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1. The CHAIRMAN (United Arab Republic): I declare open the 338th plenary

meeting of the Conference of the Eighteen-Nation Committee on Disarmament.

2. Mr. BURNS (Canada): In my statement at the meeting of 5 October I
indicated that the proposals in document ENDC/197 which had been put forward
by your delegation, Mr. Chairman, on behalf of the United Arab Republic, were
being studied and that I hoped to be able to comment on them very soon
(ENDC/PV.336, para.29). The Canadian authorities have now completed consideration
of those proposals, and I should like now to give our views upon them.
e At the outset it would be well if I were to reiterate the position taken
by my delegation when considering amendments to the draft treaties before us
(ENDC/192,193). On 5 October, before commenting on the amendments proposed by
the delegation of Mexico (ENDC/196), I said:
"Perhaps we might say at the beginning of our statement today that we think
that the articles which the co-Chairmen have worked out with such difficulty
over such a prolonged period of time, and which, we think, have teken into
account the views expressed by all members of the Committee, should not be
disturbed unless there are very good reasons for doing so." (ENDC/PV.336, para.2)

L. My delegation also considers that what the representative of the United Kingdom,
Mr. Mulley, said at our meeting of 10 October on that point is very pertinent. I
should like to quote the following from his statement:
",..there are two general points I should loke to make about those articles,™
-— articles I and II -~ "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 7
proliferation of nuclear weapons. Most of us here have participated‘in'
long debates over several years on the provisions which these two vitael

articles should incorporate. We know that earlier drafts of these
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articles were much longer and much more complicated, and we know that

the path towards eventual agrcement between the co~Chairmen on these

articles lay in finding simplified languagc. 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." (ENDC/PV.337, para.5i)
5. In this context I should now like to speak about the United Arab Republic
amendments to articles I and II. The United Arab Republic delegatioﬁ has obviously
studied with great care the draft texts now before us, and the amendments it has

suggested are evidence of its diligence. We wonder, however, whether the adoptidn '

of those proposals, which seek to close some conceivable loop;holes, would really
increase the force of articles I and II sufficiently to make it worth while to
reopen the question of their formulation, which has been agreed upon‘with such
difficulty. : F . .

6. After careful study the Canadian delegation has come to the conClusiohithat,r
despite your persuasive argumentation, Mr. Chairman, as representati#e of the

United Arab Republic, the addition of the words "in any form ﬁhatsOever" would not
add significantly to the force of the. article in questidn. It appears to us that
the pfohibitions on transfers already embodied in that article are cntirely adequate..
The term "transfer” as used in the article is, in our v1ew, all—embrac1ng, covering
the many forms which a transfer may take.

7. Much the same comment applies to the seccond propoSed amendment to article I: -
the amehdment which adds a new paragraph gi#ing the details of the responsibility
of the nuclear-weapon States to prevent varlous persons or bodies under their
Jurledlctions from engaging in activities prohlblted by the article. The Canadian
delegation thinks that the existing language of the article implicitly covers any.
practical problems that might arise concerning the activities mentioned in the
amendment; and there seems to us to be no pressingfheed ﬁo.spell them out in detail.
8. Turning to the amendment proposed for article II, I should like to congratulate
the delegation of the United Arab Republic on its perspicacity in detecting that
theoretical loop-hole in the present language. However, wbgld that loop-hole weaken
the existing article so much as to justify the reopening of what has been called the
core of the treaty? Is it a loop-hole big enough for some miscreant proliferator to
wriggle through? After careful consideration and reference to our authorities in
Ottawa, we have concluded that it would not be.
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o 2 In essence, we find it difficult to envisage a situation in which a non-nuclear-
weapon State, having signed a treaty with articles I and II as in the current drafts
and thereby taking the public position that nuclear weapons should be restricted to
the present five nuclear Powers, would find it to its interest to encourage another
non-nuclear-weapon State which had not signed the treaty to develop a military
nuclear capability. By doing so it would be acting counter to the whole intent and
purposerof'the non-proliferation treaty. In the view of the Canadian delecgation, a
State doing such a thing would clearly vdolate a treaty containing the article as at
present formulated. A State which had signed the treaty and which attempted
clandestinely to evade its prohibitiohs in the manner suggested by the amendment of
the United'Arab'Republic'would indeed be subject to international censure and, one
hopes, effectiye'corrective measures by the permanent members of the Security
Council. | " o
10. Thus, while admitting that a loop-hole may exist, it seems to the Canadian.
delegation:to_be more a theoretical than abreal'danger; and therefore, as'far as.
we are concerned therevis no compelling‘need to réopen article II.
11, We now come to ‘the United Arab Republic emendment numbered =#& article IV-A. . The:
Canadlan Government has always regarded and still regards the questlon of security
assurances for non—nuclear 51gnator1es of the trcaty as extremely important. Before
signing the treaty each country must consider what effect the treaty will have on
its national securlty. Nevertheless we remain of the oplnion that to include in the
treaty 1tself an artlcle on securlty assurances satisfactory to all non-nuclear
States would be extremely dlfflcult and mlght well have the effect of unacceptably
prolonglng and compllcatlng the successful negotlatlon of the treaty. In our view
the best approaches to the problem remain as outlined 1n ny statement on 12 September:
7"There would seem to be two general ways in which to achieve
that obJectlve. The first would be by means of unilateral
| declarations to be made by nuclear Powers at the time the treaty
is opened for 31gnature. Separate declarations u31ng similar
language mlght record the 1ntentlon of nuclear Powers to assist

