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The CHAIRivll:>J'l (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics ) (:tr§:illl_gg_QQ f£.9P::....Eid.s..£.~.? '1) ~ 

I declare open the 337th plenary In.eeting uf the Conference of the EighteEa1.--[a"viorL 

Comm:Lttce on Disarmament: 

2. Before call:l.ng on the f irst of .the spea...kers, I shm,ld like on behalf of the 

members of this Commi tke t9 imlc:ome here the r.ewly--appo5 .. n -Ged Po1i:::h rep.;.~esar;t3:t;j_ ·_~3} 

lvJr. Czarkowski. He know him as a resul-t of a lengthy period of e.ssocia·i:iicnJ c~u:;.'ing 

which he represented Poland in a number c"!: international organ:L~at;_onr.:;, j :.lCl.udi.ng .·::,J:-:c-

Uni tod Nations. I am all the more pleased to bave ·i:.his oppcrtu·1i t y o·C: wel;.;omc.:r;g 

:Hr. Czarko\-!Ski here because I had the pleasure of working closely wi +,h !:: im in . th 3 

Fifth Connn.:U:.tee of the United Nations General A3sembly. 

3. p :MAUI\l"G MJ~QNG (Burma): The delegation of Burma wou;_d like to extend sincere 

congratulations to tht: delegations of the United States a.'1d the Soviet Union on their 

p:cesentation to our Comrni ttee of identical text s of a draft i.,1~eaty on the non-

p!.'oliferation of nuclear weapons . I refer here to documents ENDC/192 and ENDC/l93. 

Although we naturally have cer·tain views on s ome aspects of the drafts, vJhich idJ.l be 

set forth later in my present interve!ltion, '-Te \ielcome them as representing a 

notable achievement by these two great Powers, and their submission as an event of 

great promise and far-reach:i.ng pqte;.1.tiali ties for the international cormn1.llli ty. I ma;y 
here rei t9ratG un.equivo0ally that my Government shares tho ge~eral concern :md 

anxiety to halt the proliferation o~ nuclear weapons and that lt has consistently 
supported all efforts macle in that direction, bo·t.h A.t the United Nations Genera,_ 

A~Jsernbly and in the Eighteen-Nation Committee on Dis ai"'l18.lnent. 
. . 

4. After more than f ive years of ivhat. at times rrru.st ha.ve appeared· tcf some as 

1mrewarding labours-~ the · Eighteen-Nation Cornmi ttee now has befcre it specifj_c 
proposals vhich by further persev-erance it may fashion into the i'u nde...mentaJ. ster 

leading unrn..i..s takably to that J.ong-auai ted and long-over due process ,,rhich c ould 

eventually free innocent mankind from t he tyranny of armamen4::s ·· an.d.-_esp~_ciall~r .fr<?m . 

t he never-ending nightmare of a sudden and t errible end in a nuclear holocaust. 

I n the opin:i.or.. of my delegation, 'the h1o draft texts -vrh.ich are no'\.r available · 

for negotiation by our Committee and by all interest ed parties-do .offer such ail 
oppm.•t1.mi ty. Though they are yet incomplet e and the result of r est rict ed 

negotiatio2s; the a!.'ea of agr eement expr essed is nevertheless important; because 

amo:-1g the St a te :: v1,.::.ch ~t embraces are h .ro on vhos e deci s i ons and mutual accom.rnodatiou 

largely depa~1d the ratUI8 H':<d ext.ent of the nucl8a.r difla-rma:ment measures that co1.1~d 1::e 

achieved. 
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5. Having arrived at this important stage, we .feel that the negotiations .for the 
treaty should now assume the .form o.f broad-based mUlti-party dialogues. If as a 
result o.f these further collective efforts, consciously pursued in a spirit. o.f good 
.faith, equity ar~d realism on all sides, we should succeed in nchi~V'ing · a non.;. 
proliferation treaty such as could set in motion a train o.f events lefutlng successively 
to further meaningful steps towards general and complete disa.rni.~ent, a new era of 
peace, co-operation and widening prosperi t:· in the world would surely no longer remain 
just a visionary dream. In the view o.f my delegation, the immediate task .facing this 
Committee is to evolve precisely that kind o.f treaty out o.f the draft laid before 
it - no more and no ·less. This places a heavy responsibility on all nations, both 
nuclear and non-nuclear, to ensure that the non-proliferation treaty now being 
negotiated will be not only a viable, effective and equitable treaty but one that 
will assuredly lead to further tangible steps towards nuclear disarmament. 
6. My delegation finds nruch that is positive and constructive in the two drafts now 
before us, as well as ·in the statements made by the representatives of the United 
States and the Soviet Union in introducing them to our Committee (ENDC/PV.J25). 
We also see ·in the drafts evidence o.f a conscious attempt by the ·authors to fulfil 
the mandatory guiding principles laid down in General Assembly resolution 2028 (XX), 
(ENDC/161) which, it is worth recalling, represents the .first tangible area o.f 
agreement achieved specifically in regard to the question o.f nuclear-weapon 
proliferation. We appreciate the sincerity of purpose with w.hich the authors have 
endeavoured to .fulfil those principles. I should, however, be less than truthful 
if I were to s~ that the drafts as they now stand fully satisfy those basic 
requirements. I am aware also that we should view what has so .far been achieved in 

