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The CHAIRHAi-J (United Arab Republic) : I declare'open the ·407th plenary 

mee~ing of the Conference of the Eighteen-Nation Co~~ittee on ~isarmament. 

2. Mr. LJI.IIODA (Czechoslovakia): In view of the fact that ·a number of 

delegations have dealt in their statements uith the effectiveness of our work and 
, ' I 

have advanced ideas on methods .for improving'it, may I at the very beginning of my 

s~atement .say a few w~rds on ~hat topic. 

3. In the opinion of the dele-gation of _Czechoslova.Y~a, the best method is that \'lhich · 

will enable us to reach the desired positive results speedily. The prerequisite 

for this is the readiness and goo<?- will ··t~ ;each agr_eement on the questions under 

consideratioh. Also required is a matter..:.?f-fact ap~)roach to our deliberations and 

an endeavour to reach mutually acce~table solutions of the issues that have been 

seleGted for consideration. ~-fe assume tlmt' all members of our Committee have this in 

mind, All that is necessQry for us no~ is to· concentrate our attention in that spirit . . 
on the solution o_f the principal tusks before us. He have all agreed that, apart from 

the demilitarization of the sea-bed and the ocean floor, i'lhich we have on the agenda 

for,our informal meeting tomorrow, those tasks primarily include measures closely 

related to·the problems of nuclear armamentt and for that reason I should like to 

comment briefly on the undergrolind test ban. 

4. · l4uch has been said on this subject both in this Committee and elsewhere. The 

debates \'JC have had SO far have helped to clarify many aspects of the problem and have 

presumably also contributed in substantial measure to the S\'ledish delegation's being 

in a position to subr.ut on 1 April 1969 a compl~x, thoroughly considered, thought­

provoking viorking paper (EIIDC/2L~2.') viith suggestions as to :9ossible provisi-ons of a 

treaty-banning underground nuclear weapon tests • The Czech~slovak delegation . 
welcomes that initiative as yet another proof of the constructive approach of the 

Swedish delegation not only to the ncgotio.tions on banning nuclear tests but also to 

the-work of our Comnuttee as a.whole. · 

We also ~ake,into account that, follouing the prolonged discussions of the topic, 
' ' 

it is now quite appropriate for us to start negotiating-on the.language of a trea~y 

cnsurins the fulfilment of this urgent demand to the fullest extent. We expect that 

discussions within that concrete frameHork should make it constderably easier to 

reach agreement on this pressing problem. The Swedish· v1orking paper is an important 
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document deserving detailed exarnination from a number· of viewpoints~ It will 

undoubtedly be the subject of an extensive and fruitful exchange of vie~s.in our 

Committee. I should like to make some preliminary comments on certain questions 

dealt with in that document. 

6. . The paper is apparently based on th~ premise that agreement on the bru1ning of 

underground nuclear weapon.tests calls in the first ~lace for a pol~tical decision 

to be taken by those States upon which agreement on that questi_on primarily dep~nds. 

This view fully conforr.1B to the one that Czechoslovakia has held for a numbe:r of 

years. We particularly appreciate the fact that the Swedish paper calls for the 

complete prohibition of underground nuclear tests. It. allows no exemptions, 

regardless of the grounds \'Jhich might be used in an attempt to justify them. The 

paper deals in a relatively detailed m~nner with the provisions relating to control. 

As suggested, the control would offer adequate guarantees to all parties to the treaty 

that obligations ensuing from it would be fully observed by all States parties. At . . 
the same time the control provisions ~ould not impose upon individual States 

commitments exceeding those necessitated by t!1e need for adequate control .. . . . 
7. It is also our view that the undertaking providing for the total banning of 

underground nuclear weapon testst as well as the obligations and further measures 

relating to control, $hould be assumed by the States parties to the treaty themselves. 

