with approval thet 1n several

respects changes have been mede in “order to follow the lenguage of +the draft

submltted by the representatlve of the Soviet Unlon (mNDC/164) The proh1b1tion

b

of any increagse in the total number of Stetes heving control of nuclear weapons is

‘

- meintaineds; end the reference to assoc1at10ns of non-nuclear States which is now

edded .to the draft seems to me to meet any anxlety Wthh may heve been felt that

e sltuatlon m1ght concelvably erigse at some future tlme when an assoclatlon of

-

-

: this vital deflnltlon whlch forms the hub. of the—framework of “the Western draft,

non—nuclear States could have acqulred control of nuclear veapons w1thout 1nfr1ng1ng

'Wthe treaty as it was drafted earller., Thls posslblllty has now been closed

Perhaps the most 1ntractable problem with which we ere' faced  is to find "a way

" to prevent prollferatlon in the context of assoclatlons of States w1thout 11m1t1ng

the legltlmate rlght to a53001ate. The def1n1t10n of "control" in artlcle IV.of
the new draft prov1des ar firm barr1er agalnst prollferatlon in & mlted alllance of

nuclear and non—nuclear ﬁtates,\ and I have already underllned the . 1mportance of

‘

- The ‘other prov1slons of + the treaty rediaste from thls firm, flxed point.  The -

- representatlve of the Unlted States has glven 8 comprehenslve account of the -

)reasonlng behlnd thig new formulatlon, - and I shall ‘only repeat at thls stege that

‘my delegatlon welcomes and supports it end I would commend it to tne close attentlon
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If I may say so w1thout seemlng to engage in speciel pleadlng, I would
especially agk that the- elght delegations of governments wh1ch do not belong to
either of the main: m111tary alllances should remove from their minds any nétural end
understendable repugnance to m111tary alliences es such, which nlght make it more
difficult.for them to ‘make a dlspass1onate Judgement of the solution to the problem
of proliferation, wh1ch hasg been put forward th1s morning., As I have said before,
until we .can do away with the threats thet heve caused & significent proportion of
the netions of the world to form ellianceS, these alliences’will continue to exigt;
end I believe thet the increese in confidence between all countries, the spirit bf.
pride of echievement thet would follow the slgn1ng of a sound treety on non-
pr011ferat1on, will help to bring closer 2 world where all1ances ere no longer
necessary end in which, if I may use en’ e;pres"lon'that ls perhaps more familiar
in another context, they will w1ther away . But e: tectly - the opposite consequences
will flow from any ettempt to use these negotlatlons here to try to sap the strength
end damege the integrity of the all1ances that now exist.

I should like to say a few words now on a differcnt aspect of non-proliferation.
A good deal hag been heard of the feel1ng that the gacrifices made by the non-nuclear
Powers in renouncing nuclear weapons should be counter-balanced by undertak1ngs on
the part of the exlst1ng nuclear Bowers to reduce their own stocks of nuclear
weapons. This seems to me to be & not unreasonable demand. Indeed, w1thout
going 1nto the quest1on of what sort of steps should become possible after the
s1gn1ng of 2 non-proliferation treaty, there are steps we can take here and now and
put into effect without even,wa1t1ng for,the conclusion of & non-proliferation ,
treety. a ‘

One of these is Pregident Joimnson's plen for e freeze on the numbers and
cheracter1st1cs of delivery Vehlcles (uNDC/120) and his assurance thet ~-—

nif progress can be ‘made here, the United Stetes w1ll be prepered to

explore the posgsibility of s1gn1f1cant reduct1ons in the number of

these deliveny vehicles." (ENDC/165. 0,3)

Ls the representative of the United States pointed out lasgt Tuesdey (ENDC/PV.248; p.%),
had +his proposal been promptly”adopted in 1964, present United Stetes inventories

of nuclear dellvery vehicles in the category of which we.are telk 1ng would be only

half whet they ere today. I would be very interested to hear wnether the same

<

would heve been the cese for the Sov1et Union's 1nventor1es of nuclear delivery
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vehicles. . But my mein point here is to &sk, does not this fact show the
importence end the lasgting value of adopting this measure ofifreeze and reduction
es soonAasiRpssible? ',

This is not the oniy such}proposallthat thé United Stetes delegation hag laid
beforq'this Committeé. My colleegues will recell the iﬁte;vention of the United
States representative on 8 Merch (ENDC/PV.246, pp.33 et geg.) in-which he explained’
how tpousands of nuclear werheads éould be destroyed end the fissile material they
contained diverted to peaceful purposes. This is not, a; ﬁr. Tserapkin evidenily
beliefes, an ingignificant "g%mmick" attached to the former United States proposal
for e cut-off on the production of fisgile materiel. ) Thé‘Uﬁiéed Xingdom attaches
gpecial importance to the destruction aspe;t of both this proposal and the earlier
proposel for a freeze; and we can only feel disappq}ntment at the frigid reéponse
which these proposals have been given by the Soviet Union, because, in our view,
they are directed toéards whet is practicable and realizable.

Just as in our discussions on non—proliferatidn there isg, I think, & wide
awareness of the need to halt further proliferation so ag then to proceed to {
restrict what has been called exigting proliferation, so here too it seems to me to
be 2 loéical sequeﬁce to teckle préduction facilities for nuclear weapons in the
hope that tﬁis cen be a prelu@e to limiting and reducing existing nuclear weapons,
There may be, it is true, differing interpretations about what cons$itutes balqnped
~ reductiong; but no one, I hope,. questions the need for proceeding in such a w;y;
and at such & gpeed ag to presérve the exigting military balance:and stebility. It
is our belief, as I have said before; that even now —- at this moment -- the peace
and stability: of the world could be agsured with substentially fewer nuclear
weepong than now make up the enourmous afmouries of East ‘and Vest.

Having deelt with'the real possibilities for progress that 1 think are offered
by these proposais, I should now liké to say & brief word about security assurencss,
In practice it is cleer thet States that are members of alliances which inclu&e a
nuclear Power con alrea&y count on tpeliyotectionlof that Power's nucleer weapons
if their'gecurity should be threatened by nuéléaf blackmeil or nuclear attack. It
i§~;ather;the noq—aligned States which feel.themselves to be at a bermanent
disadvantage by signing e treaty promising not to acquire nuclear weapons. As my
Prime Minister recently made clear in a speech he made in Edinburgh on 12 March, we
are deeply sympeathetic towards thé concern felt by the non~aligned countries over

this problem, He said:
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"Countries on the brink of- meking their own nuclear wespons will not be

dissusded unless those of us who have the power to do so join to give them

some guarantees thet they'will.nof be under’ ettdck from their neighbours.”

