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1. The CHATRMAN (Nigeria): I declare open the three hundred and sixteenth

plenary meeting of the Conference of the Eighteen-Nation Committee on Disarﬁament.

?

- 2 Mr. WINKLER (G zechoslovakla) The dellberatlons on the non—dlssemlnatlon
of nuclear weapons have' ‘now -reached a considerably advanced stage. ”he broad
discussion in our Committee has contributed largely to the clarification of the

positions of individual delegaticns and to a rapprochement of views which seems to

prevail in the talks of the two co-Chailrmen of our Cormittee. " There is, I think,

a prevailing hope among the members of our Cormittee that we will soon be-in a -
position, on the basis of the recommendations to be submitted by the two-co—Chairmen,
to utart drafting the text of a stable end effective non-dissemination treﬂty which
would be adceptable to the 1argest possible number of States.  Like the other

' partlclpants in the deliberations, the Czechoslovakndelegatlon has already explained
in its previous statements (ENDC/PV.290, 298) its position on the various aspects

of the non-dissemination treaty. ° We prvopose, therefore, to limit our remarks today
to a few questions we have encountared at the present stage of the. deliberations.

3. To start with, let ne say that at this advanced stage of our dellberatlons we
think it night be useful to recall'eome basic circumstances connected with ‘the birth

; of the idea of non—disseﬁinétioh as of a specific problem withirn the framework of

! disarmament negotiations.  We believe that this retrospectibn'ﬁighflBe~of'soﬁe
significgnce for theiclarificatien.of certain realities which should not be overlooked
in our negetiations.'x It ie a summary of certain generally-known facts) and it is
therefore not necessary to go.into‘details These are, aftetr all, fujlj'aveilable

to everybody in the relevant documents, particularly in the verbetim records of the
United Nailons General Assembly -- for instance in those of its sixteenth session ~-,
as well as in the records covering the deliberations of this Committee in recent years.
It is therefore sufficient to refer to these facts only in general‘outline.

L. We consider it important to refer particiularly to the following facts. It

Qas mainly the non-nuclear-weapon States which stood by the birth of. the idee of
noﬁ—dissemination and pressed for the solution of the problem as'e specific problem
within the framewark of disarmament. This initiative was a reédti0n3£p the growing
danger that nuclear weapons wight be acquired by additional States, either by
obtaining then from the existing nuclear-weapon Powers or by producing them themselves.

The objective of that initiative was to avert this dangerVWithout waiting for an
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I3

agreement on the ellmlnatlon of nuclear weapons ow the agreement on general and
complete dlsarmament° It llkew1se reflected the conviction that the acquisition

of nuclear weapons by addltlonal States would not strengthen their security and, on
the contrary, wowid aogravate the international tension and 1ncrease the danger of
the outbreak of a nuclear war.

: 5. . The non~-nuclear-weapon States have played a decisive part in formulating tbe
substance and the basic aim of non-dissemination -- that is, to prevent any increase
‘iz the nurber of nuclear-weapon States. It was on the initiative of the non-nuclear—s
weapon States that several resolutions calllng for the conclusion of a controlled
non-~dissemination treaty were adopted in the United Nations. Those resolutions
formilated the fundamental obligations that such a treaty should contain. On‘tne
one hand, it is the obligation of,the nuclear—weapon States not to tramsmit nuclear
yeapens and information on their manufacture to the States not possessing such ‘
weapone. The non~nuclear-weapon States in their turn must undertake not to
manufacture nuclear weapons or to acquire them in any other way. These dlfferlng
obllgatlons reflect the actual situation in the world, where miclear and non-nuolear
States exist side by ‘side and where there are accordingly two potential sources of
'dissenination of nuclear weapons. The non-dissemination treaty must unalterably
and permenently cut off both those sources in view of the fact that neither of thenm
mist be overlooked or underestirated at any time.