the light o.f the realities o.f the present-d~ world. 
7. Permit me to digress a little so that we may examine one pertinent aspect o.f 
these realities. In spite o.f expectations that most nations \VOuld make efforts to 
possess these terrible nuclear weapons, over twenty years have elapsed from the time 
they were discovered -- that is, from the time the first atomic bomb was used in the 
service o.f war<-- and there are still but .five nuclear-weapon States. This although 
several nations have acquired during that time not only the necessary scientific 
knowledge but also the broad technological and ec~nomic bases .for making such 
weapons on their own~ 
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8. There arc sevGra.l factors vJhich act against nuclear vmapon proliferation in thG 
ilhorizontaP sense. Put in a som01-.rhat gcnero.lized and simplified form, they are: 
first, lack of adoquate economic resources; second, lack of sufficic:mt sciontific 
and technological knowledge filld means} third, the control exercised by tho nuclear-
weapon Powers through allic:nces and c..greomonts, multiluteral and bilateral, which is 
still effective; ~ourth, the firm conviction that the advantages to be gained from 
trying to acquire a national nuclear deterrence system c~o not worth the effort and 
sacrifice which developing such a system would entail; and, fifth, a genuine 
devotion to the co.use of intern12tional peace and security. 
9. Because those inhibitory factors act in v12rious combinations rather thlli"1. 
singly, there is considerable assurance that a large number of Stc.tes will for 
some time in the conceivable futuro remain non-nuclear-weapon States. Of course, 
no one would say that those factors 1dll continue to act 1ilth slinilar effectiveness 
for a]~ time; but then no one c3Il deny that they are still exerting the necessa.ry 
restraint as regards any marked increase in the number of nuclear-weapon countries. 
10. Hy. delegation has not alluded to the situation actually prevciling 1-Ji th any 
intention of questioning the need or the urgency of concluding a non-proliferation 
treaty; on the contrary, we fool there is urgent need for such a treaty, as 
indeed there is for treaties in tho other oxec"s of arms control and disarma-ment. 
He have called attention to the situation with a twofold purpose: first, to 
warn agecinst such haste in our negotiations o.s would amount to sacrificingvital 
principles; and, second, to bring out the relevance of the situation to >Jhat the 
basic character and orientation of the treaty ought logically to be. 
11. I think I cD.n say ~..ri th assurance tho.t a non-proliferation trocty which curbs 
only tho spread of nuclear weapons to additional countries, standing by itself and 
set qui to apart from the over-all problem of nuclec.r disarmament, 1<Iill have no 
intrinsic dise.rmament value. In its arms-control function it will servo only.to 
formalize a prevailing situation; and even in this respGct it.can at best sorvG 
as another passive element that would mainly reinforce only one of tho factors 
inhibiting proliferation that I have just mentioned. Obviously such a treaty vdll 
have no effect in practice on a country lacking tho me2.11s to manufacture nuclear 
weapons or one which has taken a political decision not to cross the nuclear 
threshold. Similarly -- and here I am speaking in purely hypothotico.l te:rrns -.,... it 
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will still not prove sufficiently compelling morally or provide security and other 
corollary inducements to a nation vrhich possesses the means and is tempted, for 
various reasons, to r etain its options in that respect. 
12. It is vital that tho treaty should have tho nocossarJ appeal to States in that 
category. Othe1~so the world might find itself in tho peculiar situation of being 
saddled with a non-proliferation treat y signed only by those unable or unwilling to 
proliferate or both. The treaty as a whole would thus, through inadvertence, 
acquire the character of one big loop-hole for the proliferation of nuclear weapons. 
This gap cannot be closed by merely tightening further the prohibitions contained 
in articles I and II of the present drafts. Only a treaty that can inspire great 
confidence in the context of the natural concern for national security, by its 
wide applicability, by the democratic foundation of its intrinsic disarmament 
potential and by unrestrictive and assured benefits from the peaceful applications 
of nuclear energy, could close this yawning gap. The wisdom of General Assembly 
resolutions 2028 (XX) and 2153 (XXI) (ENDC/185) here becomes very clear. 
13. MY delegation has not overlooked in this connexion the tenth, eleventh and 
tt,.relfth preambular paragraphs of the present drafts, containing a declaration of 
intention by the nuclear-weapon Powers regarding subsequent nuclear arms contr.ol 
and disarmament measures. Nor have we overlooked the review clause contained in 
article v, paragraph .3, of the drafts, which is designed to ensure that the purposes 
and provisions of the treaty are being realized. My delegation has no hesitation 
in acknowledging that these constitute important improvemc;nts on the previous draft 
treaties submitted to the Committee (ENDC/152 and Add.l; ENDC/164) nor have we 
hesitation in commending the motivation underlying them. We do realize that one 
document cannot be expected to _solve all the problems. Hence we appreciate the 
assurances reiterated by the representatives of the United States and the Soviet Union 
that the non-proliferation treaty must be merely one of the initial steps towards the 
achievement of other necessary measures aimed at reducing and stopping the nuclear arms 
race. 
14. However, we cannot help feeling that the declaration of intention and the 
reviei..r clause, to which I have r eferred, fall considerably short of . what is 
reasonably expected for making the non-proliferation treaty viable, effective and 
equitable and investing it with an intrinsic disarmament value. It must be 
logical that the non-proliferation treaty should not be limited merely to stopping 
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additional countries from acquiring nuclear weapons -- for, as I havo pointed out 
earlier, this is n situc.tion Hhich does in reality exist to a wide extent. It should 
also restrain the nuclear-\·Toapon Povrers from increasing o.nd developing their existing· 
nuclear arsenals, if the correct spirit of the treaty is to be uphold. 
15. In the same way, since tho nuclear-weapon Powers themselves have repeatedly 
acknowledged that the non-proliferation treaty is not an end in itself but merely 
a step towards total nuclear disarmament, it follows that, if the non-nuclear-weapon 
States constituting the vast majority of the international community are to forswear 
nuclear weapons, it should be equally incumbent on the present nuclear-weapon Powers 
to take tangible steps within a reasonable time linut to liquidate progressively their 
nuclear-weapon status. 
16. On the other hand, we do not believe that anyone wauld gainsay that 
considerations. of security arc basic to the problem of arms control and that a 
non-proliferation treaty should take into account the undeniable security needs of 
all signatories. One should not bo unmindful that, in the context of present and 
prospective realities, security needs will impose certain limitations on the vrlll 
of the signatory nuclear-weapon Powers to undertake unreservedly obligations in 
regard to nuclear disariT.k~ent. 
17. If, therefore, a specific provision for a specific nuclear arms-control 
measure could not be embodied in the treaty, we feel an article should be formulated, 
in clear-cut and precise terms, under 11hich the nuclear-weapon Powers would assume 
a definite obligation to take tcngible stops towards nuclear dis~~ent. Those 
steps should be explicitly defined. Ono \.JOuld envisage them to include the 
concluding of a comprehensive test-ban treaty, which my delegation considers is 
valid also as a measure of balance, since tho non-proliferation treaty will have 
additionally a comprehensive test-ban effect on the non-nuclear-weapon States; 
an agreement on the cut-off of all production of fissile materials for weapon 
purposes and on their diversion to peaceful uses; a halt to production of nuclear 
weapons themselves; a verified freeze of the production of nuclear delivery 
vehicles; and progressive reduction and final destruction of all stockpiles of 
nuclear weapons and carriers. 
18. Given such undertakings by the nuclear-weapon Powers, the modalities for their 
implementation nmy be worked out in separate instruments, with the non-proliferation 
treuty serving as the bo..sic docuncmt from vrhich those measures would flow. 
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19. MY delegation believes that, by including such ru1 article, we shall be 
building into the treaty the essence of the two-way, mutual obligation required by 
General Assembly resolution 2028 (XX). It will act also as ru1 indirect curb on the 
option >.Jhich remains open to the nuclear-ueapon Powers to manufacture nuclear 
weapons. Nevertheless an element of impulsion would still be required to provide 
a reasonable assurance that the obligations so assumed and undertakings so given, 
albeit in all good faith, would indeed be translated into reality. The article I 
have mentioned, like the other basic articles of tho treaty, \muld of course be 
subject to review under the provisions of article V, paragraph 3, of the present 
draft treaty~ I have already commended that provision, which represents a positive 
approach and cannot fail to add dynamism to an otherwise passive treaty and to 
inspire greater trust and confidence among all its signatories concerning one another's 
good faith and intentions. 
20. One feels, however, that the element of impulsion inherent in that provision 
should be strengthened in two ways. The first woy is to make mandatory the holding 
of periodic review conferences in order to assess the progress achieved in 
implementing the purposes and provisions of the treaty. Periodic review is both 
necessary and -.desirable, since the treaty is intended as an initial step towards 
nuclear disa.rmruncmt and also because it is to be of un1imi ted duration. The 
second way is to revise the draft article VII so as to make failure to fulfil in good 
faith the provisions of the article on nuclear disarmament an additional basis. for 
withdrawal. 
21. MY delegation firmly believes that any disarmament or arms-control measure must 
provide for an effective and universally-trusted safeguard system to ensure strict 
compliance by all parties. Only then would it inspire confidence and therefore 
bo viable. Although the promised draft text of the crucial article III has not yet 
been made availc.ble to the Conmri. tteo, it is cloar, from v.rhat is foreseen in the 
fifth and sixth preumbular paragraphs and from the explanations contained in the 
statements by the representatives of the United States and the Soviet Union, that 
the system envisaged will be universal and uniform in character but will not be 
completely universal nnd uniform in a.pplicntion. It vrould soem that tho trea.ty 
would thus be handicapped with an avoidable weakness. 

