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The CHAIRMAN (India): I declare open the two hundred and forty-fifth 

ple?ary meeting of .the Confe~~nce of the Eighteen-Nation Committee on Disarmament. 

Before calling on the fir~t ,.Jp.s::tker ~ I. should lD:e to express, on behalf of 

the Indian delegation as well as on behalf of the Committee, congratulations to the 

Soviet delegation upon the twin triumph of the Soviet Union in landing the Venus-3 

capsule on Venus and in accomplishing a close fly-past of the planet by the space 
• 

probe Venus-2. Those remarkable technolCDgical achievements are all the more 

impressive as they come so so~:m after the soft lending of- Luna-9 on the moon. 

On behalf of the Indian delegation I extend a welcome to the Special 

Representative of the Secrete.ry-.Qenera,l~ :tv1r. Protitch, and I trust that he will 

stay with us. 

The Indian delegation also welcomes ¥~. Adrian Fisher, who has rejoined us to 

lead the United'States delegation. We look forward to continued co-operation 

with him and his delegation. 

Mr. rJiALLAF (United Arab Republic) (translation from French): 

~tr. Chairman, on behalf of my delegation I should like to associate myself with 

yo~~ congratulations to the Soviet Union on its latest space,_e~p~oit. I should 

also like to welcome among us t'.tr. Proti tch and Mr. Fisher. 

The General Assembly, in its resolution 2028 (XX) (ENDC/161) on n~n-proliferation, 

for~ally called upon our Co~ttee to negotiate urgently an international treaty 

on that problem. My delegation considers that resolution to inaugurate the last 

stage towards reaching a final solution of the problem, after a l~n·g -period of 

vacillation and groping that everyone is happy to see at an end. 

Our Committae 1s composition of nuclear and non-nuclear, aligned and non-aligned 

countries, representing the main currents of world thought, guarantees our success. 

Our efforts so far have already led to a number of tangible and encouraging results; 

the opportunity we have today to conclud~ an accept~ble treaty is perhaps the most 

propitious which has yet occurred. For that reason my delegation earnestly 

desires to make its modest contribution to this last stage of our negotiations/ 

The political uilJ. to give concrete form to the principle of non-proliferation 

in. international lif~ is more evident than ever among.the'non-nuclear countries as 

'-'Tell as among the nuclear Powers members of this Comniitt~e·. In that connexion we 

note the statement made to the General Assembly on 29 September 1965 by the French 

l1inister for Foreign Affairs: 
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(M~::, IG,lallaf, United Arab :rt.epu.blic) 

rfFrance desires di'ssemination no more than any other country, and 

. knows.'quiie well tliat the Powers that find themselves with the redoubtable 

privilege. of the ato171ic weapon will never agree to share it. with· others';' 
i '· 

Mo.reover, .: it i~ t~ our benefit this session tha·~ the b:i-l:>ad· lines· determining the form 

and content ~f "the action contemplated by the international ~bmmuniiy for"' the 

solution of this problem were discussed·and adopted by.th~ General Assembly at its 

twentieth session (A/RES/2028 (XX)). In regard to the form of this ·action, the' 

Generai ·.A.ss.embly; d.Jcided that it should be embodiE!d in an internat:i.6nai" treaty which 

would apply t~'· ~11· State's without exception, nuclear and n~n-~ucle~r. 
'l'he United States and Soviet draft treaties (:ENDC/152, l(S4) are both based on 

tl~ir; :premise:: '''l'hus~ President Johnson, in his message to our' Committee on 

27 Janwiry i966, stated .,Vi th reference to a non-proliferation treaty: 

(2._9Ejintled in Engli~h) · ' ., 

"iTe o.re prepareCJ.·to' sign such & trer.ty, r::.aking 'it applicable to nuclear 

'G..nd. non-micle&r countries alik.e" (ENDC__L_i65). 

(continued.in·F~ench) ·- ' 

Ac.co:cdi~.gly ·one point must be· taken as definitely established: that the agreed 

form.of'interA~tional action on ncn-proliferation"is ihe.conclus~on'of a treaty 

embracing both groups of countries, nuclea-r n.nd non-nuclear~ whatever their de.gree · 
.. - .. ' . .. i ' . ·. . . 

of nuclear development. 'This approach is the only one· that can adequately solve an 

essent.ially universal problem. :rlly provisional or piecelileal' solutioh'of the problem 

at t.hi~ · st.age might be a step backwards and nu.l'lify ·an our previous efforts> 

' That'' being so: the ·question: which .. immedio;'i;e1y· springs' td mind "is·· ~hat sort ·o.f 

treaty we need· •.. FirEit of au; "none "l)f us is interested in signing a:h ineffective . 

t-reaty.' To draft· such an lns~rument wo'uld: be qu.ite worthless and a waste of ti~e. 
Noi can ·any' of us expect the tre'aty to. co.ntain e~ei-yth:l.ng :f,hat·· he warits. Howev~r', 

• • I '~ }
0 

' : t, • :: i". : i. 
·' ' 

• I '-• :). I, ··~ • ' • • : • 
i ,· .. ·: . ~ . : 

·, .. :;r: . ;, .·. ! . 

·,r • ': : • I • 
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·'· •' ... ' (!ilr. Khallaf , United Arab Re_I!ublj._c~) 
'" .. f • ~ • 

· rtg d:~i~g~t·i~n~:f'e-~J;~-~ ·a:,q.~_,..:th'~tl· ~~r __ d~N1te will benef~t. )~''rom -b~~- .confrontation of . . , . . . . . ~ . ~. . . 
/.:.. i 

our respect·ive :vie.~'lPo;Lp.ts ,:;.9Ji ';vlii'c,lf can be b~sed ?- _CQI)l!Ilon ... a:t·~.i!;~d~ ;~c..ceptable to 
. '. . :, '. 

us "all; and. _paiitic~.1~.,_1:-'ly -t9 ,~jh-3 'iihern;;;.tional co~~l,l::~;i.ty_ a~' large -~:Q.:i,c):l has. gi.ven 

u::; a ma~date t~ n$g9·t~E\-te.. tli~s ;tr';~~y. ,,· . . ... ,_,.::...:;._,;._._:.:.~ .... :; .: .. 

Before, going. on to consider a n~n-prolifera·!iiOI+ tr~aty .l}r:f;icle by_. ~=tr-ticle. 
• • • :..· • :· •••• ,. • : ..... .l • • ". 

r.'fY' a:elegation 'wquld :_like ·0o explain Hs conceptio~ o:f ~ non-dissemination .trea-~y in 

th~ iight .. 6t Ass~!!lb:j.y~reso~u~i~~ 2o28 (~)~ ... :T~-~~--~o,-;n at~empt ~st,be•made 
to ans')'"~r--· t:wo' qU,est:j,_cins: .. ..... " ..· 

· (1).::. ·,fu~t .·f\n~.C:t.io~ do we wish t~· S:ss_ign, to the non-p:v.Jliferation tr~a-~y?.. . 
' ~ ~ ' . ·. . . . 

. (2)'' /~/hat ch~r~cteristi~s 'd.o we. wi-~h tlie treaty -fio possess_.so: that j,t mr.J,y 
; 

: .. 
··'A· non-:-prol_iferS:ti.'~n tree.ty is ~~hera;Lly uhderstood, to ,mean a treaty where'0y 

t.he :non-nucle~r· c~untries under~ak~ to ··re·nounce nu9lear ·.weapons altogether and 
.. :... . . ' . : . :· 

. to deny themselves ariy access. to suC'h weapons 0 For their p~~t th~ nucl~ar~?Offiltr~es 
" • • • ... \. • • ~ .. ' •••• # • •• ~ • ~.. • • 

~1derta~e not t9 

di::;semination as 

disseminate nuclear "Weapons 1 and to refrain from exploiting such 

an instrumen~ ;f natio~~l po~~cy l. ~n -~rde:r: .. ei the~ .to ~e~p 'fr.iends ~' 
' . 

·to threaten enemies· or to acquire economic:, military or strat~g;i.c ad":~IJ.tages .. 

. T:hat gep.eral unde_rsta~ding, though ccrre<?t .__in principle, does not ~pso)..ve us from 

~uhG need to .determine as clearly as poss5.ble the functioi+ of a:non-proliferation .. 
t'rea:by ~ 

'' . 

., -A~ ·rr& dele'ga·tion has···sai:d from the outset; it does not co:r;1sider th~ funct·ion 

··o:f ·'such a <{;.eaty 'to be ril~reiy·: to~ bi._~ss~and perpetua-t~-. the nuclear -rru;~nopoly and 
, •' • .,. •"', o-• • • ,' I 

· sl':i:)£ereacy·'of 'th'e five Powers which possess th~: bomb~ I think ~.he.t everyone is 

ag·r'e;ecr' on thi·~ .. ~~int ~- 1 1'-i'e. a're·· ha~py t~ n~·-~€1 .that the -j:,wo. g:r~P.t. nuclear.. Powers have 

~ategorical~ ··repudlat~d. a~y ·:such' i'd~a,- an·~. for that we. ar.e. grateful. 

No·r; do we. ·ci:m~:id.~r· ·bh8.t .such ~.'t~~at; 'sh~uld ~e limited, to solving .a difficult 

.. pol~.tical problem cC.:.:.;.c,c:rni~g a particular continent, or .that. its . sole purppse should 
. ' . . ... ,. . ·. . 

be to procure ·a: political o:-: military advantag~ fo.r a particular country or group 

of' countries. It mus'!i match the nature and extent. of ·bhe problem with which we 

aTe all concerned: a general problem of interest to humanity as a whole, regarding 

which we are all united. Consequently the problem and its solution must be 

Ga:!:·efully ·thought out in general and objective terms •• 

/ 
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(Mr. IChallaf, United Arab Republic) 
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W~ country believes that a·non-proliferation treaty must be conceived as 

the result of a ·bei~:ted but rational reaction of the entire inter.nationa~ c.ommunity 

to tp.e nuclear evil which has already contaminated five Powers and threat~ns to ' 

spreaa to others •. We· believe it is our duty to try to express in a treaty. this 

reaction by the international community. To do so adequate~, the treaty must be 

capable of arresting decisively and as soon as possible the spread of the nuclear 

cancer.to other countries, and of creating·the most favourable conditions for 

attacking the·evil itself and freeing mankind altogether from it •. 

This conception of the problem indicates the main features of a suitable 

settlement on-non-proliferation, which were in fact brought out in General 

Assembly resolution 2028 (XX). ·The treaty must be first complete, secondly .. 

effective, third~ definitive, ·fourthly viable and lasting, and fifth~ clear 

and precise. 

First of all,- the treaty must stop proliferation completely. This is implicit 

in operative .sub-paragraph 2(a) of Assemb~ resolution 2028 (XX), which says that 

the treaty should be void of any crack, flaw or breach which might permit nuclear 

or non-nuclear Powers to proliferate, direc~~ or indirectly, nuclear weapons 

in any form. 

The first ~wo articles of both the United States and the Soviet draft treaties. 

attempt more or less successfully to comply wit~ this condition, although the Soviet 

text of article I is·more in line with the General Assembly provision than ~s its 

United States counterpart. When we come to discuss the drafts article by article 

we may have specific comments to make on these two articles; Mrs. Myrdal has. 

already asked s·ome- pertinent questions in her speech of 24 February (ENDC/PV .243). 

I will, however, venture' to make a few general comments on these articles 'here and 

now. 

In refe'rring to the grant or tre..nsfer of nuclear weapons and to the provision 

of assistance in connexion with nuclear weapon.s·, the two art'icles in the United 

States and the Soviet drafts appear to envisage··one type. of action only:. the 

deliberate, wilful and premeditated transfer of ·nuclear weapons; ·or assistance 

in conn·e~ion therewith, which are no doubt acts of the most flagrant and 

repreh~nsible class. But there' may be anoth~r kind of loop-hole, no less dangerous, 

which is apparently not envisaged in the presen~ texts: transfer or assistance 

resulting from omission, negligence, carelessness or even accident and increasing 

the risk of nuclear war. ' 
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(Mr. Khallaf, United .Arab Republic) 

i4Y delegattqn.considers that .. the.pr.esent te~-1;~. should,be appropr:i,~t~~Y. 
• ' • 1 ' '" • • I • '"' I ~ l • ' l I • ' 

ame~de(!. to take· ac<;lOUJ;lti of t~is type .of ·.C!.~s.$~~in13-tio~, . and, :to .sat~sfy tl?-4? . . ·- . ' , ' . . . • . 

requi;remen~ ··<f,9D.:i;?-ined ,in the last se~tence' O~· tJ;le first pri~ciple r'~t :for~P. . .in. , , 

sub-paragraph 2(a) of Assembly +e~olu~ion.2028 (XX), which prohibits prol;fe+atio~ . ~ . . . . ~ 

in any:form. .. . . : .. : : ~ 
I) shou:J-<;1., n9w l.ike to d!nw atten~ion to a p~r;t:i.cul?-r. f1spec:t of. artiqle I of 

the United States draft tre~ty. 'fhat ari;icle is ~o: worded. as. to l.e~:we open. the ....... 
possib;i.lity that an. orgl;llliZatio:J;l hav:~ng. i:pdeJ?end~p.t power: to use np.clear.; reapons 

may one day. take. the .place of one of. the pres.ent nuclear States. . ' . : . . 1\{y d.ele.gation . . 
has difficulty, in accepting a text which provides for. that. or. any. similar contingency. 