The President of the United States and the Cboirman of the Council of uinisters
of the QOv1et Union have each ﬁuggested QO%%lblc solutions. °~ I believe,myself,
unat it ls for the countries on’ thé receiving end bo reflect on how best their '
legitimate needs cen be met end to inform the Conference- accordingly &t an, "'
eppropriate moment. I do not wish to urge the non-sligned States to produce an
immediete formufa. It may well be better to ledve this very importent point until
e later stege in the negotlatlons when the finel shepe of a non—prollferatlon treaty

.

heasg become clear. .
The other pr1n01pa1 subject which comeg- under ‘the heading of meagures' related

40 a non-proliferation treaty is the comprehen51ve ‘test ban. I tnlnk we all agree
thet progress in this field would substantielly contribute to the effective
operation of & non-proliferation treaty, quite apert from its impect on the arms
rece. among the nucleer Powers. it is for this reason that my Government fully
endorses the need for & comprehensive test ban with‘adequate, effective end agreed
meens of verification. Perheps I might recell to' the Committec the work conducted
in uhe Unlted Xingdom on the seismological agpects 'of this problem, about Wthh I
spoxec on 3 February (ENDC/PV.237). Ve must look warefully at ell possible 11nes of
approach end, es I have said before, woughould certeinly pay corefulrattentlon.to
the Varioﬁs'suggeétions dade“by the non-aligned metbers of*'this Cemmittee,:. ML.;“

" gince I lasﬁhspoke‘ébout‘%bis;'furﬁher interesting quggeqtions héve ‘becn -made
by thé representative of Sweden (ENDE/PV.243) “end texico (¥ NDu/BV.446) | irs. wyrdel
developedtln some ‘detail certgln agpects of‘the‘idéa of insyectidn'by chaflenge
'&hiobfbéd beeﬁ:earlier set out in New York by the Swedish permanent representative
4o thé United Nations; and, as I hed occasion to sey eerlier- (ENDC/PV.237; pp.7,8),
under this type of arrangement there would be an equel obligatioﬁ to explein' both
on the hccuseq end on the eccuser. For his part, the representative of lMexieo
suggested thet one contributory factor in an agreement miéht be the creation of e
panel of scientists drewn from non—aligped countries who would underteke inspection )

(ENDC/PV.246, p.5).. I do not went on this.occosion to discuss the relative merits

~y



S

PP

- e v

C o

sign. . ST : -

L L B ENDC/PV.250
SR ) | 24 4
$

(Lord Chelfont, United Kingdom)

of_these or other proposalsg, but onl& to,pbserve thet they'teétify‘to the existence
of a widespread desire.to'explore in a_constructive spirit the areas-of differénce
over & comprehensive test-oan‘treaty; and I believe that thrs in itself is & hopeful

. +In emphagizing the velne these three measures would have, and their importance
in the context of a non-proliferation treaty, I'should also like to repeat my view;
in wh1ch I thlnﬂ I am far from alone, that we should not try to link  these directly
to e non—prollferatlon treaty. We ‘should not, I am conv1nced, mele progress on

one me&sure conditional’ on progress on another. Least of all should we do this

over.a non—proliferation treaty, the achievement of which is so urgent and vitel to us

' all. If We tried to do thig, we should riék achieving nothing but deadlock.

At thls cruc1a1 stege in our proceedlngs when we have two draft treaties before
us and yet when each month that passes increases the danger of the spread of nuclear

arms, it really is. up to us 2ll to sedrch our own minds as to how much importance we |,

attach to the'slgnlng of & non—prollferatron treaty. If we went it, we ought to be

breparéd on all gides to meke sacrifices for -it. If we do not want it, we might as

well save our breath and dlscuss somethlng else. Itcan agsure the Committee that

my Government believes =— and I gquote again from my -Prime Mlnlsber s speech on 12 .
liarch == that "There is one challenge above all others in this v1tal year -in world
aeffairs. This is tpe urgent need to stop the spread of nuclear weapons™.

As I have talked a good deal ebout alliances today end their relevence to the
control of‘nucleor weepons, it migbt be es well if I were to end by adding to my
Prime Minigter's words'and:making the nosition of my Government absolutely clear.

We heve no blind feith in the permanent sanctity of alliances; we have no'nish to
preserve the so-calledxindependence of‘tne nucleer weapons that sre now under our
control. " In tne search -for really effective internetional egreements on arms control.
anq‘Qisarmenent -- and esnecially those-agreements that will prevent the further
sbread of nucleer weapons’—j we are prepared to review our ettitude to military
alliances end our policies on‘nuclear weapons. We are not prepered to weaken our
collective defences or erode our own netional securlty, no responslble government
could, contemplate that. But we realize that in the end the only real security for
any of us lies in & world from which the menace of nuclear weapons and eventuelly

the threat of war 1tself have been permanently removed. . -

I'4
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As 1 have 5u1d we expect no "1nstunt dlsurmoment" We reelize that disarmement

end the solutlon of the fundamental pOllth&l problems of the world must go forward
hand— n—hand.l But 1f we could be certeln of full agreement emong the nsations of the
world on even the first small steps along the roed =~ agreements to stop the spread

of nucleer weapons and to put cn end to all testlng of these weepons --— we should be -
ready for our pert 1o go & long way to remove any ‘real obstacles that 11e in our

poth,. In o situation like the one in which we flnd ourselves’ toduy, it 15 cledr that
if we are to resolve the conflict of 1nterests that stands between us and these'
urgently-needed dlsarmement agreements, it cen be done only if everyone involved is
prepered to meke concessions and to teke what might seem to be polltical and military

risks. Provided that it is not expected to do so elone, my Government is prepared

+to meke thoge concesslons and to tnke those rlsks.

#

U_MAUNG MAUNG GYI (Burma): 4As thig is the first time that tbis delegation
hos addressed the Committee since its resumption on 27.Jenuery; I should like to '
emphasize thet our silence should not be construed as & lack of interest in or apathy
towards the distussions thet have now been going on for some weekss, We are reedy

:'to contrlbute to the negotlatlons to the extent of our capabilities-

Neédless to s@y, the prevention of the further spreed of nuclcar weapons, in
the light of the realitics that we fece and the dangers inherent in both existing
end future proliferetion, is en urgent -= if not the most important —- issue with
which this Committee now hag to deal. The~first round of our discussions hgs
witnessed & deeper probing into the problems that we must overcome and hes been ;-
characterized by a full and frank ‘exchenge of ,views on all sides. - 1+’ not only hes
shown the gincerity ond seriousness of 211 of us who are here, but also has reflected
the concern in this problem of the internetionsal community &t large,..to which we are
responsible by virtne of the mandote given to.us by resolution 2028 (XX) of the
Generel Assembly (ENDC/161). - o .