I, • 
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22. It can · oe ~. r~asOriabiy assumed that an essential element in any leads tmmrds steps 
in the process of nuclear disarmament -- and the non-prolif eration ti_~eaty is avowedly 
such a lead -- is the application of internati onal controls to all the nuclear 
activities of all signatory countries. Although such an approach to international 
control of nuclear activities will impose gl~eat r esponsibilities and r equire 
complicated negotiations, we feel that it deserves inclusive consideration in any 
attempt at the formulation of article III. One is ~trongly persuaded that the form 
and content which this article will eventually assume will be indicative of the 
eaxnestness and resolve with vlhich initiatives are to be taken towards nuclear 
disarmament. 
23. Hy delegation is gratified to find in the drafts- of the treaty three preambular 
paragraphs and one article with commendable aL"'Tls and assurances on the peaceful uses 
of nuclear energy • . _ In this connexion also we .have the extremely vexing question of 
nuclea:;.~ explosions for peaceful applications \·Thich do not violate the aims and 
purposes of the treaty. We feel that the non-nuclear-weapon States should be 
completely assured of non-discriminatory, free and direct access to such nuclear 
technology as does not have significance exclusively for weapons. It is vital that 
they shall not suffer, directly or indirectly, from undue disadvantages because 
nuclear explosions have such a connotation at present. Satisfactory and practical 
arrangements should be devised that would genuinely offer to them the benefits of 
such knowledge and application. 
24- To ·continue on the general aspect of the \dder dissemination of tb~ knmrledge , 
technology and application of nuclear power for peaceful purposes: we feel that, 
while the seventh, eighth and ninth preambular paragraphs, reinforced by article IV, 
do constitute considerable assurance of the availability of such benefits to all 
signatory States, nevertheless they are somel.That less explicit and precise than 
formulations such as would appeal to the losser-duveloped States. As I have mentioned 
earlier in connexion with the inhibitions . to the spread o:t; nuclear weapons, there 
exists in the form of the ilmeans barrier;' a r eal impediment to the application of 
nuclear scienc.e to an acceleration of the development of the unde:rdeyeloped nations. 
Opportunity and fl;'eedom of access do not constitute the actual enjoyment of these 
benefits of modern. science. It would be indeed unfortunate if it should turn out 
that t he inhibitions imposed by the "means barrier 11 on the development ,of peaceful , 
nuclear programmes in these countries were reinforced by those that might possibly 
arise from the international control system adopted for the non-proliferation treaty 
and by others growing normally out of involved bilateral negotiations. 
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25. In order to ensure the enjoyment by these countries of the benefits of peaceful 
nuclear energy, a wider and more far-reaching international co-operation th~n is. 
foreseen in the present draft treaty is r equired. In the case .of the lesser-developed 
countries, it is not enough simply to offer peaceful nuclear technology and its 
benefits ; the necessary substantial resources to develop peaceful programmes of 
their own should be offered through a suitable international institution by the 
co-operative efforts of the nuclear-weapon Powers. 
26. Permit me to make a few comments on the complex question of security. As I have 
already said in another context, security is one of the essential elements for the 
success of the non-proliferation treaty. After all, arms-control or disarmament 
measures are predicated on and dominated by the natural concern for security of all 
participants, whether nuclear or non-nuclear. Operative paragraph 4 of Goneral 
Assembly resolution 215JA (XXI) has drawn specific attention to the security aspect of 
the non-proliferation treaty. 
27. In my opinion, a positive approach to the problem of the security of all States 
would be to strive for the twin objectives of disarmament and an effective institution 
for international co-operation. It is clear that the latter should be an 
international system for the democratic and peaceful settlement of disputes among 
nations, for equitable resolution of conflicts of interests, operating on the basis 
of recognition of the sovereign equality and political and territorial integrity of 
nations, irrespective of their size and power. 
28. The United Nations has provided a firm foundation in that respect] but much still 
remains to be done to enable it fully to realize the noble aims set down in the Charte~ 
Admittedly, that is a far more difficult and higher objective than we have set for 
ourselves in the limited attempts towards disarmament. Nevertheless we are in the 
process of evolving a desirable system and, in spite of disappointments, we feel that 
progress in that direction is not inconsiderable. 
29. 1\lhile a satisfactory interna ti. anal system of peaceful co-opel~ation is in the 
process of being evolved, 1.1e must of necessity adopt a series of disarmament measures 
with associated security guarantees. The security assurances are all the more 
important in the eontext of the non-proliferation treaty. My delegation has noted 
from the statements of the sponsors of the drafts that they are gi ving continued 
consideration to the matter. We ourselves feel that the political and military facts 



--- --- ------------ ---·--·------------·--· 

END.JjPV.33'7 
12 

of a world situation dominated by the nuclear-'JJ'eapon Powe1·s impose on those Powers a 
moral obligation to guarantee the security of the non-nuclear-weapon community from 
the threat or use of nuclear vJeapons against t he latter. 'Therefore vJe feel that the 
nuclear-weapon Powers should provide, in positive and clear-cut terms, the necessary 
assurances in the treaty itsell'. 
30. I have in my present intm:·vention offered my delegation 1 s preliminary comments 
and observations on some of the more important aspects of the two drafts of a treaty 
on non-proliferation of nuclear H·eapons laid before our Committee by the United States 
and Soviet delegations. We are not as yet expressing our views on other procedural 
articles, especially on the provisions for amendments and the coming into force of the 
treaty. We feel that they are matters for serious consideration, and "l!le realize t!1at 
their present form may well be dictated by a concer-n for strengtheninc; the treaty. 
Ho\vever, we are persuaded that their final nature would be essentially dependent upon 
the eventual form and content of the key articles to which I have devoted much of my 
present intervention. 
31. Finally, I should like to assure the Committee, and the authors of the draft t~&y: 
that 111e have offered our vie\-TS in this ~ta+,ement today in a constructive spirit, 
ke "3ping the larger interests of disarmament and of world peace above everything else. 
Certain suggestions which I have thought it necessary to mru(e have been put forward 
with no motivation other than an earnest desire to see concluded a viable, effective 
and equitable non-proliferation treaty which -...rould be acceptable to the vast maj or:t ty 
of States and could usher in further concrete measures of nuclear and conventional 
disarmament. 
32. I trust that the delegations sponsoring the identical drafts, _which have clearly 
laboured with gl~eat patience and persevel~ance to produce them, will receive our co!lllllen-is 
and suggestions in the same spirit as that in which they have been offered. These are 
necessarily preliminary and, on the whole, geueral comments, because our Committee is 
still at the negotiating stage. \rlhen our vlOrk enters the more advanced phase of 
consideration by governments, my delegation may offer some further comments. 

33. Mr. MULLEY (United Kingdom) : It is a great pleasure to follou the 
representative of Burma. He have listened with interest to the positive and 
constructive statement he has made on behalf of his country. In my remarks today 
I shall try to touch on some of the important points he has made. Befo:r·e I proceed} 
however, I should like to associate myself and, I am sure, all delegations with the 
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welcome which you, Hr. Chairman, gave to our new colleague, the representative 
of Poland_, Mr • . Czarkowski. We are glad that he has joined us, and I am sure that he 
will make a very valuable contribution to our work. 
34. In his latest. annual report to the United Nations the Secretary-General said 

.!.'The members of the lEighteen Natio!!7 Connni ttee are on the whole cautious~' hop~ful 
. '·· . of early agreement ·· on a treaty. I am convinced that if. the spread of· nuclear 

weapons is to be prevented, this can only be done by treaty. No other way can 
be effective for any length of time. ;r 

He said also: 
~ ~. 1/ • . . it is difficult to concei.ve of any agreement in the foreseeable future 
on· any other measure of disarmament if it . is not possible to reach agreement 
on a treaty to prevent the spread of nuclear weapons 11 • . (A/6701/Add.l, para.l4) 

I believe that both those statements are true. , I believe also that we can negotiate 
a non-proliferation treaty and that when concluded the treaty will serve to put us 
back on the path to general disarmament. That path is a long one, and the sooner we 
can get back on to it the better. 
35. You !may recall that those points ·were · the theme of my last observations, on 29 
August, when I also reiterated my Gov~rnment's commitment to proceed as far and as 
fast down the road to disarmament as we could persuade others to come (ENDC/PV.J26, 
paras .• 38, 58 et seq. ) • However, the non-proliferation treaty must come first. As 
the representative of Ethiopia said at our meeting on 5 October: 

11 ••• failure to achieve now what should have been done long before now will 
not only result in double or treble -t,he number of nuclear-weaponPowers, 
thus II')B.king the danger of nuclear deve.statioif ever more imminent, but also 
render¢iisarmament, particularly nuc.lear disarmament, an una~tainable mirage." 
(ENOO/PV. 336, para. 39) 