• • •• • • t • 

Although, ~c9.o~din.g t.o. the tex~,, such an organize.t~on coul<;l only .exist. if ~ nucl~ar . . . .· 
State renounced: in; favour of. that organization .its independel).t power to use nucle~r 

• • ·, • I • • • • • ' • ,· '' •' • • 

weapons so that ultimately there would be no increase in the number of nucl~ar 
... 

e:pti:f;.ies., we s:annot. a.ccept such ~.· ?-~":·e;rnative.. That possibilit:y, e:ven, thpug}l. it 
• . • : . • • l ' : • 

mig~t. ~PP~ar to, reduce. the number: of nucle,ar entities, could l.n fact lead to 
' .. · : . . . . :· .,, 

, dis,s.eJ!l,in,atip;n ~~d thu:5 increase. th~ r:is~. o~. a n~~~ear co~rontat~on~ 

Th~:re is p~rhaps a temptation, at :first .. sight, to believe that such an 
' ' ' '', • • •' '•• •• I ' ! • • .: ' '' 

organization limits and prevents dissemination; but in reality, on refle~~~n, 

we :find :that ;i.t raises a. yrhole series of serious problems and difficultie.s which . . ~ : . ' . . . . . ; . . . ' 

w;i-11 so~mer .OI: later breach. the princ;i.ple of n,on-dissemination. That is due to 
' • 

0 0 o 0 
0 

0 ' 1 : I J l 0o>

0 
0 

0 I 0 , o ' o ol, 
0 00 

the f·~da~13~tal d~~:fpr~nc.~: be~ween: the defi~ite .c.oncept of a. Ste:~.e and th~ . 

indefin;i.~e ~pnc.ep;t. pf an prganizatio:p •. 

To illustr:.~~e .. IIJY point ~ w.ill give an. example -- o~e .. C?f ,m?-ny. -:- of the 

di,ffi,cll;ltie~ ,~h;i.c~. ~~.ght. le:.ad .. to .~.i~sem.in~~~.o~. of nuc~ea~ w~.apons. If .the 

org~~izatio:p ;W~re. on~. day diss_.olv~.d, W:h~t.. woul.d ~appe:p .to ;the, J?.Uclear a:rsenal 

I! 

over which it had autonomous power? Would -this not be divided among its members? ... · ~ . 
.And how do we kno;w· that the memher.s of .the organization would not then wish to . . .. ~ ' . . . : . . '. . . - . ; ; . . ; . .· . . .. ' 

/" 

exercise: ~he r.ig~t to w:it.hdraw froPl .th~ trea~y. c
1
o;ntained ~~.,the UD;it~d Sta~es .a;nd ·. 

Soviet texts? ~n. short, by accepting ~his text ~e should. be le~ving the door . . . . . . . . ;. . . 
open tq a .l.ate:nt £orm pf dis~emine.tio~, a kin(!. of future loop-hole. which might .. 

, .. . ' . , . . . . . . ... . . . . ' ' . ' . . . . . . . ' . ~ 

perpetuate disse.min.ation. I;n ot):le:t; wo:r:d!>,, .. :under cover of, preventing disse.mination . . . . ,• ' . ~ .. . . . . . . . . . . . •' . . . . . . 

tod.E!-y we should ;really be p~ving the way for future dissemination by a c.er.tain 
o l, 0 I • •, , , ,' . "' ; o ' ' 0 0 •; t , 

categozy .Rf: coun~ries. and conti;nen:ts. . . ~~ . . . . . . . .. ~~ : . . , I 'I· 

... ·, ( : -:r ;· 
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(Mr. Khallaf, United Arab Republic) 

. ' . 
Moreover, ~u~h an .organization, by incr~asing its nuclear arsenal and extending 

its political action and interests over a wider geographi.cal and strategic. area, 

would iD.crease the risks of a nuclear confron-tation. We do not need a non­

dissemination treaty to achie~e this 'result. 
,. \ 

Furthermore, if we subscribed to 'a text which accepted the principle of 

a nuc~ear organization -- and we know that· the African and Latin-American countries 

have already declared their intention of denuclearizing their respective continents -­

the treaty might in fa9t infringe,the fifth principle of paragraph 2 of Gener~l 

Assembly resolution 2028 (XX), which' states that--

"(e) Nothing in the. treaty should adversely affect the right of any 

group of States to'conclude regional treaties in order to ensure the total 

absence of nuclear .;'.,ea.pons in their respective territories". (ENDC/161) · 

When the African and Latin-American countries adopted a policy of den~cleariiation 
.. ' 

of the~r respective continents, they had in mind ·a status guo and a clearly­

defined. nuc.lear equilibrium composed of five specific States. This situation 

would ~o longer hold good if we permitted the esteblishment of one or more nuclear ... : '. 

organizations of which we know absol.utely nothing -- neither the.ir comp.osition, 

their policy nor their ambitions. 

In view of the difficulties we already have with each of the five Powers 

which possess the bomb at pr~sent, we carinot afford to entertain the idea of an 

organization with independent power to use nuclear weapons. For all these reasons, 

this possibility. must be excluded from a non-proliferation treaty. 

The second characteristic of the treaty. is its effectiveness, to which we 

attach great importance and which is referred to mainly in sub-paragraph 2(d) 'of 

the resolution. If the treaty is ·not tci be merely a declaration of intention, 

its effective application must be ensured by adequate provisions~ In this 

connexion article III of the United States draft treaty has already made a 
. . 

be~innirig which must be :reinforced. l'lly delegation hopes that we shall be able 

to arrive at ~:m acceptable formulation of this text. At the same tim'e it believes ' 
\ 

that the safeguards offered by the Inte~national Atomic Energy Agency have been 
. . \ ; . . ' 

discussed and _approved by the members of the .Agency, which the "~qui valent 

international ~afeguards 11 .for which the U~ited States text pr~vid'es have not. 

For this reason we agree .with the remarks made by Mrs. Uyrdal on this subject 

at a previous meeting (ENDC/PV.243, pp.5 et seq.)_'-
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• ••• ~.: •• '>::" ••••• ;' 
(IAr. IC~allaf, United .Arab Republic) 

.~':urther~o.:re,, w.hile .the effec·l;ive;ness -of a _tr~at;v ;deJ?ends prim~r~l! ,?n .,~J:le 

ob~er;v:epce of .its c~auses b.t t_h.e .. ,cont:r;acting Stat_es e;n~ . .;their offici,a], .o:r:~ans, it.: 

may alsQ. ,.9-epend to a l.arge exte:c::; .o.n the :'lifaY ii is obs.erved l?Y persons, ~ompan~es, 
• • ·' • •. • , ,, , •• 1 .. , r •• .J' ,; , 

firms or other private, public or semi-:-p~blic ~odies eng.aged .in nu~~ear _;El.~-~~.-y-i_i?..~~S· 

The ac-tivi:ti~s .~f. _suc.h per. sons; or ~odie;s may afford. a ki?~ of 1~oJ?-h:9·.~e. ~P:!f.iring 

the e~fect.i,ve:J;~.ess ~~ . .-~_he treaty •. This .. qu.estion .shou,l~ .:t>e ~tu~-~ed an
1
d,_ .;tf:.e .•.. . •; . 

}~~spo.nsfb,ili't!~es .o.f. tb,E! con·hracti.ng parties. towards t~ei;r D;~tioJ;lals. in jihif;l. f.ield ... 
• • ' • • ~: • . i. 

established. 
• .. t • • • • I . . : ; ' ! . . .. ._ ' j"' • : :'. ·.I ~ .. ~ • : • 

The definitive character of .the treaty ma:y easily be. c],educed from resolution . .. . . . , .. . '·' ·:· ......... "':.:".. 

2028 (XX) .. ,. which cl€1a~l:y lays. down that_,the tre~ty must be vo_id ,of any loop-holes 
o "' ' I , , .• • I 

and be effecti~e, .whi.ch impli$s ihe,t. ii; must be. defi1;1itiv~ in calling a J:l~lt to . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ,. 

the disse~in~tion of n~clear weapqns. 
.. ~'· . .: . . ·'-··' ~ . 

It must act as a ~eal and permanent brake . ··.·~· . ... . .. . 

on-dissemination. 
', I, : • 'o 

Moreover, its conclu~ion. _,will cr:ea~e; in ihe world a certain nuclear e9.~il.ibrium; ... . . . . . 
and unt..~l we ~av:e been able to rec;tuce or .eliminate. the nuqlea.r .tr.rea:t. we must not 

m~ke it e~sY ~o denounce ihe treaty, for t~at.might ups~t this.~qui~ibri~m in an 
; I ~ • ' 

irresponsible or arbitrary.fashion,. Any absolute and arbitrary freedon to withdraw 
. •. • •. • ' I ,. • . 'i ' 

from the treaty and thus to commit an act of dissemin&tion might ~a~e it.useless ... 
from the outset. A treaty which closed all the loop-:-hqles and was even a model 

~ . .. . 
of effe_?ti.veness but was :temporary or fragile might do more harm than good •. For 

-thi~ reas~m w·e !?UJ>J?.~rt t.he princ.ip·l~ .of ~h~· un~i~ited d~rati~n of' ~4e treaty . 
r • , . , . . .... ~ , . . . ,.. • • . • ~ . , 

contained in the UnH;ed States a:o.d SovJ..et drafts. . : ,.: .. 
Coming now to the individual right of each contracttng party to withdraw from 

.• ' 1' ,'.' ' ··:. '. ' 

the tre~i;y ,. ~t may be, noted thet the present texts confer on each col}t17acting party 
' , : 7 " • • • , ' • ' ' • '," • ' ' • , • ~ " ' • .' I ' 

a discre~ionar,y and tqo absolute power to withdraw.from the treaty if ~t decides 
• • } : • • 0 : :. " • • • • ' • • • • • • • • • • • :· • ~ • • .. ' 

that its higher interests are jeopardized. We believe that these texts _shotqd 
• . . • . . . . : : ., . I " : 

be accompanied by reasonable restrictions. Withdrawal from the tr'eaty should not 
0 

' 

0 

• ' ' • 

0

' • • • • i ; ' 
0 

, "' ; 'i 
0 

• ' , ' ' 
1 .~, 

be a matter. of absolute discretione,ry power but shou],d depend on non-:-obseryance 
. . .' ··.. . . ,· .. . . . .. '• . :···. : 

of ~?e tr~aty aris~ng from its non-applicatio~ or_violation by a contracting party, 
· , . . . , . .. . : . · . . ~ ·"' · r ·~ 

or from the .fEwt that a third State is. supplying nuclear weapons to some o-bh$r 
,'.._' o o o o 0 o ~ .. o • • ' o ,o I ·~:~?:!'",';"),;-f~l : o 

State. If. the. injured COD;tracting pe.rty considers that the ~ct of dissem~na·bion. 

~vhich ha~· t~ke~ ·p~ace .constitute's a threat ~o it~. supreme .·interes~s,' it wil~ b~: .. 
: .. . . . . . ' '.' ' 

entitled to withdraw from the 'treaty. 
I' ! 

j •' _,., 
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A clause ~f thi~ kind concerning denunciation would ~tren'gthen the treaty and 

'at the same 'time provide a kind 'of incentive' no"". onlY to·-the contracting parties 

l>l~t · al~o to thi'rd'States, to respec·t· it. In· any case .we ·believe ·tha:b.· the 

··: :procedu:re· outlined in article VI =-c>r~=the united States draf-t concerning-notification 

of 'the reas·ons for· withdrawr.l· to the United Nations Security .. Council should be 
!, 

· ;The' definiti_;.e character of the tre·aty in ·such an important issue ·also·raises 

·bho question of the degree of flexibility which should be left to the tr.eaty to 

make 'it adaptable to future realities. In this connexion ·nrr delegation :suggests 

combining the idea' contained in· the· Soviet· ·text -concerning the procedure for 

partial ·aiid' liinite.d amendments with the idee, contained· in the Unitetl-!States text 

relating to revision:· ·procedure. In this way we· should obtafn a t'ext ·which would 

' gu~rantee: the ob'se'rvance arid durability of the treaty and at the same time provide 

a sufi'idemt margin of fle:iibility. Such a treaty would ensure· more effectively 

·-~he· coritimie'd.'non-proliferation of nuclear wea·pons •· 

If; as we hope, we· sucdeed in drafting here a ·treaty ·which will prevent the 

' .. proliferation·· of nuclear wee.p·o~s completely, effectively' -and de:Uniti~ely; it. will 

help to c'orisolidate interna-tional peace and security' strengthen mutual trust 

among peoples' promote the cause of 'peaceful co-exist-ence' . prevent a· fresh and 

.useless' nuclear 'arms ·race' and reduce to some. extent the threa·b of nuclear waro 

But the utmost c'are must be taken to ensure· that the benefits thus procured 

are not t,emporary and fragile~ To ·ensure ··that; the treaty must fulfil another · · 

a·ssential requirement: it mus-t be durable ·and viable. This,.. brings 'l:l-S to what 

is perhl',ps. the most difficult and mosti''signific·ant aspect of the .treaty·: its 

liril-~:. with the problem of ·'nuclear disarmament. 