The Committee hos now resumed its discussion of the non-proliferetion issue ‘
which was interrupted over two Weeks ago.' During thet intervel- we have had the
benefit of discussion on ‘other collateral measures and on .the qpestion of .general.and
complete disarmament, which we hed not discussed for over :eighteen months. ¥e hope
thet the two weeks of respite have given representatives time to refleé¢t on whet hes
been seid by all sides, and thet this wiil introduce fresh'ideas end renewed

enthusiasm into our discussions here.

v 7/
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What we are about to say is 1n the nature of a general outline of some of the
thoughts that have entered our minds ih llstenlng to the very valuable and .
1nterest1ng statements made by all delegat1ons. my delegatlon feels it ig first .
necessary to give our general 1mpresslon if we are to part1c1pate in the detailed
examlnatlon of the draft treatles., .

Thig delegatlon hag welcomed the respectlve draft treatles from the very %1me .
of ‘$heir presentat1on. In this respect the Burmese delegatlon in 1ts statement
to the Flrst Commlttee at the twentieth sesslon of the General Assembly said:

"We Welcome the United States draft treaty of 17 August 1965 as well

es the Sov1et Union draft treaty of 24 September 1965 and lookx upon

them as manifestations of the genuine des1re and will to reach agreement

on the part of the two Powers. We hope that there w1ll be mutual

concesslon and accommodetion and thet negotiations will be conducted

with a complete absence of the desire to gain en adventage or cause

disedvantage of eny kind. In view of the urgency the Assembly will

expect neither party to insist that its draft should become the

exclugive basis for negotiations3 but that the two Powers will be able

to,agree on & new. common text using both drefts as & basis." (A/C 1/PV.1365,p.37)

- Desplte the fact that the major obstacle between the euthors of the United
States draft (ENDC/152) and the Soviet Union draft (ENDC/164),'respectlvely,.1s
reflected in the first“two articles of those drefts, an examination~of,the remarning
erticles leads us to conclude that the two drafts have much in common, which
reflects the desire of their sponsors to work out a pract1cable treaty.

We w1sh to p01nt out that both draft treaties have attempted to deal with only

.. one aspect of proliferation: +the reaching of an agreement not to transfer nuclear

nweapons-to non-nuclear weapon countries. ‘But it is common,knewledge-that it would

‘not be in the intérest of.-the nucleer Powers to, indulge in indiscriminate proliferation

of -nuclear wegpons to those nations that do not possess. them, or to give such nations

* asgistance in their menufacture. The main danger of proliferation of nucleer

weapons to additionel States therefore lies not so much in the acquisition, of such .
weapons from external sources as in the existence of & growing number of States with
nuclear weepon potenticlities. A l

)
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No doubt e formal agreement between the nuclear Powers not o disseminate
nucleer weapons to nonTnuclear States =- which-they would not do in any cese == would
in itself be an achievement thav would have a salutexry effect. But would thau alone
be sﬁffieient inducement for the non-nuclear Stgtesz-espeqially.those with nuclear
weapon capabilities,'to.subscribe to the agreement? viuch will therefore depend
.not only/on fhe degree 6f urgency with which the super-?owe;s settle the'ou%stah&img
differe?ces between them, but also and to a lerge extent on indications whiéh:thqy
give thet attempts are being made to limit, reduce and eliminate their nuclear
arsenalg.:’ Nuclear.weapons should not be congidered +o0 be a sacred trust -~ 2
virtue if possessed by éome but immoral if acquired by others . We say this becauze
of our po§ition as whét the representative of Sweden hes described ag e defiﬁitely
non—nuc}qgr weapon country, so thet mutually-acceptable conditions for an agreement
mey be fpupd, sétisﬂying especially those countries whose adherence is-esseptial
if the treaty is to be effective. ‘

. Before proceedlng further with my statement, I wish to joinr other nonwallgnnd
delegatlons Wthh have referred to General Assembly resolution 2028 (XX) We
share thelr conviction thet this mendate given to us by the United Nations
c1rcumscr1bes the extent of the area which we must explore if we are to ach1evo a
feir and equiteble treaty acceptable to ell.: ) )

Our discussions have been focussed on operative paragraph 2 (b) of this 7,
resolution, whieh states: "The -itreaty should embody an ecceptable balance of mutual
responsibilities and obligations of the nuclear and non-nuclear Powers". ( Db[ 161)
Interpret&?ions very as to the nature of the obligations to be assumed by the nuclear
Powers end the non-nuclear Powers under the tefms of that peragraph. What we gshould
" bear.in mind is that our purpose is to contain the virus of nuclear infection which
is now endangerlng the security of all States, large and- smell alilke, The treaty
is therefore unique in the sense that it is the first essential-step required to sten
the tide of nuclear holocausgt that ig threatening to engulf this world of ours, and
is not an ingtrument.to balancé the particular vested interests of this or that group
of nations. If we beaf;this‘in mind, we shall not be deflected from our path of
achieving an aqcep#able balence of responsibilitie; of nucleer and noﬁ-nuclea; Powers

olike.
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S Some guldlng pr1nc1p1es as to what thls balance should be mey be found in

Lir

the follow1ng much—quoted sentence from the J01nt Memorandum of the non—allgned

1

delegatlons.. o 5 ' _

"Phe eight delegatlons are cohv1nced thet measures +o prohibit the spread

of nucleer Weapons should, therefore, oe coupled w1th or foilowed by

tanglble steps %0 halt the nuclear armsf/race and to limit, reduce and

elimirate the stocks of nuclear weapons ard uhe means of their dellveny "

(ENDC/158) , o
Because of the very dlqslmllarlty of the poslt10n~ of the nuclear and the non~nuclear
Powers, the obllgetlon~ 50 be agsumed by’ them could not possibly be equal But we
feel that it would not be esking too much of tue nuclear Powers to request them,
at 1east gs B start to show some ev1dence that efforts are belng made to take the

AY
first essentlal steps to inhibit the quantltatlve and qualltatlve enhancement ‘of -

,An underteking on the part of the non-nuclear weapon Powers not toimanufgcture
nuclear weepons would in effect meen forgoing the production of fissionable material
for ueapons purposes; end such production is the fm_gt essential step for the .
manufacture of these weapons end- constltutes an 1mporbant d1v1d1ng line between
restraint from and purzuit of the nucleaxr path. An undertaking on the part of the

maJor nuclear Powers to halt the product:on of figsionable materlals of weapons

‘grade would mean the cuttlng—off of additional supplies. In any case they already

have large stocks, end any increese in quantltlos of flnﬁlonable materlal for -
weapons purpoges could only be of dimirishing, marginal value. Thus-in thig cage
the ohiigations to be’ undertaken by the nuclear and non-nuclear‘Powers'alike would

be  identicel. The sacrlflce by the finclear Powers would be marginal. However,

- the' restreint requlred from the non—nucleor States vould be substantlal.