36. Over the past fe\<1 weeks this Committee has given careful consideration to the 
texts .(ENOC/192, 193) placed before us by the two co-Chairmen on .24 August.. Time is, 
however, ~ing out. The limited flexibility of the United Nations calendar requires 
that thi? sessic:>n of the Eighteen-Nation Committee . on Disarmament must soon come to 
an end so that the debate in the United Nations can begin. I trust that in the 
short time that remains to us in Geneva we shall be able to bring matters much nearer 
to a conclusion, since it is difficult to see the General Assembly succeeding if we 
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fail. We are, after all, the experts. ~le understand the intricacies of the problem 
we have been grappling with over the years as no others do, and we are the body best 
equipped to solve them. If we want the best treaty we can get, we must do the work 
ourselves and do it quickly. Moreover, if we fail to do the job, there is a clear 
d~g~r that the Eighteen-Nation Committee itself will be discredited) and it will 
then be difficult to justify the claim that this Committee should play a central part 
in the even more important disarmament negotiations that lie ahead once the non-
proliferation treaty has been concluded. 
37. I think it was clear from my remarks on 29 August that my Government regards 
the draft text submitted by the co-Chairmen as a sound basis for our negotiations. 
It is a text which has tried to take into account the interests of many countries, 
aligned and non-aligned, . and if it falls short of perfection; if it does not 
satisfy everyone, that is because the nature of this subject does not admit of a 
perfect solution. In spite of the work already put into it, the draft may admit of 
improvePJ.ent; and this morning I should like to consider some of the suggestions and 
amendments which have been put forward in this Committee, in particular the thoughtful 
contributions .of the representatives of Mexico and the United Arab Republic. The 
Committee will recall that it was in fact the representative of the United Arab 
Republic who suggested as long ago as last March (ENOC/PV~294, paras. 25 et seq.) 
that some of the provisions of the preamble should be transferred to the operative 
part of the treaty. 
38. The first subject I should like to consider is that of co-operation in the 
applications of nuclear energy to peaceful purposes and I will come later to the 
separate topic of peaceful explosions. The subject is dealt with both in the preamble 
and in article IV of the draft text. The United Kingdom delegation has made the 
point repeatedly that we cannot support a treaty which impedes the civil development 
of nuclear energy. We believe in the absolute right and the absolute need for free 
and untrammelled co-operation in this field ; and we are convinced that the other 
nuclear-weapon States represented on this Committee share this point of view. I 
said last time I spoke that the assurances expressed by each of the nuclear-weapon 
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States 5_n this Committee on this subject should make it impossible for any of them 

iD adopt a restrictive attitude once a treaty comes into force, even if they wished · 

to, ;,.rhich on past ·form would not appear to be the case (ENDC/PV.326, para.49). 

39. The provisions in article IV and in the preamble are adequate testimony to that 

atl.;itud.e; and the repreaentative of the United States, Mr. Foster, outlined on 

8 June (EN:CC/PV.303) the impressive record of his country in co-operation in the 

peaceful applications of nucJ.ear energy. Not oal.y do these provisions not inhibit 

co-c,peratioi.1 -- a fear which had been expressed -- but they facilitate such 
co-cmerat.ion. The representative of Mexico said on 19 September, in connexion with 

his proposed revision of article IV: 

iiHe believe that if ... the non-nuclear Po':lers renounce for all .time certain 

activities and experiments which, bat for the Treaty, they might carry out, 

it is only fair that they shou2:d receive in return as their authentic right ., 

any scientific and technological benefits derived from the e:A1Jeriments and 

activities they renounce.n (ENtc/PV.J31, para. El) 
, ·~o. I entirely agree with that statement. My Government is prepared, as we have 

already made clear, to make available to non-nuclear-weapon States parties to this 

treaty any "spin-off" into the field of civil nuclear technology that might be 

derived from our research on n:lclear ;,.reapons. It is this research that non-nuclear-

1-Teapon States will be asked to forgo in t.he interests of all; and the principle 

that they should, as a compe::.sation, share in its fruits is rightly embodied in the 
::;ixth prerunbular parR.graph o:f tho draft; treaty before i.l.s. 

41. Paragraph 2 of the dra.ft article IV submitted by the representative ·Of Mexico 

goe :.' :cather further thEm that ~n imposing on all part5_es 
11 ••• the duty to contribute, according to their ability, ... to the further 

c8-~elopment of the production, industries, and other applications of nuclear 

ene:cgy for pea c8ful purpose s , especially in the territories of non-nuclear-weapon 

States. n (ENOCL196) 
'l'ha::, ~10uld cover not only spin-off but also the fruits of purely peaceful nuclear 

r 8s earch and development, which is being denied to no one .; and it ;,.rould impose an 
opr:;n-ended obligati on on c i vil a:J well as mil itary nuclear Powers that is not called 

for by strict r eciprocity. 

42. The quest ion of what such an obligation might entail was discussed by the 

representative of Canada at ourJast meeting on 5 October (ENOC/PV.336, para. 11). 



ENDC /PV. 3 37 
16 

- - - ---- --------

(Hr. l·Iull ey 9 Un:Lted Kingdom) 

I shc.:·o· tho nisgi vihgs that he expressed . The United Kingdom hr:.s ::-t.l;,ra~rs rr1c.dc major 

contJ.·ibutions i n this field from the very beginning of nuclear ~;hysics . Houcver, 

this wording could lend some countrie s to expect to receive for noth~~ng t-rhat other 

count:cies have 1.JOrlced hard to produce. That is clzc.rly not intcmded , and some 

nodificntion of the \vording would be desirable to avoid tho dru1go:1.~ of possible 

ummr:ca.11ted expectations. 

43. On the separate but related problem of the availc.bility of tho benefits of 

nucloc.r explosions for pea.ccful purposes, the conflict so8ms to be be tucen 

undcrstendablo aspirations on the one hand and brutal facts of reality on th~ other . 

It \JOUld be very agreeable if a Stat<:: could conduct its oHn nuclear explosions for 

peaceful pu:cposes without any hazard to the health o..nd safety of its neighbours 

and without affecting theii· tranquillity by the military and political implications 
of those explosions. Unfortunately, t ho facts of lifo a re sliuply not consistent with 
that ElSpiration. Any State tlu t ha.s made such a nuclear device has made a potential 

nucleo.r weapon ru1d can make more of them. One cannot distinguish behreoE thera. 

In addition, tho concern for economic developnent which pi'ompts tho interest of many 

States in tho use of nuclear explosions for those peaceful purposes also suggests 

that a better use could be made of resou:::ces than on tho onormous research 

and development costs of perfecting unilaterally the uso of such devices . 

l=i.ecognizing these facts, yet believing also that if peaceful nuclelli~ explosions 

aTe to bGcomc useful for econonic progress -- vrhich has still to be proved -- their 
benefits should be denied to none , we supported the preambular J rovi sions incorporated 
in tho drafts presented by the co-Cha irmen on 24 August . 

44. vie sha,rt;J the view which ho.s been put forward in this Committoc that the details 

and arrangements by which the benefits of tho application of nucloa~ oxplosives to 

peaceful purposes should be made ave.ilablc to all should be consideroc: separately 

outside th~ non-proliferat i on treaty. He are much indebted to the re;n~osentati ve 

of Canada for the valuable ideas tha.t he put forward in his stntemont of 12 September 

(EHDC/PV.329, paras. 19 c~.) about tho lines on which this pTobleiil might bo 

t1lcklcd,. I agree uith tho r epresentative of Mexico tha t the non-proliferation t r eaty 