The most direct and deadly ~hreat to 'the' existence of a trea~y on non- ·. 

dissemination derives froni the continuai presence a~d constant improvement- of 

huge and ever-growing stocks'of nuclear and thermo-nuclear·weapons'without 

any hope of slowing down or he.lting the race. ifu'ether we like it or not, existing 

:::.uclear ·w·eapons cast an omindus. shadm'l' over .. the proposed non-dissemination treaty 

ancl. confront its ·draftsmen with e, grave· problem ~hich t·hey c-annot evade. 
I 

• I •.:_ , 
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We are all familiar with the'serious divergences of view which exist between 

the nuclear Powers concerning the method of solving the nuclear disarmament problem 

in general. Nevertheless, these divergencies and difficulties have not discouraged 

the non-aligned and non-nuclear ·countries, which he.ve expressed a general wish t,hat 

a treaty on non-proliferation should be .reinforced by tangible measures of nuclear 

disarmament. In our Committee this general feeling was first expressed in the 

Joint Memorandum of the eight non-aligned.delegations on 15 September .1965 ~~~c~ 

states: 

"J,.. treaty on non-proliferation of nuclear weapons is not an end in itself 

but only a means to an end. That end is the achievement of General and 

Complete Disarmament, and, more particularly, nuclear disarmament. The 

eight delegations are convinced that measures to prohibit the spread of • 

nuclear weapons should therefore be coupled with or followed by tangible . 

steps to halt the nuclear arms race and to limit, reduce and eliminate 

the stocks of nuclear weapons and the means of their delivery." (ENDC/158) 

This memorandum received warm support at the twentieth session of the United Nations 

General .A.ssemb'ly, which incorporated two .significant sub-paragraphs in its resolution 

2028 (XX): sub-paragraph 2 (b), which stipulates that "The treaty should. embody 

an acceptable balance of mutual responsibilities and obligations of the nuclear 

and non-nuclear Powers;" and sub-paragraph 2 (c), which stipulates that the 

trer.ty 11 should be a step towards the achievement of general and complete· disarmament, 

and, more particul£l,rly, nuclear disarmament". 

If we compe.re these two sub-paragraphs, we see that the General J..ssembly has 

taken into account the underlying concern expressed in the Joint demorandum of · 

the eight delegations. We must now be more precise and apply the two directives 

given·to us by the Assembly, so that the treaty on non-dissemination ~ay be truly 

viable and-durable.· I am pleased to note that the members of our ,Committee have 

begun to ·.submit specific proposals which can be linked to the treaty or i~cluded 

in it ... · 

On 27 January the Nigerian delegation reitera~ed that an indispensabl~ 

element in anY non-proliferation measure is a firm undertaking_with adequate 

guarantees by the nuclear Powers not to use nuclear ~eapons against non-nuclear 
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Powers under any circumstances whatever, or to threaten to use them (ENDC/PV.235, p.31). 

This propos~l. me;t, ,with a fa~our.able response fro111-the Soviet Union, wJ;lich .. -.in 
l• • ••• • • 

Mr. Kosygi;n.',!'l' .iWPortant message to this Committee :declared: 
l. • . . •.. • • • 

