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The CHAI~Ul~ (Romania) (transl~tion from French): I declare open' the 

two hundred and fiftieth plenary meeting of the Conference of the Eighteen-Nation 

Committee on Disarmament. 

As previously decided (ENDC/PV.244, p.4), we shall begin this meeting by. 

continuing the discu~sion on ~he non-pr?liferation of nuclear weapons. 

:Mr •. FISHER (U~ited States of America): The 'delegation of the United 

States welcomes the ~es~~tion of our discussion on non-proliferation. We are 

resum;ng 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 Assembly resolution 2028 {XX) (ENDC/161), adopted last autumn, calls 

upo~ this Conference to give urgent consideration to ~~~ ques~ion of non-prol_~feration 

of nuc_le!'tr weapons with a view to negotiating a treaty .. to prevent ~ucb ... p~olifa"'ration. 

As we resume our deliberations on this subject today, I am sure we all feel the 

sense of urgency expressed in this resolution and a sense of ?bligation to negotiate 

the treaty for which it calls. 

When we la$t discussed the question of n,on-proliferation of .. ~u~lea..;r;- weal?ons, 

many delegations expressed the view that when we returned to the discussion of this 

subject it would be appropriate to ex~mine, article by artic,le, the two draft 
' . ~ 

treaties (ENDC/152, 164) that lie on the table. The renresentative of the 

Soviet Union, in'his ~tervention on 3 March (ENDC/7Y.245, p.46), stat~d that he 

had no objection t~ this method of proceeding. -..... ,. 

The de:iegati~n o'f the United States believes that it might be helpful to 

.compare 'the articles of tpe two draft treaties. But it fee_ls that,, as this process 

begins, the\ Conference should have on the table for consideration and study c.ertain 

important amendments which we are now introducing to the United States draft treaty. 
. - . 

These amendments have been developed by the United States in large part as a.. 

result of the deliberatiqns of this Conference. We are offering them because we ., 

believe that they will advance the negotiation of a treaty to stop the spread of 

nuclear weapons •. By so doing we are making it clear that our p9sition.in 

negotiating an agreement on non-proliferation of nuclear weal?oris is not.'inflexible. 

~·· .. , -.' ·, 

:' ·". . ~ ~· 
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(Mr. Fisher, United States) 

The Unit.~f4· S:Plfi-.~h·deleg~:\i_;i.on .. pof.>~'\S, tp8jt. o;t~ex: .CJ.eleg~~ioH.~· ;~ill, .. }?e. equa),ly f-lexible· 

. ,:}Ji ·~-~. ·f'S'.~'-.~~f\ :Ji'Y.~~J??se_ ·?.f .J?fe,sei?;~iflg,:.t!lel:? . .€1 am.~n:~~ntf?. :~hat :Ph~- ,Un~;te.d S:~a!-t?ers has 
·~.· ... '"-·-'--·· ........ ~.~ ... -· .... ··--·;-• .,J..J,.~ ....... ' 

_. ~sl}~d. f.oL~~e .l'~i~vi,~.r.~~cr. of. s:2~ft~~,in~: ;fi,r.~t- :to.qay,. Th,e _,q~.e;ndm~n:fj~ P,<J;e b~fo!e the 

CoJ?l'?_i i;;~e~ ... ~ .. ~oc~ent ENpC/1:52/ jl.~q. i~~· ~~;te_d .. 2;1. March 1966... : . , . . 1 • .' •: •• ! . 

. The United States.draft &men.&nen~s .deal d;irec.:tly with the ,pr,ip.cip?J~l i;;hre~t of 
t , • ,I , • • ' • ~ • • • t • • , , • • , .. • •. • "' • • I • • 

.?tq:-:.time.~ -·-:. 'lih~ tl}r9:a~. th~t the dP..D;~~.;r; of .. n-qq],e.ar W~lf ~can p~ in,qr1eas~.9.- 'l:?Y,i a.n. inc:r.ease 

in the number of uower centres tha:~ ca;n, sta!:b. suRh a :war. The .United ~:tat.e~ .d:r;,aft 

9·hr~es a.t ;the h,e~rt. of t.h~s ~r,Elat by, :J?~ohibiting .any. i~~rea,se .--,. e:v:e~ by on'e -- in 

.. ; . ~he nulljbe,r.,o~ power; .cen·l;re.s. th~;t 1:,tav~ ;:th,e. z:ig~t .or, .. a.bil~.ty to. f~.re ~ nuq;Lear .'f.t;apon~· 

Wh9t we must do, if we are to aphieY~: ~he ba.sic objective of ou,r non- ...... 
~ (,',,'•' ' •! • '• • '" ., •. ' • ' • I • ;:! !_ ,l. ' ' • , •'"' ' ' • I • • ' 

pr,o;tif.eration negoti~-t?iop)s, is .to .liiD:it t~e ~~mb~r of .. Povrers th8tt. )Yill,,be :in . . ·,. 

a T.>OSi tion to unleash .nuclear wea-pons. There are two ways by '~h;i.ch a non-nuclear. 
• ; '~, 1, , ~ • • , • • ' ~ ~ • • I , • ' • ., • • i 0 , 

weapon State eould obta:i,n this -power.,. ,One would be by ob.tain~g from a~._ex.i.stiD:g . . . ··-. . . . . ~ ' . 

nucl,e.a;r wea.pop. ,State. ~h~ :r:igh-:(; o,~ ab~lity, to .use t:tl~!?e weapons •... ,U:n~er. the. Unit!'ld 

State::t amendme~ts th;is ro~te is. ~arre.d, by the .pr,edse d.ef~~ti~~ of: "control", ·wh;ich 

I am about to describe. The other way in~ which a non-nuclear weapon State c_ou,ld,,. 
' 

ol?:t.ain, .this. tpO;\rer .'!'ould be by manuf~cturing nucl e.a.r, we.a~ons i.tself .•. This route we 

ha~e,.·al!'lo b.arred7: as I shal;L. indicate .later:, .bY arti~le; I 1?~;ragraph 2; _and• by article 

II paragraph~ ;I.. an9.. 2 of the _am~~dpents •.. ! .• • , , = : ·' . , •••. ~ 

One of the key. ~.lemeni?-s :in .the Unite,d Sta-~e .. s. .. amendments is .the defini.~ion of 

.. ;".con~rol.~ o.f. nuc],e~r ,weap~ns.'.;. in .. :terms of :the. right .or . .abi.lity .to. fi,re .:rmcl,ear 

weo.pons. "Control" was not defined explicitly in the original Un:i,ted States. draft 7 

alth,ought ;i:ts me~ning, wa~ .. gl~!}rly imp~ie,d, bY:· t;he; prolljil>;ition; of .any ,action to· 

increase the nUI!Iber of entities 'Y"i th independept pow;er, :to .. us~ p.uclear weapons • 

. . .... T.h,e; .{J.i.scys~ions Jn i:h:i,~, qop.f~rence~ ai)d f1J.~her d~l,ibera;ti,op. .on. ;the question 7 

le(\ the Un~-pec!-. t3ta,t.e~. t,o;,~he c.o~c~}lsion .. :fi!~.at·, th.e::·:~Jf_i:p.j~?,.o~ .?,f, "coniJ.~ol" is top, 

central t? .t:pe._;pro'!:>le~ .. of .. n~~,:-pro~~~fer~~io_P.. ~.o1 •. '\l;~·. ~E!J~ ~.0 ._:impl,~~~Jt~on • .''JZe .have· 

therefore .. g~"\fe.9-.. it..,~ e~a?.~- de.fini tion •... B.ef:D1iE!i)lU~ti;q~ .a.rtic_le;. iiV, {c) .p;f. the 

United St?'t.e.s. ~mj'l~~eP:'~s.,-:- I_ sp.Q~+d ~ik~,,-~o ... _saY,. :fih:i,.s. :l~ maYi' .::;eer.n -~Jl:9g~ic~.l in .. 

des?rj:bing ~mep.dm~1}~.,~~ ~?.~ .. P.~~in, ~;i·~h .:t.h~ last a.J;.t.ic~e. ~f t_hose; .a)1le~w~n:t,s· .)~qwever, 

as .. th~ repr~spJn~.~~i;:e.,~f,JwiiU ·~-~.e.~~. ,~.~e. ~~ .. ~t _a~~~~-le cq;n.J5~st.i:i, o.f. ~e~-~?~;GiF~~.~-:: ?~~~, 
first f);~;pearance of lack of l~~,ic. :W:ill_ ;ti>:~r~~ft~~ .J ~l}~~:, ,~~-':1e,,:ya.Y .~o; .~i ~~co~~~-~ion 
,t·h<;:t:' it is b.?s,~;. f~~'ft~+9_:;;~~J.i,~,~-. t~e __ j;r:mns. o;r:·e,· i::L-:lt~?-:;\:ffi~;,a~~u~ ~~d t-~~11:, .. ~g. tindicate 

how tl1.ose ~~rm_\'l .. a.f? ~~~A.JF\}h:e.-~ ~JI'f?~~~?t.ire ,~III:e.ndm_~~t~. f,A~'ti:l-.~.1,~ IV:)_c) _;·e!~d~\-~ 
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(Mr. Fisher, United States) 

11 · 1 Contr6'1 1 nie~xtJ 'right 'or ability 'to fire nuclear wea'l)ons without the · 

concud·ent decisi'on of an existing nuclear weapon State." (ENDC/152/A.dd.l, 'u,2) 

.'I should 'elllJ?has:i:ze that the decision of the nuclear wea:r.>on State would have to 
I 

be explicit; it w~uld have to be concurrent in time with the'event; it could not 
. ' . 

be in the form of a general anuroval given in advance. Moreover, ±t is essential 

t~ keep in mind that under this definition control relates not merely to the right 

but also'to the ability to fire nuclear weapons. 

In considering the significance of this definition of control, this Conference 

should also have in mind the intentions of the United States with respec'-t,'' to yossible 

common nuclear defence arrangements within alliance structures. I hav·e already 

read, at the meeting on 3 March (ENDC/"='V.245, u.32), t~stimony from the Se.cretary 
• < 

of State of the Unite·d States before our Congress dealing with 'l)Ossible NATO nuclear 

arrangements. I should like to add here ~hat, while he 'ms testifying, he 

was asked whether a:ny plans being discussed in NATO contemplated that the United 
~ 

Stat~s would give ~~ its veto 'over the use of United States weapons. Here is his 

reply: 

11 We would have to insist ••• · that the United States be a necessary "!)arty ·to 

a decision to use nuclear weapons·. Because the vast arsenals of the United 

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

th.a't decision and must ourselves agree to a decision taken." 

Our Secretary of Defense was asked the same question. H~ was equally explicit. 

Here is his re~ly: 

11 VTe ha~e no plan to dilute our veto in any way and our allies. are not askirig 

·u.s for a dilution of that veto • 11 

These c'lear ;;;tate~ents of United States intentions and the clear definition of 

"control" in the United States· draft indicate that· the United States draft would' ... 
not permit a non-nuclear weauon State to have any relationship to nuclear weapons 

which would ·give 'it the right or ability to fire such weauons on its own. Furthermore, 

under p-rovisions of the United States aoendments that I shall be disc~ssing later~ 

·a nuclear weapon State is prohibited from allowing a non-nuclear weapon State to 

have a relationship to nuclear:weapons which would ~ermit the non'-nuclear weapon 

• State to obtain manufacturing or 'design in:t:ormatio:ri. · · ' . 

With these clear _prohibit~ons of the_ 'United Stat'es draft in mind, we do the' 

cause of non-prol~feration a disservice if we permit ourselves to be diverted into 
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(Mr. I!'isher._ United D~l!,) 
... ; 1 • 

th.eo.retical discussions about what is meant by 11 access11 -'tio _nuclear weapons. He:rf. 

·we should no.te in pas.sing .that Un:i,ted Nations ~esolution 2028· (XX). does :Uot .en-tangle 
' ' • ' • I "' • 

itself in this vague .concept of "acce.ss11 • V~e .~o th.e c_au~e of ~~n-:prolife:;:oat,ioD: 

even l'ess service if we let oursel:ves ·be drawn, into. a debat_e on whether c~rtain 

collective defence arrangements might increase the influence ,.,ithin an alliance 
o ,.1' o I 

of a non-nuclear wea~on State. ~his would indeed be a fruitleGs ex~e~diture .of our . ... "" . . : . . .. 
efforts; particularly when t:t10.s.e .at~acking these collective defence arrangemgqts 

concede that they do not inv.olv~ t:q,e ac.quisi tion of any independent ability to fire 

nuclear weapons. 

We have a diffic.ult enough task ahead of us in negotia·Ung a non-proliferation 
.... 

agreement _if we concentrat.e -- as we should and we 'mus·l;' -·- oii the central issues • 
. ' • . ,. . ·l. J • • . • . 

We should therefore reject diversions which may. render a difficult task imp0ssible • 
. r . ... , J. • • • • : •• • I • • ~ • 

If w:e but concentrate or.. our :Oain task 1 .w~ shfi.),l, despite the difficulties which 
, . . f • . ·~ . . . 1 • • • • ,. 

no~ face us, be able to ~~compli~h o.ur o?je.<?.t~v:e: .. the. n~~o:tiat;i.on of an p.greem~nt 

which ~n~ures that the number of power ce:p.tre:S which have ·the right or· a~il:i.ty to 

start a nuclear war will not be. increased -- not even by one. . .. 
I houe I have made clear the view·s of the United S-~ates. on t.he impor:t;a.."lce. o:f ·- . . ~ .. · .. 

the de;finition of '~control". yli~~h this. in: mind, I sJ:lo.u~d. :Like ·bo. expl?'~n:. :the other 

portions of opr, new ameJ;ldments,- .. 