. should .formally commit its signatorie s to make CJ.Vo.ilablc any vencfits that may 

eventually arise from the poCLceful applicati on of nuclear explosions ; and we should 

be happy to see such a commitment written into the body of th~J trcc.t y . That would 
also meet the point made on this subject by the r epr esent ative of Burma this morning. 
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45. This is perhaps as good a place as any at which t o make clear the position of my 
Government as regards the provision of any potent ial benefits from peaceful nuclear 
explosions. The geography and population density of Great Brit ain make it uncertain 
whether peaceful nuclear explosives will be an industrially-useful t echnique in our 
own islands in the foreseeable future. We have not so far pursued any extensive 
programme in this field, and are simply not in a position to make the mefu~S and 
facilities for the benefits of peaceful nuclear explosions available to others. We 
should therefore have difficulty with any language such as that proposed in 
article IV-A of the Mexican amendment in document ENDC/196. 
46. In our view, the first sentence of the proposed article IV-A could be interpreted 
as obligingnuclear~weapon States to developa. peaceful explosives technology and 
service for the benefit of others even if they. had neither _the desire nor the resources 
to develop such a service. I must stress that this is a . qu13stion, not of unwillingness 
to share with others something which ·we _have, but simply of an inability to share 
something which .we do not have and a consequent inability to undertake a treaty 
obligation which we cannot at this tim~ fulfil. 
47. Before leaving this subject, I should also like t o express our interest in the 
suggestion made by the representative o-f Nigeria on 31 August ( ENDC/PV .J27, para, . 57) .• .. . ,. ' , . 
He suggested that scientists from non-nuclear-weapon States be given the opportunity 
of working in close collaboration with scientists in nuclear-weapon States working on 
the technology of applyir1g nuclear explosives for peaceful purposes. We should like 
to a s sociate oursel ves with the favourabl e comments made on t hat suggesti on on. 
14 September (ENDC/PV .330, para. 18) by the United States representative, Mr. Foster. 
48. I should like next to deal with the link between this treat y and furthe~ measures 
of nuclear disarmament. It has been the consist ent view of my Government that this 
t r ea ty should and would lead to further measures of nuclear di sarmament, but that 
wi thout such progr ess t he treaty would not last . That view was put clearly .a s r ecent ly 
as 26 September by the United Kingdom Foreign Secretary, Mr. George Brown, in his 
speech to the United Nat ions General As sembly. He said: 

11A non-prolifer ation t reat y is , of course, not an end in itself. 
Apart f r om i ts int rinsic value, i t will open t he way to negotiations 
on the central problem of controlling and stopping the nuclear arms 
race. Unless it is followed by progress in that direction, there . is 



ENDC/PV.337 
18 

(Mr~~gited Kingdo~) 

a risk that the treaty will not long endure. But equally that pro gress 
is dependent on the successful conclusion of the treatyii. (fl./PV.l567. p.54-55) 

49. Wnen I last spoke to this Committee I reaffirmed our detemination to work 
towards further measures of disarmament. Knowing the frustrating history of 
disamament negotiations since the war, I find myself in sympathy with what I think 
is the intention of the Mexican proposal to strengthen the obligation on the nuclear 
Powers to pursue these negotiations by strengthening the preambular language and 
putting it into the operative part of the treaty. 
50. I should, hovever, like to offer one or two comments on that proposal. The first 
is that the most logical measure to embody in the operative part of the treaty would 
be that relating to the achievement of the cessation of the nucleer arms race, which 
at present ;;tppears in the ninth preambular paragraph. The treaty will, in article II, 
impose arms limitations on the non-nuclear signatories; and the next logical step 
seems to me to call for the cessation of the nuclear arms race by the nuclear Powers. 
51. My second comment is that some of the measures listed in the eleventh preambular 
paragraph of the draft texts -- liquidation of existing stockpiles and the elimination 
from national arsenals of nuclear weapons and their means of delivery -- can only be 
dealt with effectively in the framework of a treaty on general and complete disarmament. 
That treaty is, ~fortunately, still far from our grasp, and its achievement has not 
the same immediate urgency as the cessation of the nuclear arms race. We must stop 
adding to the level of armaments before we can move forward in the other direction. 
52. An alternative way of moving i:.owards that effect might be to retain the existing 
preambular paragraphs and to amend paragraph 3 of article V of the treaty to read: 

"Five years after the entry into force of this Treaty, a conference 
of Parties to the rreaty shall be held in Geneva, Switzerland, in order 
to review the operation of the Treaty with a view to assuring that the 
p-r.li'poses of the preamble a_nd provisions or" the Treaty are being realized." 

I put forward that suggestion for consideration and bo ma_~e clear that I welcome the 
initiative of the representative of Hexico and ·share his objective of seeking to 
secure firmer commitments from the nuclear Powers to follo1rr this treaty with immediate 
and meaningful negotiations to secure further measures of arms control and disarmament. 
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53. Before leaving this subject, I should like t o say that my Government strongly 
support s the proposal made by the United Stat es Government to the Government of the 
Soviet Union for bilateral t alks on the limitation of defensive and offensive weapons. 
We hope very much that the Soviet Union will agree to such talks, which should be an 
important step in the right direction. If it be later proposed to hold such talks in 
a wider forum, the United Kingdom would be ready and willing to join in. 
54. Proposals have been made by the representative of the United Arab Republic for 
amendments to articles I and II of the treaty (ENDC/197). I do not propose to di~quss 
those amendments in detail, but there are two general points I should like to make 
about those articles, which form the core of the draft treaty. The first is that, as 
we all know, they are the results of long discussion on the part of the co-Chairmen. 
The second is that, to my mind and to the minds of most representatives who have 
spoken on them, they effectively provide for the closing of all loop-holes of practical 
significance for the proliferation of nuclear weapons. Most of us here have 
participated in long debates over several years on the provisions which these two vital 
articles shollll.d incorporate. We know that earlier drafts of these a~ticles were much 
longer and much more complicated, and we know that the path towards eventual agreement 
between the co-Chairmen on these articles lay in finding simplified language. To add 
to these articles now, to add further complications, would be to reverse the process. 
That seems to me a dangerous course. I hope that we can steer clear of it •. 
55. I cannot conclude without a reference to t he missing article III. Indeed, it is 
very difficult to make a constructive speech about the treaty without_ saying anything 
at all about article . III. Equally, it is almost impossible to say anything constructive 
about article III until there is. a text before us. The Swedish representative has 
tabled a draft article III (ENDC/195) to stimulate discussion, and ideas have been 
contributed by other representatives. However, we still await anxiously the text 
promised by our co-Chairmen. \.J"e know that they are doing their utmost to ,reach 
agreem~nt on 8. draft text and that they are making progress. Moreover, J do not think 
I am revealing any secrets if I say that part of their difficulty lies in the fact . ··. ~, 

that it is not: only a matter of discussion between themselves and that inevitably. , 
wider consultations are involved. 
56. I should like to complL.>nent our co-Chairmen on the efforts they are making to 
produce a text which is generally acceptable and which will provide a safeguard system 
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adequate t o the needs of t he sreaty . At che Sc.L'n.e t ime, I ho~)e t hey will not t ake i t 
ami s s if I urge upon t hem the need t o impress upon all t heir colleagues t he ver y gr eat 
i rnpo r te.nc e of ha·.ting a draft ar Gi cle III tabled, discuss ed and, I hope, generally 
acc epted here before t he end of this mont h. 
57. Finally, I should like t o r efer briefly to t he speech made by t he r epresentative 
of India on 28 September (El\DJC/PV . 334). ~~hen I r ead H I was greecly impressed wi t h 
its logical structure a...'1d progression; but as I cont inued t o r ead I was mor e and .mor e 

·. struck '.-lith t he i c1ea t hat he s e-emed to be talking about a different treaty from the 
one t he r e st of us talk about. He was talking abou t a treaty which i-muld, amongst 
o ther things, halt t he pr oducti on of nucl ear weapons. His cont ent ion was -- and he 
has expressed it on many occasions .... - that t he proliferation of nuclear weapons 
includes the furt her production of nuclear weapons anywhere, and t hat therefore a 
treaty t o halt the proliferation of nuclear weapons must halt the production of 
nuclear weapons by the existing nuclear Powers. 
58. That has consistently been the view of the Indian delegation, and it is a view 
which I respect. Where I must join issue with my Indian colleague is in his 
assertion that that view is embodied in General Assenbly resolution 2028 (XX). On 
25 July Hr. rrivedi said: 