6. The existence.of nuclearuueapon and non-nuclear-veapon States and the aim of

e preventing any-increase in the number of nuclear-weapon Powers determine objectively
to a certain extent the kind of unilateral. character of non—dissemination. This is
reflected in the different obligations on the part of the nuclear-weapon and the |
non--nuclear-weapon States, which would probably affect the non-nuclear-weapon States
in a greater degree. Nevertheless, the non-nuclear-weapon States considered these
different obligations to he appropriate and to correspond to the given situation,
and themselves'groposed their adoption. They regarded then as useful fron the point
of view of their own interests as well as those of the nuclear-weapon Powers; and
they regarded them as useful also from the point of view of international peace and
the creation of more favbourablencenditiens for the solution of other disarmament

A} . -

problens.
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7. Slnce the beglnnlng it has been clearly stated that non—d1ssem1natlon is not
by a long way the maxirum procramme and the final ob,]ecta.ve° Ib does not answer
the maln problems of disarmament; 1t does not do away with the pr1n01pal ev11,
which is the existence of nuclear weapons, its aim is only to prevent the spread
.of.that evil. However, this is an important and urgent objective in the present
world situation, .
8. In view of its limited and partlal nature, non-dissemination constitutes only
one of the steps tc be taken on the road towards gemeral and complete disarmament
and partlcularly nuclesr disarmament. Non-~dissemination replaces nelther general
and complete disarmament nor indiViaual collateral neasures, and cannot envisage
objectives which ﬁight be achieved only through general and complefe disarmamnent or
possibly threugh such collateral measures. The very nature of the problem of
non-dissemination makes possible its solution as an irdependent question, and its
urgency requires that it should not be linked to other measures the solution of which,
as past experlence has shoun, would necessitate more time. The separate solution of
the problen of non-dlssemlnatlon does not mean approval of the permanent preservatlon
of nuclear weapons in the hands of nuclear-weapon Powers; but it is one of the
significant steps towards the solution of that problem through the complete elimination
of nuclear weapons and the means of their delivery.
9. Those are some of the principal conclusions which might be drawn from the
material connected with the birth of the idea of non-dissemination. The Czechoslovak
delegation believes that, despite the dsvelopments which have taken place in the
world since their formulation several years ago, those conclusions are still generally
valid and should be borne in mind at the present stage of our deliberations also.-
. They should serve as orientation points to help the Cormittee in worklng out a viable
treaty effectlvely preventing any spread of nuclear weapons and acceptable to the
largest poss1ble number of States. On the other hand, respect of these realities
will enable us to av01d ‘any such over-burdehing of the non-dissemination treaty as
would 1nev1tably oceur 1f we wished to solve by it prob’ems which reach heyond the
framework of non—dlssemlnatlon
10. In other words, we regard these aspects as suitable criteria for what nay
realistically be demanded from a non-dissemination treaty and for what requirements

such a treaty must meet if it is to be really effective and sufficiently stable.
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This applies both to the cxtent and nature of the obligations to be undertaken by
individual Spates and tdcthe relationship of non-dissewination to other pfoblems and
primarily to nuclear disarmament and'general and complete disarmament. Lagt but

not least it applies also to measures that would provide the States parties to the -
treaty w1th an approprlate guarantee that the other signatory States would meet fully
the obllgatlons they had undertaken. '
11. v delegation regards the requirement for such a guarantee in the non-
dissemihation treaty as fully justified. It is an important question, the solution
of which would unéoubtedly strengthen the effectiveness and stability of the treaty
and also contribute to the creation of an atmosphere of greater confidence in the.
relations émdng States. Our position with regard to the basic principles which
should be observed in the efforts to find a solution to the question of guarantees
has been elabdrated in previous statements of the Czechoslovak delegation. Accordingly,
I shell make only a few remarks on this subject now. - e

12. The guaranteeé in the non-dissemination treaty should have a cledrly-defined
_mission: namely that of providing the contracting States with the required certainty
that the other States barties 16 the treaty honour their obligations undertaken under
the treaty. The gparantees must correspond to that criterion both-in their extent
and in the methods to be applied in their implementation. We think that it should
be no problem for any contracting State to agree to the adoption of a single system
of guarantees which would be in harmony with this criterion -~ that is, a system which
would provide the guarantees that all signatory States fully honoured the obligations
- undertaken by them. : ' :