"In order. to :facilitate· agree~ent on the conclusion of a treaty, 

~~~- _s~v.iet, Government declar~s it_s willingness to include ~n the 

dr~:t tre.at.y a clause on the prohibition of the use of nuclear 

weapons against non-nuc,lear States parties_ to the treaty w!lich hE!-v~ 
- -·--::-

no n'!lclear weapons in t~eir territ~ry 11 
•• (ENDC/167, pp~2~) 

'L 

The United Arab Republic, which has always advocated the _total p~ohibition .. . . . ... ··-· ..... : .. ~- . ' -- . .' 

of the ,use of nuclear weapons, undE)_rs:tan~~. the prohibition :I'~(. erred ~o in Mr~. Kosygin 1 s 

proposal as an ~pp~ic~:tion in .~· ~pecit',i.c cas~ .of the gene~-~t;·~Nle of total 

prohibition of the13e weapons. In this s.ense: we ·.support the. proposal • 
.. :....:.. .!-· .. :......! :.~· ·.. •• .. • • • • • •• , , • • • • 

The Nigerian delegation also repeat.ed the statement it had made in the __ ~_:i:_r.st 

Committee at the last General Assemb.ly session: that :q.on-proliferat~on measures . . ':' . '. ,.. . 
should not be left to stand on th~.i~ .. ~wn. for too. lo~g. and. :tP.at strenuous efforts 

should be ~ade tp attain the four additional obje~tiye.s it mentioned 

(END9/PV. 23 5, p. 32J • 
I' • • • 

At our meeting on 15.February iJir. Trivedi stated: 

"The Indian delegatipn 4as ~rge.d on meny occasi,ons that the least that 
I • I ~ ' • , ' , I ' , • , , 

shoul.d be agreed upon, at least. as a beginning, is that t>-ll countries, 
, , • ! , r : , •• , • • • ; • • • • • : ., 1 

nuclear and non-nuclear, should forego further production of nuclear 
·, · .. , . . . . - . . . . .. 

weapons ap.~ delivery Yehicles d~signed to, .c.arr~ those. weapons, A 
. ·.·· . . .... 

·provision of this nature mu.st ne:cesserily be incorporated :-- or, as 

the pr_inciple says,· embodied_.:_ .in the treaty 11 • (ENDC/PV.240, p.l8) 
', ; . i r • I • • I '•. ',." ,; • ~ • ' . " • 

Referring to the balance which should be established in the .treaty, the 
• ' o o " o ' • o .. 0 o ' ' o ' ' • o 0 I 'o : ' :' ~ ' 1 : ' I o ' 

l!IeJdcan represente-j:,ive stated in the. Committee on 22 February: 
. ' : . : . . . '. . . ;:· . : . ~ : . . . . ; ' . ' . . .· 

" ••• the M.exican delega.ti.on feel.s ob.liged to point. out here and now that 
. • '• ·' • '··.·. t• ,:.#'~i.:J.:~ -~~:.'·~· ....... ~.; ... · . 

in .its yiew a~ absolu·bely essential ,conditi.on of such a balance must be 
; ~ ' , ; , r ·, ' • '~ ~= ·, ..J ' • ' ; , , • : l' · · f ) ': {.I, ··• ': • · ' 1 

the final c.essation of a_ll nuclear we_apon tests in any e;n:Vironment 
. . ~ .! . ; . - . • !.~ :·. : : ' • ' •• ~- • ! ... 

whatever. 11 (ENDC/PV .242, p. 9) 
' J ·~ ,; ' ; J 1 I o •: 

Mr. Gomez Robledo added that his de~egat~on did not ask th~t this stipulation 
: , . ··, • j; ,, I'" • ' • : ~ . ·' . 

should be inserted specifically in ·bhe non-proli;feration treaty, although t.e.c~;i.cally 
. ' . . . . ' . ;' I .:. ~ . I: , ~! ;~ ~ . . . . \ . ! . 

there was nothing t.o PJ?event it:- i. , ·. .,, ; .. ', '·-': 
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At our meeting on 24 February the Swedish representative, 11lrs. uiyrdal, 

"The question might be pondered as to what extent an agreement. on 

other measures which constitute 'tangible steps to halt the nuclear 

arms rac·e 1 -- such as a complete test ban, or, as. perhaps is most 

germane to the non-proliferation issue, a cut-off of further production 

of nuclear ~eapon material -- might be related to the entr,y into force 

of a non-proliferation treaty." (ENDC/PV.243. p.lO) 

At our last meeting the representative of Brazil asked: 
: • -~ • : ' I * ' • ; 

(conti~ued in En~lish) 

"Why do not the nuclear Powers, alop.g with t;he t.rea:ty, commit 

themselves, ~hr?ugh a d~claration of intention, to carrying out a 

. pr~g:r"alJ¥lle b~sed. on ••• Lfou'£_7 points: ••• ?" (ENDC/PV.244. p.lT) 

(continued in French) 
~ . . 

In general, and ~ithout going into details in each ?ase, mr delegation 

considers that those proposals call for fa~ourable consideration by our 

Committee, which should decide on the need to link them up with the treaty 

or to incorporate them in it. We are ready to co-operate in this Committee in 

such a fruitful task. . . 

The d.ef.~gation of the United. llrab Republic would like to supplement, t;he.se 

proposals_ wi:th another, more general, proposal which we feel should be included . . . 

in any case in a treaty on the non-proliferation of nucle~r w~a~ons, t? ensure 

its political and technical viability and balance. In proposing this general 
• '. 1 

measure mr. del~gation has in mind. the following situation. . ·.· ; . . . ...... -···· .. . . . -· 
The,non~nuclear countries will in law renounce their right to.nuclear . .. : ,, .. 

~ . . .' 

weapons, but nuclear stockpiles and the threat of a nuclear confron~ation will : . ~ . ' .. 
in fo.~~· ?o~~.in'l:le to exist indefinitely, even if one pr. all of 'JiJ?.e forego~g 

proposals are adopted. This de facto situation could. always constitute an . 
. . :. . • .• '! • . . • • '. . . . ' 

incitement ~o manufacture. or acquire nuclear weapons. To diminish this. risk 
: • ' ' I • ' • ' ' 

still f.urther it will be necessary, pending the e~~l~te el~m~~ation by. 

radic~l, Ipeasu;res of nuclear ~tockpiles and the nuclee.r threat, to. include in. :the 
•. ' . 

tre.~~.)_") ~ ~?7~r~ ~n~ definite indication of what ~he. np.clear Po:wers propose to do 

with the existing nuclear armament. 'rfe lmow, unfor~unate~y, that the.tot~l. 

destruction and prohibition of nuclear weapons will take some time yet, and that 
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... ,. .. -

•• - ~- .... ,,., .... <f • 

. . the{ partial. measures proposed to ·support a treaty on non-prol.ife_ration;_;wq-q.J.d .9P.lY 

partly meet the requirements of the situation which ·would ensue,. ;from. th~ . .C.~op.cl}lsion 

.. ·:.o£ the treaty ..... 

·: · ··.· ~zy delegation therefore considers that· a treaty o:o. non-dissemination. sb.ould 
j • • ~ .. 

I 

· · co:rate.iu· a separate . .'.article· U.."'lder which the nucle.a:r Powers would- essl,ime; the .l~gal 

ob].igat.ion·to.halt the nuclear·arms race, limit; reduce and eliminate.stqcks of 

nuclear weapons· and delivery vehicles, and to tha"t.end.cont:i,nue. and expedite 

negotiations :i.n..: order to.' r·each agreement on suitable coJJ._crete -measur~s .•. 

... The inclusion of such a clause in the .. treaty, and· its application .in gogc'!-
' faith~· would· make .. it possible· to assess objectively the· e;x:~rcise of :fiP,e .. :ri_g!_lt.1,Qf 

withdrawal·. from the: tre·aty for·JJ.on-observance, as we have conceived. it~ Likewise 

.. : . .. i.t'···wo'uld: ~ol'EHJ:!:tly confirm that· tb,e pre sen·~- factual.: nuc.l-ear_ m~nop'Oly will not become 

·a. lege:l ·one· ·as a result, of the non-dissemina-tion trer.ty, · as _a substantial sector 

of w.or.ld pul?lic opinion fears· it will •. 

.. L~s.tly ,: we should ;L.ike the. treaty to p_ossess the qual~t.i_C?S of (!larity ant;!. 

· .. precision. iilrs.:h'iyrda.l (ENDC/PV.243, pp.lO e-li -seg_.).and i:J.ir,, 43u!ns 

(:ENDC/PV.241, pp.l4 ~q.) have already ref~rred· to,rthes~ ·qualities. -We 

be.J.ieve .they are: essential in _e. trea·hy of this kind _in order to av~id _mis,.. 

.understandings and &rnbi.guities, which are ap·h to cree,te d·iffi_culties in .. it_s 

application or in'terpretation. U{y delegation believes, however, that the texi!. of 
. . 

't!l:e pr.oposed treaty will acquire clarity and pre~i.~ion .. as the negoti~·Hop.s proceed. 

·Before concluding I should like to ·refer to a ques·hi,on wh,ich has l?een raisad 

· several t.imes in. t'iiis Commit-'.;ee. It concerns th~ nuclear pro-'.;ection whicb. nuclear 

countr-ies contempl~te extending to non-nuclear" countri.es in -'.;he event. of a 

nuclear threat or attack. .The United Arab Republic.' s .delegation has. fl-l.rea.cly_ .. · 

bad occasion at -the last General Assembly session -(A/C.l/PV.l359, p.33-3~).,t.o 

·. · . stat-9 .categorically our objec·tions of' p:r;inciple to such, p:r:o,t~c.:h:i,on,- w~i~h is . 

no·:ii· .:feasible and: would :assuredly incre:ase the risks of· a nuclear' conf.rontation • 

.- .Tn our vi'ew, observance. ·of the Un-iteP, Nations Cha;rter. .and the total eliminat~.<_?n 

of nuclear .weapons :vrou~d. give a vali¢1. and- adequate -a~s~ran~e in this respect. 
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V'.lr. ·.BURNS (Canada): Before be~inning my statement, I should li~e to 

welcome back Mr. Protitch and the representative of the United States, Mr. Fisher. 

I should also like to join the Chairman and representatiYe of the United .Arab · . 

Republic in congratQlating the Soviet Union on its great scientific feat in placing 

a space vehicle on Venus. I do not know whether it is appropriate to say that it is 

perhaps symbolically encouraging that the Soviet Union made its target Venus,.the 

Goddess of Love, rather :than Mars, the God of War. We hope so, in any case. 

In the statement which we made on 17 February 1966, we said that it was 

essential that the Committee should hear the views of its non-aligned members-on the 

principles which should guide us in the negotiation.of a treaty oh the non­

proliferation of nuclear weapons (ENDC/PV.24l, p.lO). Recently the Committee· has 

heard valuable statements made by the representatives of India (ENDC/PV.240)·, .. 

Mexico (ENDc/P~.242), Ethiopia (ibid.), Sweden (ENDC/PV.243)~ Brazil (ENDC/PV.244), 

and today by the representative of the United Arab Republic. The representative of 

Nigeria spoke on the first day of the Conference (ENDC/PV.235), and at that time he 

indicated the Nigerian position on the matters before us. Today I should like to 

comment on some of the points raised by ·those representatives in their statements, 

and perhaps suggest further ·questions for them to consider. 

Perhaps it is too late to suggest that we should stop using the ambiguous 

polysyllable "proliferation" and speak instead of preventing the spre.ad of nuclear 

weapons. Since -- in my view unfortunately -- we have been using the terms . 

"proliferation" and 11non-proliferation11 for a year or so, and have sanctified them in 

a United Nations resolution, it would be difficult to abandon them now •. However, 

we shoUld at least agree together on what we me~ by the words. Mrs. 'MYrdal, the 

representative of Sweden, has asked for a definition (ENDC/PV.243, p.lO). 

Mr. Foster, the representative of the United States, has told us what the United 

States understands the word to mean as it is used in disarmament negotiations 

(El\fDC/PV.241, pp~34,35). 'The repre~entative of-India has argued (ENDC/PV.240, pp.l6,17) 

that the term 11 proliferation11 should apply also to the increasing of stockpiles of 

nuclear ·weapons by nations which now possess them; and, taking the simple dictionary 

meaning of 'the word, I believe that argument has some justification. · · 

But the Canadian delegation believes that ever since the problem of non­

dissemination -- as it was called at first -- began to be discussed, it has been 

recognized as being to prevent the appearance of new nations ~r· other entities with the 
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independent right and ability to dispose of nuclear weapons. ~Ie believe also that 
' I ' :' : ·~ : 

aJ.ong with the negotiation of a non-proliferation treaty. there should be parallel· · 

negotiations on coll~teral measure·s. Several non-aligned representatives liave stated 

that a conrrditment to seek early agreement.on such measures is the minimum requir~d of 

the nuclear Powers to demonstrate that they really intend a treaty on non-proliferation 

as a first step in' the· disarP;larnent process and ~ot as an.· end in itself. 

The third of the n1~e questions which the representative of Sw~den put to the 

CoiDIPi ttee on 24 February Has 11 why a non-proliferation treaty should endeavour to ·cancel 
. . 

the nuclear. option just for States which at present are non-nudlear 11 • (ENDC/PV.W_1 .P· 7). 

~~s. Vzyrdal also referred to a ~uestion put by the representative of India: 
11 Why. is· it that a third country has chosen to be a nuclear weapon Power? 

Why is it that a fourth country is developing nuclear weapons and missiles? 

And why is it that a fifth country is embarking on a nuclear weapon prograinme? 11 • 

.lli,NDQiPV .. 240 •. p., 14 ). 

I do not know whether 1~. Trivedi considered that the firs~ and second nations to 

manufactUre nuclear weapon& were perfectly justified in doing so; but he enquired 

only about the third, fourt}l and fifth. Mrs. iYJyrdal then said: 11 If there ·exist valid 

arguments for these ·states to posse.ss ·nuclear 'lt{eapons, why do they not apply to any 

other countries?" (ENDC/PV.243_. _p.8)~ Brief answers to those questions :rirl.ght, I 

think, help us • 

As for the United States, the first nation to explode a nuclear weapon, Secretary· 

of State Deah.Rusk said on 23 February last to the Joint Congressional Co~ttee on 

Atomic Energy: 
. ;. .. 

11 ••• the United States believed that even one nuclear· Power was too many, 

and irmnediateiy' after World War II we sought to remove nuclear energy from 

the rfiilitary field. ·It is a great tragedy that our pr~posals were not 

ac.cepted then. t: (Daily Eadio Bulle~in. ·No ... 46 . .2.. 24 Jf_ebruary.J9~~~7. .• .'!?.!.l) 

The representative of the Soviet Unien can, if he sees fit, answer the question as it 
. . . 

applies to his .country. At our la'.s't meeting we had a rejoinder from the 

repres~ntati ve of the United :Kingdom· as· to his country 1 s po:si tion. (ENDC/PV. 244) • As 

for France·, President de Gaclle· gave the answer in his' pre~s confer.errce: on 

22 F~bruary thi~ .year; and representat.ives may st~dy 'the reasons ·he ·gave then and 

also the more extended yersion of them which P,e 'gave'in.his famous press Conference 