First, as representatives. may have. alread,y gathered from my ~emarks, we hav-e . . .. : . . -~ 

adouted in our ar.1endme:r;ts ·iihe conc_el?t of "nuclear weapon State11 and 11 no~-nucl,"lp.r 

w·eapon State11 • This is £1, conce1;it which I believe was firs-~ mentiqned by :the ... 
representative ~f .India_ dpr~g our last s.e~~ion (ENDC/PV.223).·. ·rhese terms 11 nuclear 

-;veapon State" and 11 non-nu.u1eE~"r w·eapon State" are formally noted in article r.r 
subparegra.'Phs (a, b), This is the article dealing with defin.it:.i.ons. But these 

terr.1s 1 ~s they are defined, appear'throughout articles I 1,1nd I.I of the amen.dme:n·l:,::;" 
• • •• 1 • • 

As Mr. Trivedi has .Pointed out, t~e:e ~;Lre States with importan-::, programmes for 

peaceful. uses of nuclear energy whiclt, .haye y:~sely cho.sen to refrain from manufacturing 

or acquiring nuclear weapo~s. Our ord.gi!):~l draf-t was therefore not accura·be in 
. \ . ' 

defining such States as "non-=Ii~~i9~ri_1 .i ~'ie ,believe that our ar.1e:n.dments, by ~aking 

the distinction betw·een "nuclear weauon States" and "non-nuclear weapon ~tu.tes", 
• I j -• 

better describe the ·actual problem w;i.th .which ;re are dealing 
.. . .• - .. : ': . ! 

the problem of 

nreventing the 'Proliferation of nuclear weauons. I am happy to note that some, 

-~ecent .speak~rs.,. in ,the Co'!11!!lit~ee ·~ire~dy s~-:m t~ have adopted this concept, folJ.owing 
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·. (Mr. FishGr, United States) 

the 'lead which the representative of India gave·us at the last session. The 

adol?tion' of this'terminolOJ5Y may help to s'tou the talk of a "nuclear club11
• This 

, 
phrase has often bee~ used loosely in discussin~ the proliferation probleo. I 

submit 'that it is a -phrase. which, with its· im1;>lications of a high table. or sune:dor 

coterie, is q;uite inconsistent with the objectives of our work here. 

Let me now' draw attention to'our new _article I and the obligations it 

establishe~ for nuclear weal?on ,S~ates. Under the. fir;t paragraph of this new article, 

the nuclear weapon ~tates 
1
1;>arties to the trea~Y: undertake --. 

"No~ ~o transfer nuclear weapons into the national control of any non­

n\].clea~ ~veapon State, or into the control of any association of 'non-nuclear 

weapo~ States." (El'IDC/152/Add.l) ,. 

The first portion o'~- this new language maintains the prohibiti~n in our prior di-a:ft 
.. 

I ' 

agai~s~ transfer of nuclear weanons into the national control of any no~-nuclear 
.. • • • . • • I• 

weapon State. The second portion forbids also the transfer of nuclear weapons into 

the control of any ~ssociat~op of non-nuclear weanon States. 

A close 'analysis of the .language i:n article (of the· original United States draft 

treaty (ENDC/152) dated 17 

as nermitting the creation 
~ . " ' 

. ' I I . • 

Augu_:;t 1965; showed that it might have been interpreted 

of a new ~uclear entity com~osed 'entirely. of non-nuolear· 
' - ~. 

weapon States, in the event that a nre-existing nuclear weapon State had 'Previously 
' -- ' . - ~ . . . . -~ 

unilaterally disarmec;l itself of nucle'ar weapons.' This resu],t was not intended; but 

to remove any'doubt the/amendoent makes,ex~licit the intent not to transfer contr~l 

of. nuclear vre'apons, 'eith~r to ~ ~ingl~ npn-nuclear w·eapon· State or to several such 

States acting together. . . . 

Paragral?h 2 of our new article I would oblige the nuclear weanon.States 

11 Not to' p~ovide to ~ny non..:..nuclear wea-pon State or association of such 

. States 

(a) assistance in the manufacture of nuclear weal?ons, in prep~rations 

for such manufacture·, or in the testing of nuclear weal?ons; or 

(b) ' encouragement or·inducement to manufacture or otherwise acquire 
' ' 

its own nuclear wea'Pons. 11 • (ENDC/152/Add.l) .. ... - . 

As representatives will r;ealize~ in subparagraph (a) of this new formulation 

we have adopted to' some extent provisions contained in the Soviet articles I and .. · . 
1II ·(ENDC/~64, ·J:>p.41 5) conc.erning prel?arations for manufacture and c~iJ.Cerning testing 

" ' . - ' 

of nuc-lear· weapons. Here we have also sought to take. into account the wise· observation 
1 " 
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... , 
(~rr. Fisher, United States) 

of·. the:J~~!,_~sen.~~~-~~~-~.?~· ~~eden at our meeting of 24 February when she pointed out 

that .,th\~~e was not one but a chain of decisions leading up to the final action of . . ' ' ".,.,, ... -.. ' 

11 mamifacture11 of .nuclear. we~,;on.·s (EJ.'IDC /:?V. 243, n .12) • 
·, ... • . • ~ • • • : • • • t • • ... 

In paragranh 2 (b.) of our new article. I w·e have adopted the concept of a 
' ·- .._ . • .. '. . . ' .. 

prohibition against epcouraging or inducing a non-nuclear wea~on State to manufacture 

or. otherw·i~~ ~~q~i.re its own ;;,e~p~~;~ ,. :This idea of a prohib:Lt~i:m agains_t 

encouragem~nt .or inducement adopts a concept that had its o~igiO in article I, 
• • • •• 0 ... ••• • -. • • • • • 

paragraph .2 of the Tre.aty Banning Nuclear Weapon Tests in the Atoosphere, in Outer 

S~·a·ce. ~~d Unde~ .W"at~~- (ENDCflOO/Re~.l)·. ~his. ~once·1).t would be e.qua~ly sU:itable in 
~. . . ) . . . . . . 

the treaty we are now considering. 
. . 

I have alread! ~9i~ated ~o this Conf7rence why I thi~ that ~h~_co~ceP.t of 

access is not ~ro~uctive of pr~gr~s~ in o~r work here. But at this stage I should 
I • 0 • •' ; ' ' '• : 

al~o point 'out th~t ~y legitim~te concerns in thi~ regard should be taken ca~e 

of b;· the ame~dm~~t· that I am now'ai~oussing and th~ ~omparable. provisions of 

art~c],e Ii. The obiigations. ~; :n~ciear weapo~ Stat~~ 'an:~. the ccr~~·~~~ndir.ig . 

obligatiqns .~~; non..:'~~c~e~~·· ,.,.e~po~· 'stat~s in-.the·s~ .t~o amen~~~ts -- -~rticles i. and ·u 
. • .~. :; :'i . . • . ·. • . 

are, so to s~eak, mirror images of one another. The amen4ruents to article I make 
- ···J: : ........ · . .i' .: • • .. •. . •' . 

it per~ectly_clear that the ~ucl~ar we~pon States cannot do anything that would 

assi.'st the nOD;-nuclear'·vr:a;~~ ~t~t~s in. man~f~cturing nucle'~·r weapons, in p!11eparing 
• lJ • • -~ •• • .. • ' ' ~ ' • • • • • • • • 

for their m~nufact~re 'or in 't~sting them. They go even f~rther and commit the · 
. '• . ·f ~. ' • . • : . • . 

nuclear. wea-pon States ··n.ot to do anything which will encourage or induce the n~n-
nuclear. we~:po~ Stat~s ti 'x!lan~f·a~·ture ~r oth~rwi13e acquire their own:· nuclear··~eapdils. 

. . • j, :. : 

This commitment must be evaluated in the light of the corresponding commitment 
• r 

in article II, under which i~ i~s ~aragvaph 1' the non-nuclear weapon States agree 

not to manufacture nu~lear weapons: ~nd i~ pa;agraph 2 not to accept assistance 

in the manufacture of nu~lear w~a~on~; :~n :p~~~~ra~ion 'for such manufacture or - •' ,• 

in ~esting nuclear wea-pons, or ev~n to acc~-pt encouragement or inducement to 

acquire nucle~~ weapon-~' oth~r~i:~e. A~ I sh~l~. make dre'ar in my discussion of 

paragraph 4 of articles I and II.re~pecti;ely, these ~oiemn co~mitments apply to 

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

milita~y alliance. 
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I should now· like to call attention to paragraph 3 of our new article I, 
" '• . 

which,' in addition to _P.revious prohib~tions, obliges nuclea.r weapon States 

"Not to take any other action which would cause an increase in · . . 
the total number of States and associations of States having cpntrol 

of nuc l~ar weapons. 11 

' ' 
This provision, together with the.definition of control which I described earlier, 

completes the embo-diment in treaty language o.f our G:qvernment 1 s position' that there 
' ' 

~ould be no·increase ~-not even by one-- in the centres of nuclear power which 

h~~e the right or ~bility to start a nuclear war. 

This provision would bar any transfer ·o·f control of nticl~·ar weapons' to any 
. I 

association of States-- that is, it.would prohibit the grant_ing to any such 
. .. 

association of the right or ability to fire a nuclear wea~on. without the-explicit 

concurrent 'deaision of a nuclear weapon State -- unless,one of the members of the 

association was a nuclear weapon State and that member· gave up its entire nuclear 
~ • Ill ~ 

arsenal to the'ass~ciati.on •. Since this would~ot involve a.l!Y.increase in'the 
.. 

nUmber of nuclear weapon Powers~ no prol~feration would result. 

Thi~ ~ec~ion of the United States amendments is also re~ated to discussions 

about.possible common ~uciear defence arrangem~nts within alliance~ structures.' 

This is a subject on which there has been a great deal of misunderstanding a~d. 

some misstatements. It is· for 'that reason that I should.l~e to 'develop the. 
' \ . 

implications' of -this section somewhat further. ~ 

I should like t~ do so by pointing out that, where a nuclear weapon State 

retains a vet~ over any use of nuc~~ar ,.,eap_ons, there is no, problem .of, transfer 

o£ c~ntrol. ·That is b~cause no ~dditio~al State anq. nq a~~ociat,io~, of States ,gains 
> 

the right or .. ability to take, on its o~, < ~ decision to ';!Se puclea;r weapons. N:.ii;her 

would'h~ve the ability to'start a nuclear war. 

the h~nds of the existing nualear weapon States, 

control even arises. 

That terrible decision remains'in . . 

and no question of tran~fer of 

In this c~nnexion, the testimony of ~he Secr~taries 9f State and Defense of 
... ' ' • ' • ; <# 

the United States· concerning th:e inten~ions of the United States w~~~ :r;e.sp~ct tO;. 

prop.osed nuclea; arra~gements. withid NATO. should m~e it quite clea:r th~_t: n·o. one . 

in NATO has been talking about any arrangements which would involve the pro~iferation .. 
of nuclear weapons. 

•' 

• 
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Paragra:'?h 4 of our new article I also co:p.stitutes an impor.tant addition to 

our draft. It commits the nuclear weapcu States parties to the treaty --. ;-. 

"Not to take any of the actions prohib;ited in the -preceding paragraphs _ 

of this article direc~ly, or indirectly through third States or associations 

of States, or through units of the armed forces or military nersonnel of any 
. \ ~ ' .. 

State, even if su?h uni~s or pers~nnel are under the command of a military 

.alliance." 

Both the original Uni~ed States draft (ENDC/152) and the Soviet draft (ENDC/164) 

reflect a concern w·ith preventing the -possibility of a State. doing iD.directly, in 
-

conjunction with one or sev~ral other States, what.it could not do directly. Our 
, l 

....-: new· article I, ."Paragraph 4, represents a refinement of our l?revious form~lation an_d, 
•t I ; • • 

in addition, borrows from the formulations in all three paragranhs of the Soviet - . . .... 

article I. We believe this new uaragrauh 4 to be more concise and more comDrehensive 
. . .. . 

than either' our own previous formulation or the Soviet draft. 
. . 

I. shall·not gQ further today i~ describing our new article II, which seps forth 

the obligations of non--nuclear -i.,ea'Pon States. The important point about ar:ticle II 

is that it corres:'?onds in reciprocal'fashion to-- or, as I sai~ earli;r, it is~ . 

~irror ~mage of -- the obligations required of the nuclear wea~on States in ar~icle 

I. Nor do I intend today to discuss the language of other articles of the treaty to 

wh~ch we .have not "T:>:co:o~sed amendments. VTe·shall deal with·these·other'arti<iles later, 

as our discussion ~regresses •. 
' ' I have already dealt with three subparagral?hs of our new· article IV. In 

• 
-particular, I have' already noted the precise definition of "control11 contained in 

subparagra~h {c) of that article. I would emphasize once again our strong belief 

that -:!;his definition~ .taken in conjunction •"rith our new articles_:t:.and II, re'!?resents 

the most precise -prohibi-:f;io~s-yet formulated against proliferation of nuclear wea~on~. 
' . I-E remains for me to indicate the last element in our new amendments, an element 

which in our view,is of con~iderable importance. I.refer to the bracketed ~ortion in 

our new article IV {d), which in.dicates that a definition of '.'nuclear we.apon" ·is to be 

sup~lied at that point. We a~e convinced of the need for such a defiriition, but 
' . 

believe that it is not essential at this .~oint in our negotiations and can oe · · 

formulated at an appropria.te technical level aii .the al?propriate time.· We do think· 

it a.dv::i,sable at this time to call the Committee's attention•to this question. 

' . 