11 A non-proliferation treaty should therefore have mutual obligations 
and responsibilities; and in parent hesis I .might add that this is 
also spelt out in principle (a) -- this provision that the treaty should 
embody mutual obligations and responsibili t ies for nuclear and non-nuclear 
Powers '- - where it is said tN.!t neither of them should ,proliferat e , that 
proliferation should b.e denied t o both of them. 11 ( ~].C/PV .J.J.-.~ra. 32) 

On 31 August the repre9entat ive of India said: 
11What is pe:rtinent is that proliferation has to be prevented; and, as 
General Assembly resolution 2028 (XX) points out, proliferation by bo t h 
nuclear-weapon and J;ton-nuclear-weapon Powers has t o be prevented. 11 

~_gLpv. 3~~r~_._ __ 7J) 
59. At the risk of wearying the Committee, I would r ecall that principle (g) of 
resolution 2028 (XX) states: 
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HThe treaty shall be void of any loop--holes which might permit 
nuclear or non--nuclear Powers to proliferate, directly or indirectly, 
nuclear weapons in any form. n (.@'J""DCL16l) 

We all remember the context in which that text was discussed and adopted; and I do 
not understand how it can be argued that its intention was to cut off the production 
of nuclear weapons by the nuclear Powers. The principle discussed, and unanimously 
endorsed, was that non-nuclear Powers should not acquire nuclear weapons, and nuclear 
Powers should not help them to do so by any means whatsoever, Indeed, the whole 
debate on non-proliferation has proceeded on the basis that to prevent the 
proliferation of nuclear weapons is to prevent an increase in the number of States 
possessing nuclear weapons. The language of what I might term our base resolution, 
the Irish resolution (1665 (XVI)), makes that point absolutely clear. The 
reservation to that resolution entered by the representative of India on 30 November 1961 
·in the First Committee (A/C.l/SR. 1209, paras. 9 .§.L~) made it equally clear that, 
while the Government of India did not subscribe to that principle, it recognized that 
that was the principle embodied in the resolution. 
60. Resolution 2028 (XX), an admirably balanced and constructed one, was sponsored 
by the eight non-aligned delegations to this Committee. The views of those 
delegations have been of great help in reaching the hopeful stage we have now reached 
in our negotiations. That resolution, in my view, does not admit of the 
interpretation which the representative of India seeks to give it. 
61. When I concluded my remarks on 29 August I asked that we should all consider 
which situation would offer us the greater hope: one in which the negotiation of a 
non-proliferation treaty had broken down or run into the sand; or one in which the 
conclusion of a treaty had opened the way, and pointed the way, to further effort in 
the field of arms control a..'1d disarmament (ENDC/PV.326, para. 61). There is no doubt 
in my mind which is the better course, the course which will lead more quickly to a 
safer and saner world. We cannot afford to slip backwards. 
62. As I said at the beginning of my remarks, the next month will be crucial for the 
work of this Committee. Much remains still to be done if we are to go to New York 
able to report to the General Assembly that we have a draft treaty which we believe to 
be acceptable to both nuclear-weapon apd non-nuclear-weapon States. I believe we can 
and must complete this task, and I pledge all the efforts of my delegation to doing so. 
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£bg_CE£HRJ:1AN (l.Jnion of 3oviet Socialist nepuolics) ( trans~1;.tic:m from 3.ussian): 
rh·s Government delegation of the German Democratic Republic, headed by the Deputy 

l"ilni ster for Foreign Affairs of the German Democratic 2\.epublic, dr. Georg Stibi, 
which arrived in Geneva a i' ·=w ·:3ays ag8, has delivered so :ne, as the representative 
of the Sovi et Union and co-Chairrnan of the Eighteen-Nati-:m Committee on Disarmament, 
a Statement of the Government of the Gorman pemocratic ii.epublic to the Eighteen--Naticm 
·conudtteo on Disama.rnent. .~he Statement sets out the position of the German 
Democratic Rep·..1blic in regard to the draft treaty on the non-proliferation of nuclear 
weapons which is now being considered by the CCJmmittee (R'IDC/192, 19.3). The Statement 
is of particularly great. interest and importance, because the consideration of that 
question by the Conmittee has entered a decisive phase. 
64. The letter accompanying the .Statement of the Government of the German Democratic 
Republic contains a request that the aforesaid document be brought to the notice of 
all States members of the Committee. Accordingly we have today sent ~ letter to the 
Special Representative of the Secretary-General of the United Nations, Hr. Proti tch, 
with the request that our letter, to which the Statement of the Government of the 
German Democratic Republic is attached, be circulated as an official document of the 
Eighteen-Nation Committee on Disarmament)! Allow me to acquaint the members of the 
Co!ll11littee with the text of the Statement of the Government of the German Democratic 
Republic, 
65. I present the text of tho Statement of the Government of the German Democratic 
Republic to the Eighteen-Nation Committee on Disarmament: 

11 The Government of the German Democratic Republic has for years 
worked for the r enunciation by both German States of nuclear weapons. 
It supports all steps which can prevent the proliferation of nuclear 
arms. For this reason the Government of the German Democratic Republic 
welcomes the draft treaty on the non-proliferacion of nuclear weapons 
submitted by the delegation of the USSR to the Eighteen-Nation Committee 
on Disarmament. It views the draft as an appropriate basis for the early 
conclusion of a treaty excluding the further spreading of nuclear weapons 
in any form. 

"The Government of the German Democratic Republic shares the view of 
almost all States of the world which see in the early conclusion of an 

1/ Circulated as document &~C/198. Translation provided by the USSR delegation. 
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effective treaty on the non-prolifer a tion of nuclear weapons a contribution 
t o reducing ·che dange::." of an atomic world war. It also uorks r esolutely 
for a nuclear-w~?apons non-prolife:cation treaty because it would enhance 
the secv.rity of the peoples of Europe , 

11 The Government of the Gennan Democratic Repi.lblic ha.; worked out a 
constructive programme for tha indispensable contribution of both German 
St~tes to the bringing about of European s ecurity. It proposed to the 
GovArnment of the \.Jest German Federal l=iepublic that r elations between the 
tuo German States be normalized, t hat the use of force in their mutual 
relations be r enounced by treaty, that arms expenditures be cut by one-
half each, that the rer!unciation by both German States of the possession, 
control or share in the cont rol of nuclear wea~ns in any form be agreed 
upon and that they participate in a nuclear-weapon-free zone in central 
Europe. 

"The endeavom1 s of the German Democratic Republic and of many other 
European States t o establish an effect ive system of s ecurity in Evrope 
would benefit from an internat ional treaty on the non-proliferation of 
nuclear weapons preventing the nuclear arming of t he West German Federal 
Republic. 

11 I!l this connexion the Government of t he German Democratic Republic 
feels called upon to e:>..-pound i t s views on some questions of the contents 
of such a treaty. 

11 0wing t o its lack of sources of natural energy the German Democratic 
Republic takes a gr eat er· interest thru1. some other States in the use of 
atomic energy for peac eful purposes. Precisely fo r this r eason it supports 
the Soviet d:caft treaty binding the signatory States to promote the peaceful 
use of atomic energy and providing for comprehensive international co-

/ operation in this sphere. The participat i on of all signatory States in the 
peaceful use of atomic energy on a basis of equality would be reliably 
ensured 1Jllder this provision of a treaty on the non-proliferat ion of nuclear 
weapon s • . The Govex-nment of t he German Democratic Republic ther efor e sees no 
disc::.~imination v:hate.ver . in a t r eaty on the non-proliferation of nuclear 
weapons. Such a treaty could check t he atomic arms race, counter act the 
waste of r esources for military purpos es and thereby r elease considerable 
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'''i'he Gov-crnrilent of t}lo GcriJEL1 Democratic Republ ic r osolutely 1t!orks 
f or e..n effec tive contrcl '.) f the peacef ul us s :;f at·::rmic ener:~Y ori rmtated 
on the basic objectj_ves of the treaty thus guaranteeing t h.a obsc;r vance of 
a treaty on th·3 non-proliferation of nucl eal~ WGapons. It views ths cont rol 
by C.he Internat ional Atomic :&J.ergy Agency (IAEA) +,:) which the big majority 
of United Nations Hember States belong as a suit9..ble instrument to 2nsure 
the adherenco to tho provisions of a treaty on the non-proliferation of 
nuclear weapons. 