International co-operation in the excha~se of seismoloGical data should mal<e it 

considerably easier for the States parties to the treaty to evaluate individual 

seismic events. As is well known, Swedish scientists have been paying considerable 

attention to those questions for quite some time~ They have indeed accomplished a· 

great deal in that respect. ~;[e have alr1nys appreciated the readiness with t1hich 

the Swedish delegation has acquainted us \'Ji th their findings in the past years. 
... , .;e 

feel that the latest Swedish worldng paper is based on the solid grounds of ample 

factual material provided by contenpora~y scientific r,esearch. That particu:)..nr section 

of the working paper requires rather thorough exarJination and the Czechoslovak 

delegation is still analysing it. However, our study would be greatly facilitated.if 

the Swedish delegation could elaborate in some detail on certain ideas in its draft. 

We have in mind particularly n more detailed explanation of the interrelationship 

between the provisions of paragraphs 3 (b) and 3 (c) of article II and their 

relat:Lonship to paragraph L~ of that article. 
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8~ We regard the statement of the Soviet delegation concerning the willingness of the 

Soviet Union to participate in the proposed exchange of seismologic~l data (ENDC/PV.402, 

para.72) o.s.a positive step. We vrelcqme the fact that the United Kingdom has adopted 

a similar stand in that respect. {ENDC/PV .404, para. 13 et sea.). If international 

co-operation is to accomplish its purpose, the participation of the United States is of 

great importance. We should appreciate hearing the views of the United.States delegation 
1 : 

on that subject. As for Czechoslovakia, we also are ready to join in the proposed 

exchange of data. Vle trust that our participation would be a component vrhich would 

appropriately fit into the over-all picture~ 

9. We also listened \d th great interest to tl:;l.e statement made by the representative of 

Canada, Ambassador Ignatieff, at our meeting on 17 April (ibid,, paras, 75 et seq.). It 

contained a number of stimulating .ideas concerning international co-operation in the 

exchange of seismological data. That aspect also should be thQroughly ~xamined. It 

concerns the concept of various te~hnical problems studied by experts in a·number of 

c9untries for several years. Their accomplishments so far appear·to justify the 

assumption 'that the solution of the concrete technical problems does not represent an 

insurmountable obstacle. /. 
10. As for the possible measures· to be taken by our Committee in that respect, we feel 

that the right time to consider the~ will be after reasonable progress ha.s been achieved 

on the crux of the problem, namely, the political principles underlying ~he whole metter. 

11. Before I conclude my intervention I should like, with the indulgence of the 

Committee, to comment Qriefly on one particular topic which has been the subject of 

reflection and comment for quite 'some time. As is well known, various unofficial 

suggestions have been made recently relating to the enlargement of the Eighteen-Nation 
. ! ' 

Committee to enable a vdder range of States ~o participate in the disarm&~ent negotiations 

It is argued that disarnuuaent ·problems do not concerrr any closed circle of States but 

affect the vital interests of all States. The .existence of the Eighteen-N~tion Committee. 

with its present composition does not, we believe, in. any way deny the interest of all 
' . 

States of the international community in the 'solution of disa~mament problems. 

12. The setting up o.f the Committee gave expression to the fact that the optinrum 
' condi·tions for negotiations on any subject matter e:dst in a body \-lhich thanks to its 

political composition and the number of its members offers the best prospects for fruitful 
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work. ~hose views were taken into account at the time the Committee wes formed in 1961. 
This is true as regards both the size of the Committee and the careful political ba.:).ance 

of its.coroposi~ion. An adeq~ate representation o~ the individual regions of the world 

was also taken into consideration •• The fl.inctioning of the Committee over a peri.od of· 

nine years may be regarded as evidence of the fact that those criteria were corre·ct and 

that it ~s appropriate that'they should also be observed at the present time. 

13. All those aspects should, in our opinio·n, be taken into account when further 

prospects for disarmament negotiations, and 'dthin their f!amewbrk, also the work.of 

this. Committee, are considered. We are ready to approach all ideas relating to that 

question with an open mind.· As·a 1natter of principle' however, we sta~t from the premise 

that any decision to that .end should consistently respect in particular the principle. of 

equitable political balance that was applied at the· time the Committee was formed. 