* The achlevemenu of a- comprehenslve uest-ban treaty 1s also en essential
requlrement for the principle of balance.- For the non-nuclear ?owers the partlal

test—~ban Treety’ (ENDC/lOO/Rev 1) has the’ same de facto result as & non-oroliferatlon

. s Vo, e s
* measure vhile the nuclear ‘Powers cont1nue to test underground “to- develop more ]

g 5 =~

sophlstlcated nuclear weapons. We venuure %0 say that the 1ntr1nslc vafue of the
comprehensive tesi-ban agreement would be greater then that of the halt in. the

production of fissionsble meterial for weepong purposes, since adherence to it by

rd
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the nuclear Powers would meen a nucﬁear cease~fire in their race to £ind the
ultimate weapon. Success in finding sueh a weapon would result in uhe disturbanee'
of the present balance of'deterreﬁce which could spell disazter for the security

of the world. We therefore sherc the conviciion of other non-aligned delegations
that agreements on .the cut—off of the productlon of flsslonable materiel of weapons
grade end on o comprehenslve test—ban treaty are the leasu that should be expected
from the nuclear Powers as evidence of their sincerity end determination to deal
with the intre-national asgpects of proliferation,

We therefore feel that these related measures should be discussed concurrenily,
on & basis of equel urgency, with the non-proliferation issue. .We do not see why,
given the political will, the entry into force of these related measures could not
be achieved together witu measures on non-proliferation. But however much we may
wish to link thege measures, their golutions could not possibly be interrelated. - A
corosla:y that can be drewn from thig is: if solutions eare found to the non-
prollferatlon 1ssue, which is the main agpect of our problem, would it be praculcable
for us to ‘weit for the solution of other releted measures? In other wordsg, should
2ll:these meagures be:implemented simultaneously, or should they be dealt with
within a certain stipulated period?

If we take the latter apﬁroach, 2 non-proliferation treaty could possibly
include a geparate article in which the nuciear Powers would assume specific .
commitments concerning their intention to halt the nucleer arms race'end to limiﬁ,
reduce and eliminate theif nuclear arsenals and their delivery vehicles. The'
treaty with en indefinite duration could contain & stipulation on the lines of !

. article VI of the United States dreft treaty providing that it.-would be subject to
periodic review. If, at the time of the treaty review, there should be any evidence
of a breach of good faith concerning thig special aroicle, a juridica} assessment
could be mede on the fight of withdrawal. . .

Cur thoughts in this metter were inspired to a certain degree-by the suggestiong
nade by the’ representatlve of the United Arab Republlc (ENDC/PV.245, pp. 10 11); but
they eare by no meens intended to be considered ag definitive proposals. The statements
made by the'non—aligned delegetions as well ag by other delegations show that in this
complex problem there are more. ways than one to stem the tide of proliferation. A deper

exploration of the problem would perhaps reward us with the most prectical formula
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f T
or a onmposite of formulas enabling us to arrive at an equitable agreement accept-
able to. the internatioral community at large, nucléar and non-nuclear Powers alike.

Ve -should now.like to express some thoughts on the principles embodies in
operative paragraph 2.(a) of General Assémbly resolution 2028 (XX). This paragraph
states: . b '

’ "The treaty should be &oid of ahf loosp-holes which might permit'\ ‘

- . nuclear or non-nuclear Powers to proliferate, directly or indirectly,

nuclear weapons in any form."

The aim of this barégréph, as we interpret it, is to foreclose all possible means’

of leakage »f nuclear weapons to new entities and to see that no limitatiéns are
Qlaced on preventing ali éuch possibilities. When cont;oversiés arise as to what
consfituteé a watertight non—p;oliferation treaty, should not the text be favoured
that triés to clése all possible avenues; to prevent proliferation in every sense
of, _the word”? In this respect we appreciate the amendments (ENDC/lBZ/Add.l) ,
gubmitted today by the United States with the purpose of introducing more precise
language into its draft treaty. These amendments merit careful study by this
Committee. Some of our thoughts on this matfer were expreséed as long' ago as 1963,
when the Burmese representative stated‘iﬁ the First CSﬁmitteé during the eighteenth
session of the General Assemblys ' a ~
" ... my delegation is bound to say that it views with grave con&ern the
préject‘designed to produce a multilateral nuélear force comprising certain
countriés of the NATOlaiiiance. However laudgble may be the hopes aﬁd
intentions of its époﬂéors,,welféar that its eventual result will only be"
 to pass conﬁfol over nuciear“weapons to those who do not to&ay possess |
them". (4/C.1/PV.1326, p. 31) °

The gquestion of ensuring-security is an indispensable element in a non-prolifer-

-~

ation tréaty. We are receptive to any effective guarantee against nuclear attack
that would not compromise our standing as a non-aligned country. For that reason
we had given our support to the idea advanced by the fespresentaﬁive of Nigeria
that ~—

"An indispensable element in any non-proliferation measure is ... a

firm undertaking with adequatc guarantecs by the nuclear Powers not

’
v

-
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to use nuclear Weapons agalnst non-nuclear Powers ... or to threaten
to use them." (A/C 1/Bv; 13565 ENDC/PV 235, p.31).

We were therefore encouraged by’ the offer in the recent message from Premier Kosygln

to this Committee (BNDC/167)-which declared the willingness of the Soviet Government
to include in the treaty a ¢lause on the prohibition of the use of nuclear weapons
against non-nuoclear States parties to the treaty which have no nuclear Weapoﬁs on
their territory. This offer merits elaboration by its sponsors and exploration by
the nuclear Powers with a view to achieving a mutually-agreed offer of-guarantee
which would induce a sense of security particularly in those non-nuclear States
which, by the very nature of theirlnon—alighment,'ére wary of sééking shelter under
any sphere of nuclear protection. . \l

We also are in favour of the suggestion for strengthening United Nations
- security arrangements contained in the recent message addressed to this Committee by
President Johnson (ENDC/165). Strengthening the capability of the United Nations
to maintain international peace and security and to thwart aggression in any fqrm
whatsoever, whether conventionai or nuclear, is also an essential factor that

could go a long way towards strengthening the security of smallsr nations.

The QHAIRMAN (Roﬁania) (translation from French):: We shall now continue

our discussion on general and complete disarmament.