, 
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We believe. that ·l;hese new United States amendments reflect better than our 

previou~ ~aft-- and, with all due resP.ect, better.than the pr~~ent Soviet diaft 
' . 

the requirements for a just, "?recise and effe~tive t~e1:1:by to p:r:ev<?nt the. proliferation 

of nuclear wean'ons. VTe submit these. amendments as evidence of our. dee:.>. desire to 

reach agr~ement. on.this all-imnorbant question. We seek to move our negotiations 

forward. We hone the Soviet resnonse will be in the same spirit,, so that we may 

.look' forward to a c.onstructive period of deliberation~. 

I shall not try to antici1)aJ.:.e here and now the reac-tion of ·l;he Soviet Government 
.. . . ' ' . . . . 

to these amendments. If the Soviet Governmen·li is truly concern~d about preventing 
. . . . ' . . . ',' ·. 

'!?r'olif~·ration·; direct or indirect, and io tl.'Jt more intereGted in seeking to interfere 

with justifiable and pro"?er defence arr~gements ~mong alli~s; then it should 

i.'ecognike' that we ha~-'e. pr~vided in this new language the basis for a foolp~oof. non-:-

~·· -proiiferati~n treaty that can be· negotiated and imolemented before it is too late • 

I. 

I' 

,, 
'· 

. . 
'·vie ·believe th~t we ~ave to.day taken a further ste'P to~rds agreement: 

Certainly thaj; is our in"be~tion.~ We b~liev~ ~hat't:he S~viet G~v~rnment ~h~uld 
recognize.this iritenti~n'and in our further discussions should res~~nd to this 

i·. 

effort :i..~-''a'con~tructiYe way.· The natli to agree~~nt'may.no~·be wide or smooth, 
·i. 

but it is now· ci'l)en if men of c ammon cause '• and of good will are pre"?ared to make 

use of it. 
:. 

Lore. CHALFONT (United Ki."lgdom); i1s I listened to the s-peech of the 

United States representative there came into my mind some words of.the great French 

writ~r Henri de·}f.ontherlant.- In n'l'he'Civil War", hisplay·about the death of 

Caesar:, .eato tells· :!?om1Jeius that 11 The best evidence of greatness is restrJ.int iii'·the 

use of power'\. In my view the record of the United States -- and it was reflected 
. . . .. 

again in the words of·M:t. Fisher·today·-- has been one of restraint in the use of 

the greatest military ·-power that has ever bee·n·· niaced in tli~ hands of ·a soYereign 

nation State;· .the pow·er·of nuclear weavons. ·Arid the 1;ecord of the Soviet· Union 

·has ·.been hardly 'ieRs iror>ressive. It is beca,uso those t-rro great riations nave· reaiized 

tb:e .terrible .. imnlications of >the power they wield 'that the worid has so ·f'ar been 
. . 

s-pared the .:unimaginable horror of a nuclear war. But we mus'b 'Iidw ask ourselves 

Seriously wh,ether -we. ICari .always rely Unon this evidence of ·greatness, eSpecially if 

the po.wer of nucle.ar .weanons spreeds beyond• its ·present f·rontiers. 

B~fop~; come to the substance of'my remarks on this subject, I shohld' like 

to say a word about general end comnlete disarmament, especially as I did not, for 

• 
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. . .. . l ,~ . . •;. T ~· I , •• 

various reasons, intervene in last week's discussio~. I was neverthless glad' 

of the opl?ortuni ty to listen to the contributions made by the·· s~eake~~ at "ll;.st 

Thursday':~ meeting· (ENDC/PV.249). I shall study ;with care thes~ statements, as 

well as the nrevious·. snee'ches 

We must never lose sight 

goal. Though it is a subject 

on 

of 

to 

the subject which I missed through being away. 

general and complete disarmament as ou~'ultimate . . . . 
which we all give a great deal of thought riow 

as in the uast, it is.not one to which there can be any quick or easy solution: 

ther'e· is. ~o such thing ~s 11 instant disarmament". 
1 

I am sure that we were right to 

give 'Priority last sunnner, and that we are right ,to c.ontinue to ·giv·~' priority no'w, 

to halting the sl?read of nuclear wea~ons. we·must b~ realists.· 'If.we cannot 
• ; • I , i I 

surmount· th~ .·ld~ ·htb:dles -- and there are moments· when even these seem formidable 

enough what bone is there of successfully tackling the high ones? I am sure 
. ' 

all of us view collateral measures as stens toward general and complete disarmament. 

We have certainly gone on record to this effect both here and in New· York. But 

they are iml?ortant and urgent in themselves, and we 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 uy the· threads by examining certain 

questions raised in two sp~·e'ciies made on 3 March when the Connnittee broke off the 

discussion of this subject. Unfortunately I was not able to be here myself, but 

I see fl'om the rec~rd (EN'DC/t>V.245, -pp.39 et seq.) that the Sovie't representative 
. . . 

made some forceful remarks about my speech of 1 March (ENDC/~V~244, ~.11) in wh~ch 

I was quoting from an earlier sneech of his (ENDC/'PV. 241, pp. 27 1 33) ~ . I should 'like 
:. 

to remove any misunderstanding about what I said then. 

Before dealing with the sl?ecific issues, I should like to nrovide a framework 

for what I have to say by discussing for a moment the whole concept of the m~litary 
!, I 

alliance'; because in my view many of the problems in international 'relations' 

'gexi'eraliy ·-- and more Specifically in our arms control and dis~·~ament negotiations 

he-~e -....:. s'l?ring from c?nfused thinking about the ~urpose and relevance of military 

alliances. The military alliance is basically a system of collective defence against 

a milit'a~y thr'eat'. s·o long as groups of countries with simi~·ar J>~litical systems and 

com'nion interests 'are·''threatened, or believe themselves to be' 'thr.eatened, by someone 

else, these alliances will exist. 1U1d as long as they exist there will be 
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co-operation and consultation &mong the governments that beiong·to them. That is what 

a military alliance is for. vThen·an aliiance is made un of some countries that 
... ' ~ . 

have :il:ucilear weanons .. and others that do not, this co~sultation is bound to take 

seine account of the circi..unstances' and' 'contingencies in which the nuclear wea-pons 
',· 

of the alliance might .be used. · · ''· · 

That is not. to say we can 'acce~t;military alliances as a ~ermament and.· 

unchangeable feature of the international eoene. Mi~~tary alliances have absolutely 

no valu~ or relevance in isolation from the threat tnat originally, brought them . . 
into being. The need for alliances must· be constantly reviewed and reassessed: 

the fcirms, modalit·ies and military arrangements within al;t.ian·ces must not: be 

allowed to assume a life of tiieir own.· lmd if it can ever be conclusively 

demonstrated. tb,at the threat which brought an allianc.e into being has disa!?l?eared, 

then it would be foolish and ~ointle.ss to ner"'etuate the alliance itself as though ' - . 
the very idea of collec~ive defence had some merit of its o~n.-

In my view· it is clear that t~e ·danger of war in Europe has substantially . 
receded in recent years. If we are to resolve the new problems likely to threaten 

the peace, nros~erity and stability of the world in the 1970 1 s and 1980 1 s, we 

must first drag ourselves free from the obsolete assumntions and inflexible ment~l 

.;,rocesses of the cold war. So far as my country is concerned, we would infinitely 

prefer to have an atmosphere of trust and co-operation between' the VTest and the 

countries of Eastern Euro~e than any number of powerful military alliances. It is, 

indeed., :only iri a ·climate ·of. ·a.eterite and mutual confiden~e" that the .. :political· problems 

which'lie at the ··heart of Eu~ope will ever be resolved~ 

This division of.Eurone into two armed ca~s 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 deener significance of 

the agreements on arms control and disarmament that w~ ar~ trying to nego~iate here. 

'T4ey 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 its allies on the other; 

they would in effect be the beginning of a new relationshin to trute the place of 

the mistrust and sus"'icion that characterizes the whole wretc~ed anparatus of the 

cold war. 
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,But I ask the re~r~sentati~es of the Soviet Union andvhe-ot~~r count.ri~~ ~f 

Eastern Europe to .accen-t;· that, so long as NATO and the Wa:r:s~w Pact conti~me ~?: 

exist·in confrontation with each other, the members of the.Western alliance at, 

least w~ll .'v.ant to.continue to ensure that their defe~ces ar~ ~tron~. 1\n4 here 

perh~p s . I might b~:allow~d tq,comment. briefly on Q, p~ssage :i,n ' the f?pee9h ..... ' 
of 

renresentative of ~eland on 1 Mar·ch. He said: ..... 
"Of. course, nuclear sharing . . :' 

is less than -oossession of nuclear 

weapQns .vrit~ the ~overeign .righ:b to use them • But in many cases it ... 
may,constitute a very imnorta~t element of.imnlementation of national 

J>Olic~es. It may: increase the influence of a State among its allies. II . : .. : ~ ; 

(ENDC/?V .244z 1). 20) . ·: .. 
Later . on, speaking of th~ question of it access" he said: 

:. • t ·'~-·. ,; 

"··· nucle~r sharing gives its recipients access to wider military and 
o o R 1 R o o "' I o I • o 

po~it~c~l o~portunities. As for my country, it has. su~ficient reasons 

to object to any arrangements which W'Ol,lld g~ve certain States access to 

w·ider military and· .. ~ol:i.tlcal o:p~ortuniti~s·.,~ '(ibid. z n.21) 
:! . .. . : . . r. 

I unders~~d tha~ this may be a legitimate element ~n the foreign nolicy of 
. . 

the 

:roland and perhaps the other countries of Eastern Euorne; but I think we ought not 
. . :.!':: ··. . ... 

to be, so im-l?recise in our thinking as to sunpose that it has anything, at all to 
., . ' ' . '' . . ... : 

do wi.tli' the spread of nuclear weapons. If the aim of the c~mmunist c.ountries is 

to d~~ach the Federal Repub~ic of Germany fro~ the West~~n alliance, then they 

should say so without equivocation, ~nd we should know what· answer to'' give. If they 

are really suggesting that their price for a non-1?rolifcrat~on treaty is the 

end of all ~olitic~l cons~it~tion among the members of the North.Atlantic· Treaty 

Organization, then they must bow that these 'term~ are unacceDtable. 

But, to return.to the Soviet re-oresentative's re~arks of 3 March, the ~oint 

I was trying to mSke in' commenting o~ his earlier sneeoh was that we shall get 

into cohsiderabie. diff'icu'lti~~ here if we do not use precise tenhiri6logy in 

discussing non-proliferation. Let me try to put this point another way. All of 
. . ' 

~s ll!ay regret,· as I have·· just suggested, the existence: of· the situati'on which· makes 

the N'orth Atlantic and \lfarsaw a'iliances neces~ary. They a:re boih ass·o~iations of 

nu~le~; ~d ilon-nuc'l~ar. StatE{~. If w·e try to anpr~hch the ~roblem of non- · 

:oroliferation by using words like "access" we shall be in danger of reachin~ a 

position where the alliances themselves constitute proliferation 

hope at a~l for a treaty along that road. 

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

and there is no 
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Let us take another 16'ok at the Western formulation. Rtates which possess nuclear 

weapons look' upon ~hem as £1, deterrent against a war that is too terrible' to 

. conte~plate. · But a nuc'lear weapon -- forgive me if I state the obvious -- is:. ~o 

' danger to a~one unless it can be fired; and to fire it you must have control 

of it. "Control" is a word that is cleF.rly and explic'itly defined by vlestern 

delegations: it has been so defined a dozen times during the present session. 
I 

The 

revised draft which the United States representative has just submitted (ENDC/152/Add.l) 
'. 

'includes ~his definition in its article IV. I propose to say mor~ about thi~ 

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

Of 11 COntrol II provides en absolutely unm,iste,kable 'dividing line' One which is basiC 

to the whole purpose of a non-proliferation treaty. 
,· 

In his statement on 3 r1larch the ~ovi~t repre~enta~ive f'u~~her s~i.d: 

"• •• ·Lord Chalfont 1 s attempt to reduce "the substance of the· differen_ces· 
~ . 

to arguments about different interpretations 
" ' 

, alliances does not stand up to criticism.". 

of th~ concept of military 

(ENDC/PV.245~ ~·4~). 
I do not accept this as an accurate summary ~f the remarks to .which 1ar. Tsarapkin 

was referring. At'the same time I think he dismisses this question of alliances . . 
t,oo easily,· and I hope the Committee will be.ar with me if I take a few minutes 

now· .to examine another aspect of this question of the military alliance and its 

impact on our negoti_ations. 

The United ~ingdom delegation has pointed out rna~ times before that there .. 
are important elements .of asy~~try in the relation between the ~arsaw Pact and 

~ . 

the North Atlantic allia~ce. The ~oviet delegation often finds it convenient to . . ' ' \ 

overlook these and to argue as if they did not exist. The basic lack of sYmmetry 
I -

between the two alliances arises from the fact that, whereas the territory of the 
I • ' ' ' ' 

most ;POW~rful member of the Warsaw Pact itself borders on the generally-accep~ed ·. . . .· ' .. · 
zone of confrontation in. central Europe, the most powerful member of NATO is three 

' . . ~ . ' : ~ . .. . . ' 

or four thousand,m~les away. The European allies of the $oviet Union are on its 
·, 

do.orstep; the Europea:n allies of the. United Ste.te~ are <;livided from it by a~ ocean. 

Jmd fro~ ,thi.s simi>.l~ geographice;~ fact a number c,>f simple conclusions follow. I~ 

the first p+ace, so long as both allianc~s have'et their disposal nuclear weapons 

.. 
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of long, ·medium and short :r:::mge:,_ the Western alliance cannot keep al~ tb,ese weapons 

on ·hhe t'erritory of 'th8 United states; some will h2;ye to. be in Europe. 
- . . . . . 