of Feb;uary 1963. The People r's R~public' of China gave its rea'soris 'fdr be'co:m.ing the 
. l \ i ~ • 
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fifth C~>Untry to. expJ_~de a nu~+ea;r .. bomb. in .a, statement of 16 October 1964 contained 
... ~ ~ • • • •• • '.! - • • • • • • ._ .: :. ~. • 

.in a le~ter. whiQ4 wa~ s~n~ to yery many cplintries -- including I am sure,. all those . . . . . . ' .. -~· . . . _ .. 

~~p.re.~j~'ted h~r~ ~.: That docum~:q.t. can be consul ted in order to learn the Chinese 

real:lOI;l.~:,. ~-· .. 

States which do not ppssess nu~lear weapons but have the capacity to manufacture 
..... ·. 

them .can asses,s .. ~or t~em.~~.~:es.t~e.validity of the reasons given by ~ll.~h~ nu~~ear 

Powers for h~"'{.ing produce.d, l,l.u.clear weapons,. and can decide whethel.'. those apply in 
.~ - 'A. • ~ ' • 

. ... , . th~i_:r:. ?ase and w~ether th~y constitut.e .adequate. grounds for embarking ':m t~1e 

expensive :process of b.ecoming a nuclear mi~itary. Po.wer. I mention expen.se~ .. and 

that is ~point of vit~l importance. To produce a really effective nuclear_ . 
. . . . .. 

deterr~n~:.force is extremely c9stly. Here I should like· to quote from a short 

~r~ic~e .. appearing in th~. London Econ.omist: 

"The only deterrent to a country s~t on possessing nuclear weapons is an .. 
economic one. Fo.r"jiunately, it is stil,l effective. \Vhat matters is not 

w~ether a·country can or cannot mak~ nualear weapons~ but whether it could 

o~ could not fight a nuclear war ••• All a country needs to. produce 

.. a few .warheads' worth of plu;tonium is some uranium plus a certain ~ype of .. 
nuclear reactor.. .T~i::; does not have to be as b;i.g as an atomic .power . / : 

station • It could merely be one of the bigger types of research 

. reactor, .. the sort Britain sells. for .£5 million. Given reasonable secrecy, 
•'· . 

. a. ~ountry could .rl.!I,l such.. a research reactor to provide mE,tterial for one 
. -

or two bombs a year without the world being any the wiser. £15 million 

co.uld cover the, lot 
j •• 

".All-pll;ttoD:ium bombs are infe;r~or to bombs bas·ed on uranium ~35. 

As the switch co;ntinues from small atomic bombs to big H-bombs, a count~y. 

with serious claims to be a nuclear power ~.u~t. have u~ani~m:,~35. This is 

where econ'omic factors .·start to pine~. Plants for ext~acting 11:ranium 

235 (ch~mica~ly indisti~guishable frqm ordinary.uranium) :thro~ a big strain· 

on the .engine~ring.industry; cost fantast~c sums; and require vast amounts 

of electricity, whic~ s~rains the. power networ~. .What takes the effort is . ' 

boosting the concentration of uranium 235 £:rom its normal under 1 per cent 

of the total to close.on 100 per cent". 

The article then states that t~e centrifugi~g .process being experimented with in 

certain countries is thought to be uneconomic for producing large quantities of. 

uranium 235, and it goes on: 

. ·.: 
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"But for sl!lall quantities required to trigger a few bor.1bs, it would be 

substantially cheaper - in capital cost at least. It might bring modern 

nuclear '~~~pons (as distinct from unsatisfactory purely plutoniUr.l ones) 

within the reach of small countries ••• 

"France's effort is probably the least to qualify a country•as a 

serious nuclear Power, This provides capacity for between ten arid 

twenty bombs a year - half B~itain 1 s .. at its production peak French military 

atomic ~xpenditure is running at £250 million a year; ~his does not 

include work in hand on ballistic missiles to carry the bombs. All 

available figures suggest anything much below a capital outlay of 

£1,000 million 11 that is, approximately $2,800 million--. "is 

unlikely to be very effective . 11 (The Economist, 15 January 1966, Pp .213, 214t 

The Economist finishes its article by asking how many countries could 'arid 

would spend that much; and its reply is: probably in Europe only Sweden, and 

outside Europe only China. The Economist also suggests that India and Israel both 

have reasons for wanting to join the nuclear club, but, of necessity, on a smaller 

soale. 

At this point we might offer some observations on the question whether it 

would be worthwhile for a country which does not possess nuclear weapons to create 

a minor "nuclear capability" of a score or so of multi-kiloton bombs, with 

missiles to deliver them at medium·ranges --and to spend about $800 million in 

doing so. If a major nuclear Power were the adve;rsa-ry, such a force -- a minor 

nuclear force -- would merely free the nuclear Powe:.: from any scruples· of conscience 

about using nuclear might a,r•ainst a nation with no nuclear armament, and would 

certainly attract vast nuclear destruction. Of what use would such a force 

be against a hostile neighbour, a military Power in the second rank? It could · 

be expected that the neighbour would also build up such a force. There would 

be no gain in the balance of security, merely the waste of a great deal of money 

which could be employed for much better purposes. The mutual security of such 

hypothetical hostile neighbours could be much better attained by a non-proliferation 

agreement which had effective guarantees. 

We t-urn now to what Mr. Gomez Robledo, ·the representative of Mexico, stated 

so clearly and forcefully on the necessity of preventing the increase of independent 

nuclear Powers: 
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11 ••• it is of the gr~atest ,u:rgency for J.lS ·to conclude rapidly, if-:·: 

po~sib1e at·~he.current s~ssion, the.non-proliferation treaty·~• so that ••• 

the .Pl;'~sent 'Qalanoe .. !)f -terror will not. be replaced by an· imbalance ahd by· 

the unrestrained irruption of terror into all aspects of our daily life. · 

Yet either th!'Lt or t~e; ;_fi.t;J.al catastrophe is what will· ha:pl?en if tomorrow 

the number o~.membens of the dreaded 1atoEic club'' rises from five to ten, 

._. 1 -·.t..:¥.'-·d.p~:phaps ~.great many !!lore." (ENDC/PV.242, P•l2) 

Mr. Gomez Rqbledo).lere states in classical form the reason why it is essential that 

we conclude a tre~ty 'on non-proliferation. 

We are glad to. be·-able to agree, as Lord Chalfont told us the United Kingdom 

agrees (ENDC/?V .24'4, p. 5) with the view of the ·Indian· delegation (ENDC/PV.240, p.l4) 

that :I}<:> .Prestige .9.hould ,_accrue to nations which embark on nuclear weapon programmes, '. ·--- . - ' ... ~.. .. . . ,._, .. -~·-·· - . . . ........ ,.. .. .. . .. 
J 

and that th~re mus.t be an end to the •:Provocative idea of a select c"lub which could 

meet togethe:r and presume to take .the decision whether the world is to be saved 

or destroyed. 

t.'• .Now we turn to operative .sub-paragraph 2 (b) of re'solution 2028 (XX), which 

may be variously inte.:rpreted by_ different nations which voted for the resolution~[::·.· 

That paragra~h says: 

".The treaty: should embody an acceptable balance of mutual responsibilities 

and ob:I,igations of the nuclear and non-nuclear Powers," (ENDCjl61) 

Here the que;stion-·is, what is "acceptable"? . on· 15 February the representative' of 

India ·tSet forth (ENDC/PV.240, .p.l7) his view regarding what t'he non-nuclear 

non7 al-igned ·qountries want as an acceptable balance· in· a hon-prolifera·tion treaty. 

In the .sa~~; ... ~tatement he observed: ·· .. · ·. 

"The ~;rinciple, as adopted by the UniteCI.'. Nations General Assembly,· :t'orbias · 
~' . ' 

not only non-nuclear Powers b:ut also" nucleaz: Powers to prolif9:rate. ·It : · · ··· 

says· so. specifically· and categorically .. · .. ·.·' It does not say that· the non..:.nuclear-~ · 

~ow.ers. shall not proliferate but :'the: nuclear. Powers may proliferate :. · •. : . 

Th;is,:is a very important aspect. of the first principle stipulated by the 

r• .,:;·lJJ.'!it~d. Nations. and must be reflected in ariy draft· which merits: serious''·· ... ·. 

consideration. 11 (ibid., pp. 16 and 17) '" .... ' .. ·· 

·~ ,. 
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The representative of India then ·stated (ibid, p.l8) -- and ·the ·repres'erita:tive 

of the Unite~ Arab Republic has already referrea to this -- that the least that' 
I ' 1 I_" 

should be agreed upon is that all countries, nuclear and non-nuclear, should.fcirgo 

further production of nuclear weapons. Ih reply to that the Unit.ed States· 

delegation stated on 17 February (ENDC/PV.24l, :pp.36 et seq.) its views on .-the 

impracticability ·at the present time of incorporating such a provi~ion in the treaty. 

We have also· he'ard a similar view ·from the representative of Cze·choslovakia 

(ENDC/PV.236, p.l5) and of. Bulgaria (ENDCjpV,243, p.l8); and this view is 

presumably held by all the Warsaw Pac·t .Powers, including the Soviet Union. 

The Canadian delegation would be very happy to see agreements made to stop the 

further-production of nuclear weapons and vehicles for them. ~re have drawn attention 

many times to the proposals of the United States (ENDC/120) which, if accepted, 

would have this effect; b':lt it is well known that up to the present the Soviet Union 

has not seen its way clear to accept such proposals even in principle. 

The representative of Brazil said at our meeting on 1 r1:arch: · 

" ·in view of the· dramatic urgency of our task, it would not be possible 

to establish an irillnediate link between the signature of the ~reaty and the 

implementation of a progr&mme· of r1:1l.ated measures." (ENDC/PV.-244, p.l6) 

Mr. Correa do Lago also made the suggestion, which the Canadian delegation thinks 

should be carefully considered by the nuclear Powers, that those Powers· should 

commit themselves through a declaration of intention to take "'tangible steps 

to halt the nuclear arr.1s race and to limit, reduce and .eliminate the stocks of 

nuclear weapons and the means of t~eir delivery'", and also to stop all nuclear 

. weapon tests (ibid~, p .17). 

This would be a variation of the suggestion which we have heard from the 

representative. of the United Arab Republic today-- if I understood it correctly 

that a similar declaration should be incorporated in the treaty. P/lr. Gomez Robledo 

told us _(~C/PV.242, p.9) that the view of his country, ~/lexica, is that an 

absolutely esse~tial condition of the so-called balance of responsibilities must 

be the final cessation of nuclear weapon tests in all environments; ·that is, ·the 

completion of the Moscow test-ban Treaty (ENDC/100/Rev.l} to include the underground 

environment. The representative of Ethiopia took the same stand,' for he said: 

"Perhaps that is the first·step_that could be taken by the Powers to prove the 

sincerity of their decla;ration on nuclea_;r disarma1>1ent. 11 (ENDC/PV.~42.t p.23}·. :other: 
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nonr-:ail.igned. nat.ions:· have &l &.9': isuggti~(t.~~g: abo1i shing .\mcre·rg.ro\md t'eisttiilg· ·ars ·~a: 

balanc.e· t.o 'the· .agreemrent; by naibions' which do· not. po;ssess; nu~\lear \reapons -t.o refrain: 

from acqufring tJ;lem.~:.;~r,-. : ... '. ,. ; .. ; ... :··· , 

The si:Jdhz· qti'es.tion ·which .the. .. :repi·e.sent.ativ:e ;of ,Sweden· ·asked -oni'!24:'·Febr.uary·."·, '.:"l 

(ENDC/PVr. 243 ,; pp. 9 ,-10:~ w~::~9..'?:.::lih'e:' .se·lf;iden.iai. of·· i:iucle.a:t "Jiave:....nots": is: to heb · .r .··.' · 

compensated by .the nud.ear .~'haves'J); ... she·.'.suggested 'that a comprehensive~ it'est·-ban •; 

and cut-off' of: p'roductioii of ftissionable material 'iniglit be n'egotiat·ea· in :this l' ' 

Committee in· pa.rail.lel \vi th· negot'i.a-ti.onS: on ··a: 'tre·aty to prevent 'the sp-read of,.nuc'lear· 

weapons. The panadian delegation· agrees witli this vievrpoint; Howeve:ri·,: we hope that .. 
I 

the .Swedish 'd.elegati'On would·not insist that a non...:pralif.eration' treaty should not 

·ente:;.·. into. force. before the· "tangible step.s to halt the nuclear arms· race'·'; ,;which · 

1P.rs. Myrdal has m'Em:tiohed, were .agreed upon. .. 
r•·.· ·.··Referring to· resolution 2032 (:XX) (-ENDC/161), regarding a coniprehens'ive ·test..::-.: 

ban treaty, the. repres(mi;at'ive of In'dia paid ·tribute· to ·the Swe·dish proposal fo~ 

international seismic. co:....op·eration,. and:·then· said: ... ; . ·. · '; · · 
. . I 

'!!Ind:ia·.would: .like. to see all· countries. agreeing' to suspend all nuclear weapon 

tests.,,. we: can; then ·consider what ·-steps the interna.-tional ·scientif~c community 

can t~-\:~_JD: ... ~~:t_u~J.::_.co_-:·operat;i.on ••• il. (ENDC/PV.240; -p.9) • ·.~ .": .... 

We bel',i~ve that, . in saying that, the· representative of. India did not mean that:. the··. 

suspension· of nuclear weapon tests must precede any steps-' being taken by. the . , .... 

international -~'CiEmtif'ic community to devalop criteria: o·r ·systems which might· lead ·. 

to the adequate verification·, of a ·treaty torprohibit all nuclear weapon test's. · · 

Mrs.• Myrdi:tl' s eighth question at our 243rd meeting wa·s, what is meant by 

guarantees? In this connexion I would also quote what the: 'repres.e.nt.aitl.vei of. Mexico· 

said on 2•2 Febrm1ry. .. He askea.··(ENDC/PV.242,":p.6·)' how 'the·.-·ndn-r>ossessing nations 

were to be a-ssured th'at th:ey would· not- be· the:· victims 'of nuclear -a'ttack;'; fre-· said::· 

that· the question· of baian:c-e presuppo:ses .. so.::ca·lled guaran-tees; ito\ be· given.'· toi ·the non­

possessing"natibns',' if' they ag·re·e- not to make nuclea1· 'Weapons·:· He went>.:on: :(ibi-d.; 1 p·~ 7) 

to discuss· th·e-propo·sa·l, put· forward by Mr·.· Kosygin·~ 'tl1e·'Chairma'n of: the Counb'ii' bf'. 

Ministers of the Soviet· .Union ·(ENDC/167)f·· ahd= sai'd thatj· a's Mexi·cb: interpret~a ·:;'' ~ 

the· pro'pose:l of the'· Sov-iet: Union, .'it"·woul·d ~esp'ect d:ehuc:I:eaHze'd· zone's' which'· inig.ht 