"The Government of the German Demo.cratic Republic r ejects any attempt 
to prevent an effective control of the observance of a treaty on the non-
proliferation of nuclGar weapons. A sci-called control by EURATOM, a closed 
monopolistic grouping formed exclusively by members of NATO with considerable 
influence being exerted by the West German Federal Republic, is incompatible 
with an effective control of the observance of the provisions of a nuclear 
weapons non-proliferation treaty since it would mean nothing but a self-
control by the West German Federal Republic. 

11The Government of the West German Federal Republic, which maintained 
for years that international control was an absolute prerequisite for any 
move towards relaxation &~d disarmament, today most stubbornly opposes a 
uniform control of the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons. It becomes 
clear now that it wants to evade an effective control to keep open -- in 
one way or other -- access to nuclear weapons. 

"The assertion of the \-Jest German Federal Government that it 
1definitively renounced the production of nuclear, bacteriological and 
chemical weapons already on 3 October 1954 1 is intended to disguise the real 
state of affairs. The then West German Chancellor Adenauer declared in a 
statement on 3 October 1954 that the West German Federal Republic only 
obligated itself not to produce nuclear weapons on its own territory. The 
West German Federai Republic has, however, by no means r enounc ed the 
acquisition of nuclear weapons, their production abroad or their use and the 
training of the West German army in the handling of nuclear weapons. It has, 
for example, concluded far-reaching agreements with the Republic of South Africa 
on t he production and t esting of atomic weapons on South African t erritory. 
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"The West German Federal Republic has the prerequisites for its own 
nuclear arms production. Its opposition to uniform control by the 
International Atomic Energy Agency ca~ only be interpreted as the intention 
to keep roads open to the production of nuclear weapons, alone or in co-
operation with other States, and to control over nuclear weapons within the 
framework of regional groupings. 

"The Government of the German Democratic Republic holds the view that a 
treaty on the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons must be concluded for an 
unlimited period. Only then can such a treaty become fully effective for the 
noble aim of safeguarding peace, of humanity, international r elaxation and 
security. 

"In open contradiction to the establishment of an atmosphere of confidence 
among all States, which is an indispensable requisite for taking steps towards 
effective disarmament, the Government of the West German Federal Republic 
demands a 1time limitation in the treaty' or far-reaching possibilities for 
revision. Both are suited to encourage aggressive intentions. 

"The West German Federal Government opposes the cancellation clauses of 
the draft treaty because they do not permit an arbitrary withdrawal from it. 
This makes it quite clear that the West German Federal Government aims at 
keeping open an access to nuclear weapons for a later date. 

"It is not by chance that the Government of the .West German Federal 
Republic raises every possible objection to a treaty on the non-proliferation 
of nuclear weapons. These objections are designed to cover up the actual 
reasons for the West Gem.an Government's opposition to the conclusion of such 
a treaty. 

"The West German Federal Go·vernment regards nuclear weapons as sui table 
instruments for implementing its efforts to revise t he status guo. The 
aggressive sole representation pret ension and the striving for a r evision of 
the frontiers in Europe are to be given weight with atomic weapons as 'a 
military potentiali ty1 • In this connexion the Government of the German 
Democratic Republic points to the fact that the Government of the West German 
Federal Republic persistently refuses t o agree on a binding r enunciation of 
the use of f orce with the German Democra~ic Republic and to r ecognize t he 
existing frontiers in Europe. 
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"The Government of the German Democratic Republic has a special interest in 
the speedy conclusion of a treaty for the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons since 
the maintenance and safeguarding of peace is the highest concern of its foreign 
policy and because preventing \tJest German atomic armament is a key question for 
security in Europe and the future of the German nation. It expresses the 
expectation that the member States of the Eighteen-Nation Committee on Disa:nnament 
will be guided by resolution 2028 (XX) of the United Nations General i•ssembly, 
according to which a treaty on the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons may 
contain no loop-holes which could perQit a direct or indirect further spreading 
of nuclear weapons. 

"The Government of the German Democratic Republic will, for its part, make 
every effort, in accordance with resolution 2149 (XXI) of the United Nations 
General J:>.ssembly, to facilitate the conclusion of a treaty on· the non-proliferation 
of nuclear weapons. It reaffirms that its proposal for both German States to 
renounce the possession, control or share in the control over nuclear weapons 
in any form is valid now as before. ~t the same time, the Government of the 
German Democratic Republic is of the opinion that such a renunciation by the 
German Democratic Republic and the VJest German Federal Republic could also be 
achieved by their accession to a world-wide treaty on the non-proliferation of 
nuclear weapons as envisaged in the draft treaty submitted by the Union of 
Soviet Socialist Republics. 

"i.ccession by both German States to the treaty on the non-proliferation of 
nuclear weapons would be an important contribution to European security and could 
have a favourable effect on efforts for effective measures fo1 nuclear and 
conventional disarmament. 11 

66. The statement which I have just read out is regarded by the Soviet side as an 
extremely important document aimed at facilitating the conclusion of a treaty on the 
non-proliferation of nuclear weapons. We would point out to the members of the 
Committee that the Government of the German Democratic Republic, which has always 
consistently advocated an immediate solution of the non-proliferation problem, has 
expressed quite definitely in its Statement to the Committee its support for the treaty 
which is being considered by the Committee , and has again confirmed the interest of 
the German Democratic Republic in the speediest possible conclusion of a treaty on 
the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons. 
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67. The position of the German Democratic Republic in regard to a ·~reaty on the 
non-proliferation of nuclear weapons, like all the proposals of the Governm~nt of 
the German Democratic Republic relating to the strengthening of peace in Europe, 
bears witness to the high sense of responsibilit.y manifested by the German Democratic 
Republic in its appr9ach to the most important problems of European and international 
security. In making the Statement addressed to the Eighteen-Nation Committee, the 
Government of the German Democratic .Republic has again demonstrated its deep 
devotion to the cause of peace and disarmament and its concern to avert the threat 
of nuclear war. 
68. The Soviet delegation would also draw the attention of the members of the 
Committee to the warning contained in the Statement of the Government of the German. 
Democratic Republic concerning the position adopted by the Federal RepUblic of 
Germany in regard to a treat.y on the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons. It is 
well known that influential circles in vJest Germany, who count on the gaining of 
access to nuclear weapons by the Federal Republic of Germany, are doing their utmost 
to hamper the conclusion of a non-proliferation treaty, cr at the very least to 
ensure a situation in which it would be possible to circumvent that treaty and leave 
themselves a loop-hole for nuclear armament. 
69 • . Now that the negotiations on the draft non-proliferation treaty have reached 
a very crucial stage and a draft article on control is being prepared, West Germany, 
as may be gathered from statements made by political leaders of the Federal Republic 
of Germany and from press reports , is making efforts to avoid establishment of the 
uniform and generally-accepted system of safeguards of tP-e International ~~ tomic 
Energy Agency ( I l:..Ei.) as the means of control · o:ver compliance with t he treaty. The 
question arises why the Government of the Federal Republic of Germany is striving 
to ensure that this control, where West Germany is concerned, should be carried out 
not by Il.Ei~ but by EURATOM, which would in fact be tantamount to the establishment 
of self-control. · wby should any exception be made for the Federal Republic of Germany, 
which possesses all the facilities for the manufacture of nuclear weapons, when the 
overwhelming majority of countries, including countries where the development of 
peaceful atomic industry i s at a very high level, advocat e adopt i on of the !LEi~ 
system of safeguards as the means of control over compliance with the non-proliferation 
treaty? 
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70. vle would emphasize that the Government of the German Democratic Republic, 
as is evident from the Statement that we have read out·, expresses itself in favour 
of the Ili.Ei~ system of safe&,--uards:, thus contributing towards agreement on this 
question. -
7:1".-- In solving the 'problem of the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons we 
continually meet sti1bborn r esistance from \·Jest Germany, which is creating obstacles 
to the speedy conclusion of a non-prolifere.tion treaty. In this connexion the 
qu~stiortarises: -is Bonn prepared to conclude an effective treaty on the non-
proliferation of nuclear weapons, or does it intend to oppose the preparation of 
such a treaty? 
72. We should like to hope that in the approach of the Government of the Federal 
German Republic to that important question the principle of reason will eventually· 
prevail. - iJ.s ·is quite rightly stressed in the Statement of the Government of the 
German Democratic Republic: 

"l~ccession by both German States to the treaty on the non-proliferation of' 
nuclear weapons would be an important contribution to European security and 
could have a favourable effect on efforts for effective measures for nuclear 
and conventional disarmament. 11 (ENDC/198, p.5) 

73. We hope that the Statement of the Government of the German Democratic Republic, 
which is of great importance for the -solution of the problem of the non-proliferation 
of nuclear weapons, will be studied very carefully by the participants in the 
negotiations. 