Mr. CERNIK (Czechoélotakia)‘(translation from Russian): The Czechoslovak

delegation would like to express its-pdint of view on the basic task for the
fulfilment of which the Eighteeﬁ-Nation Committec was created: +the preparaticn of
a draft.tréaty on general and comp%pte disarmament, .

If we all agree that the principal danger consists in the possibility of thé
outbréak of a nﬁélear—missile war, then it is quite loéical,that we should also
agrec that within the complex of general and complete dlsarmament those proposalc
and measures which would lead 1n the shortest possible time to the ellmlnatlon of
the means of unleashlng and conductlng such a war should be at the centre of .
our attention. It is not coincidental, therefore, that in the course of discussions
on the questlons of general und complete disarmament our Committee has ooncentrated

its attentlon on thls crucial question. . . . )
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Unfortunately, however, as a result of the positions taken up by the Western

Powers, these discussions are now at a deadlock, and we are faced with the fact that

since the end of 1964 neithor the Eighteen-Nation Committee nor the United Nations

General Assembly has considered this hasic‘problem of disarmament. Mere declarations

that the preparation of a draft treaty on general and complete disarmament remains

_ the principal task of our Committee cannot conceal the fact that the digcussion’” of

questions of general and complete disarmament has, through the fault of the West,
reached a deadlock, and that the Western Powers .are clearly not interested in
changing this state of affairs. 7 ‘

The Czechoslovak delegation'therefore considers it proper that our Commi ttee .

has now again entered upon the consideration of the existing situation of discussion

‘ of the problem of general and complete disarmament, and that it is seeking ways of

making progress on this basic question of'disarmament. We are indeed summoned to

‘this task by resolution 2031 (XX) of the United Nations General Assembly (ENDC/161),

which was adopted by an overwhelming majority of the States Members and which '
requests us to continue our efforts towards making substantial progress in reaching
egreement on the gquestion of general and complete disarmament under effective
international control. . ’ e ‘

The socialist delegations have nointed out more then~once that the basic
Treason wWhy our. negotiations have not so far produced any results, 1s the general
approaoh of the Western Po*ers to the question Jf disarmament. Although the Western .
Powers have paid lip-service tn the idea of general and complete disarmament, their
actions are not directed to the realization of that aim but, on the contrary, are
dlametrically opposed to the very essence of the disarmament idea. The approach

i

of the Western Powers,; both to the solution of the problem of general and complete

3

disarmament and to proposals regardingvcollateral measures, is based on their

efforts to subordinate disarmament to their military and strategic concepts, which

-amount in substance to a desire to retain permanently the ability to conduct a

-

nuclear-missile war,. ) ' .

How can the Western Powers, and particularly the United States of America be

. interested in a real solution of, the problem . of disarmament if every year they ., -

expand their military output, raise the numbers ~f their armed forces and establish
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new*miiiﬁafy!baées? Hﬁhé”ﬁﬁf in South-East Asia which the United States is con-

- ducting against.the Viet-Namese ‘peopley and the military intervention of the
United States in Latin America andVAffica, clearly ‘show in what direction United
States foreign policy is moving. That policy, which is essentially the "position
.of strength" policy condemned by all natioﬁs, is being increasingly ianuenced by
military circles. S0 -long as the trend of forelgn policy of the Western Powers,
-.and particularly of* the United States, remains unchanged, the discussion in our
Committee: of- the questions of general and complete disarmameht will be at a
standstill.’ '

. The approach of the. 8001a11st States towards solv1ng the problem of general
and complete dlsarmament is determined by their desire to0’ achieve radical progress
in our negotiations as quickly as possible. In striving for general and complete
disarmament the socialisticountries, and first and foremost the Soviet Union, héye
done much to adapt their proposals to the demands of the other States'iaking part
in these negotiations. It was the Soviet Union itself which tock into account the

~views of” the Western Powers and agreed t6-a substantial modification of its ‘ '
‘original draftwtreatonn general and complete digarmament (ENDC/2), thus furnispihg
-new evidence that the socialist States are endeavouring to create an éppropfiafo‘
basis for agreement. . ‘ l
‘The most important step in this airection was the proposal regarding reténtion
. of the so—called "nuclear umbrella" until the end of the process of general and
complete disarmament (ENDC/Z/Rev.l/Add,l)g siﬁce it had a decisive bearing on the
key area of general and complete disarmameﬁt';— that is, on ‘questions relating to
the means of delivering nuclear weapons and to the weapons themselves. This pfofosal
was supported by most of the delgations of non—aligned States which are members of
our Committee as an appropriate basis for further negofiations. " The eééeﬂoe of the
. proposal for the retention of a "nuclear umbrella" is the endeavour to eliminate as
soon as possible the danger of the outbreak of a nuclear war. This probosal.ﬁéé '
distinguished above ail by its balance. Its implemenfation Would‘give ﬁo advantage
$0 either side. 4nd we were deéaling hefe with a ;a&ical';ﬁd‘reélistic measures
which could .have reseued the negotiations “on gemeral’and complete disarmament from
the present stalematc and beesme the sﬁértihg;pbint'for dfhér sfeps in tﬁe same

1%

direction. - ; - : .
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But despite the effort§”6f the socialist delegations, and c@iefly those of the
Soviet Union delegation, which gave an exhaustive explanation of its proposal and
suggested that it should be discussed in more detail by a working party
(BNDC/PV.188, p.17), further negotiations were held up by the negative attitude of
the Western Powers. It was precisely from the Western Powers that opposition was
encountered to the principle of a "nuclear umbrella", which represents a step taken:
by the Soviet Union towards bringing its position and that of the Western Powers
closér together, and which qeets their demand that in the process of disarmameﬁt
additional guarantees shcould be provided for the security of ipdividual States.
Behind the vari»us trumped-up arguments against the "nuclear umbrella" lay the
Western Powers! relucfance to agree to radical measures which would remove the
threat of nuclear war at the very beginning of the process of general and complete
disarmament. ‘

On the other hand; the United Stafes draft treaty on general and oomplete
disarmament (ENDC/30 and Corr.l and Add.l, 2, 3) convinces us that the United States
is interested first and foremost ih retaining as long as possiblg such a level of
nuclear power as could be used at any time for nuclear blackmail or intimidation and,
in the end, for the conduct of nuclear war. This is indicated also, incidentally,
by the collateral measures which the United States and its allies are now tpying to
push through instead .:f general and complete disarmament: +that is, the proposals
for the cessatioh of.production of fissionable materials for military purpcses and
the freeziﬁg of strategic means of delivery (ENDC/IZO) —_ measureé which do not
affect the existing colossal potential of destructive weapons capable of ﬁnleashing
a nuclear conflict. ‘