be established.: ., He' ·then quoted the'· message; f'1-on1·• President:· 'Johl:i(son:· :·II The· nEi'tinns. 

that do ·n·ot: seek ·the· nucl~ar ·.path ·can·'be! imrb tha:t::-the'Y ~Y.ili' hk.ii-e~~'Our'· ~trohg 'supp''o·t't'' 

ag·ainst threat-S of: huc.lear' .. blackilla.il.".· (ENDC/165·;( 'j).2) !'."•:He· ·said ··that::-: iii·: · ;--.:. ;:.; ·· 
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Pre.siq.e~:t;., Johrl:son 1.:;;. offer· should prove to, be h!ereiy· a unilateral declaration, 

he did not s~.e how it· cou.ld be .discussed in a negotiating body such as ours. · If, 

on. thE}_ o~he;r :l;J.and., it· were to be· proposed as. a new article in the treaty·-'-· that 

is, aq, ~dertakipg-that all nuclear Powers would respect·-- then the Mexican 

delegation.w·quld be able to express its views upon it • 

• • , ••• 
1 

lt is the belief of the Canadian delegation that we should have detailed 

discussions on.this question of guarantees. What, as Mrs. Myrdal·asked, is 

meant by a 11 guarant~e.11 ? If we take the defini tiozi in the Oxford English Dictionary, 

. the ver'J;?'. 11 to- gua,rq.ntee11. :·means "to. answer for the fulfilment of a contrad;; to 

engage :~hat socething has happened or will happen; to secure against, or from, 

risk". . It :i;s this last interpretation which we have in mind, I suppose, when 

w.E:1 1:1sed the worQ. 11 guarantee" here. 

In general, when one .nation undertakes to secure another from military risks; 

this ,takes the form of a treaty in which there are very specific provisions. If 

the treaty conta.ins provisions that:one party.is to secure another against attack 

of any kind, it amounts to an alliance an4 in general there are obligations laid on 

both parties. In the cas·e we are considering,· presumably the obligation on a 

non-p,ossess.ing State is no more than not to acquire or make nuclear weapons. The· 

o;the;r party, the nuclear State, .would have to assume more· ·specifically defined 

obligations. -There would have to be set out what precisely the cdnditions would 

be UJ;J.der.which assistance would be :t;endered, and also preci9ely what action the 

guarantor would take to·protect the guaranteed against risk. 

Considering this, .the Canadian delegation comes to the conclusion that it would 

be very difficult to incorporate effective guarante'es in a simple treaty on non- .. 

proliferation, a treaty resembling the United States ·and USSR drafts. Of course, 

it. il? possible that the· nuclear Powers here represented, or one of them·, could 

produce the ~ext of an a:r.:ti.cle setting out in· general terms· the- principle that 

n¥clear PQwers were respqnsible for ensuring against nuclear attack or threats of it 

the safety of. non-aligned nations which· agreed to abstain. from acquiring nuclear 

weapon~. Such an article could serve as a basis for· separate bi·lateral or roul t.i­

lateral agreement~ ._to be made between those non-nuclear nations which felt that they 

needed guarantees and one or more of the nuclear Powers. 
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.. . ?~ t~e. o,~he;r~ .. ~~~~: .t?e P7'~~·? ~,al. ~lih~~ ~h.e < So;v;i.~~:;Un.~otl: ha.s· ;~rt~:t.,,f.~rwa.rd, ,;)ihat 

nuci~a~ p~:;.,ers should. ~·~t_ use ·nuc lea~· we.apons against a .. IH>n-l_luc lear.:na-p~~n,,';_ cou;td 
• ·~·: • ' l • : ~' '' I •' •' •, •, I ... ' - t !. .... ,! •.' ; '~) " ~ ' .. j' o o ' • • • r ' • ' o .. ' 

presumably be insert~d in. the treaty as a fai:rly si41ple ~rti9~e.;, ~.d, .;as w~.; -
·~ .... :. _ ... / .. • ··~.: ·.~·~ :··J.·r.;·r~ ····'· :·.·. ·;-. . . . . . . . 
ha~~ heard, the represen~ative of.r~exi9o has aske~ th~.~oyie~ Uni~n.(ENDC/EV.44~, p.8) 

, •• ~.~ ..... < •• ~- :·~···~ :· .... :, ·:~···. •'.J ~ • i •• ' '·· •.l . . • .. t ••• • .• , ; 

to produce a draft for such an article. T]).e non:-:-possessing nation~ coul<;].·then .. : 
' ··: '· ~ ·'" \. • • '; < •• 

consider whether such a pledge would be en adequate protection ·~or them. 
: , 'f · · · · . · r" • · ,,. · ; : · : ·; · · . ··: ' ~. ·: . · . . • 

· M:rs ... :Viyrdal's fourth question was wheth~r the:re.are :p.ot r~ally four:categ~;ries 
""' t .. : o ), o : o o .~ • ~ o I t ,•, ''I' ~ ~ o ~ • I ," o) ' t • • • • 

of "nuclearity" -- if I may use that expres~i~n! She wondered.whether one treaty 

· , ..... c·i~{c:(be :~ade :io ·.deal with .t1~e sit~~~io~ of n.~t·f~ns. i;n al~ fou_r of ~er · . 

caiegori·e·~ (JiN~c/Pv.243, ;:a):::' ~he .Cf:¥ladian. de~eg~~io~ does 'nqt unders"l!an.d in what 

'way .. i.t wo~ld h~· adva~t~g~·ou~, or ·~ow.it.~ould .. sim~li,fy our ta~k .~f negotiaijing ':. 
0 

• • • ., • , , , • • " • ,' , ', ' , , , ~ t o , I , , • , "" , 

a treaty,· to think in terms of four categories of .~ations based o.n. differing :• . . . . . 
potential~ti.es with reg~rd to .!luclear weapo;ns .•... We ·~P no·~ see. why. ·it .i~ impossible 

j , ' ''; ' 1 I t \ , o : • : • '\ •' : 

to produce a treaty based on the ide!=t that thine. are certain nuclear !'haves"., ~d 
• : • .. - I ; : {. ~ • ;, • ~ 0 I-. ·~ I I • •• " • . • . ' 

• . that it is undesirable for present. nu.cle!=tr 11 have-no.tsn t·o jqin. the .11 haves" •. · This 
~ ~ ... •• ~ ,· • • N ; • • ·' • ' • • : • • ·l I. I • ' • • 

viewpoint was clearly exnressed. by th.e ,l~epresentative of th!a. .. Unite.d K;i.ngdom G~<t our 
: ~ , , ; ; , :.. r ... ;. i. · · ' · · · ... - ' · 

meeting of~ ga!~h (ENDC/PV.24~, pp.5, et seg.). .. . - :' . ... . ,, . •' 

Again, I quo:te froJll the statement of the representative of ~ndia: 11 There · 
""~ ~. :: : ' . 

·. -~·annat be three categor'ies of nations: t;J.uclear nations, non-:-nuplear nations in 
. . ; . :. • . . ! • " ' • • . •. 

alJ.ie.nce with nu~lear na~ions, and non-nuclear non-al.igned nat.ions." (ENDC/PV.240J p.l6) 
' I • ~ ''t ' 

. ;~e ·kr10w that there are nations. possessing m.J.clear al'l'Js, five of them; there are 
• l.j. . .•• ,·.· • • . . • 

non~alig~~d nations not posses~ing nuclear arms, eig4t of wh~c~.are,represented . .;, ·. .. . •; . . , . . ' 

. here; and there are nations not possessing nuclear a,rms .. which ~re,.~llied with . . . : . . , \ . . . . . ' 

nucloar Povrers -- six such .nations, including Canada, are in fac~ represen"~?ed here, 
.... ' • ~- J . . ' • . . : . 1 • .. 

and there are many others. not repre senijed in i;.hi s: Committee. . .. J; wonder wh~ther 
• ' • l ... ! . .. . . , . .. .... . :. . . . _. 

what the representative of India meant to C~J;lvey was.th;:tt it cal11}.ot be agreed that 
• · l r ~ • , .. • , , .. , . .., • 

any ~f the non-poss·e·~sin~ ·n~tions allied .. to possessing n~tions sho,u.ld be .allowed,. 
~ • • i '.' f i· I ' I • 't I ., ;l ; : j • .•1, 4 '' • • ' ' l, ' ' ; t 

'under the terms of the tz:eaty .we .. are. to .. negoti~te, any. greater opportunity .. of., 
t • r ' r i : ' •: j ' : ~ • ' J '• •: •I ' I • 1 

·· :· becom:i.ng a "nuclear State" or 11 nat.ion possessing nuclear :w~apo,~:;;.~' .. tl1an the.·nop.-aligned 
' f : , • o 0 I ' • 

0 
'\ 

0 ~ i ; ,..... '; 0 I ' 
0 

l 
0 

• 

1 

; 
0 

, 

non-nua~ar"nations. If that Wf:!-.5 the meaning, I, could .?ogree. w.it~ suph a p,r:i,noiple. 
... • • ~- I • ~ ': . ; ;; • . . • . . I: . . . . . . ... . ·: - . ' . •, . . . . 

Finally, in her ninth question the_ repres~ntative of Sweden.. asked whether.-; 

the're .·should b~: ·~ ti~~· ·'i~~;i~ ~~1 \~~,·~~~~t~~ (~~~C/?Y.~243, pp~l3· et 'seg.) ~. The . 
t -~ '• .I • • •'· ' • • ' ' 

reprt:sentative of Brazil said on 1 March: 
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"Moreover, we should consider the desirability of limiting the duration 

of t~e treaty in order to permit its revision in the light of the 

results of its application and the progress achieved in the implementation 

o'f th,e related programr.1e. 11 (:&IDC/PV.~44,· p.l8} 
. . ~. 

Mrs. Myrdal asked whether, as· an ·alternat'ive to a time limit, it is essential 

•" 

that the 11 '·tangible steps to halt the nuclear. arms race 1 materialize simultaneously· 

with the treaty on non-prolffe~ation11 • (ENDC)PV.243, p.l4) 

We hop·e, as I said ·before, that the. Swedish .. delegation does not. take the 

posi~ion that there 'should be no ratification of a treaty which might be developed to: 

prevent the spread of nuclear weapons unless these other measures "materialize 

simultaneously'' • Another possibility has been suggested: that certain States 

in ratifying the ~reaty could make a reservation stating that they would reconsider 

their position after a certain number of years if certain collateral measures 

. to halt_ the arms race anC.. redude. stocks of nuclear weapons w.ere not put into 
' 

effect in the meantime. \'Te have also heard today some views from the representative 

of the United Arab Republic on this question of the duration of the treaty and 

the conditions under which any nation might seek to abrogate it; but I will refrain 

from comr.1enting on them until I have had an opportunity of studying the verbatim 

record. 

The Canadian delegation believes that the statements made by the delegations 

of non-aliened States here, on which I have commented, have been very useful as 

a beginning to the process of clarifying concepts and positions. This process 

is plainly necessary if we are'to arrive at the text. of a treaty to prevent the· 

spread 'of nuclear weapons which will 'gain general acceptance. Vle have tried to . . 
' carry this p~ocess a stage further today by our couments and questions. I hope 

that when we resume in approximately two weeks' time our consideration of the 

non-proliferation prob~em, the Committee will as a result of the statements which 

have been made -- including of course those m~de today -- hear further positions 
.. 

on the points which have been raised, expressed by representatives of the nuclear 

Powers as well as of the non-aligned nations. 

Mr. FISHER (United States of America}: At the outset, I should like to 

acknowleage the greetings; ~xte~ded by J:OU~ !·Jx. Chairman, and' by the rep~esEmtative s of 
'I • V 
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the United Arab Republic and C~nada. I should also like to join you nnd other 

·representatives in. congratulating the Soviet Union on its niost recent advances in the 

exploration of space. . .: :, ... ;.~ . . 
0 ~ 

I should like to ·make a few remaTk-s on the discussions on th:e non-pi-oliferation 

·of· nucle.ar weapoi:i~ which have· l:Je.en taki:O:g place ·during· this s:ession of the Conference. 

First, as I consi9,er the statemeJ1ts . .m.~<1'?.. §P .. ff)._r during this session:, I observe 

that. ·i.s, . an unstate.cl pre~ise which seems· to be assum'ed ·by ·some representatives: 
•, 

' . that a non:..·pro.liferation treaty· is ~dvantageous to nuclear weapon S'tates· ahd dis-: -· 
advantageous to non-nuclear. W..!it£LP9n St~i.~.-!'1!.· .... !n .isking themselves .the inevitable. -~ . 

. : and quite proper 'question "''llia.t ·do~~ a non-prolifera:tion treaty do for the ·· 

security of oy country?", some representatives o'f the non-nuclear weapon States ·· · 

seen to have fotind very l~ttle that is positive in the answer. I suggest that today 

,?-c should explore this matter somwhat further. 

'As 'Mr •. Burns, the representative of Canada, has already pointed out, when my 

.country was the only nuclear .'?owe:: i-::1 t.he wo;rld v1e felt' that even one nuclear Power 

although that Po,yer was our own country -- was too many. !r.Jmediately after the: 
' 

Sedond World War we sought to re:nove nuclear energy entirely fror.1 .the military fie.ld. 

·i'le 'aid th:is, not for .altruistic reasons, but b~cause we ·thought it in our own best 

interests ·to do so, as well as in the interests of world peace·. Had our proposals 

been accepted, there would not be even one nuclear weapon-State today. 

~y-did we consider that:forswearing nuclear weapons would be in our interest 

if ou.r potential adversari_es:-did the same· under- a system of eff·ective controls? 

Because, ·as is' true at the presen-t' time for any non-nuclear weapon· State, the-. 

acquisition ·of nuclear, weapons by rival Powers '"auld increase· the danger of :a . : 

'nuclear exchange in which we should be involved.. Today; ·it is .. true·, ··a·ne:w nuclear 

weapon Power would not be likely to become a·threat to the United States for a very 

.. • 

long time. However, the same cannot.be said of the potenti~l adyersaries of that 

new· nu.clear Power~ : ! .. 

. · · What Secretary Rusk said last 1\reek 'of United States !interests in.' a non..:. 

:proliferation treaty is perhaps- even ·r:1o:r;e true of the interests of non-nuclear . 

'veapon·:States. The following is a portion .of' his testimony before our Legislature: 

"Nuclear :poliferation could add a; :new and dangerous dimension to 
' 

historical ethnic and territorial disputes existing between nations. A decision 

':- e by one ,:party to: acquire nuclear 'veapons. could generateJpressur~~ o.n ,others 

·. 0: to· 1 go nuclear'· -- or t0 destroy the nuclear facilities of· the acquiring 

State before the programr.:Je reaches cor\pletion. 11 
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In other words, i~ stimulates the threat of pr<;Jventive war. 

"Wucle~r.w~apons in the hands of more .countries could have consequenqe~ 

for ~or~~ ~ecurity which no one, can foresee. ·Every additio~al coun~ry· 

having nuc~ear weapon~, no matter :P.ow responsibly gover:J?-ed, is an 

additional ce~ter ?f inqependent decision-making.on the use of ~uclear 

,weapons.~ .. International ~elation:;; are thereby waqe more comple,x .and 

:m~re dangerous. And the risk that one of such centers could f~ll i_nto 

.. irresponsible h~nds is increased." . . . . . . 

Further on, Secretary Rusk stated: 

"Efforts of the pr~sent nuclear Powers to negotiate mutually 

ad~~~ageous nuclear a~ms control ag~eements will be more complex ~d 

he~c:r~ more difficult as the number of such Pow~_rs increases. 