13. At the §dﬁe time it is nécessary to bear in mind the following: the
non-dissemination treaty is based on the fact that there aré two groups of States
which hdve different positions and which, accordingly, should undertake different
obllgatlons Wé believe that this fact should also be takén into consideration in
the solution of the questlon of guarantees in relation to the two groups of Statess
1. Finally, I should like to p01nt to one’ other significant 01rcumstancc. It
would not be in accordance w1th the role of guarantees if they were also to have .
other functions g01ng in any direction beyond the framework of the non-dissemination
treafy, or if they were to be applied to a different extent and in different ways

to 1nd1v1dual States which had assumed equal obligations under the treaty.. In that

case it would hardly be possible, we think, to reach agreement on this question.
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15: In conclusion, may I make a few remarké on the question of the use of nuclear
explosions for peaceful purposes, tc which.a number of speskers have recently paid
considerable attention? CoL -

16. First of all, I should like to point out again tﬁat the Czechoélovak delegation
regards it as neceséary that the question of the manufacture of nuclear explosives_
for such purposes should be covered by the non-dissemination treaty fully and without
reservation. A number of delegations have already .adduced indisputable facts
tés%ifying to the necessity of such a solution.- The crux of the problem lies in the
fact that from the technological point cf view any State manufacturing nuclear
explosives at the same time manufactures nuclear weapons, whether wittingly or not.
17. At the same time we wish to stress that we do not regard such a solution as

an obstacle to a potential use of nuclear explosions for peaceful purposes by the
ndnlnuclear-weapon States. Various delegations-have already submitted serious
constructive ideas for a solution of this problen which would be in harmony both
with the political and economic interests of non-nuclear weapon Statés and with thet
‘non-proliferation treaty.

18." A point of departure for an acceptable solution, which might take the form of

a special international arrangement, should be the fact that a possible use of
nucléar explosions for the purposes of peaceful economic development of the non-nuclear-
weapon States is not conditional upon the manufacture of nuclear explosives by those
States. Under an appropriate procedure these explosives might be provided by the
nuclear-weapon Powers. It seems indisputable that attempts at autarchy in the

field of nuclear explosives for peaceful purposes would be of no advantage to the
non-nuclear-weapon States from {hc economic point of-:view. Moreover, as a
consequence, the country in question would lag behind in the field of the peaceful
uses of nuclear energy.

19. For economic reasons that are not difficult to conceive, econémic autarchy is
not practically advisable in any economic field. It woul& certainly be absurd if a
country wishing to build up and develop a certain industrial branch strove on its
own to secure the development and manufacture of all the necessary machines and
equipment. Similarly, a country which intends to undertake large-scale ground works
usually finds it economically more advantageous to import the necessary machinery
than to start its own research. and.manufacture. Such an approach is not in any case

regarded as discrimination. Neither the equality nor the independent position\of
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thelStété'Ebncérned:is affected in any way. The fact that that State is guided
exclusively by economic considerations, and is not bound by any international
comnitnents which would deprive:it of the right to change such policies at any time,

is certainly important. In our view, however, this fact cannot be apnlied.as“én :
appropriate analogy in respect of the question of nuclear ‘explosives for peaceful
purposes. Economic aepects paturally play a considerable role in this sphere as-well.
20. These irrefutablé economic factors are, however, coupled with a serious political
aspect:nhich'from the point of view of the non-dissemination treaty should be decisive.
The deVe10pment and manufacture of nuclear explosives by the non-nuclear-weapon States -
would inevitably have political effects identical with the political effects of a
spread of nuclear weapons, irrespective‘of the subjeetive intentions of the States in
question. This is the fundamental fact which cannot be refuted by any argumente or
by any considerations. - Therefore it is our position that the non-dissemination .
treaty must cover the manufacture of all nuclear explosives, irrespective of the