It follows in turn from this that those governments on whos.e ·territory the 
: . . . ' 

allicnce· is 'obliged to statio:::1 its mee,ns of defence must be consulted about the 
·• • : l.. . . 

conditions in which, and the purposes for which, these weapons are to be maintained. 

In an alliance consist'ing ot' sovereign and equal Sta:tes, ~here is obviously no other 

' . 
they are not something which ~.e· have suddenly proposed to introduce; they exist 

. . 
already.' 'l'he inevitable deployment of weo.pons ontsi?-e the United ~tates and the 

:;.·esulting consultativ~ rr.achinery exist' today·. This is not proliferation -- I have 

never heard any sugg~stion that it is .:__,·and 'r' do net see why the Soviet represen­

te:tiYe should assl!.ll16 that any .:r.odificatioi1 of the existing arrangements WOUld 

necessa::.::!.ly result in prolifc:ration~ · 

Now I have no doubt thf.tt :;_t would be perfectly possible for the Warsaw Pact 
' : i 

to keep all Hs nuclecr weapons :i.nside ·the Soviet frontier: After all, even if 

it did, the nearest piece of Roviet ·be:rriJ0ory on which nuclear wee.pons could be 

sta·tioned would· be only sorr:e 400 miles from ·&he nearest piece of West German 

territory ana only 1~000 miles from the farthes:C, point in the British Isles. On 

·l;he other hand, th8 distan~e frori1 (;he neare::;t point in the United states to the 

nP.a:cest location' of any one of iis ·~restern Europe£m alli_es 
·.: ,· 

is n~ iess than 2,500 .... 
miles. Thu~·~~ comparison 1s possible between the degree of geogre.phical concen-

tration of ,:,eapons availatlf: tc ·tho:: ~~v:i.et Union and-: tha.t ava:Llable to the Western 

alliance. Tho SoYit!t Union, I sugge~t, cannot take'credit for the geographical 

loco.-tion o-£: ·i.ts a~.liec and assume that everyone eJ se is able to base his 

calculations ori. co:n.timi.ou.s inner li~1es of defence. 

There are, of coui'sP., points of ~imiln.rity between the i'le.rsaw Pact and the 

NATO allic..nce, and perhaps I. may be forgiven if ·r illustrate this point from the 

<>~;:p~rience of a stude:J.t. tu.king hfs final e;._amir:a·l;jons at the university. He found 
. ;.. . ) . 

himseli.' faced witli the -ea:::k of J.:;ransle;ting th~ passage from Homer describing the 

Unfortunately, the word used for "sea-

monster'; ·.is a rare one and the student had r.cu come across it pre~iously. !=;o he . . 

wrote d spirited cccciu~t of Achilles struggling away on the se'e.-shore, dealing blows 

But b.e· '';e.s unable to sr:.y whom or what Achilles was struggl'ing 
.~. ·.' 
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with; and, not unexpectedly he failed the examination·. I am sometimes reminded of 

this when I listen to: speeches made by the representative of the Soviet Union, and 

other li~e-minded representatives, describing the horrors of the arms race and the 
• 

panoply of weapons 'built up_by the Western alliance, copiously illustrated with 
I . 

quote.ti6ns· from speeches by Weste:rn statesmen. But there is never any mention of 

the 11 see.-monster". It takes at least two to make an arms race. 

The Warsaw Pact is also a. formidable and well-armed military alliance, and it 

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

·of NATO, if one reads some of :the pronouncements on this subject. Only the other 

day; on 17 Februa~y, an article in the ~oviet Army's newspaper Red Star said: 

".wiarxist/Leninists consider that the refusal by any socie,lis~ 

country to pool its efforts in the military sphere with other f~aternal. 

countries would constitute a gross abandonment of the principles of 

proletarian internationalism and that, for the reliable defence of the 
I 

conquests of socialism, a militar~ alliance of socialist 8tates is 

necessary." 

Further on, the article adds: 

"The cardinal·questions of the defence of these countries are 

reviewed by the roliticel Consultative Committee." 

I repeat the words "Political Consultative Committee", because I am sure the 
... 

C9~ittee will agree that they h~ve a familiar ring. But here the similarity 

ends. There is a vast amount o~ published informatior- about NATO, but this is 

not the case with the Vhrsaw ?act. I am not suggesting that this degree of 

secrecy on 'the part of the Warsaw Pact is necessarily reprehensible -- they he.ve 
-. 

their reasons and we have ours; but I do suggest that the difficulty of comparing 
I 

NATO with the Werse.w Pact is E>.pprecie.bly increased by the secre~y in which the 

proceedings of the latter are'shrouded. 
. I 

There are of. course other dissimilarities that can stand in the way of a 

rational assessment of the situetion. Some of the criticisms directed at the 

\·Testern alliance by the members of the Vvarsaw Pact seem to me, paradoxice.lly; to 

arise be~ause these memb~rs seem genuinely to expect relations be-tween the Western 

allies to be ·conuuc\;ed in the same way as they- conduct their affairs. It might 

be easier for these particular 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 impose their w'ill without question and 'without public discus~i'on 

on the less powerful members. 

But question and discussion are an intimate part of relations among .~embers 

of the Weste'rn Alliance. We believe that whatever its disadvante.ges in the ·short 
. ' 

term -- and it is always possible for the reprE;sentativ-e of the Soviet Union to find 

some splendid quota~ion from a dis~runtled Western politician to support his 

argument for the moment whatever the short term disadvantages, we believe that 
' . 

free discussion is a vital source of the strength and cohesion of our Alliance. The 

concept of the dignity and the sovereignty of all members of th~ Alliance -- and I 

repeat all members -- is· one which we prize. I am not suggesting that it does not 

exist inside .. -the Warsaw Pact;' but it does seem to be interpreted in a different way, 

as one ·would expect in a· group of na~ions practising a different int~rnal political 

SYstem where the emphasis is placed on tight' central control. I am ~ot criticizing 

this SYstem; I am simply tr,ying to point out the difference between the two. 

I also see that my speeQh on l March (ENDC/PV.244) came in for some rough 

handling by the representative of Cz~cho.slovakia when he spoke on 3 .t.tiarch (ENDC/PV.245, 

pp.46 et seq.). He seem~ to have taken exception to mY quotation from his speech 

of 22 Fe'bruary (ENDC/PV .242, p·. 31). 1v1r. Cernik seemed to think that, when I drew 

attention'to that part of his speeGh where he had pointed-out, quite rightly, that 

a non-pr-oliferation treaty is not intended to destroy military alliances, or to 

interfere with. the intern~;~.l affairs of these alliances, I was in some way trying to 

drive a wedge betwe~n members of' the Warsaw-Pact. 

I should like to ma..'ke it quite plain that this was not mY intention. Anyone 

vrho has ~y substantial experience 9f this Conference must realize that to tr,y to 
. ',I • 

do this would be a fairly unproductive exercise if only because of.the close 

solidarity and similarity of views ·shown in the speech~~' ·by' the representati~es of 
" ~ ' j I • \: : \ • • ~· • 

the countries concerned. I was simply trying to point out what seemed to me to be 

an intern~l; ~bntradiction in the totality of views expresc:;~d; 'hi me~bers ~f the 

Warsaw ?act, '8.' contradiction which .of course I took to b.e inad:v'ertent. I am sure 

that not o:O:iy the repre'sentati've of the ~oviet ·union but everYon'e around this table 

must agree with i:llr. Cernik that the treaty we are struggling to achieve must not be 
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drafted in sue~ a way that· it inte.rfere's. yrith the ·legitimate activ~tiesJ and . ~ .: 

st'ructure of· eJ<;isting alliances. This is a point of vital importance. Bu~ it goes 
• • # • ~' 

1· .. 

~ithout saying that such activities are ~cceptable only so long as they do not .. · 

! ·· involve proliferation, since non-proliferatio~ is what the trea~y is about. ·I 
• II ~ J ' ~ 

hope ·that what I. h~ve .. ju.st said. will remove any misunder~tandi:J?.~ ~f what I mean~ 
in mY. last spe~ch. 

I should now like'.to look at the draft presente~· ~y, the United States 

.... d~legation (ENDC/152/Add.lL I hope that .all members of the,Conference will agree 
lo • '"!!: • "' • ' • .• ' • ': • •, 

that the submission of t_hese revi'sed dre,f:ts of. articl'es r, ·II end; IV of the United 
fl • ,'' " ' • ; ' • ' I • -

~tates dreft :treaty does mark a significant step forward, and I 5:i:10uld like to: . 

expr~s~ lAY. d.e~~gation 1 s wa~m ·support for these re~isions ~ · They have :cle·ar.ly been 

dra~ up in' a spirit of flexibility ~nd compromise in order ~0 meet all.reasonable 
' • • • • • • ,\ # ~ • 

, . ~rt~f~isms.and suggestions made in our Committee during the exami~ation of the 

earlier draft • 

. I hope that the !qoviet delegation will note with approval that irt several 
' .. ' ~ .. ~ I "' 

respects changes have been made_ in order to'follow the language of th~ draft 
,. . .... ' 

submitte~ by the represe~tati~~ of the Soviet Union.(ENDC/164). The prohibition 

of an.y: increase in the .total num~er .of States having con~rol of nuclear weap<?ns' is 

maintainere; and the reference to associations of non-nuclear States which is now 

, ., added .to the draft se~ms to me to meet any'anxiety which ~ay have been felt that 

a situation might conceivably arise at SOI!ie future time When an assodatiQn of 
. ~ ' .. 

· · non-nuclear States could have acquired control of nuclear weapons without. infringing. 
' ' " ' ., ' ' I 

I • ,the treaty as it' .was' d;raft~d earl~er. ' This p~ssibi~it;y has now been C~Os~d •. 
~ . 

?erhaps ~he most intractable problem with whi~h _we are•faced,~s ~o find·a way 

to prevent proliferation in the context of e.ssociation.s of states without limiting . ' . . : ~ . - '" 
the legitima:te ·r~ght to associate: The definition of· "controli' in article IV .of 

the new dre£t provides a·firm barrier ·ag~i~st prolife;ation in a mi~ed alliance of 
' .. ' . \ . ... ' '. . . 
;,nuclear- and n~n-nuclear-~tates;• and I have alre~~-_underlined ~he .importan~e .of 

~ this vita~ definition: which forms the hub ... of th~ -fram~work ~f 'th~ ~Wes.tern draft. 
f: • • I ' ' •, 4 " ' ' 

. ·The ·other provisi.ons of • the treaty r_adiate f:x;-om this firm; :t:i?'ed point. The 

> representative of the United States has giyen a .compr.ehensiv.e account of the · 
'• 

reasoning behind;this new formulation; and I shall.only repeat ~t this stage that 
I , , II •' 

: . 
II\Y delegation welcomes and supports it and I would commend it to the close attention 

. . I 

of the other de.legations here. 
., 

.. 
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' If I may say §O wi-l?hout ·~~~ming to engagEl 
'• ' 

in special' pleading, I wouid 
' ' 

especially ask that the"eight delegations of governments which do. not belong to 

either of the main· military all_iances should remove from their minds any ntHural emd 
I / 

understandable repu~an.c_e to mi~itary alliances as such, which might mel-te it. inore 

difficult,for them to make a dispassionate judgement of the solution to the problem 
• .'r ... . 

of proliferation.whic~ has· been put forward this morning. As I nave said before, 

until we .can do away with the threats that have caused a significant p~oportion of 

the nations of the world to form alliances, these alliances: will continue to exist; 
., 

end I believe that the increase in confidence between all countri0s, the spirit of 

pride of achievement that would follow the signing of a sound treaty on non­

proliferation, will help to bring closer a world where alliances are no long~r 
• f • ' ' '. • 

necesc;;ary and in which, if I may u~e em' expres'~ion that is perhaps more familiar 
• ' • I " 

in another context, they will wither away. But .e?~actly ·the opposite consequences 

will flow· from any attemi>t to use these· negotiati~ns here to tr.r to s~p the strength 

and damage the integrity of the alliances that now exist. 

I should li!{.e "to say a few words now on a different aspect of non-proliferation. 

A good deal has been heard of the feeling that the sacrifices made by the non-nuclear 

Powers in renouncing nuclear weapons should be counter-balanced by undertakings on 

the part,of the ~xisting nuclear ?owers·to reduce their own stocks of nuclear 
' 

weapons. This seems to me to be a not unreasonable demand. Indeed, v:Hhout 

going into the question. of wha~ sort of s,teps. should bec~me possible a.fter the 

signing of a non-proliferation trea~y, there are steps we can tru~e here and now and 

put into effect without even. waiting for. the conclusion of a non-proliferation 

treaty. 

One of these is President Johnson's plan for a freeze on the numbers and 

characteristics of delivery vehicles (ENDC/120) and 9-is assurance 'that 

"If progress ··can be 'made here, the United ~tates will be prepared to 

explore the possibility of si~ificant reductions in the number of 

these delivery vehicles." (ENDC/165, p.3) 

.As the represe~tative of the United .C)ta.tes pointeq. out last Tuesday (E~C/J?V.248~ p.~), 

had this proposal been promptly'adopted in 1964, present U~ited States inventories 

of nU:clear delivery vehicles in the cat~gory of which ~e.are talking would be only 

half what they are today. I would be very inte~ested to hear whether the same 

would have been the case for the Soviet Union's inventories of nuclear delivery 
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But mY main point here is to ask, does not this fact show the 

importance and the lasting value of adopting this measure of ·freeze and reduction 

" e.s soon as .P,Ossible.? 
• • ~ I 

T~is is not the only such proposal'that the United States delegation has laid 

' before this Committee. ~W colleagues will recall the inte!vention of the United 

' States representative on 8 March (ENDC/PV.246, pp.33 et seq.) in-which he explained 

how thousands of nuclear warheads could be destroyed an~ the fissile material t~ey . ' 
contained d~verted to peaceful purposes. This is not, as Mr. Tsarapkin evidently 

believes, an insignificant 11gimmick11 attached to the former United States propo~al 

for a· cut-off on the production of fissile material. ~ The U~ited Kingdom attaches 

special importance to the destruction aspect of both this proposal end the earlier 
\ 

proposal for a freeze; and we can only feel disapp~intment at the frigid response 

which these proposals have been given by the Soviet Union, because, in our view, 

they are directed towards what is practicable and realizable. 