There is.no need to prove that the United States plan for freezing the produc-
tion of nuclear weapons and the means of delivering them is not in any sense a dis-
armament measure; it can hardly, therefore, be-associated with the first stage of
general and complete disarmament, as was attempted by Mr. Fisher, the United States
representative on’ 15 March. "The. term "non—armamcnt", proposed by him in connexion
with this plan (ENDC/PV.248, p.lO), is much nearer t» reality. Naturally, "non-
armament", at the existing level of nuclear-weapon stocks,; again means nothing but

the retention and fixation of the ability t¢ use tlese weapons in a nuclear war.
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+As for the..United States proposal for a percentage reduction of nuclear arma-

ments in’ the process -0of general and complete d1sarmament the delégations of‘the
' soc1a11st countrles have already‘prcved in the prev1ous discussion th=t such ra..
measure 1s unacceptable, and o the basis of a detailed analysis they have shown
: that such a reductlon would not ensure equal security for all States. At theé ‘same
time 1t ‘would actually leave open, throughout the process of general and complete
dlsarmament the possibility of the outbreak of nuclear war. That this op1n1on of
ours is correct was, we think, again prcved by the statement of the United States
representative at the 248th meeting, when he gave actual figures for the stocks of
nuclear weapon delivery vehicles held in the United States (1b1d,.p.9).“'These_
figures.clearly showed that with .the existing stocks of these weapons it would be’
possible to unleash a nuclear war even at the third stage of disarmament, and even
if> there was a percentage reduction of nuclear armaments in accordance with:the
United States- ‘proposal. ot . |

The Soviet draft treaty on gencral and complete dlsarmament takes as its
starting-point an evaluation of the present s1tuat10n, which is characterized by )
'the existence of colossal quantitles of the‘means of mass deétructidn;“'and for ghis
reason it puts nuclear dlsarmament f1rst Tho soc1a11st States repeat again -= and
this vacw had found exact express1on in the Soviet draft —- that the basic substance
of general and complete d1sarmament should be the carry1ng out of such measures as
will in the shortest t1me ellmlnate the poss1b111ty of the outbreak of a nuclear-
m1ss1le war. . _

In accordance with this need the Soviet Union proposed for the very.first
stage of general and complete d1sarmament the destruction of the means of delivering
nuclear weapons (except those which would be retained'as thex"nuclear umbrella'),
the el1m1nat10n of forelgn bascs ‘and the w1thdrawa1 of armcd rorces from foreign
terr1tor1es. The result of the e11m1nat10n of the means, of delrvery would be the
rractical neutrallzat1on of nuclear weapons, and' this 1n turn would cons1derably
facilitate agreement on their elimination. However, the removal of the thre&t of
nuclear war can'also be brought about by the eliminatioﬁvof nuclear weapons them-
selves inthe first stage, or‘the simultaneous éliminaticn of nuclear weapons and thei
mGans of delivery, The socialist States have expressed.their agreement ts all these

altcmatives; but the Western Powers maintain their refusal to enter upon the only

" correch path, the path vhich leads to real disarmament while safeguarding the -
security of all States.

[ ?‘ -
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E Although the socialist otates, in the matter of general and complete disarmament

e

N . give preference to nuclear dlsarmament this does not av all mean that they 1gnore the
otner aspects of general and complete disarmement. . Conventional armaments also have
the1r place 1n the Soviet. draft, which spec¢ifically calls for a reductlon in the total
numoers of armed forces. In the sector of control,. too, the Soviet plan 1s lully
Dalanced 51nce all control measures correspond “to the level of the dlsarmament
measures adopted and leave no room for the misuse of control for other purposes.

) .In the dlscu551on of general and complete dlsarmament the soclallst States have

- repeatedly endeavoured to bring the position of the ‘sides closer together- and in the
interests of achieving agreement ohey have made cons1derab1e concessions to the

“Western delegatlons. In this their sole eim was to restart the negot1atlons on ’

ﬁr general and complete d1sarmemenu, which had come to .a standstlll ow1ng to the Western

a4

Powers‘ 1ntractab111ty. Téday we repeat agaln that we are w1111ng b0 agree to all |

v reallst1c proposals concerning tne manner in which our. Committee should proceed in

r

n‘< the negotlaulons for concludlng a treaty on general and complete disarmament.

o The. soc1al1st States once more call upon the Western Powers to refrain from

1

- obstructlng uhe negotlatlons on general and complete dlsarmament so0 that progress

v

, can be made in our work in accordance w1uh the appeal conta1ned in resolutlon 2030 (AX)
" of the United Nations Generel Ahssembly (LNDC/161). ~The ‘Czechoslovak delegation,
together with the delegations of the other socialist States,'is prepared to do

everythlng in its power to ensure the success of our negotiations for a treaty

on general and complete disarmament, s1nce that 1s exactly what is expecoed of us

" by the peoples who have, empowered us to conduct negotlatlons on a problem of such
‘great 1mportance to the destiny of manklnd o '

) . } . [

CMr. LULANOV (Bulgarla) (translatlon from Russian): The recent meetlngs .

H

o of the E1ghteen—Nat1on Comm1ttee have shown once agaln how substantial are the
? . dlfferences between the pos1t10n of the ma30r1ty ofsthe world's States and the —u
v position of the Powers hembers of NLTO on the guestion of general and complete
‘f"\* dlsarmament In the one case it: 1s actually dlsarmamént that is being ‘talked of'
a state of 1nternatlonal relatlons in which,:despite the existence 0r unresolved or
d1sputed 1ssues, oy a s1ng1e State or group of States -could wage war for the simple

: reason that 1t Would not have the phy51ca1 means of flghtlng *In the other case, -

’
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as the statements by the delegations of the United States and Caneda in particular
., have shown, rsomething.else is involved. |

If in & speech on ‘the subject of general and complete disarmement, made four
‘years after the Eighteen-Nation Committee began ‘its work, the destructlon of '
obsolete weapons or measures that are obv1ously palllatlve are proposed, we afe
entitled to raise the question: 3But where does disermement come in? Is it
difficult to answer such questions, for example, as the following: when the
guillotining of all B-47 bombers is completed this year, will the United States

no longer have the means of continuing its aggression sgainst the Vlet—Namese
people; will it or will it not be in a position to wage & war; and will the danger
of a nuclear wer or even an accident like that at almeria diseppear?

It is not-difficult to answer these questions. The replacement'éf obsolete
weapons by improved ones will obviously not only not diminish, but wili, on the
contrary, increase, the danger of war. Furthermore, we believe that anyone who
proposes o "disarm" by destroying obsolete weapons does not contemplate disarmament
and does not yet want it, and is diverting the Eighteen-Nation Committee on
Disarmament from the execution of its main task. This is the soufée of all -the
difficulties with which the Committee has been faced throughout the four years of
its work. This is also why its work has not produced results.