nission they are supposed to serve. T

21. Mr. TRIVEDI (India): I wish to congratulate the representative of"
Czechoslovakia for bringingJout one of the most salient considerations in our
~examination of a treaty on the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons, nanely that we —-
particularly an expert body like ours af'must look at it in the historical perspective
also; As the representative of Czechoslovakia pointed out, the history of these
negotiations is available in the documents of the United Nations and its var{oue
commissions and committees; and I thought I might elaborate on the historical
perspective given by him. N |
22. Mr. Vinkler started with 1961, and I dare say he did that because he wanted to
bring in several considerations. I am sure it was for want of time that he did not
go further back; but the history of the endeavours of the international community

to prevent the spread:of nuclear weapons -- to.prevent additional countries from
scquiring nuclean“weapons —— and to eliminate nuclear weapons from the arsenals ef
the world started as -early as 1946. We had the Baruch Plan and the Gromyko Plan

in 1946 based precisely on this proposition. At that tlme there was only one
nucleear-weapon Power, but there were soon to be two. The endeavours of both the
United States and the Soviet Union were directed towards determining, first, how %o
prevent a further 1ncrease, and secondly how to stop the nuclear menace entirely. I
do not want to go into the hlstory of those 1ll—fated attempts, but the endeavours

continued.
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23. Then, in the early 1950's when the questlon of a nuclear test ban was paramount
in the minds of peoples and nations, the then Indian Prime Minister made appeals to
the international community, to the Disarmament Commission and tg the United Nations.

A test ban was a non-proliferation measure; and in their various suggestions

Mr. Jawsharlal Nehru and India linked up the question of other measures to be taken

as an urgent first step. Cne of them was the cessation of the producﬁibn of fissile
materlal for weapon purposes. That was included specifically in the memorandu

we submitted to the Disarmament Commission and its Disarmament Sub-Committee -- even
though Indla was not a member of the Disarmament Sub-Committee then -~ becauss we
belleved it was important in order to prevent the spread of nuclear weapons to
addltlonal countries.

24. In the second half of the 1950's the Disarmament Sub-Committee discussed the
metter in exhaustive detail. On-various oceasions I have quoted what Mr; Jules Moch
said, what Mr. Anthony Nutting said and what the Anglo-French Memorandum said
(DC/SC.1/10 and Corr.l). The approach all throughout has been that you cannot
prevent the spread of nuclear weapons to additional countries unless you stop the
production of .fissile material for weapon purpdses in all countries. ‘

25. Then came the early 1960's, whence Mr. Winkler has brought the story more -or less
up to date. There was the Irish resolution (4/RES/1665(XVI)), to which some
delegations made important reservations. There was the Undén plan (4/RES/1664 (XVI)),

which stipulated that countries should consider the circumstances under which they

.would not acquire nuclear weapons. Unfortunately that particular idea was not

followed. Then there was the Cairo Conference formulation, where the question of
the prevention of the further spread of nuclear weapons was a part of the effort by
the big Powers to eliminate their stockpiles (4/5763).

26. Then comes recent history ~- what we might call the post-~Chinese-explosion
history.- We all know the Disarmament Cowmission resolution DG/225 (ENDC/149) and

the historic, momentous resolution 2028 (XX) (ENDG/161). Hence I fully agree with
the representative of Czechoslovakia that when we wish to consider this issue we musta
consider it in the historical perspective so that we may have the right answers to

the problem.

1/ See Official Records of the Disarmament Commission, Supplement for April, May and
une 1954, document DC/44 and Corr.l. . . ,
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27. I thought I might also make one more comment. The question of the non=
proliferation of nuclear weapons has been a55001ated in peoples‘ minds with the
question of security. I do not w1sh to go into the detalls of this patticular polnt.
at this morning'!'s meeting; but I should like to speak on it at some length at a
later meeting. This is-an important consideration not only in the minds of nations
but in the minds of the peoples of all nations.