Just as in our discussions on non-proliferation there is, I think, a wide 

awareness of the need to halt further proliferation so a~ then to proceed to 

restrict what has been called existing proliferation, so here too it seems to me to 

be a logical sequence to tackle production facilities for nuclear weapons in the 
' hope that this can be a prelude to limiting and reducing existing nuclea~ weapons-

There may be, it is true, differing interpretations about what cons~itutes balanced 

reductions; but no one, I hope,. questions the need for proceeding in such a wayj 

and at such a speed as to preserve the existing military balance .and stability. It 

is o~r belief., as I have said before, that even now -- at this moment -- the peace 

and stability· of the world could be assured with substantially fewer nuclear 

weapons than now make up the enourmous armouries of F;ast 'and VTest. 

Having dealt with the re~l possibilities for progres~ that ! think are offered 

by these proposals, ~ should pow like to say a brief word about security assuranc~s. 

In practice it is clear that States that are members of alliances which include a 
, 'I 

nuclear Power can already count on the protection of that Power's nuclear weapons 
I ' . ' . 

if their security should be threatened by nuclear blackmail or nuclear attack. It . . . 
~s·ra~he; the no~-aligned States which feel-thftmselves to be at a permanent 

disadva~tage by signing a treaty promising not to acquire nuclear weapons. As .11\Y 

?rime Minister recently made cl~ar in a speec4 he made in Edinburgh on 12 March, we ., 
are· deeply sympathetic towards. the concern felt by the non-aligned countries over 

this problem. He said: 



ENDC/:t'V .250 
23 

(Lord Chalfont, U: .. ,.i ted Y-ingdom) 

"Countries on the brinl~ of- riiaking their ovm nuci'ear weapons will not be 

dissuaded, unless those of U.s who have the power to do so join to give them 

some 'guarantees the.t they· wi·ll not be unde'r' ~-tt&c'~r.. from their neighbours." 

The ?resident of the United States emd the Chairman of the Council of it.Li'ni·st.ers 
. . 

of the ')oviet Union have er.ch 'suggested' possible solution's. · ·I· believe ,.1omyself, 

t~{et: it'· is: for the countries on· th~ receivin~ end; 'to reflect on how best their 
.. . I ~ 

legitimate needs cen be met e.nd to ·inform the Conference· accordingly at im ..... ·. 

e.ppropriate moment. I do not wish to urge the· non-al'igned Stet:es to pr-oduce an 

immediat~ formul!a. It mcy well be better ·to leave 'this very. important· point until 

e later stage in the negotiations When the final shape of a no~-pToliferation treaty 

he.s bec·o~~ clea:~: ·· 

The.other principal subject which comes·under ~he heading of measures·related 

to a non-proliferation· trel:!.ty .is the comprehensive··test ban. I think we all agree 

that pr~gress in this fieia would substantially con~ribute to the effective 

opereti?n ?f e. n~n-proliferation treaty, quite apcrt ·f'rom its impact on the arms 

rece.among th~ nuclear Powers. It is for this reason that my Government fully 

endor.ses the need for a comprehensive test han with ·adequate, effective end agreed 

means of verification. Perhaps I might recall to·the Committee the work conducted 

in the. United ~Cingdom on the' seismologice.l aspects ·oi'· this problem, about which I 

spo:w on 3 February (ENDC/PV. 23'7.). 'VTe· must loo~t •carefully at all possible lines of 

r.j?p!roe.ch Iilia, as ·I have said before, we1 ;gl:iould ~erte.inly pay cl".ref·ulr attention. to 

the v~.riou_s· suggestions rdadc; ·by the n,on-eli'gned metrlber.s of'·'thi's Cemmit.tee ~~ ... i .. ·· · ·. · 

'·. ~ince I le.s-t( spoke' ebout 'th~s ,: furiJhe'r inter.est:ing suggestions i·u';•,ve· ·bekrt. made. 

by. 'the· _reprcsi:mtat'ive ~-f :Sw~den (ENDC::/.?'v-.243) ·~a r1.lexico (J:;~jne/?V·.246)' .. i .J:,.irs •· 11:yrde.l 

deveioped1"in s.6mo ·detail ce~~·~in aspects of .the· idea of inspection· oy cha.l'lenge 
... . ' ~·· . . •' ' 

·which. had heeri 'e·arlier set out in New Yor1:r by thE: ~wedish perni~ant represeniiativG 

to i:,':ne Unite·a Nr.tions~ and, as I had occasion to say ea.rlier·(:i;1IDC/PV.237~ pp.7,8), 

under this type of arrangement. there would be an equc-.1 obligation to explef:ri' both 

on the accused end on the e.ccuser. For his part, the represen·'Gative of f!Ie'xico·· 

suggested thet one contributory factor in an agreement might be t:he creetion of· a 

panel of scientists drawn from non-aligned coun~ries who would undertake inspection 

(l!:NDC/PV.246, p.'9) •. · I do not wemt on this occasion to discuss t:~o relative merits 
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of th~se or other proposal~, but only to ·?bserve that they testify to the existence 

o~ a· widespread de's ire. to _explore in a constructive spirit the areas -of difference 

over? 9omprehensive test-ban 'treaty; and I believe that this in its~lf is a hopeful 

,sign. . 

.. In.emphasizin¥ the v~lue these three measures would have, and their importance 

in. the contex~ of a non-proliferation t'reaty, I should also like to repeat nw view·, 

in' .which .I think I. ·am far from alone, that we should not try to link ·the.se ~irectly 

to a non-proliferation treaty. We 'should not, I am convinced,--make progress on 
1 \ • I 

one mef}sure conditional•on progre~s on.another. Least of all should we do' this . . 

over .a non-p:r;oliferation t:r:eaty, the achievement of which is so urgent and vital t·o us 

all. If we tried to do this, we should risk achieving nothing but deadlock• 

At this crucial stage· in our proceedings when we have two draft'treati~s before 

Us and yet when .each month. that passes increases the :danger of the spread of nuclear 

arms, it really is.up to us all to se~rch our OWA minds as to how much importance we 

attach to the·sigriing of a non-proliferat~on treaty. If we want it, we ought to be 

prepared on ail· sides to make sacrifiqes fo~ ·it. 

well.' save ou~ breath and d~scuss something else. 

If we do not want it, we might ~s 

I can assure the Committee that 

IIW Government believes --.and I' quote again from nw·Prime Min~s-ber' s ,speech on 12 

i:tlarch -- that '.!There is one challenge above all others in this vital year ·in wovld 

affa~rs • This is t;he urgent need to stop the spread of nuclear weapons". 

..As I have talked a good deal about alli~nc~s today and their relevenc.e to. the 

control of nuclear weapons; it migP~ be as well if I were to end by adding to nw 
Pri!.Il~ Minister.'·s words· and .making the position of nw Government v.bsolutely clear. 

Vle have no blind· faith in the permanent sanctity of alliances; we have no wish to . . . . .. 

preserve the so-~all~d -ind~pendence 9f .the nuclear weapons that are ~ow under 9ur 

contro_l. · In t~e ;earch ·for really effcctiye international agreements on arms control. 
• I 

and ,disarmament -- and espE?Cially thos!3 agreemei!ts that will prevent the further . ... . ' . 

spread of nuclear weapons·-~ we are P!epared to review our attitude to military 

alliances and our policies.on nuclear weapons. We are not prepar.ed to weaken our 
• 

collective defences.or erode our own national seQurity'; no responsible government 

could; contemplate that. ..B~t we realize ,that in :the end the onlY·· real security for 

v..ny of us lies in a wo:J;ld from which ~he menace of nuclear ·weapons and .e~.en,tually 

the threat of war itself hav·e been permanently removed. 
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.As I have. said, we expect no "instmit disarmament". We realize the,t disarmament 
• :' I ,•: 

end the solution of the fundamental pol1tical problems of the world must go forward 
1 ''i j 'I 

hcnd-in-hand. But if we co,;_ld be. ceftr,in .of full agreement !:'.mong the nations of the 

world on even the first s~all steps.,o.long the roM.-- o.gr~ements to stop the ~pread 
' 

of nuclear weapons and to put en end to all testing of these wee,pons -- we should be 

ready for our part .to go a long way to remove any real obstacles that lie in our 
' . . . 

peth. I~ a. situation like the one in which we find ourselves'today, it ,is cleei that 
. . I 

if we are to resolve the conflict of interests that stands between'us and these 

urgently~needed disarmament agreements, it can.be done only if everyone involved is 

prepared t~ make concessions and to take what might seem to be-political and military 

risks. Provided that it is not expecte~ to do so clone, ~Government is prepared 

to make those concessio~s. and to take those risks. 

U ~~UNG ~~UNG GYI (Burma): .As this is the first time that this d€l~gation 
' has addressed the Committee since its resumption on 27,January; I should like to 

emphasize that our silence should not be construed as a lack of interest in· or apathy 

towards the discussions the,t have now been _going on for some week·s:· 

·to .-contribute ito the negotiations to the extent of our capahilities·. 

We are ready 

Needless to say, the prevention of the further spread of nuclear weapons, in 

the light of· the realities· the-,t we fcce and the dangers inher·ent in both existing 

lind future proliferation·, is en ur'ge:ht -- if not the most important -- issue with 

which this Committee now has to deal. The .. first round of our discussions h,;.s. 
I 

witnessed e deeper probing into the problems that we must overcome and has· been ; ·, 

eharacterized by a full and frank·exchangc of Niews on ell sides •. It 1 not only has 
.. 

shown the sincerity and seriousness of ·t>.ll of us who are here, bqt also has reflected 

the concern in this problem of the· international community at large, .. to which. we are· 

responsible by virtue of the mandate given to .. Us by resolution 2028 (XX:) of ·t.f'le 

General .Ass'embly (ENDC/161). 

The Committee has now resumed its discussion of the non-pro~iferation issue 

which was interrupted over.two weeks ago. During that interval· we have had the 

benefit of discussion on'other collateral measures and on.the question of.general.and 

• complete disarmament, which we had not discussed for over:eighteen months. We hope 

that the two weeks of respite have given representatives time to reflect on what has 

been said by all sides·, and thc,t this will introduce fresh ideas and renewed 

enthusiasm into our discussions here. 
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iVhat we are about to say is in the nature of a general outline of some of the 

'thoughts that have entered ~ur minds in listening to the very valuable and . . - . . 
interest~ng statements made by all delegations. ~y delegation feels it is first 

necessary to give our general impression if we are to participate in the detailed 
·. 

examination of the draft treaties. 
, . I 

Thi~ d~legation has welcomed the respective draft treaties from the very time 

of their presentation. In this respect,.-the Burmese del~gatiof.l. in its-statement 

to the First Committee at the .twentieth session of the Gener,al Assembly said: .. 
"We Wf=!lcome the United States draft t;reaty of 17 .August 1965 as well 

as the Soyiet Union draft treaty of 24 ~eptember 1965 and look upon 
I 

'them ~s· manifestations of the genuine desire and will to reach agreement 

on' the part of the two Powers. . We hope that there will be mutual · 
' 

concession and accommodation and that negotiations will be conducted 

w;i.th a complete absence of the desire to gai,n an advanta~e or cause 

disadvantage of any kind. In view of the urgency the .Assembly will 

·expect neither party to insist that its draft should become the 

exclusive ba~is for negotiations·, but that the two Powers will be able 

to...,agree on a n~w. common text using both drafts as a basis. 11 {~/C.l/PV.l365.p.37) 

,. Despite the fact that the major obstacle betwee:p. the authors of the Unit.ed 

St~tes draft (ENDC/152) and the Soviet Union draft (ENDC/164), · respectiv;ely '· is 

refl.ected in the first two articles· of those drafts, an examination· of. th~ remaining 

articles leads us to conclude that the· two drafts have much in common, which 

reflects the desire of their sponsors to work out a practicabl~ treaty •. 

W~ wish ~to po .. int· out that both· draft treaties have attem:p.ted to deal with only 

. ·one' aspect ~f proliferation: the reacl;l.ing of. an agreement not to transfer nuclear . 
··weapons· to non-nuclear we~pl:m count;ries·. But it is common .knawledge· t~at it would 
• . I . 

not be in the interest of. ·thE;! nucleer Powers to. indulge_ in indiscr.imir~.ate. proliferation 

of·nuclear weapons to those nations that do not possess. them, or to give such nations 

assistance :in their manufacture. The main danger of proliferation of nuclear 

weapons to additional states therefor? lie$ not so much in the acquisition.of such 

~eapons from external sources as in the existenc~ of a growing number of States with 

nuclear w.eapon potent.iclities. 