. The question may be put, whether the position of those who unremittingly
support the idee of general and complete disarmement and look upon it as an entirely
feasible task is actually unrealistic. Perheps only naive dreamers can speek ab
present of d&sarmément in face of the military escalation for which the United
States is responsible in the course of its unceremonious interference in the
affairs of other peoples.. -

leanwhile, without g01ng far bacx into history, end takihg'only the last
eighteen months since the impasse which the Eighteeﬁ:Nation’Committee réachea in
19644 one cen draw attentio£ to the following. At Ceiro in October 1964 the
representatives of 47  non-aligned Stetes decided to propdée the convening“of a
world disarmament conference (4£/5763); meeting in New York in June 1965, the
United. Nations Disarmament Commission arrived at the seme idea and called upon -
the Eighteen—Naiion Committee to seek out ways to disarmement (DC/225;LNDC/149);:
at the end of 1965 the United Nations General Assembly adopted the well-known
resolution 2030 (XX) (ENDC/162) concerning the convening of the aforementioned
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world disarmement conference not later than 1967, the General Assembly expressed the
wish that the blghteen—Nablon Committee would increase its efforts to draw up & draft
treaty on disarmament (4/RES/2031(XX); 2ZNDC/161). It is wéll known how those

documents were adopted —+ either unanimously or by an overwhélming majority of States.

These, then, are peoﬁle,who desire genercl and complete disarmament under strict
international control and obviously consider such an aim accessible; for otherwise
why turn to our Committee, or propose that all States should meet if they were‘
going to waste time, effort and money on mere talk?

411 international decisions on questlons of general and compleue dlsarmament
are in fact based on two historicelly-justified considerations: flrst the conv1ct10n
thet menkind's passage from the age of wars to a state of lasting peace can be
ensured only by the destruction of weapons, end that in modern conditions this is
necessary for the very existence of human civilization; and second, a sober appraisal
0f the growth of those forces which, embodied in the vast majority of Stetes, are.
interested in the maintenance of peace and are .therefore able to overcome the
ovostacles standing in the way of disarmament, and thus make the eim of disarmament
realistic.

The Committee's documents present o complete picture of the monstréus arms race
and the level of military preparedness reached by existing military groupings. Ve
know of the thousends of rmillions of dollers spent ennually by the States members of
NATO alone to support an army of six million. e know what quantities of nuclear
warheads have been accumulated, their destructive capacity, the possibilities of
delivefing them'to any ‘target, end the time needed for this. The human and meterial
losses which would be caused by a thermo-nuclear war in the very first hours of
military operations, if it ever came tb that, can be accurately predicted and
enunerated. The principal conclusion can therefore be drawn unerringly: such a
turan of evenits must be prevented; ¢ third world war muét be rendered absolutely
impossible; above &ll, the use of nuclear weapons must be ruled out. All this is
p;ovided for by the Soviet draft ﬁreaty on general and complete disarmament under
strict international control (ZNDC/2) which wes submitted at the very outset of the

Eighteen-Nation Commitiee's woriz.

&
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This draft has not lost and will not lose its toplcallty, desplte all the - ;
attempts to’ dlscredlt it which we have agaln been witnessing 1n the last few duys.
It is well ltnown that the USSm? the othgr*5001allst countrles-@nd/a number of non-"_
aligned Stetes have -at verious times mede proposals aimed at bringing thé'pdsitioné o
of the sides closer together. A very’important step towerds accommodating the
wishes of +the Uéstern countries was made by the Soviet Government-when it ‘proposed.
the retention until- the end of the disarnameht process of an agreed minimum number
of nuclear weeapon delivery vehlcles —— what 1s customarlly called the "nuclear ,
umbrella (ENDC/2/Rev.l/4dd. 1) ind’ now we hear the USSR being reproachéd with
inconsistency!. Some did: nov percelve.ln thls Soviet proposal & desire to reach
agreement and a readiness for reasonable compromiseé for the sake of success on
the mein issﬁe;( thy.saw inconsistency in the conduct of the Soviet and otbef
socialist delegations but'foréot that the desbtruction of nuclear weapons at the
initial stage’was proposed by another State, allied to the Western countries, and

hét the idea of the "nuclear umbrella' was elso first raised in the Testern allies!
camp. -

it any rate, we are convinced thet the majority of the delegetions here present
correctly sece in the Soviet drafi treaty on disérmament end the sddenda submitted o .
it & good basis for successful negotiations. 63 the‘oﬁher'hand, vhe "consistency" ‘
that' is, the oéstinacy of the Néstern‘delegations in defending the meximum revention
of armaments, ?articularly nuclear a:mamenté, for an indefinite period —-—
demonstrates their reluctance to agrée to disarmamept now.

From whatever angle the Soviet draft tresty on disarmament is considered, it
fully corresponds to the interests of ll peoples and of all States. Its form and
substance, 1ts ain and the time-limits it proposes are such that the execution of ' -
the treaty would save mankind rapidly and for ever from the calomities of war. A
pariicularly valuable feature of the Soviet draft is that it prov1des for the: -
elimination of nuclear war on a ﬁorld scale even before the process of complete
disarmament is finished, thereby answering the imperative needs of present-day‘

reality.
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Can the same be sald about the United States draft on dlsarmament9 It cannot.
Let us teke as an ekample the Unlted otates proposal for a 30 per cent reductlon of
nuclear weapons durlng the flrst two stages of dlsarmament (mNDC/30, p.4). It has
been calculated that if thls method of disarmement were adopted the Un1ted States
alone Would have,'51x years efter the beglnnlng of dlsarnament a folly adequate'~
quentity of the strateglc means of dellverlng nuclear weapons. Ftoa thet time on,
and for a still unknown period, & major nuclear war would be p0551b1e, Just as the
destructioa.of every litiné crezture on earth w0u1d be p0551b1e.~ What klnd of
d}sarmament is that? In the "Qutline of basic prov1s1ons of a treaty on general
and complete disarmament in a peace;ul world" submitted by the Unlted States, it
is dlfflcult to flnd any ele ients of real oeneral dlsarnament as a means of rlddlng
mankind of war.