non-nuclear States which sign the non-proliferation treaty and
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HHQEECh'éf;Wéﬁbééquently subjected to nuclear attack or threatened
with it. They might also incorporate an undertaking that nuclear
weapons will not be used against non-nuclear States signatory to
the treaty which are not allied with a nuclear Power. .
"A second method of achieving the same general objective might
be to proceed by way of a United Nations resolution incorporating U
in its substantive paragraphs assurances similar to those I have
just mentioned. Such a resolutionfmight also take account of the
special responsibility placed on the Security Council under the
United Nations Charter for maintaining peace and resisting
aggression. - Since these undertakings would'weigh most heavily
on the nu¢lear Powers, we would urge the sponsors qfvthe draft
treaties, in ‘consultation with other members of our Committee, to ‘
address themselves seriously to this question." (ENDC/PV. 329, paras, 24, 25)
12, In closing I should like to add that, while I have this morning put forth v1ews

contesting the need for the amendments which your delegation, Mr. Chalrman, has _
proposed to the treaty now before us, the Canadian delegation thinks it is useful .
that those points in the draft have been brought up for discussion; and we apprec1ate
the constructive spirit in which you have presented them. The Canadian delegation
feels that any specific suggestions intended to improve the draft and offered in

such a spirit deserve at least an expression of views from other delegations, evenf:

if those suggestions cannot always be supported.

13. Mr, FISHER (United States of America): We have reached the stage in our’
discussions at which each delegation has expressed its views on the draft non- '
proliferation treaty (ENDC/192, 193) on at least one occasion. I have asked:to A
speak today, therefore, in order to provide the members of this Committee with some
views on certain of the amendments which have been proposed to the non—prdliferatiSﬁ
treaty. In the last several weeks the co-Chairmen have met many times to diéCuss
all the suggestions which have been made. I should like today to talk about the
proposals made by the representative of Mexico (ENDC/196) and possible alternatlve
formulations to meet the points he has raised. We very much appreciate the
constructive aim of the suggestions he has made, as well as the many helpful and

serious comments offered by other delegations.
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14. I regret that it is not possible for me at this time to give a definitive
response regarding the Mexican proposals. As I am sure the representative of Mexico
and other representatives here will understand and appreciate, those. suggestions
raise a number of important and complex problems. Moreover, not only do we havc
before us the texts proposed by Mexico, but we must also take into account the
comments of other delegations regarding those suggestions.

15. The first proposal submitted by the Mexican delegation consists of a
rearrangement of article IV on the protection of peaceful uses of nuclear energy.
This question has been the subject of intense interest, particularly among the non-
aligned. The representative of Mexico has proposed amendments to the present
language in an effort to bring it closer to what several members of the Committee
would like to see in the treaty. He has suggested the recasting of part of the
article in stronger and more positive terms.

16. The United States delegation shares the objectives sought to be advanced by the
Mexican suggestion. It is indisputable that all countries in a position to do so
should co-operate in contributing to the further development of the applications of
nuclear energy for peaceful purposes, especially in the territofies of non-nuclear-
weapon States parties to the treaty. However, it has been pointed out by some
delegations that the precise terms of the Mexican formulation may in some respects
create too sweeping and too general an obligation. Accordingly consideration is
being given to other possible formulations; and it is hoped that in the reasonably
near future a positive recommendation on that subject can be made to this Committee.
17. The second Mexican suggestion calls for an operative article in the non-
proliferation treaty concerning the sharing of potential benefits from péaceful
applications of nuclear explosive devices. Here 1t has been the intention of the.
United States that benefits from peaceful nuclear cxplosions should be available
through appropriate international procedurcs to non-nuclear-weapon States parties
to the treaty on a non-discriminatory basis, and that the charge for these nuclear
explosive devices should be as low as possible. In fact, if the draft treaty weré
to be adopted even in its present form, we should consider ourselves committed to
carrying out the declaration of intention now contained in the preamblg. In view
of that, consideration is becing given to alternative formulations whercby such a

comnitment might possibly be stated in even more definite terms. However, since
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our discussions have not been concluded on this subject, the United States is not
able now to say what sort of recommendation we hope will be made shortly to the
Committee.
18, Our Mexican colleague has suggested also that the following preambular paragraph
be transferred to an operative article of the treaty:

."... nothing in this Treaty affects the right of any group of States

to conclude regional treaties in order to assure the total absence of _

nuclear weapons in their respective territories" (ENDC/192, 193, p. 2).
The United States delegation has stated its-view that, on balance, such a paragraph .