' / 

I ' 
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No doubt e formal agreement between the nuclee.r Powers not_ ·to disseminate 

nuclear ~capons to non-nuclear states -- which-they would not do i~ ~ny case -- would 
\ ' . ' ' 

in itself be an achievement tha·jj would have a salute:t'Y effec-t. But woul.d tha·~ elone 

be sUfficient inducement for the non-nuclear Sta. te.::, · especie.lly those with nuclear .. 
weapon capabiliti~s,·to .subscribe to the agreement? ,v.luch vril1 therefo:re depeJ.'ld 

"' . I ·• 

not only on the d,e·gree of urgency with which the super-Powers settle the' ou1ls·tcilci.i::.J.g 
. I 

differences bet~een them, but also and to a lar~e ext.ent on indicatio:r;>.s which thuy 

give that attempts ~re being made to limit, reduce and eliminate their nuclear ' .. . 
arsenals. _ ~uclear .weapons should not be considered to be a sacred trust -- a 

virtue if _possessed by ~om~ but immoral if acquired by others. We say this because 

of our position as what the representative of Sweden has described as a definitely .. 
non-nuc~e.~r weapon country, so that mutually-acceptable conditions for an agreement 

may be foUJ?.d, satisfying especially those countries-whose adhere;nce is-essential 

if the treaty is to be effective • 

. B~fo~e proceeding further with~ ~tatement, I wish to join other non-aligned 

delegations which 'have referred to General .Assembly resolution 2028 (XX:). We 
'. 

share their conviction that this mandate given to us by the '£!nited Nations 

circumscribes "t:he extent of the area which we must explore if we are to achieve a 

fair and ~quitable_ treaty acceptable to all. · 

Our discussions have been focussed· on operative paragraph 2 (b) of ~his I • 

resolution, whie~ states: "The- t:re~ty should embody an acceptable bal&lce of mu-~.;~al . ' 

responsibilities a;nd obligations of the nuclear and non-nuclear Powers". (ENDU/J6l) 
Interpretations vary as to the nature of the obligations to be assumed by the ·naclear 

' 
Powers and the non-nuclear Powers un~er the terms of that paragraph. What we should 

bear.in.mind is "j:ihat our purpose is to contain the virus of nuclear infection which 

is now endangeriJ?-g the security of all States, large and· small alilt:e. The tr~?aty 

is therefore uniq~e in the sense that it ~s the first essential·~ste,P requir.ed to ctf'~l1 

the tide of nuclear holocaust that is threatening to engulf this world of ours, and 

is not an instr~ment to balance the particular vested i~terests of this or that gr.oup 

of nations: If we ~ear this .in mind, we shall not be defleqted from ·our path of. 

achieving a~ a~ceptable balance of responsibilities of nuclear and non-nuclear Powers 

o.like. 

' . 
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., Some. guidin:'g ·p~:in~i~1-~~ -~~· t~ what t;his balance sh~uid -b~ ~~;.be f~~d in 
< ,· - • •• ~ : • • l s 1·, • '• ., :. ¥ ' ' • • • • 

the following muc~-quoted sentence from the Joint Memorandum of the non~aligned 
I . . -~. I • • • ' ,. 

delegations: ' · 

. 

' . ' '· 
"The eight delegati._ons are co:J.vinced that measures to prohibit the 'spread 

of nuclear weapons·should, therefore, oe coupled w~th or followe~ by 

·tangi~le steps ~o hait· the ~uclear armsfrace and to limit, reduce and .. 
eliml.ri.ate the· stocks Of llUClear Weapons ar..d the means Of their delivery • II 

(ENDC/158) . --
Because of the' very dissimilarity of ~he po~itions of the nuc~ear and the non-nuclear 

Po'we~s, the ob1.igations to be assumed by· them_ could not possibly be .eq~e.i-~ But we 

feel that it· would not, be asking ~oo much of ti1e nuclear Pow~rs to request them, 
' . ' 

at least· as a start, to show some evidence that efforts are being made to take the 
I o 'I • i ~ \. ' o I t ' 

first e~sential steps to inhibit the quantit~tive and qualitative en~ancement of · 

,their nuclear ersenals. 
' 1 .An undertaking on the part of the non-nuclear weapon Powers not to manufacture ,, 

nuclear weapons_w~uld iii effedt mean forgoing the production of fissionable material 

for weapops purposes; and such production is' the first essential step for the 

manufacture of these weapons and constitutes an imp~rt,an·l:; dividing line between 
' ' 

restraint from and purGuit of the nuclear path. .f..J.1. undertaking on the part of the 

major nuclear Powers to halt the production of fissionable materials of ·weapons 

, ·grade .would mean the cutting-o~f of additional supplies~ In a~ case they already 

h~ve large 'stocks, and ~ increase· in ··qu~~ti~ies of 'fi:wio~able meterial for 

weapons purposes could. only be of diminishing, marginal value. Thus· in this case 
, I . 

the obligations to be'. rmdertaken by the nuclear and non-nuclear Powers· alike would .. 
be· identical. The sacrifice by the nuclear Pow·ers would be marginal .• However, 

·the' restre.int required from the non-nucl~ar States would be s~bsta~tial. 
. . .. : 

· The 'achievement ·of a·comprehensiv~ test-ban treaty is also an essential 

requirement fo<the principle of 

test-b~n Treaty' (~NDC/100/Rev.l) 
'· measure w'hile the nuc·lear 'Powers 

s'ophisticated' nuclear weapons. 

balance... For the non-nuclear Pow~rs the par'tial 
• ·~ •, 0 B • 0 0 0 J ~.. ~ ... ~ : o' : ,, '\., 

has the. same de facto. result as a non.:..prolifere.tion 
• ( •. ,. "' .~ ·--:· ~ ,~· . . 1.' •. ,· -~~ ~: :" ·•• •. •<I 

con~inue' to test undergrotbd to· d!'lvelop more .· 
~ . "\''!"' " ~. ··.:· 1 •• ' ' :· ·.~;-;·,;,· ~:.-~ "; :.1 ~ 

We venture to say that ·the intrinsic value of the 

comprehensive tes'!i-ban agreemen·l:; would be greater -~.han that of the halt in. the 
\ 

production of' fissionable me-.terial for weapons purposes, since adherence to it by 
I ' 
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I 
the nuclear Powers would mean a nuclear cease-fire .in their race to find the 

' 
ultimate weapon. Success in finding such a weapon would result in the distu:z.:bance 

of the present balance of ·deterrence which could spell disa.:;ter for the securj:ty 

of the world. We therefore share the convic~ion of other non-aligned dele.gations 

that agree~ents on~he cut-off. of the production of fissionable material o~ weupons 
I .• 

grade and on a comprehens'ive test-ban treaty are the least that should be expec·(.ed 

from the nuclear Powerz as evidence· of their sincerity and determination to deal 

with the intra-national aspects of proliferation. 

We therefore feel that these related measures· should be discussed concurren:bJ.y, 

on a basis of equal urgency, with the non-proliferation issue. . We do not see w~y, 

given the political will, the entr,y into force of these related measures could ~ot 

be achieved together with measures on non-proliferation, But however much we may 

wish to link these m~as~res, their solutions ,could not possibly be interrelated. ·A . 
corollar,y that can be drawn from this is: if solutions are found to the non-

" 
proliferation issue, which is the main aspect of our problem, would it be practi~able 

for us to'wait for the solution of other rel~ted measures? In other word~, should 

all•these measures be implemented simultaneously, or should they be dealt with 

within a certain stipulated period? · 

If we take the latter approacl'l:, a non-pro'lifer~?,tion treaty· C01J,ld possibly 

include a separate article in which the nuclear Powers would assume specific 

commitments concerni:ng their intention to halt the nuclear arms 'race· e.nd to l-imit, 

reduce and eliminate their nuclear arsenals and their delivery vehicles. ~he 

treaty with an indefinite duration could contain a stipulation on the lines of ' 

article VI of the United Btates draft treaty providing that it· would be sul;>ject to 

periodic review. If, at the time of the treaty review,.there should be any evidence 

of a breach of good ;faith concerning this special arti_cle, a juridical assessment . . . 
could b.e 'made on the right of withdrawal. 

Our thoughts in this matter were inspired to ~certain degree-by the suggestions 

made by the' representative of the Uni~ed Arab Republic (ENDC/PV.245, pp.lO, 11); but 

they are by no means intended to be considered as defi~itive proposals. The statements 

made by the.non-aligned delegations as well as by other delegations show that in this 

complex problem there are more.ways than one to stem the tide of proliferation. A ~er 

exploration o"f the problem would perhaps ·reward us with the most practical formu,la 
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or a oQm:posi te of formulas ,enabling us to t;trrive at an equitable agreement accept­

able to the int,ernational community at large~ nuclear and non-nucle.ar Powers alike. 

We· should now·.lik~ to ez:press some thoughts on the :principles embodies in 

, operative :paragraph 2.(a) of General Assembly resolution·2028 (iG~). This paragraph 

states~ 
I . ' 

11 The treaty should be' void of any lo~:p-holes which might permit 

.nuclear- or non-nuclear Powers to ·:proliferate 9 directly or indirectly, 

·nuclear weapons in any form." 

The aim of this paragraph, as we interpret it, is to foreclose all :possible means· 

of leakage :)f nuclear weapons to new entities and to see that no limi tati 8ns are 

placed on :preventing all such :possibilities. lihen controversies arise as to what 

constitutes a watertight non-proliferation treaty, sh~uld not the text be favoured ., 

that tries to close all possible _avenues~ to :prey:ent :prolife'ration. in every sense 

of, tl;te_1vord? In t}?.is respect we appreciate the. amendments (ENDC/152/Add.l·) 

submitted today by the United States with the :purpose of introducing more :p~ecise 

language 

Committee. 

into its draft ~reaty. These amendments m~rit careful study by this 
• J t ·~ 

Some of our thoughts )n this matter were expressed as long' ago·as '1963 9 

'~ 
when the Burmese representative stated· in the First Committee during the eighteenth 

session of the General Assembly~ 

·•~ ••• my delegation is bound to say that it views with grave concern the 

:pr~ject designed to :produce a multilateral nuclear force comprising certai'n 
. . ' 

countries of the NATO alliance. However laudable may be the hopes and 

intentions of' its sponsors,. vTe .fear that its eventual result will only be 

. to pass control over nuclear .. weapons to those who do not today possess . 

them". (A/C.l/PV .1326 9 p. 31) · 

The question of ensuring-~epurity is an indispensable element in a non-prolifer­

ation treaty. _lie are receptive to any effective guarantee agai.nst' 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 res:presentative of Nigeria 
I 

that 

"An indispensable elem~nt in any non-proliferation measure is ••• a 

firm under~aking with adequate guarantees by the nuclear Powers not 
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to use nuclear -vreapons against non-nuclee.r Powers ••• or to threaten 

to use them." (A/c.l/Pv:~l356; ENDC/PV.235, p.3l). 

We were therefore encouraged by-' the offer in the recent message from Premier Kosygin 

to this Committee (ENDC/16 7 )··which declared the willingness of the Soviet Gove::rnment 

to include in the treaty a clause on the prohibiti-on of the use of nuclear weapons 

~ against non-nuclear States parties to the treaty which. have n·o nuclear weapons on 

thoi.:r terri tory. This offer merits elaboration by its sponsors and exploration by­

the nuclear Powers wi.th a view. to achieving a mutul3-lly-agreed offer of guarantee 

which would induce a sense of security particularly in those non-nuclear States 
. . 

which, by. the very nature .:f their non-alignment,· are wary of seeking shelter under 
I 

any sphere of nuclear protection. 

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 Nation~ 

to maintain international peace and security and to thwart aggression in any f?rm 

whatsoever, whether conventional or nuclear, is also an essential factor that 

could go a long way towards strengthening the SElCuri ty. of smaller nations. 

The CHAI~~ (Ro~ania) (translation from French)g· We shall now continue 

our discussion on general and complete disarmament. 

Mr. CERNIK (Czecho~lo~akia) (translation from Russian): The Czechoslovak 

delegation would like to express its ·point of view on the basic task for the 

fulfilment of ivhich the Eighteen-Nation Committee was created: the preparation of 

a draft .trea~y on gene::ral and complete disarmament. 
f 

If we all agree that the prin.cipai danger co~sists in the possibility of the 

outbreak qf a nuclear-missile war, then it is quite logical that we should also 

agree that, within the complex of general and complete disarmament, those :proposals 

and measures which would lead in the shortest possible time to the elimination of 
. . 

the means of .unleashing and conducting such a war should be at the centre of . 

our attention. It is not coincidental, therefore·, that in the course of disc').lssions 

on the questions of general and complete disarmament our Committee has concentrated 

its attention on this crucial question. 
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Unfortunat,ely, however~. as a resuJ 1{ ·of the .Positions taken up by~ the Western 

Powers, these discussions are n.ow at a deadlock, and we are' faced with the fact that 
. . . 

since the end of 1964 neither th~ Eighteen-Nation Committee nor the United Nations 

General Assembly bas considered this basic' problem of disarmament. Mere declgrations 

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 dis'cussion'· of 

questions of ~eneral and complete disarmament has 7 through the fault of the West, 

reached a deadlock,- and that the Western Powers are clearly not interested in 

changing this state of affairs.· 

The Czechosl~ak delegation· therefore considers it pro~er that our Committee 

has now again entered upon the c·msideration of the existing situation of discussion 

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

making progress on t.t:.is basic question of' disar~ament. We are indeed summoned to 

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

which vras adopted by an overwhelming majority of the States Members and which 

requests us to cpntinue our efforts towards·making substantial progress in reaching 

agreement on the question of general and complete disarmament under effective . . 

international control. 

The socialist delegat:i:ons have :pointed out more than .once that the basic . 
reas·on why our.negotiations''hav.e not so :far produced any results. il? "tihe general 

approach of the Wes~.ern Pow~rs ':to the question ·::\:f disarmament. Although the \iT estern . 