Hr. IGN.ATIE...li'F (Canada) : In my opening statement a~ the second meeting of our 

resumed session I argued that the key to progress towards ending the nuclear arms race, 
; ' . 

which is our priority objective, ~rould be the bilateral talks on the l~tation of . 

st~ategic arms between the United States and the Soviet Union and th$t the_most important 

related measures would be the comprehensive test ban and the cessation of the production 

o~ fissionable materials for weapons purposes (ENDC/PV .396, paras.53-60). I said tha~ 

we attached high priority to the discussion of the _comprehensive test bag.7nd the cut~off. 

and hoped that conditions ~rould so develop the.t consideration could usefully be given to 

the terms in which agreements on those tvJO matters might be drawn. 

15.. As I have I;istened to the statements of other members of the Committee, I have been 

struck by the number uho have taken a b;roe.dly simi:}.ar view of the priorities. Some 

ma~tained, as I did, that progress in the strat~gic arms talks, the comprehensive test 

ban and the cut-~ff are required to reinforce the non-pr~life.ration Treaty (ENDC/226*) 

and en~ure that it becomes and remains effective. Others valued those measures for their 

own sake as means for ending qualitatively and q~~tite.tively the nuclear arms race. In 
. . 

any case, there seems to be a consensus.in favour of pressing ahead.to the extent possible 
I ~ • • 

on those two fronts. This is not surprising if we recall the existence of such documents . . 
a~ the joint memorandum on non-proliferati9n ?f nuclear weapons (ENDC/178) of Au~st 1966 
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1.vh~ch was submitted by e'ight '•non.,..aiigned members and referred specifically. to those .t~: 
measures. At our meeting on 17 April (ENDC/PV.404, para.75 et ·seq.) I made som~· · ·:. ~ 

• 1 ~ ~ 

'suggestions in connexion with. a statement made previously by our Swedish colleague · : 

(EITDC/PV.399, paras. 7 et.seg.).for forward·movement towards a comprehensive test·ban . ' . ,, 
·and have been gratified· ·by the reactions of my colleagties. Today I should like to make 

sor:1e remarks about the cut-off, in part' ·.because it. is· a question which: -vras ·relegated to' 

the background during the negotiation of the non-prolifel'ation Treaty· end it is some ~5-).ne 

since the Canadian delegatimr'has discussed it. 

16. Indeed, the record shows ·that the last time the Canadian delega.tion addres'sed itself: 

to the cut-off was Rbout tw-0-years .. an.d-100 mee~ings ngo. ·On 20 June 1967, General ::Burns 

argued (ENDC/PV .306, para.7) that the cess'atioh of the production of ~issionable materials 

for we~pons purposes and th~ reconversion or transfer to peaceful purposes of present 

stockpiles would demonstrate that the nuclear Powers as well as the non~nuclear 

signatories of the·non:..proliferation Treaty were prepared to ·carry on the·movement in "the 

direction of'the control of nuclear weapons and their eventual reduction and eiimination. 

This surely remains an eveh more inlJ?ortant considere.t~on today than it was· while the: 

non-proliferatio~ Treaty w~s still being negotiated. For it is hard to ~agine anyt~lng 
more likely to. speed up ratificatio~s of the non-proliferation Tr~aty and its. ent~y ~ri.t~ 
for~e than eviden'ce from ~his ·committee that real progr,ess is bein~ made tov1a~ds a 

comprehensive test ban and cut-off.· 

17. As we understood the rather negative attitude t61vards the cut-off on the part of the 
.. . 

Soviet delegation in the past, it w~s based on the contention that such a measure 1-JOuld 

amount to "contr~l without disar:niament 11 , and on the obje'ction th.at the p'roposals: regarding 

this meas.ure would require r.evealing the location· of plantr producing fissionablt:l ,. .. 
' I - ~ 

mate~iais; and opening them :~or inspection. It also was argued that the cut-off would .. 
not result in a significant reduction in nuclear ['.rsenals. The Canadian delegation has 

drawn some encourager,mnt from the absence from the stc.tement of the Soviet representa;tive 
or • • ' 

at our me·eting on 10 .A"J?ril (ENDC/PV.402~ paras. 41 ot se·g.) of qriticisms of the n~vl .: 