~. ' 

11 And, o~ <;:ourse, the,_overall chru;tc~ of-~ accident q! unauthorized 

use w·ould increa:;;e as more nations acquired nuclear weapons.'~ 
' 

(Daily Radio Bulletin, No.46, -24 Feb~uary 1966, p.l) 

TI;-o.:;;e a~e t~? ~eas~ns -why we seek a ~on-proliferation treaty; they. apply 

with even greater force to non-nuclear weapon countries. Those reasons have led 

us to conclude yhat we could not support what~~as.been referred to .here as a simple 

non-dissem~~ation .t~~aty. As wa underst~d it, such a treaty wo~ld prohibit merely 

the tr~Il~f~~ ~d:..rE!Jce~pt of nuclear w_eapons,. or ass;i.stance il'). t~ei:r: manufacture, .but, 

would.not_ prohiqit 13,ny country not now a m~ufacture~ of nuclear weapons from becoming 

one. 

My delegati?n a~~e.es with the statement of the representative. of .Mex:i,.co, 

Mr. Gomez Roble9-o;(ENDC/PV.242, pp.9,10), that this kind ot'.ag:r;eement. would not·: 

affect the gravest qange~ now before us. That danger :r:esults b~cau~e the ~ecret o:f' 

the atom ._is no longer the .monopo~y of one. country; o:r: even of just a few. countries. 

Nation afte:J; n~tio:Jil is acquiring plutonium and nuclear ·~~now-ho~.11 through the 

construction and operation of power-produc~ng reactors •. :Man.y hq.ve ·the :knowledg_~ aQ.d 

can._quickly. achieve the capabi~ity .to produce a few· crude bombs. if they choose to do 

so. T~is ~hey can do witho~t. rec:eiving nuclear we?opons o,r any assistance in· 

their manufacture from other S·bates. 
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.. · 
The representative of the Soviet Union referred to an estimate that there 

are thirteen States which are now in the position to begin acquiring nuclear weapon 

capability. He said: ·II It cannot be doubted that such a turn of event~ 'wili 
-

bring about further tension and arouse concern throughout the world." 

(ENDC/PV.241~ ~.22). For these reaso:r;ts ray delegation agrees with the representative 

of Mexico that the gravest danger is not that nuclear weapon Siates will give.the 

bomb to non-nuclear weapon States but that "the various States already possessing 

the necessary resources may sooner or later join the 1 ato~ic club' through their 

own efforts." (ENDC/PV.242J p.lO) 

While we do not believe that what has been referred to as a simple non­

dissemination treaty would reduce the gravest danger before us, we do believe that, 

in addition to the complete non-proliferation treaty which we hope to negotl.ate, 

.there are ~ther measures whi~h would achieve our non-prolife~ation goal. In her 

very thoughtful statement on 24 February the re:presentative of Sweden,· wlrs. Myrdal, 

asked (ENDC/PV.243, p.lO) ~hether' we· could not· find a waY to negotiate. ·sudi ·i:lther 

related collateral measures at· the same time as we negotiate a non-proliferation 

treaty. 

· · · · 'The recommendation of the co-Chairmen adopted at the last meeting of the 

Cmm.nittee (ENDC/?V.244, p.4), that we take time next week to'discuss other 

collateral measures, is the best answer I can give'to Mrs. Myrdal 1 s question. We 

hope that this will move us forward toward agreeDent on these measures. As we 

have said here before, however, we would not link the entry into force of one 

measure with that of another for fear tha~ we might not get either. But our 

draft treaty, as Mrs. Myrdal ·rightly pointed out in discussing a later question 

(ENDC/PV.243, p.l4), contains a review provision which is designed to permit 

non-nuc.lea~ weapon States -to consider, after a limited period from the entry into 

force of' the non...:p~:olif'eration treaty, whether they are satisfied with: the 

progress then made in halting the arms race. 
. ' 

This revi'ew provision should ·be viewed in the light of the preambular reference 

to out'coramon objective in the United States draft: 11 to achieve effective agreements 
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as .a re'sul t 'of such. incidents, stressing the function of 'thE! saf.ety system o±: 

nuclear ·Weapons, in whi?h it ·is allegeq:that electronic and other 11 locks 11 should 
' 

reliably-pre;vent the· e:Jq>losion: of these ;we·apons.. But who C~J;l assert that there. is 

o.bsolutely no :possibility of a number of unfo.reseen circumstances arising which 

.might render these 1!l.ocks 11 completely valueless? 

Such an unforeseen circ~stan~e might, for example; arise if.a .nuclear bomb 

were: to ·fall . into .the. se.a ~nd ·nqt be found~ The lEtest rG;.)orts fr.om official . . . . . -- ' . ... ;-:-. . ' 

United States sourc~s do ~dmit.tha~.there ~s very little hope of finding .the . 

. United States hydrogen bomb,whic4.fell·into the Mediterranean Se~ more than a . 
' • I • • • • 

.month .o.go ,. ~This is :bound to ~ause ... f:lerious concern to all .of: us •. One can imagine 

the extent to wh~ch the,wat~~ .. might be contaminated as a ~~Slll~ of corrosion or 

some mechanical d~mage.to-the casing of the bomb. In that case no 11loqks 11 or 

control devices would b~ of any a~ail, and tl1oso who mc.k?.· ~,nili~n.;r:y plt:ms for unforeseen 

ci~cumstanc~s ~ou+d.be powerless ···,, 

The rising wave of·protest against flights of.United States aircraft carrying 
' .. 

nuclear weapons,. ~nsl:. the. great concern as to the possible. consequences of the latest 
' ,J •' ,. o ' ' I • • 

serious inq.ident ov~r .. Spain1 . show t~at the· peoples realize the dang~:r; inherent in 
0 ._ ,, , , • ," • I , o-. 0 , ,' o 

this practice of_ t~l'! Un;ited States armed forces ..... The Czechoslovak d~legation 

i;h<;lrefore deems it to.be its.duty to. raise. its voice . . . .. . . . . in protest against these 
·. ' .... · 

flights ·a.rid ;t9 assoc.iate. itr:;elf with the proposal of 
0 • • • • • • • 

t~e USSR (ENDC/167) that the 

. Committee ,9l}puld call ;fo~ the immediate .cessat.ion of 
• ' f • • • 

flights by b.ombers c.~rrying 

nuclear weapo.ns beyond the limits of the national borders o·f States. 
' \.. • .' ' • I \ I o,' ' o o • ' 

Aft.e.r se:v.era;t. .weeks of ~ep~~al. debate our Committee .is now p~ssip.g on to 
• ' ~ • • • • '( • • • • 1 • • 

... :: disc~ss~or1: .. of the. question of dra:f.ttnJt; ~ treaty on .. ~h~ non-p;r:,oliferation of nuc_1'ear 

weapons in acco,rdance with resolution 2028 (XX) (ENDC/161) of the United Na.tions 
0 o o ' I : o o o 0 

General Assembly •.. The Czechosl.ovak de~egation e.xpresses its .comple~e s~tisfaction .. . . . ' ' ' 

at this deve;topmen~. We beli?ye that. _a .comp~etely aa,.e.quate .basis has already been 

created for concr~.te ~ego;~;iations: 

.T~e,nego~iations· that have ~ak~D: place so far on the question of the non-
' . 

proliferat,ion of .nuclear weap~ns have clearly ~~oim the gz:~at significance that has . ,• '• . . .. 
b_een attached in the last .few years to the ~.dopt,ion of. effective measures in this 

• • • J •• 

. ,. 
.·J.1 
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.. 
field, and th~ positive ;role which the adoption of a treaty -wou_ld play in efforts 

aimed at improving the general world si tuatio~. · Neverthele s.s, the ;negotiations which 
' 

have taken plac·e so far and the documents which have been ·submitted also show th,e 

seri6us divergences which exist in the approach of the respective sides to solution 

of this' question. 

These ·positions, particularly the posi ·tions of the Government of the USSR and 

the Government of the United States,. have been most faithfully reflected in the draft 

treaties·submitted by the two Governments (ENDC/152,164). Both drafts are a 

definite· basis for the mutual comparison and clarification of positions in the course 

of subs~quent 'negotiations, which should' end with· the· elaboration of an appropr_i:ate 
' 

oxaft treaty on non-prol~feration. ~t our last meeting some delegations already 

took the first steps·in this direction by analysing and comparing some of the 

provisions of botli drafts. 'The Czechoslovak -delegation considers that this ·.way.wf 

acting is the one most likely to lead to the achievement of progress and to.;concrete 

resuli;s in our work. 

In this respect·we regard as particularly important the statement made by 

the representative of the USSR; Mr~ Tsarapkin (ENDC/PV.241, pp. 30 et seg.), which 

was aimed mainly.at'clarifying and· solving the impor~ant questions of non-proliferation 
. . \ . 

formulateu in articles I and II of the tw·o draft treaties. ·These articles are the 
. . 

core of the'problems of non-proliferation~ They contain the basic provisions 

upon;which depend-the 'accomplishment·of the task laid down in resolution 2028. (XX:): 

the conclusion· of· a ·.treaty on the no.n-proliferation of nuclear weapons which, in 

conformity with the' first principle ·of this resolution, would not leave any 

loop-holes which might ·permit'nuclear or non-nuclear Powers to proliferate, directly 

or indirectly, nuclear weapons in any' form.· 

The difference in the approaches of the Goiernment· of the ussR· and the· 

Government of the United States tb the solution··of the: problem· of n·on­

proliferation is most clearly manifested in these two'articles of both 

draf'{ -treaties. Wllereas ··the Go-vernment· of the ;USSR· adopts in its draft a consistent 

position of princ.iple which does not permit of any ex·cepti'ons,. the araft submitted 
. . . .. 

by· the Government of tile United States suffers from ser-ious defects· and ·omissions 

precisely in regard to the very core of the whole problem of non-proliferation. 
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These weak points are due to the existence of an ambivalent approach on the . " . 

' 

part of t)le United States and the o"(;her Western ,Power~ ·to the.s<?lution of the. 

proble.m of no~:-:-pro~iferatioJ::\• The United States draft shows .. once again :tha_t the 

Western PqwE?:rs ar~ trying to adapt and to subo:rdinat~ measure.s. to prevE?nt .the 

furthe-r .s pr'ead of. nu<;:lear ·weapons to certain. concepts in _the :field _of nuclenr 

aro:o.~nents 7 .to' concepts which certain circles ~n some of the States )lle.~bers of 

NATO have been discussing an<i juggling ~-ri th for a long time. . 
'• . . 

A number of facts which the delegations of the socialist countries have . . 

already poin~ed out show that the gist and true meaning of these._pla~s is the 

indirect ~roliferation of nuclear weapons as a mea~s by which some non~nuclear 

Powers -- in particular the Federal Re~ublic o~ ~er~an~ -- would be gi~en access 

in one fori!l. or another to nuclea,r weapons within the t:_;r-;~mework of NATq. .T.l.tese 
I 

Sta.tes would thus be afforded the possibility ,of participating in the .c.ontrol. of 

n')lclear weapons and in taking deeisions concerning.thE:lse weapons which are at 

present under the control of the nuclear Powers members of NATO, and.in particular 

the United States and the United Kingdom. 
' 

The tendency to isolate these NATO plans from the. scope of· .. the tre_aty on. 

~on-proliferation was last, _and mos.t frankly, formulated in -~he st~tement by the 
' 

rep;resentative of Italy at our meeting of :)..0 Fe.bruary. ,Mr .. Ca~alletti· .then stated.: 
' ·. "The military a:rrangements ~?d collaborations of the alliances, 'whether 

·.conventional o~ nuclear, would be neither weakened nor interrupted by a 

non-proliferation agreement". (ENDC/PV.239 2 p.l3) 

·'· .. In connexion with this statement .. the Czechoslovak. delegation deems it 

necessary to mak~ a numb~r of comments •. First, there can be·no doubt ~hat a 

non-prolif~ration ~reaty ~s not aimed at. the ;dissolution of existi!lg mili•tary 

·alliances·. Nor. :i,.s its ·J?urpose to interfere in· the _.acti~i ty or internal .affairs 

of these _alJ,ian_C!;l~. H~:wever, 'thi~· 'premise, of_ cour~e, remains valid only as long 

as their activity does not affect the fi!3ld of proliferation .·of nuqlear weapons • .. ,._\~ .......... -- ... _ ...... ,_. __ .,·. ·. 
As soo~ as ~ny actions within the framework of military groupings led to the 

I 
proliferat~on ~f nuclear weapons in any f~rm, they would naturally become 

incompatible with a treaty on measures to prevent proliferation •. · 
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It is precisely this danger that is inherent in the plan· for the integration 

of nuclear armament, various versions ·of which have for long been a subject of · 

discussion among some of the Status members of NATO. The delegation of the 

Czechoslovak Socialist Republic and the delegation of the other sqcialist 

countries have repeatedly pointed out that the taking of such steps is being· 

insisted upon primarily by the Federal Republic of Germany, whose Government .~s 

striving ever more intensively to secure its participation in nuclear armament 

wi'thin the framework.of NATO. 

This conduct of the Government of the Federal Republic of Germany is in 

profound contrast to the policy pursued by the Government ·:>f the other Germc:i.n 

sovereign State, the German Democratic Republic, in respect of European security 

and disarmament and particularly in respect of the nuclear disarmament of both 

Gorman States. The position of the Government of the German Democratic Republic 

on the question of the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons was formulated once 

again and quite unequivocally in the statement which it sent on 7 February 1966 

to the two co-Chairmen of our Committee and which was circulated as a Conference 

document. In this statement we read: 

"The Government of the German Democratic Republic solemnly declares • 

to the Eighteen~Nation Committee on Disarmament that it is ready to enter 

into such ·a commitment, binding under international law, on the renunciation 

of: nuclear weapons, provided that the 1rfest German Government expresses 

the same readiness. 

"At the same time, the Government of the German Democratic Republic 