Powers have paid lip-service t0 the idea of general and complete .disarmament, their 

actions are not directed to the realization of that aim but, 9n the contrary, are 

diametrically opposed to. the very essence of the disarmament id.ea. .The approach 

of the. Weste;rn Powers, both to the. solution of the problem o:f general .a:r:d complete . 
disarmament ·and to proposals re_garding. collateral measures, is based on their 

I ' ' ~ If ~ 

~:fforts to subordinate disarmament to their mil;i tary and stra.tegic concepts, which 
I 

·amount in substance to a desire to retain permanently the ability to c·:mduct a 

nuclear-missile war •. 

How can the Western Powers, and parti?ularly the United States o:f America be 

interested in a real solution o~ the problem of disarmament i:f every year they 

expand their military output, raise the numbers ~f their armed forces and establish 
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...... ~ 
new··,m±litary' bal3es? ::. Tp.e··1fai:: in South-East Asia which the United States is con-

ducting aga_inst .. the Viet-Namese !people;'· and 'tlie· military intervention of ·the 

United States in Latin America anct Africa 9 clearly ·show in what direction United 

States fore:lgn policy is mov:lng·. That policy, ~Thich is essentially the ":Position 

.of .strength" policy condemned by all natio~s, is being increasingly inf1:uenced by ,. 

military circles. S.o -long as the trend of foreign policy of the Western Powers, 

· .. and particularly of· the· United States, ·remains· unchanged, the discussion in oui" 
Committee·. of· the questions of genGral and complete disarmcimeht 'will be at' "a 

stands ti 11 : 

.. The ap:o)roach· of the Socialist States towards solving· the problem of general' 

and complete disarmament is determined by their desire to'achieve radical proBress 

in our negotiations as quickly as possible. In striving for general and complete 

disarmament the socialist'countries 9 and first and foremost the Soviet Union, h~ve 

done much to adapt their pr0posals to the demands of the other States· 't-aking part 

in thes~ negotiations. It was the Soviet Union itself which to0k into account the 
' 

·.viE?ws of·_the Western Power's and agreed to·a substantial modification of its 

·original draft.· t~eaty· 'on general and complete disarmament (ENDC/2) 9 thus f~ni.shi~g .. 
· new evidence ·that the socialist States are endeavouring to create an appropriate 

basis for agreement. 
' 

.'The most important step in this direction was the proposal regarding retention 

. of.the so-called "nuclear umbrella11 .until the end of the process of general and 

c.omp],ete disarmament (ENDC/2/Rev.l/Add .•. lJ; si~ce it had a decisive bearing on t.he 

key area of general and complete disarmament-~- that is, on 1questions relating to 

the means of delivering nucle<ir weapons and to the weap'ons themselves. This proposal 

was supported by most of the delgations of non-aligned States which are members of 

our Committee ag an ~ppropriate baeie for· further nego.tiations •. The essence of the 

proposal for the retention of a "·nuc.lear umbreii~" is the endeavour to ·eliminate as 

soon as possible the danger of the outbreak of· ~nuclear war. This proposal was 

distinguished above all by its balm-lee·. Its implementation would' give no advantage 

to Eili ther side. :And we were dealing"· here. wi'th a radical ··.;:~d 'realistic measures 

which could .have resemed the negoti·ations ·~on ·generarand ·complete disarmaf!lent from 
I 

th~ present stn.lomatc n.nd bccsmc the start1ng:...point"for other steps in the same 

direction.· ' . • . 1· :· 
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But despi.te ·the efforts ... of the socialist delegations 9 and chiefly 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 

(ENDC/PV.l88, p.l7) 9 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 P~wers 
' closer together, and which ~eets their demand that in the process of disarmament 

additional guarantees shculd be provided for the security of i~dividual States. 

Behind the varims trumpeO.-up arguments against the "nuclear umbrella" lay the 

Western Powers' reluctance to agree to radical measures which would remove the 

threat of nuclear war at the very beginning of the process of general and complete 

disarmameni!. 

On the other hand; the United States draft treaty on general and complete 

disarmam~nt (ENDC/30 and Corr.l and Add.l, 2, 3) convinces us that· the United States 

is interested first and f0remost in retaining as long as possibl_e such a level of 

nuclear power as could be used at any time f.Jr nuclear blackmail or intimidati.on and, 

in· the end, for the c,)nduct 0f nuclear war. ·~his is indicated also, incidentally, 

by the· collateral measures -vrhich the United States and -its allies are noi-T trying to 

push through instead .. :of general and complete disarmament~ that· is, the proposa~s 

for the cessation of.production of fissionable materials for military purposes and 

the freezing of strategic means of delivery (ENDC/120) -- measures which do not 

affect the existing colossal potential of destructive weapons capable of unleashing 

a nuclear conflict. 

There is. no need t~) prove that the United States plan for freezing the produc­

tion of nuclear weapons and the means of deliv~ring 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'l5 Maroh. ·The. term "non-armament", proposed by him in connexion 
: 

with this plan (ENDC/PV.248, p.lO), is much nearer to reality. Naturally, "non-

armament", at the existing level of nuclear-weapon stocks 9 again means nothing but· 

the retention and fixation of the ability to use tliese weapons in a nuclear war. 
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. .. As f.or the .. Uni ted St.ates proposal for a percentage reduction of nuclear arma-

:mEmts in· ·the process -of general and complete disarmament, the. de·logat.ions of' tthe 

so'ci~·li~t· countries have a+ready proiTed ·in the previou~ discussion that· such •a.' .: 

measure; is Un~cceptable;. a:nd <)ll the basis of .a detailed analysi§l they have shovm 
. • • .. • .t • : 7 • • 

that such a reduction would n?t ensure equal security for all States·. At the ·same 
. ', 

time it'wo~ld ~ct~ally leave open, thrnughout the process of general and complete 

·disarmament, the possibility of the outbreak of nuclear war. That this opinion of 

ours is correct was, we think, again pr~~~d by the sta~ement of the United.States 
. . . 

representative at the 248th meeting, ~hen h~ gave act~~l figures for th~ stocks of 

nuclea; weapon Q.eli~ery. vehicles held in th·~ United St~tes (ibid., .;.9_). These 

figures .clearlY: showed that with .the existip.g 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 aoc·ol'dance With. the 

United States·p~oposal. . . 
The Soviet draft treaty on general and complete disarmament takes as its 

starting-point ~evaluation of the pr~sent ~ituation, which is characterized by 
I . . . . : . 

the existenc~ of colossal q~ntitres of the· means of m~ss de~truction;·· ·and for ~his 
. ' 

Tho socialist States repeat again -~ and 
. ' .. ,... 4. l : -

this view had found exact expression in the Soviet draft -- that the basic substance 
! • .• I\ I •''; • ..., • •• 

of _gen.eral and comp.let~ :d~sarm~ent should be the ?arry_ing out of such measures as 

will in the shortest time eliminate the possibility of .the outbreak of a nuclear~ 

missile war. 
' I 

In accordance with this need, the_ ~oviet Union proposed for t_he .very. fir~t 

stage of general and complete disarmament the destruction of the means of delivering 

nuQlear weapons ( ex'~ept th~se whi·ch would be retain~d ·as the ·· 11 nuciea-~ umbrella"), 

thE? elim:i,nation 0f .. foreign bases 'and the wi thdraw~l ·of. ~rmeci 'forces from foreign 

territories. The resul i of the elimination of the means. of delivery would be the . . . ' 

practical neutr~lization of'·nuc~ear.weapons, and' this in, turn would c9nsiderably 

facilitate ~greeme~t. on their elimination. However, th~ remov:a~ of the threat of 

nuc~ear war can'also be brought about py the eliminatio~ of nuclear weapons them-
:· 

se;Lves in the first stage;· or· the simulta-neous e_limination of nuclear weapons and thei 

mu·:ms of delivery. The socialist States have expressed .·their agreement t0 all these 

altc~L-'1tives; but the Western Powers maintain their refusal to enter upon the onJ.y 

.... 'correct, path, the pat!l which leads to real disarmament while safeguarding the 

secur;i t:r of all S:tates. . ·. . . . , 
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• •.Al though the socialist ·States, in -the matter of general and complete disarmament 
' I 

'I 

, give pref~~e'nce: to ~uclear disarmament, this does not at all mean that they _ignore the · • · 

other aspects of general and complete di.sarmament .. Conv,ent'ional armaments also ~ave . ' 
~t~eir p~ace in.the_Sovi~t.draft, which specifically calls for a reduction in the total 

·numbers of armed forc'e'~. In the ~ector of control,. too_, the" So~ie'-t plan is fully 
' 

balanced,,si~ce all control.~easures correspond 'to the level of' the disarmament' 

measures adopted, ~nd leave no room for the misuse of control for other purposes. . . ' 
' < I • ~ 

.In the. discussio-n of gener~l, and complete dis_armament the socialist States have 

repeatedly end~avour~d.to bring' the position of the 'sides closer .together; and in the 

interests of achieving agreeme·~t ;iihey he.ve made considerable· conce~sio~s to the 
~ ~ . : 

'-;{estern delegations. In this· their sole e.im was to restart the negotiationd on· 
•, . ~ . 

·· ~~~.erai_ and 6omplete ~ise.rm~ment,~ which had come, to a standstill o~ririg to tlie western 
.: I ,h 

PmY.~rs 1 intractability;. Tdde.y we repee.t age.in that we are willing. to agree to all . 
' ~ ' . . " ~~ ~ . 

• / realistic pr~posals concerning the· manner in which our. Committee should proceed J.n 

,,. 
'• 

.. ~ . . 

\ . . ' -

the' negotia-~ion~ for ,concluding' a treaty on gene:r.:al and complete disarmament • . 
' . The. sociali~t Stat,es once more call ~pon the \lestern Powers to. refraid from 

' 
obstructing 

I . 
the ~egotiations· ori g(!'neral and comple;te disarmament, so th~t progres~~ . . . . . 

can be made in our work in accordance with the appeal contained in r(!so'lution' 2030 (AX) . ' . 
of the United Nations Genere.! Assembly (ENDC/i'61) •. The '·czech~slovak delegation, .. . 
to~ether with the delegations of the other socialist States, is prepared to. do . . 

everything in its power. t.o ens':lre the 'success of our negotiations for a treaty 

on general and c?mplete.d~sarmament, since that is exactly what -is expected_ of us .. 
by the peoples who have~empower~cl us to conduct negotiations on a p~oblem of such 

·great impo.rta~ce to the cles~-iny of m~:mki~d .. 
t. 

. ; 

.. ' 

. Mr. 'LU1UNOV (Bulgaria) · (translation from J.ussian): The recent meet:ipgs 

of the Eig~teen-Na~ion Committee have shown once again how subst~ntial are the 
( 4 • I '\. ~ ,r I 

differences hetween the p·osi tion: of the niaj ori ty of' ~he world 1 s States 'and the 
.l ' • ' • • ~ 

, . 

' positio? o'f the Pov!.ers ~embers ·?£ N.f:-TO on th:e question of general ana complete 
I • ' • 

;'· • dise.rmament. In the one case it:~s act~ally disarme.ment that is beirig tafked of: 
·,·. ,. 

a state of i~ternational relations in w~ich,:despite the existence of unresolved or 
. • . I 

disputed issues, no·ii a single Ste.te or group of States ·could we,ge war· for the simple 
• • \ • I • •• .;t ' ' I J 

- · reaso'n that it would not have the physical means of fighting. · In t.he other case, · 

.1' 

.. .. 

.. 

'-

., 

', 
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as the statements by the delegations of the United States and Canada in particular 

have sho_wn,, •some-~hing. else is involved. 

If in a speech on ·tlie subj ed of· general and complete disarmamen·li, made four 

years after the Eighteen-Nation Committee~began'its work, the de~tructio~ of 
. . ' 

obsolete weapons or meesures that are obviously palliative are proposed, we are 

entitled to raise the question: :aut where does d1sarmament come in? Is it 
I 

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 S~ates 
. ! 

no longer have the means of continuing its aggre~sion against .the Viet-Namese 

people; w·ill it or will it not be in a position to wage_ e war; and will the danger 

of a nuclear war or even an accident like that at Almeria disappear? .. 
It is. not· difficult to ansv1er these questions. The replacement of obsolete 

weapons by improved ones ~ill obviously not only not diminish, but will, on the 

• contrary, increase, the danger of war. Furthermore, we believe that anyone who 

proposes to "disarm" by destroying obsolete weapons does not contemplate disarmament 

and does not yet want it, and is diverting the Eighteen-~ation Comitt,ee on 

Disarmament from the execution of its main task. This is the source of all ··the 

difficulties with which the Corruuittee 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 ide11 of general and complete U.isarmament and look upon i·l; as an entirely 

feasible te"sk is c:.ctually unrealistic. Pe'rhe.ps only naive dreamers can speak at 
' 

present of disarmament in 'face of the military escalat'ion for which the United 

Ste,.tes is responsib-le in the course of its unceremonious interference· iri the 

affairs of other peoples'. 

Meanwhile, without going feT bac:&: into history, and taking only ·!;he last 

eighteen months since the impasse which the Eightee~:..:Netion'Committee reached in 

1964',· one can 'drew attention to ·hhe following. At Ceiro in October 1964 the 

repr~sentatives of 47· non-aligned States decided to propdse the convening. 'of a 

world disarmament conferenc; (.b./5763); meeting in New York in June 1965, the 

United-Nations Disarmament Commission arrived at the same'idea and called upon. 

the Eighteen-Nation Committee to seek out ways to disarmament (DC/225;ENDCil49);' 

at the end of 1965 the United Nations General Ass~mbly adopted the well-Yuaown 

resolution 2030 (XX) (ZNDC/162) concerning ·!;he convening of the aforementioned 
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world. disarmament conference not later than 1967; the General Assembly expressed the 
# • • • 

wish that the Eighteen-Nation Committee would increase its efforts to draw up a d:raft 

treaty on disa:rmament (A/RES/203l(XX); ENDC/161). It is well known how those 

documents were adopted - 7 either uno.nimously or by an overwhelming majority of States. 