28. The history of nations tells us that, just as war has become total since the
days of Napoleon, Clausewitz, the First World War, the Second WOrld War, Hiroshima
and Nagasaki, so dlsarnament also has become total in the sense that the people at -
large have been engaged 1n the quest for disarmament. Just as war no longer remains
a pursuit to be followed by just a few elite soldiers, so aisarmamept is equally not
a pursuit just for certain categories of statesmen and diplomats. The peoples of
all nations have been intimately concerned in this quest for disarmament; and they
will have the final -answer to any propositions put forward for signature or for .
consideration. The parliaments and the peoples will be greatly concerned and will
look at all propositions that are put before them.

29. And the first question the people will ask is: "How is the security aspect
being taken into account in this particular proposition?” One argument which the
peaples of many nations will never accept is: PLet us face facts; let us be
realistic; allow some countries to develop nuclear weapons, but you do not do ith.
That is a proposition which the people will never accept, a prop031t10n whlch in the

confused argument for accepting.a falt aocompll runs like this: "Some oountrles,

your neighbours -- aggressive,- nllltarlstlo, however they may be == have developed
nulcear weapons. Let them develop them. You were more advanced than they were,
but you have been good. Never mind. - Let them develop then." Thet, I repeat, is
an ‘argument which the people will never. accept. ‘ . )
30. If it is to be-acceptable to the people, therefore, any proposition will have to
have other elements which will also take into account countries possessingvand
developing nuclear weapons. It will have to be in accord -- not in the letter but
in the spirit -- with the historical perspective that I have put forward, with the ‘
propositions put forward in -1946,:with the. propositions put foward by us in the early-
fifties, with those put forward by countries ln the later fifties and in the Undén
plan, at the Cairo Conference, in the Disarmament Commission resolution and in
resolution 2028 (xx). ’
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31. As I sald at the beglnnlng, I 1ntervened to agree idth Mr Winkler, and I !
agree w1th hlm once nore, 1n saylng that we nust not load a non-prollferatlon treaty
w1th too many thlngs which are not alrectly gernane “to it. It was.din" recognltlon of v
this that resolutlon 2028 (XX) lald down two separate principles, (b) and-(¢).
PrlnClple (c) only talked of “the treaty belng a step “towards general and complete
dlsarmanent and, more partlcularly ) nuclear d:Lsarmanent It did not say ‘that a-
treaty on non—prollferatlon should 1nclude general and complete disarmanent, or -
nuclear dlsqrmament _ We accept that but there was a separate prlnclple, a
dlstlnct pr1nc1ple.': Indeed there wére flve prlnclples, not’ just dhe.
32, . There was prlnClple (b), whlch sald that the treaty should embody -~ should
include 1n 1ts artlcles -— an, acceptable balance of mutual obllgatlons "and
respon31bllit1es of nuclear—weapon Powers and non—nucleer—weapon Powers. A&
non-prollferation treaty should therefore have mutual obllgatlons and respon31b111t1es,
and ;n parenthe31s I mlght add that thls 1s ‘also spelt out 1n prlnClole ( ) —— " this '
provision that the treaty should enbody mutual obllgatlons and respon31bllit1es for -
nuclear and non—nuclear Powers - where it is said that nelther of “them ‘should S
prollferate, that prollferatlon should be denied to both of them.
33. Fron that follows Mr Winkler's prlnclple that control - should’ apply-to the
obllgatlons assumed by the two 31des. The contracting partles haV1ng assuned -
respons1bllit1es and obllgatlons not to orollferate, the control should~therefore
be on that partlcular aspect of the treaty =
.The Conference declded to issue the'follow1ng'commun1qué
y “The Conference of the Elghteen-Natlon Commlttee on Disartfanefit today -
\'held 1ts 316th plenary meetlng in the Palais des Nations, Geneva, under the
.chalrmanshlp of H.E. Ambassador Alhaji Sule Kolo, representatlve of'Nigerla.a ‘
“Statenents were nade by the representatlves of ‘Czechoslovakia and India. -
“The next meetlng of the Conference wlll be held on Thursday, 27 July 1967,

at lO 30 a.m.“ ) | -

e

Thé meéting rose'at 11.20 a.n.