United States proposal· (ENDC/PV.401, paras. 7 arid 8) that the Intermiti~nal!d~oniic Eneri.Y 

Agency (I.AE.A) safeguard; system he employed to :ver'ify · com.Pliance vri. th a cut~ff. However·~ 
that encourage~e~t ~a::z somewhat offse~ by our·· c~ncer~ at~ ii1e repetition of some of the 

other old arguments against this important measure. 
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18. First of all; I should like to mclce clear the impor~e~ce the Canadian delegation 

attoches to the ch~~ge in the United ptates position vdth regnrd to verification of 

compliance with a cut-off which 1v-as announced by the United States reprosentative at. 

our 40lst meeting on 8 April. Not that we regarded the previous United States 

attitude as unreasonable: on the contro.ry, the inspe_ction system outlined in the 

working papers prese11-ted by the Unit0d States delegation to this 'Committee in 1964 and 

1966 (ENDC/134, 172, 174 and 176 and Corr.l). inpressed us as being neither burdensome 

nor unduly intrusive, R~ther, it is because we share the view e~ressed by the United 

States representative· (E~IDC/PV.401, para. 15) th~t when the non-proliferation Treaty 

comes into effe?t the nuclear-weaPon Powers shQuld be prepared to accept, in the context 

of a cut-off agreement, the same safeguards on their fissionable materials production 

and their production facilities as are appropriate to verify non-proliferation on th~ 

part of the non-nuclear-weapon States. 

19. In this connexion I would recall that the fact that the non-proliferation Treaty .. ·-
discriminates between nuclear-weapon States and non-nuclear-weapon ~tates, with respect 

to the imposition of safeguards, has been the basis fur considerable criticism of the 

Treaty. Noreover, that c1·i ticism has only in, part been met· by the voluntary acceptance 

on the part of the United Kingdom and the United States of I.AEA safeguards on their 

non-military nucle~ installations. A further arms control measure involving acceptance 

qy the nuclear-weapon States, in respect of all their nuclear activities, of all 

safeguards they have called on other States to accept would remove this ~ch-exploited . . 
·argument against the non-proliferation Treaty. The vol1mtary acceptance o~. I.AEA 

safeguards on their non-military nuclear installations by. tho nuclear Povrers would 

indeed be one of the· most valuable contributions to1v-ards establishing confidence between 

nuclear and non-nuclear Pouers and sanity in the atomic age. 

20, It has been argu0d against the cut-off that its adoption would not leac1 to the 

reduction of existing arsonals and would no~ restrict the.further production of 

nuclear 1.reo.pons. I uo1.Lld recall that this is precisely ~ne of the arguments which 

opponents of the non-proliferation Tr:atx. ~~e-to justiry their refusal to siga tha~. 
Treaty. 'It is an argw.11cmt that can be '!lsed against the outer space ~rcaty (General 

.. 
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.Assembly resolution 2222 (XXI) annex) , .the Antarctic Treat;/ ~d the. partial test-bcin. · 

Treaty (~NDC/iOO/Rev .1). Moreover, s~rnilar allegations can be made against the· dr.ai'~ 

treaty on the sea-bed (ENDC/240) -vrhich was submitted by the Soviet represenkf~iv~ at' · 

our 395th meeting on 18 Narch. It ~orould also apply to a cor.rprohonsive test ban. These 

are all preventive meas1ITes necessalji to ar~est the arms race before the process of 

reduction and eli..rnination ·can gather raomentu."'ll. Nor in the end is the argument 

comp.letely accurate as far as the cut-off is concerned. The United States has made the 

ff ( • 1 3 5) t 1 t .l..h -~- f" WJ.
1 

• th an t o or JvPV.l3 4, paras. 74-7 o coup e an agreemen on.~ e cuv-o r agreemen 

to transfer to peaceful. uses an agreed amount of fiss.ionablelmaterial -- that is 