These, then, are people,who desire gener11l ~nd cogplete disarmament under strict 

international control end obviously ~onsider such ~n aim accessible; for otherwise 

why turn -~o our Committee, or propose that all States should meet if they were 

going to waste time, effort and money on mere talk? 

.Hl in·bernationo.l decisions on questions of general and complete disarmagent 
' -

are in fact' based on two h~~torically-justified considero.·~ions: first, the conviction 

that mankind t s pnssage from ·bhe e.ge of wars to a state of lasting peace can be 

ensured only by the destruction of weapons, and that in modern conditions this is 

necessary for the very existence of human civilization; and second, a sober aFpraisal . 
of the growth of those forces which, embodied in the vast ma·jority of States, are 

interested in the maintenance of peace and are.therefore able to overcome the 

obstacles s·banding in the vray of disarmament, and thus make the r.im of disarmament 

:realistic. 

The Committee•s documents present a complete picture of the monstrous arms race 

and the level of military preparedness reached by existing military groupings. ·~re 

know of the thousands of millions of dollars spent annually by the States members of 

N.ATO 'alone to support an army of six million. ·Je know what quantities of nuclear 

warheads have been accumulated, ·!;heir destructive capacity, the possibilities of 

detivering them to any target, and the time needed for this. The human and material 

losses which would be caused by a thermo-nuclear war in the very first hours of 
I 

military operations, if it ever came to that, can be accurately predicted and 

enumerated. The principal conclusion can therefore be drawn unerringly: such a 

turn of events must be prevented; ~· third world war must be rendered o,bsolutely 

impossible? above all, the use of nuclear weapons must be ruled out. All this is 

provided for by the Soviet draft treaty on general and complete disarmament under 

_ strict international control (:2:NDC/2) which was submitted at ·bhe very outset of the 

Eighteen-Nation Cormni ttee 1 s work. 
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This draft has not lost and will p.ot lose its topi.cality; despite all the · \ 

atteffipts to' discredit it which we·have·again be~n wi~linessing in the last few days. 
' . 

It is well lmmm that the USSR, the other socialist ·countries· and'1a number of non-·· 

aligned Stdes have ·at various times m~de proposfl-ls aimed at bri~ging th~ .. posi·iiions 

of the sides cl~ser together. A very important step towards accommodating. the 

wishes of -(;he \'[estern couritrii:ls was made by' the Soviet Governr..1en·li·.when it 'propos'ed,. 

the ·retention until· the end of the df.sarmame~t process of an agreed minimum ni.rrJber 

of nucl~ar weapon delivery v~hicles --·what is customaril-y called the "nuclear 

umbrella" (ENDC/2/Rev.l/.A.dd.l) . .; J.:..nd' now we hear the USSR- being ·reproached with' 

inconsist,ency~. Some did·. not yerceive in this Soviet proposal £>, des.i're t·o reach 

agreer.ien:t and e. readiness for reeso'nt.ble col!lpromises for the sake of success oii 

the main iss'ue;. they saw inconsistency in the conduc-t; of the Soviet and other. 
\ 

socialist delegations but forgot that the destruction of nuclear weapons at the 

initial ste.ge was proposed by ano·liher State, allie~ ·to the ·~restern countries, and. 

that the idea of the "nuclear umbrella':' was also first raised in· the ilestern allies' 

camp. 

At any rate, we ere convinced thet the majority of the delege.tions here present 

correctly see in the Soviet draft treaty on disarmament mid the eddenda submitted to . .. 
it a good basis f~r successful negotiations.: On the other-hand, the "consistency" 

that· is, the obstinacy of Jtihe \Test.ern delegations i:n defending the meximum retent.ion 

of armai!lents, 'particularly nuclear armaments, for an indefinite period. --. 
demonstrates their reluctance to egrec to disarmament now. 

Froa whatever angle the Soviet drnft treaty on disaraament is considered, it 

fully corresponds to the interests of ell peoples and of all States. Its form and 

sub~tance, its e.iB and the 'time-limi·(is_ it, proposes are such -(;hat the execution of' 

the treaty would save mankind rapidly and for ever from the .calo~ities of war. A 

par~icularly valuable feature of the Soviet draft is that it provides for the' 

elicination of nuclear war. on a world scale even before the process of complete 

disarmar.1ent is ~inished, therapy answering the imperative needs of present-day 

reality. 

,. 

' 
( 
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Can the same be said about the United States draft on disarmament? It cannot. 
~ . . . . ( 

Let us take as an example the United States proposal f~r a 30 per cent reduction of 
. ~ : ' 

nucle.ar ,.;eapons during 'the f{rst two stages of disarma!p.ent (t.:NDC/30, p.4). It has 
. ~ . . .. . . . 

been calculated that if this method of disarmament were adopted, the United States 

alone would have,·· six year~ ~iter· the beg:lnning of disarmament, a fully adequate 

qua.ntity of the strategic uleans of ·deliveri-ng nuclear weapons. From that time on, 

and for a still u~~own period, a najor nuclear war would be possible, jpst as the ,. 

destruction of every living crec.ture on earth woul,d be possible.. '!lhat kind. of 

disarmament is that? In the "Outline of basic provisions of a treaty _on general 
\ . ' 

and complete. disarmament in a peaceful world" submitted by the United Stat~s, it 

is difficui t to find any elements of ree,l general disarmagent as a means of ridding 

mankind ·o:f'war. 
' 

First,, 'the "Outline" does not fully correspond to the Agreed Principles (ENDC/5), 

since essentially 'it does not go beyond the limits of partial disarger.1ent •• The. 

scope of the disarmacent provided for in the "Outline" does n.o-~ correspond to the 
• f 

.. 
scope of the control measures. 

Secondly, the most important disarmament measures are deferred to stage III, 
,. 

no final. tine-limit 'for which is indicated. .ht the satile time, no satisfactory 
. ' 

·_relationship is established between the rates at which w.issile weapons are to be 
. . 

reduced and the rates of liquidation of foreign military bases; and the limitation 

of th~ nuclear potential and armaments of States is also totally inadequate . 
. '•• 

Thirdly, the "Outline" provides neither for the proh{bit~on nor for the 

elinination of nuclear weapons within definit,e time-limits. Under ·the "Outline" the 

the nuclear States will possess for an indefinite period ,in stage III a quantity of . . 

nuclear.weapons and mea~s of delivering them.to their targets ~hie~, as has alree.dy 
I 

b3en Genti~ned, would make i~ possible to wage nuylear war on a wide sc~le. 
• I , . . 

And 

tl?,is would be after "discrmcment"! Qualificc,tion and comr.1ent are unnecessary. . - . · .. 
Om; delegation has ell the time been trying to interpret the w~rds ·~~.t:l a 

. ~; 
peaceful world" conte.ined in_t,he title of tl).e United States "Outline". 

\ •' I ,•· • •· 

:le hoped 

that the United States delege.tion would dispel the legitimate and grave doubts 

suggested by those words in the "Olitline" on disarmament and tddng Jlihis form: 

the world is not at peace; it is faced witl~ a nur..ber of unsolved problems; many 

proble1:1s are not settled in the wr:~y that. the United Sta·tes of .hme:J;"ica would like; 
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sll·these.problems should be settled to suit·the wishes of the United States,- if 

necessary after ·recourse·~~ .. ~rm~!J wh~~ .. :t1hi 13 ~as been done, then and only then will 
' 

there be 11 a peaceful world;'; tr~on and then only will it be possible to apply the 

"Outline 11 definitively-- that is, ·bo di'sarm. 

Up to now'the delegations of the United ~tates and its allies have made only 

distant allusions to this problem -- exclamations to the effect that the socialist 

Powers' disarmament proposals go too far, or that hard~ anyone would wish to 

renounce nuclear 'iveapons today.· We have, now witnessed a .more sincere statement: 

that the position of the Western Powers on questions of disarmament is connected 

with the presence in the modern world of social conflicts and national liberation 

movements which r'equire the· armed in-~ervention of the West and thu!3 prevent disarma-

ment. If on~ history came to a halt and every progressive movement stopped dead, 

some representatives of ·-bhe 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 s-tatus of e.n insurmountable objective obstacle to 

disarmament.· 

What is the actual state of the problem concerning the realism of-the various 

disarmament·proposals, and first and foremost of the proposals. o~ nuclear disarmament? 

Were all the decisions regarding the necessity of disarmament, including· the dec.ision 

to set up the Eighteen-Nation Committee itself, nothing but shadow-boxing? Of 

course not. Apart from a recognition of t~e necessity and inevitability of 

disarmareent, these deci,sions, as we said just now, are based on -the conviction that 
< 

our task is a realistic 'one. Is this p~oved by' the discussions in the Co~ittee? 

It is. Let us take the_ latest example from our recent meetings. The Soviet 

del·egation was asked whether it believed that any States would be prepared to renounce 

nuclear weapons at a time when the Soviet Union itself was proposing nuclear disarma-

ment first'of all. How is this to be undersyood? It could on~ be understood as 

a desire to 'foist the responsibility for failure in' the negotiations upone ·someone' else. 

· Where: ir~· the· objective, insu:rmountable :r_!easons here? They do not exist. . We 

have the subjective disinc1ination of the United States and their allies to 

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

condemned by all. Perhaps we can find signs of the objective diff-iculties in the 

way of nuclear disarmament in the words of Mr. McNamara when h(· saYs the.t by 1967-71 

the United. states will have produced enough strategic rockets to give it more tlian ... 

.. . . 
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enough povier for ..:.:.. .I quote -- "de·s:..c.ruciion capabili;c.y' against b'oth the Soviet Union 

and Communist China' siouitaneously"~Y(us Ne\vs: a~d \{orld' Repor-li, 7 'February.l966). 

Clearly, di'sarmament· i's 'being pr~vented,. not by i'nsurmounJc.able obstacles~ but by th~ 
. . . 

fact that the concept of the "containing ,force" has IlOW developed into the "force of 

intimid'ation"~: or, to give it e more appropriat~'nar.le, "nuclear blackmail". 

~{e' ~re. deeply convinced that it is t'ime to throw all' these concepts into the 

0..ustbin of history, to cease thinking a.bout de'stroying anyone at all, and, to cease 

despisiiif( world' ?Pinion as crystalliz~d in the United Nations resoiutions condeLming. 

nuclear weapons. and proposing an early solution to the problem of general and 

complete O.isarce.r.1ent. · The core of this problem is nucleer dis~rnaoent, elimination 

of 'the possihility of nuclear· conflict. iJ.l proposals to. this end deserve serious 

consideratio~· by tl1.e Zighteen-Nation Committee. 

We therefore also find interesting the Swedish sugg~stion (E~D9/~V.202, p.io) 
' 

that the prqposed 'stages of disarmament should be considered one by one, beginning 

with the last. This would enable us cleariy to define the aim we ·are striving· for 

and the dates set for its-achievement. At the same time we could.solve all the' 

questions of unlimiteCl ~ontrol, in: comple-te accordance with the disarmament measures 

adbpted -- a result which cannot be achieved where there are oany collateral measures 

for which the required control is often not 'in accordanc·e' with the measures 

themselves. 

Lastly, a review of the situv..tions that would obtain in the fincl stage of 

diE: armament woula:· help to show how peece can be preserved until the time comes when 

a·!itempts to violv..te it 11re a thing of the pv,st~ Each of the sides would describe in 

detail its ide'a of 11 disaroad world, 12.nd th~:.t of bourse woUld help to solve the whole 

problem. As soon as· the Cornmi ttee turns to the detailed consideration of the· problem 
' 

of general and cooplete 'disarmament', ou.r delegr'tion will give its vie"ivs on the subject 

agdn. · Let· us hope that the discussion of the draft t·reaty on general and com!>iete 
I 

· disarmament wil·l .iJ.ot be dehwed for long, and, in particular, that the ·c~nsideration 

of measures· to avert nucief!,r war will· not be put' off. ·The "litt.le" catastrophe near 

·Palomares has: again· reminded' us of the gr~at danger hanging. over the whole world. It 

is incumbent on:· the Eigh·lieen:..Nation Commi·ttoc on.'Disarmament sore the-n on any~ other 

body to pursue ·Us' j.jask with a.ll··spcod.·.,. 

-. ·. . ... 
r-,---- .. 
- Translated from aussian. 

.; :: ... I' J' ,• 



·. 

. ENDC/PV .250 
. 43 

... _, _, 
•" 

'\" 

The Conference decided to issue the following comounigue: 
' 

"The Conference of the Eighteen-Nation Cornmi ttee on Disarmament 

today held its 250th plenary meeting in the Palais des Nations, Geneva, 

under tho chairm€'.nship of rl.E. Ar.lbassado·r Vasile Dumitrescu, representative 

of Romania. 

"Statements were made by the representatives of ~tho United States, 

United Kingdom, Burma, Czechoslovakia and Bulgaria. •. 

,. 
; 

"The delegation of tho United States submitted amendEents (ENDC/152/ Add .• l) 

to t~c United States draft treaty to-prevent the spread of nuclear weapons. 
! 

11 The next meeting of the Conference will be hel<\ on Thursday, 

24 March 1966, at Q a.m." 

The meeting rose at 1 p.m. 
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