belongs in the preamble to the treaty; but we must agree that our colleague has put

- férth some Véry sﬁrong arguments for a contrary vicw, and we arc looking with sympathy
at the Mexican suggestion on that point. _
19. _Finally, the délegation‘of Mexico has suggested for our consideration & draft
arpiéle in which nuclear~weépon States parties to the treaty would undertake to
pufsue negotiations regardiﬁg cessation of the nuclear arms race and disarmement.
The United States delegation fully appreciates the great importance which so many
delegétiohs have attached to ensuring that the non-proliferation treaty will lead to
progressvin.diSarmament. There is no difference between the two co-Chairmen on that -
point. We are determined that that view will be fully taken into account. It is
one that we share ourselves.
20. However, as all members of the Committee are awarc, the path to agreement on
arms-control measures has not been an easy one. We all know that long and arduous
negotiations preceded the limited test-ban Treaty (ENDG/100/Rev.1). Our negotiations
regarding non-proliferation have been lengthy and difficult. Without doubt,
negotiations on other measures also, no matter how much good will and persevcrance
is brought to bear, will be arduous and complex. It is for those reasons that we
.must be careful regarding the manner of stating any undertakings concerning
subsequent disarmament negotiations. Clearly the purposc of the Mexican proposal is
to facilitate, not to complicate, subsequent negotiations. With those considerstions
in mind, the Mexican suggestion and possible altcrnative formulations to deal with

the question are being studied.
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21. It is my hope that it will be possible in the very near future for the two
co-Chairmen to recommend for the consideration of this Committee a number of positive
suggestions for satisfying the basic concerns reflected in the Mexican amendments. In
the meantine I can assure all members of the Committee that we are mindful of the

need to proceed as rapidly as possible, in view of the relative shortness of the time
renmaining to us, so that the members of this Committee may in turn have adequate

opportunity to consider our recommendations.

22. Mr. CARACCIOLO (Ita;y) (translation from French): I do not intend to

meke a general statement; but I should merely like to say a few words on a specific

point relating to the preliminary comments already put forward by the Italian delegation.
23. The Italian Minister for Foreign iffairs, listing in his statecment to the Committec
on 1 fugust the conditions for an ideal non-proliferation treaty, recalled among

other things the necessity "of directing the nuclear countries towards practical and

concrete measures of nuclear discrmement® (ENDC/PV,?lS,pargggQ. This point of view
has been clearly expounded by the Italian delegation since the beginning of our
negotiations, because we share the opinion maintained here by several speakers that
the non-proliferation treaty should not be limited to esteblishing the principle of

a link with other measures to halt the armaments race, but that it should also enable
specific steps to be taken on the road ledding to general and complete disarmament
under international control. ' |

24. It is true that these ideas are expressed in a general way in the ninth and
c¢leventh paragraphs of the preamble of the text now subnitted for our consideration
(ENDC/192; 193). 1In this comnexion I feel bound to point out, in passing, that the
wording in the eleventh paragraph could well be strengthened so as to state more
clearly the nature of the intentions which it is wished to affirm. But it is equally
true that these intentions have no logicel sequel in the operative part of the treaty.
25. That is why I wish today to stress the constructive character of the suggestion
made by the representative of the United Kingdom in his statement at the neeting of
10 October, a suggestion which éeemsrto me to be all the more useful and interesting
since it comes from a nuclear Power that is a member of this Committec. The amendment
suggested by M. Mulley, Minister of State for Foreign Affairs, to article V of the
treaty would mcke the text read as follows:
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MFive years after the entry into force of this Treaty, a conference
of Parties to the Treaty shall be held in Geneva, Switzerland, in order
to review the operation of the Treaty with o view to assuring that the
purposes of the preamble and provisions of the Treaty are being realized.™
(ENDC/PV.337, para. 52)

26. It seems to me that the amendment suggested by the United Kingdom delegation

gives to the review machinery the value of an effective instrument for carrying out
and sfrengthening a2ll the provisions of the treaty taken as a whole. That 1s why

the Itelian delegation wishes to give thet amendnent its full sunport. Moreover,

that suggestion is one of those which it would be wise to adopt, in order to make

the non-proliferation treaty acceptable to the largest possible number of countries.
With that end in view I intend to follow up, as soon as possible, thc preliminary
comments contained in my statement of 29 fugust (ENDC/PV.326), to which I refer today,
in order to set forth the whole of the Italian position in regard to the treaty and

its various provisions.

The Conference decided to issue the following communiqués

"The Conference of the Eightecn-Nation Committee on Disarmament
today held its 338th plenary meeting in the Palais des Nations, Geneva,
under the chairmenshin of H.E. Ambassador Hussein Khallaf, representative
of the United Areb Republic.

"Statements were made by the representatives of Canada, the United
States and Italy. '

iThe next meeting of the Conference will be held on Tuesday,

17 October 1967, =t 10,30 a.m."

The meeting rose at 11.5 a.m.