First, the "Outllne“ does not fully correspond to the Agaeed Pr1nc1ples (LNDC/S),

’51nce essentlally it does not go oeyond the limits of partial disarmement. lheA

scope of the dlsarmament provided for in the "Outline" does not correspon@ to the

scope of the control measures.
oecondly, the most important disarmament measures are deierred to stage III,

no final tlne—llmlt’for which is indicated. At the same tlme, no satlsfactory

irelatlonshlp is established between the rates at which missile weepons are to be

reduced and the rates of llqulaatlon of Iorelgn rllltary basesa and the llmluatlon
of the nuclear potential and ermements of States is also totally 1nadequate.
thrdly, the "Qutline" p;ov1des neither for the prohlbltlon nor for the .
elinination of nuclear weepons within definite time-limits. Under- the "Outllne" the
the nuclear States w111 possess for an 1ndef1n1te pellod 1n'stage III & quantity of
nuclear weapons and means of delivering them to tnelr targets which, &s bas already
bﬁen nentloned ~would meake it p0551b1e to Wage nuclear war on a wide scale. And
this would be afte; "dlsurmameno"' Quallf;catlon and comment are unnecessary.
Our.delegation hes 21l the time been trying to internret the words Uin_a‘
peaceful world" contalned in vhe title of tne Unlted States "Outllne" de hoped
that the United States delegatlon vould dlspel the leﬁltlmute and grave doubts
suggested by those words in the "Outline" on disarmeament and taking this form.
the world is not at peace; it is faced with a number of unsolved problems; many

problems are not settled in the wey that the United States of America would like;

t



' ENDC /PV.250. .
' 41

3

(#ir, Lukepov, Bulgaria)

8ll  these. problems should be gettled to suit the wishes of the United States,- if
necessary after recourse-to arms; when thig has been done, then and only then will
there be "a peaceful world™; +tkon and'theh only will it be possible to apply the(
"Outline" definitively —- that is, o disarm. -

Up to now the delegations of the United States and its allies have made only
distant allusions to this problem —- exclamations to the effect that the sociélist
Powers' disarmament proposals go too far, or that hardly aﬁyone would wigh to
renounce nuclear Wweapons todey. We have now witnessed a .more sincere statement:
that the positionvof the Western Powers on questions of disarmament is connected
with the presence in the modern world of social conflicts end national liberation -
movements which réquire the armed intervention of the Westland thu; prevent disarma—
ment . If only higtory came to a halt and every progressivé movement stopped dead,
some representatives of:%he West would proceed to disarm. In the meantime’, however, °
their subjective disinclination to disarm and thus ensure the peaceful settlement of
all disputes is elevated to the svatus of an insufmoﬁntable objective obgtacle to
disarmament, ) ' e -

Vhat is the actuai state of the problem concerning the realism of the variousg
disarmament  -proposals, end first and foremost of the proposals on nuclear disarmament?
Were ell the decisions regerding the necessity of disarmement, including' the deoision.
to set uﬁkthe Eighteen-Nation Committee itself, nothing but shadow—boiing? - Of
course not. Apart from a recognition of the pecessity and inevitability of
disarmement, these decigions, as we said just now, are based on«thg cﬁnviction thet
our tesk is a rgélistic ‘one. Is thisg p;oved by the digcussions in the Committee?

It is. Let us teke the latest exemple from our recent meetings. The Soviet

delegation was asked whether it believed.that any Staies would be prepared.to renounce

nuclear weapons at & time when the Soviet Union itself wes prbposing nuclear disa;ma-

ment firs#"of all. How ig thig to be undérsﬁood? It could only be understaod &s ,

a desgire éo:foist the responsibility for failure in the negotiations upbne‘someone’elée.
" Where' are the objective, insurmountable feasons here? They do not exist. . We

have the subjective disinclinetion of the United Stetes and their allies to

renounce their "nuclear strategy", which is dangerous to all and therefore

condemed by all. Perheps We cen find signs of the objective difficulties in thé

way of nuclear disarmament in the words of MMr. McNamdra when he¢ seys thet by 1967-71

the United States will have produced enough strategic rockets to give it more théh =~

®

H
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enough power for —— I quote —- "destruction;capaoility'against both the Soviéo Union

: and Communist China’ 51multaneously" —/(Jo News and World Report 7 bebruary l966)

Clearly, dlsarmament is belng prevented not by 1nsurmounoable obstacles, but by the
fact that the concept of the "containing force" has now developed into the "force of
1nt1m1dut10n", or, to give it o more pproprl ate’ nane, "nuclear blackmail.

We‘ore'deeply convinced that it is time to throw all these concepts into the
austbin of history,‘to cease thinking about destroying anyone'at all, eand, to cees°
despising world oplnlon as crysbulllzed in the United Nations resolutions condemnlng'
nuclear weapons nd prop051ng an early solution to the problem of general and
complete algarmgnent The core of thls problem is nuclear disarmement, ellmlnutlon'.
of the possibility of nuclear conflict. 4ll proposals to this end deservé serious
consideration by the Zighteen-Nation Committee. ‘

We therefore also find interesting the Swedish suégestion (ENDC/PV 262 p-10)
that the proposed 'stages of disarmament should be considered one by one, beglnnlng
with the last. This woulid enabie us clearly to define the aim we are striving for
and the dates set for its-achievement. At the same time we could-solve all the’
questione of unlimited control, inzcomplete accordance with the disarmement measures
adopted ~- o result which cennot be achieved where there are many collateral measures
for which the required control is often not in accordance with the measures
themselves. ' ' , .

Lastly, a review of the situations that would obtain in the findl stage of
dicarmement woﬁld'help to show how peace can be preserved until the time comes when
attempts to violate it are a thihg of the pest. Each of the sides would describe in
detail its idea of a disarmed world, and that of tourse would help to solve the whole
problem. As soon as the Comﬁittee tiurns to the detailed consideration of the‘probleﬁ
of general and complete disarmement, our delegdtion will give its views on the subject
agein., ° Let us hope that the discussion of the draft treaty on general and complete

- disarmament will aot be delayed for long, and, in particuler, that the consideration
of measures to avert nuclear wor will not be piut off. The "little" catastropke near
"Pelomares has?agaih'reminded'us of the great danger hanging over the whole world. It
is incumbent on the EighteeniNation Committece on"Disarrameht more then on any' other

body to pursue its %ask with all-speed.”

—

1/ ° .
- Translated Tfrom Russian.
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The Conference decided to issue the followingﬁcommuniqué:

"The Conference of the Eighteen-Nation Committeé'on Disarmemefit
today held its 250th plenery meeting in fhe Palais des Nations, Geneva,
under the chairmenship of K.E. Ambassador Vasile Dumitrescu, representative
of Romania. )
"Statements were made by the representatives ofj%he United States,
United Kingdom, Burma, Czechoslovekia and Bulgaria. |
"The delegation of the United States submitted amendments (ENDC/lSZ/Addul)
to the United States draft treaty to. provent the spread of nuclear weapons.
"The next nmeeting 6f the Conference will be held;on Thursday,

24 March 1966, at 9 a.m."

1

The meeting rose at 1 p.m.