74. Mr. DePlU.ML (United States of J:.Jllerica): The United St ates has several 
timeshad occasion in the past to comment on self-serving attempts by the authorities 
in East Germany to enhance .their image. I shall not take up the time of the 
Committee by referring to the. substance of the l atest attempt, . which, as I heard it, 
was quite tra!:J,sp~rent. Once again unsupported allegations are made concerning -the 
intentf~ms of the Federal Republic of Germany. I can only regret that the 
representative of the Soviet Union has f elt it necessary to make himself a party 
to such allegations. These allegations are unfounded, and the record will 
demonstrate that they have no basis in f act. 
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75. On the question of p;rocedure, I understand that, in accordance with past 

p~actice, the delegation of the Soviet Union . wishes to circuiate thls commUnication 

under cover of a letter from the representative of the Soviet Union and as a 

document of the Soviet delegation. If I ha,_;.e understood this correctly, the 

Sov~et delegation is following our past practice, and there can be no objection. 

76. The CHJJRMii.N (Union of Soviet Socialist RepubJ.ics) (translation from 

Russi@): I ·· should like to meke only one comment on the statement which we have 

just heard. The r epresentative of the United States of .c.merica rejects the 

arguments taken up in ?ur statement· to the effect that the Goverrunent of the 
Federal Republic of Germany is opposing the conclusion of a non-proliferation treaty. 

Let us look at the actual facts that are taking place today. Today 'we are engaged 

in long-drawn-but negotiations on a q~estion which ~auld and 'should have been 

solved long ago but -for the opposition of the Government of -the Federal Republic 

of Germany. That fa~t alone speaks for itself. 

77. Thls question, which is very important and '~>Jhich we· have been discussing for 

a long time , is still unsolved. Unfortunately I would say, most unfortunately 

we s t i ll do not s ee any end to its solution. ·And the sole r ea·son ·rcir this is 

preciseljr the oppositi on of t he Feder a l Republic of Gern1any to the solution of this 

question. That altogether incontestable fact -speaks for itself. It does not 

even call for further comment, and so I shall r efrain -from making any, - leaving to 

each member of the Cormni ttee the possibility of forming· hi s Ciwn judgement iri r egard · 
to the ·si t:uatiori tha t has ··caine about i n solving the i mportant question of t he han-

.-· 

prolifer a tion 6-r nuclear weapons . 

78. Mr. TRIVEDI (India); . I wish to make a f~w comraents on the statement by 

the r epresentat i ve of the Uni t ed Kin~dom, who j oined i s sue Y{i ch my inter pr e t a tion 
of r esolution 20 28 (XX). As t he r epr e s enta tive of the United Kingdom say s , this ._ 

admirably balanced and constructive r esolution was spon sor ed by the eight non-

aligned delegati ons to this Committee . . It was drafted by th? s e delegations . 

I had the priv~.lege of b eing one of those member s . It i s _t rue , of course , t ha t 

the intentions of the draft smen are not the ultimat e criterion , the ultimate 

criter ion is the de cisi on of the General Assembly in voting on the r esolut i on. 

However, it would be i ncorrect t o s~ that the intention of the draftsmen wa s 
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different -- in my humble capacity, I was also one of the draftsmen of that 
resolution - and that they intended to limit it to only one aspect of proliferation 
or to vivisect the entire problem of proliferation of -nuclear weapons. 
79. Secondly, on the actual question· of the interpretation of the rerolution, as 
I have said before, it is not so much a question of the context in which a principle 
was drafted or the intentions of the draftsmen; it is the principle as such that 
has to be taken into account. Principle (a) had a certain context, no doubt, but 
when it is interpreted that principle has a permanent value; it does not disappear 
with the disappearance of that particular context. The principle does not 
disappear because there is a settlement now between the two alliances on the 
question of nuclear-sharing arrangements. In fact, the nuclear-weapon PGwers 
have been using the word 11 loop-holes 11 now in all kinds of contexts; and in his very 
profound speech this morning our Burmese colleague said, very rightly, that the 
treat,y itself would be a loop-hole if it did not include certain essential require-
ments. Therefore the principle has to be interpreted as such, and the principle 
says -that the treaty should not penni t the nuclear-weapon and the non-nuclear-weapon 
Powers to proliferate. In any case, no principle has ever said that the nuclear-
weapon Puwers should be allowed to proliferate. 
80. Thirdly, the principles of resolution 2028 (XX) havG to be taken in their 
totality. All the five principles have to be taken together. When I gave my 

interpretation of the principle, I was relying not only on principle (Q) but also 
on principle {:Q), as well as on principle (.s:), but particularly on principle (£), 
which says: "The treaty should embody an acceptable balance of mutual responsibilities 
and opligations of the nuclear and non-nuclear Powers". .f,_s I said in my last 
statement: "There is no balance ••• between a platitude on the one hand and a 
proh.ibitio!l on the other." (ENDC/PV.334, para._ 14) 

81. Finally, it i~ not very useful to go into these details about how to interpret 
a particular principle of a particular resolution. vfuat is important is how to 
achieve non-proliferation of nuclear weapons. There are two aspects to it. One 
is what proliferation really means -- the dictiqnary meaning, the meaning of the 
resolutions, the background of the negotiations .and so on. That is important. 
But what is equally important, if not more important, .is how to achieve non-
proliferation of nuclear weapons. 
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82. The position the Indian delegation has taken is that, even if the intention 
is to prevent further proliferation of nuclear weapons -- only one aspect of the 
problem, the proliferation of nuclear weapons to additional countries, or the 
non-armament of unarmed countries, as I once said --, even that cannot be achieved 
unless the treaty itself embodies a requirement that all countries shall stop 
producing nuclear weapons. Here I aLl in the distinguished company of a 
distin~rished predecessor of the representative of the United Kingdom--
Mr. Nutting ~- whom I quoted once before. He said very clearly that, unless the 
cut-off in production of fissile materials for weapon purposes were agreed upon~ 
other countries would inevitably join the nuclear race. He continued: 

"Are they going to sit by and say, 'All right, we will resign superiority 
to the three or four or five nuclear Powers, and they will exercise -a 
domination over us alJ. while we, the srw.ller Powers, will have to disarm'?". 

~~. Nutting concluded that the countries of the world were not going to tolerate 
a situation of that kind. 

The Conferen~e decided to issue the following communique: 
"The Conference cf the Eighteen-Nation Committee on Disarmament today 

held its 337th plenary meeting in the Palais des Nations, Geneva, under the 
chairmanship of H.E. lunbassador A.l~. Roshchl.n, representative of the Union 
of Soviet Socialist Republics. 

11 Statements were made by the representatives of Burma, the United Kingdom, 
the USSR, the United States and India. 

"The following document was tabled: 
'Letter dated 10 October 1967 from the Representative of the Soviet 
Union addressed to the Special Representative of the Secretary-General.' 

"The next meet:l.ng of the Conference will be held on Thursday, 
12 October 1967, at 10.30 a.m." 

The meeting rose at 12.25 p.m. 