60·,000 kilograms for the United States and 40,000 ldlogra.'lls for the Soviet Union. The . . . 

representative of the Un~ted States made the point most clearly when he said at our meetin 

of 11 .August 1966: 

nwe have also indicated our willingness to have ••• 100,000 kilogrammes of 

U-235 taken from existing nuclear 1veapons. There would thus be destroyed 

thousands of nuclear weapons." (ENDC/PV.281, p.l6) 

21. The sanie can be said with rcspec~ to the objection that the cut-off "t-rould not 

solvi3 the problem of eliminating or reducing· the t:b..reat of a' nuclear ~orar 11 

(ENDC/PV.402, para. '77). None .of the treaties I have just mentioned nor either of the 

drafts now before us was intended to solve that problem. They are designed for other 

purposes which are, however, related to the problem of eliminating or reducing the 

threat of nuclear war and proyiding in all cases, unlike some other proposed measuras, 
I 

the means of verification to ensure .that their provisions are respected. 
' ,• 

22. The Canadian Goverm"!lent, l~ke the Governm~nts of e~l members of this Committee, . 

-vrould be only too pleased if it i·rere possible today to solve the problem of eliminating 

or reducing the throe.t ·or nuclear \var. Hm·Tever·, the possibilities .of achieving .at· 

least the aim of eliminating the threat of nuclear war, except in the frame1-rork of , 

general and complete disEJ.rmament, :do no-t;. seeUJ. very great, lfe hope that measures which 

will reduce the tlri-eat will soon become possible. .,. 

JJ United Nations Treaty Series, vol.4021 pp .• 71 et seg4 
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23.· Meanwhile measures have been adoptea, and propos~ls for others are before us, 

which aim at preventing the growth of the threat of nuclear war.. In our.' view the 

cut-off foms an essential part of this pattern of prevention. Moreover, .as a 
I 

practical matter, the rearrangem_ents in national nuclear _programmes for ending the-

prOgraJ!lmes for the sup-ply of nuclear materials for vieap.ons production Would be likely . . . 
to involve considerable time., If the principle 'of the out-off could "t:e accepted, 

even thoUgh final action cannot at present be_ taken, some interim steps might be 

initiated. towards phasing out $Ome aspects of military production. Those with lon~er 

service-than·I ar9und .this _table will recogn~ze that I ·am reverting to the constructive· 

ideas put forw~rd by the representative of Swed~n at the meeting of the Committee on 
,. 

11 August 1966, when r;:~he suggested proceeding. _in t~e first place by w.ay- of freezing 

production of nuclear weapon materials and developing to a gradual p~~sing out. 

(ENDC/PV.2~1, pp.4-5) •. I hav~ ~o doubt that if t4e Committee were to study closely 

the possibilities of making progress towards a cut-off we should be able to identify 

prepara.tory action which _could.usefully be taken at this stage. By doi!lg ~~is it 

would be possible to reflect in our repo.rt to the twenty-fourth session of the United 
. . 

Nations Ge.neral Assembly the s ~riousness wi:th which the. Committee approached this alopg 
·. . 

with other meast,U'es related to the cessation of· .the nuclear arms race. .. . . . . 

24. Miss AGUIRR1]. (Mexico) (translation from,Spanish): I merely wish to make a 

brief statement in order to inform this Committee, on the instructions of.my Government~ . . -

that in view of the fact tha-t the Ministry of External Affairs of Mexico received on 
25 April 1969 a declaration by the Government of B~rbados Which ·will be ~nnexed to its 

instrument of ratification of the Treaty for the Prohibition 'of Nuclear ·~·Je~pons in ··· 
. . 

Latin' America (F:NDC/186), and whereby the said Government waives all the requirements 
. \. ' 

laid down in ar:ticle 28, paragTaph 1 of the Treaty itself, the number of signatory-

States for which the Treaty is now fully in force has risen to eleven. 

25. Fo~ this reason, and in application of paragraph 3 of that same article 28, my 

Government has already asked the ten other coun~ries vrhich, besides Mexico, are parties 
,, 

to the Treaty- namely, El Salvador, the Dominican R_epublic, Uruguay, Eqnduras, 

Nicaragua, ;Flcuador, Bolivia, Peru, Paraguay ~nd Barbado~ -- \-Thether they agree that the 

pre~imin~ry meetin'g provided for in the Treaty in order that. the agency for the pro-
, 

hibition of nuclear weapons in Latin J~erioa may be set up and commence its work 
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should begin on Tuesday, 24 June 1969, in l.1ex~co City_, which will be the headquart.ers 

·of the· ·agency, as stipulate!). in the Treaty; 

26. The· CHAilli~ (United Arab Republic): I am sure that I refelct the views of 

all the members of this Conference in congratulating Latin America, and in particular 

Mexico, on the c;wming into force of the Tr~aty. of Tl~telolco (}.:NDC/186). This is a 

momentous st.ep towards realizing the aims which all of us here seek to achieve. · 

27 •. :Mr. FISHER (United States of America): vfe ·are all happy to hear; from the 

statement of the representative of Mexico, that on ?5 April the uorld took another steiJ 

tow~rds the control of· nuclear weapons. We are happy to note that on that date Barbado 

became the twelfth country to .deposit its instrument of ratification of the Treaty for 

the Prohibition of Nuclear ~~eapons in L'atin America (J.:iNDC/186) and the eleventh to do 

so with. a waiver of all other requirements for entry into force~ It· now becomes 

possible for those eleven States to meet together for the purpose of establishing the 
i 

agency that will administer this Treaty. The United States is gratified to ~ear that 

a definite date has been set for that meeting. 

28. The United States took great satisfaction in April 1968 in signing Additional 

Protocol II to this Treaty, thereby signifying its intention to respect the denuclear­

ization of Latin America. I note that the. United Kingdom also has signed that Protocol 

and I hope that other nuclear Powe~s may be able to sign the Protocol in the future. 

29. The United States has followed closely the pro~Tess of our Latin !merican friends 
I 

and neighbours along the road towards the permanent prohibition of nuclear weapons frorr . ' 

their respective territories. n·e now applaud this most recent develop~ent and shall 

~atch 1·ri th keen in~erest as the .Treaty's internatio~al agency takes form. That agency 

will be dealing with matters, such as verification, which lie·at the heart of nuclear 

··.arms control. Accordingly its success in dealing with such matters will be instructiv~ 

to us all. 

30. The CHAIRJu1J.J)T (United Arab Republic): Before proceeding to read the 

communique I wish to tell the Commi.ttee that the co-Chairmen understand that no 

delegation has asked t.o speak·on 1 May l969 and ·in view of that fact they recommend 

tha~ the next formal meeting of the' Committee be held on Tuesday, 6 May 1969. 

It was so decided. 
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The Conference decided to issue the following communigue: 

"The Conference of the Eighteen-Nation Committee on Disarmament today 

held its 407th plenary meeting in the Palais des Nations, Geneva, under the 

ohairmanshiR of H.Th. 

Arab Republic. 

I Ambassador H. ~allaf, representative of the United 

"Statements were made by the representatives of Czechoslovakia, Canada 

and Mexico, ·by the Chairman and by the representative of the United States 

of America. 

"The next meeting of the Conference will be held on Tuesday, 6 May 1969,; 

at 10.30 a.m." 

The meeting rose at 11.10 a.m~ 

, 