calls on the Government of the West .German Federal Republic to make a 

similar statement to the Eighteen-Nation Committee on Disarmament and 

thus remove an essential obstacle which is preventing a successful 

completion of the preparations for a strict world-wide non-proliferation 

treaty'! • (ENDC/.1:6·8 ,. pp .4, 5) 
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. Mr. TSARAPKIN. (Union .. of SPViet Socialist: Republics) (translation from'· ·, 

RUssian): Mr. Chairman, permit me·to express th~ sincere gratitude of the Soviet. 
I 

de~egation to you as Chairman and. as the representative of India, as well as·to.all 

the members of the Committee on whose behalf you congratulated us on the. great: .nevi-. .. 

. scientific. and technological achievement of the Soviet Union consisting ~n the 

deli very of :the pennant of the Soviet Union by .the Soviet space· vehicle Venus-3 t·o 

.the planet Venus, over 100 million kilometres away from Earth, and in the passing of 
I 

another Soviet space vehicle, the Venus-2, close by the plariet Venus. I also· thank 

Mr. Khallaf, the representative of the United Arab Republic, Mr. Burns, the ·repre- · 

sentative of Canada, and Mr. Fisher, the representative of the United States, for · 

their congratulations. 

I. should like to associate myself, Mr. Chairman·, with your words of welcome to 

· !Vir. Proti tch, who has come here as Special Representative· of~ the Secretary-General:· of 

the United Nations, .and to Mr. Adrian Fisher, the representative of the United States 

of America, who is well known to us through his earlier participation in the work of 

the.Committee. 0 •• • •• 

At the last fou~ meetings of our Committee, including, of course,·today 1s· 
meeting, a serious and, in our opinion, a most us'eful discussion has developed on the 

que.stion of non-proliferation of nuclear weapons. · . Many of· 'the· speakers who took 

the,floor have.expressed a number of important considerations·which, although they' 

were still mainly:of a genr:.ral naturG and did n::>t always directly relate to:the article­

by-article examination of a non-proliferation 'treaty, nevertheless· bore witness to · 

the profound .concern of. the participants in the negotiations.for as rapid-~a-solution 

as pos?.ible of· the ·problem of non-proliferation. · ~ ~ · · 

If we sum up all these statements, I' think we ·can conclude that the prevailing· 

view :i,n ·the Committee is that an agreement on non-proliferation is a tiniely'·and · : 

important step contributing towards the achieveoent of nuclear disarmamsnt .'· : In 

particular, this idea was clearly expressed in the statement made by the representative'. 

of Mexico, Mr. Gomez Robledo (ENDC/PV.242), who stressed that his'delegation is in 

favour of solving the problem o'f non-proliferation without· delay. In this ··connexion 

I should also like to recall the statement made ·by -the representative of'".!:!."'thiopia·;· 

M~. Aberra, who, in pointing ·out the importance of sol¥ing a whole ·series of'problems 

which, like the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons, would help- to dimini'sh the 
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nuclear_threat, at the same time remarked that."In the opinio11 of' the Ethiopian 
. • ,- . . ~ . • • • ... .:· .. , .......... .t ' • ~. : 

delegil:tiori; 'tJii's"·Cfoes not in itself' diminish the magnitu,de of' .the non-proliferation 
. . . : . . . .:..-. . 

problem, nc;>r does it less~?n the urgency of' concluding a non-proliferation agreement_. il 

(ibid •• p .19) 

we listened with great attention to the statement made today by the rep~esenta­

tive of' th~ United Arab Republic, Mr. Khalla:f. This is an important statement, 

which sets out in great detail the attitude of' the United Arab Republic towards a 

treaty on the non-proliferation of' nuclear weapons. We shall, of' course, study most 

carefully all the details p:f this statement of' the. representative of' the Un~ted ~rab 
- ·, 

Republic. However, we should like straightway to note ~ith satisfaction that part of' 

Mr. Khallaf 1s statement in which he speaks of' the need to stop the spread of' the 

nuclear cancer and to rid humanity _of' the nuclear evil as quickly as. possible. We 

also note with satisfaction tpat the United Arab Republic approves the _proposals.· . ... . , 
·contained in the message :from the Chairrnan of' the Counc~l of' ltinisters of' the-USSR, 

. ' 
Mr. kosygin, concerning an undertaking by the nuclear Powers not to use nuclear 

weapons against non-nuclear States which have no nuclear weapons in th.eir -terri tory 

(ENDC/1~7, pp. 2, 3). 
Likewise of' great importance :for asc·ertaining the position of' th~ _non-aligned 

. . 
countries is·l~. Khalla:f 1s statement that the United Arab Republic s~es the guarant~e . . 
of' it~ se~urity, not in being pr~tected by someone else's nuclear umbrella, :~u~ in . 

the complete elimination of' nuclear weapqns. All these ideas expressed~Mr. Khalla:f 

reflect the striving of' the United Arab Republic,· one of' the most active and 
. . . ..:: ". .. 

influential of' the non-aligned countries, to briD:g about nuclear disarmame~t as sqon 

as possible. This demand :for nuclear disarmament is becoming more and more insistent 
. ' 

and urgent, and is meeting with ever stronger support throughout the world; this is 

a positive :factor in modern international life which will undoubtedly promote the 

concentration of' efforts t~ ~r-tng ~bout nuclear disarmament' that most imp.ortant 

problem of the pr~sent day. 

So far· a~ 'we' can judge :from the statements made by some. representatives-of the . . .. . 
~on-.aligned States in the Committee, they express de:fini te concern about the place 

'that a ~on-prolifera'tion agreement should o:ccupy in the gener~l ran~!=l of' nuclear 

disarmament questions and. the relationship .it should have with other measures help~ng 

towards nuclear disarmament. The Soviet del_egat,ion is par.ti.<::ula~lY:-. grati:f~!3!i :t<?·· · 
note that an overwhelming majority of' the Committee, including the delegations of' the 
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non-:.aligned':.colintries, has de.cisively c'onfirmed the ·need to ·take· urgent measures 

that would le.ad to the elimination of the danger of nuclea:r·· war and ··to nucle·ar 

.disarmament·. · In this respect we may note with. complete justifl:cation ·-that our 

vi'ewef' and th-ose· of the non-aligned States are iden.tical. lle- are -glad this ··is so. 

: -'In this connexion the Soviet delegation would like· to stres·s ·one~ again tha't 

''----the S6viet Union -does not regard the solution of the problem of non...:.proliferation 

: ··.;o:f nu.clear weapons as 'an end in itself ~or' as a means··of .preserving_ for the· :existing 

nuclear Powers their ~or10poly of".nucle·ar ·weapons, but-·as a ·fi-rst ste·p in the range 

of measures leading to nuclear disarmament. The implementation of such ·a ·measure 

a-s non.:..proliferation· of riuclear weapons would undoubtedly facilitate :the achievement 

of· agreement· on other questions within th.is· range.· we·:·ie·fer above all tb the .. · 

solution of such que·stions· as the' establishment of denuclearized z·ones··~ the · 

,. renunciation of the use of nuclear weapons·, the cessation -of all·nu'clear tests', 

and ·so forth.· For this reason. we· think· that· it would. ha~dl;r be.-' conducive to our 

purpose to tie up a.series -of measures in a single. package or to make· agreement on 

any: one of these measures 'dependent on the implementation of· other measures. In 

our opinion this would complicate- negotiations· which are difficult enough-already. 

During the debate many, representatives of non-aiigned States·; while eipressing 

a positive· attitude in regard· to an agreement ·on the non...:.proliferation of nuclear 

weapons,.at .. the same time raised the question of ensuring their national .security. 

In this( corinexion reference.·was made on several· occasions to the ·propos£f c·o:ritained 

in.::the ·message from .. the Chairman of the Council of ·:Ministers -of the USSR~ ·Mr~ Kosygin, 

to this Committee, that under a non-proliferation-treaty- the nuclear Powers should 

:·-·assume ·an obligation. not to use nuclear vieapons against States which have no ·such· 

weapons in their:territory. 1-Te·again note with satisfaction·that this-proposal has 

me.t with·a.-positivedespons·e'.fr-om many delegations of non-a1:Lgned countries;· in 

·particular-,we ·might. mention ·the ·statements ·made by the represE:mtat:i.ves of Mexico 

(ENDC/PV.242 7• p.7), N.ige·ria (:ENDC/J;'V;237, p.34) ·and other coimtries. 

Some repr-esentatives :of:.:rion-aligned States, ·in parti-culrir ·the repie's~ritatives 

of Sweden (ENDC/PV•24J; pp.5,6) and Brazil (ENDC/PV.244, p.l8}, ·rais~d.·the p'oint 

that it might perhaps be appropriate, for the fulfilme~t.·.by.---non-~;ucl~a:r -~S-tates of 

a treaty ori non-proliferation of -nuclear weapons, to take ·advantage· .. of'.tb.e ·c-ontrol 
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arrangeme'fi't·s·· ( s·afeguarus) ··worked out by the Inter.nati onal ~ tomi.c Energy Agency • 

In this respect we should like to announce that the Soviet Union would be_ prepared 

to examine this problem. In our opinion 9 however, at this stage of the discussion 

which has developed in the Committee it would be more appropriate to concentrate 

on solving the "main problemsg namely9 on defining the range of obligations that 

would be assumed by the parties to the future treaty on non-proliferation of nuclear 

weapons. If we could agree in the near future on these main questions of principle, 

then 9 in our opinion 9 it would not be partic~larly difficult to settle. all the 

otlier problems. 

The Soviet delegation has-studied carefully the statements made by represen-
' . . 

tatives of the· Uestern Powers 9 the United States of America, Canada and the ,.United 

Kingdom. Frankly 9 we did not find in their speeches any new elements that would 

bear witness to the desire of the Western Powers to take into account the criticisms 

of the United States draft treaty on non-proliferation of nuclear wea~ons (ENDC/152) 
.· 

which have been expressed both here and in the General Assembly of the United 

Nations by the delegations of many countries. In the state~ents of the Western· 
"\:: ''· . 

representatives the idea was quite clear~y expressed that we should begin the whole 

di·s:cri~f:il~ri in the Committee by defining the. terms "non-proliferation" 9 "access" to 

nu~i~~~ ·weapons, and so on. We do not think 9 however 9 that such.a.method of 
: ,. . 

discuss'ing the present question vrill accelerate progress. OJ;l the other hand, no 
' . . 

one can fail to'see that the articles of the Soviet draft treaty (ENDC/164) are· 

clearly and definitely worded and give no grounds for any ambiguous interpretation 
. . 

and even less for misunderstanding. 
' . 

In· this connexion 9 I should like to rec<?-11 the words used by the representative 

of Czechoslovakia 9 :Mr. Cernik, on 22 February 9 when he s~c:~ed that "In our view, 

the demand for.the prior definition of certain general concepts would in fact mean 

returning to the general· debate". (ENDC/PV .242.:~. .. 1?•38) •. Mr. Cernik went on. :to say: 

· .. · 11 1Te are cionvin-~ed that such· a concrete discussion is the most 
... 

/ appropriate" basis for further clarification of the point of view of 

individual States and for the achievem~nt of progress in pur 

negotiations 11 
• (ibid. ) 

The Soviet delegat.io~· :fully agrees with this opinion of the represen:ta~ive of 

Czechoslovakia. 
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At our last meeting the. representat~ve,. p;f Poland, Iofi.. "Bluszta'Jn·, showed very 

c on_;.'in.·~~~gly: ( ENnC/PV. 244 9 _ ~. 2-~) that ~he q_Ues-ti on is rtot one of terms~ definitions 

or words, and that the meaning of the word "access" which we'u~e· is not so 
' " 

incomprehensible to the Western representatives as .. Mr; -·Burns 9 for instanc~, tried 
. . ~ ' ' . . 

to make out. The gist of the matter is .that the Western Powers intend to give 
. · ... - ·. . . . . 

"access'' to nuclear weapons to their ally, liest Germany, through JOint o-wnership 

and control of these weap.ops within the f'rame'Vrork of -the NATO military al'liance. 
,. 

Having set theptselves. this objeci;iv~, the Western Powers have included in their 
,. ,· ·.... . (." .· . 

draft t-reaty on non-:proliferation such formulas as would' not- prev~nt them from 

creating mulliilateral_or other joint NATO nuclear. forces:·.'11iuch· hks b~ed said on 
. i. ··.: ..,_ ·.~ ; : . 

this s1:lbjec;:~ _by __ the .. ~epresentat,ives of ~t:Q.e Western· .Powers, mainly by Mr. Foster-
and_- £~~~ .. Ch~~f~~-t. . . · i · -· · · ·'. 

~--- The_._,~~~~emen~ made by th~ Unit~d St~tes repr.esent"ative 9 !1r. 'Foster· (EIIDC/PV .:~-4~), 
has sh~;;:; --~no~· ag~in. tha~ the United States has· in fact stopped half-way and do~"s 
not wish to· take the decisive s_tep in _ord,er· to cover- completely the problem of non-. ; . ,• 

proliferation of_ nuclear weapons •. In his-statement I~. Foster· again spoke only 

about t~~ .proP.i~-~ tio~- p;f. relinq_uishin~ nuclear weapons to the "national ·cib:ritro.l" 
-· ' ~ "';. • J ':. •• 

of non-nuclear States, and did not make a single move that would have mane it 

possible to wor~ out a treaty which would close not only-direct but arty indirect . : . .. ' . . .. . . 

ways of access to .nuclear weapons, for' instance, ·through military· ~iiiari'be_s ;· ·iri 
··;. ·. ~ . . : . .. ,. 

the form of participation in mixed m~l_tilateral nuclear forces. As c- th~ :-United 
' . 

States representative explained,- .the draft: .treaty submitted by ·the United States 

. :r 

r 

• • ' • I ; • • :: t • • • • • • ' 

is ai-~ed. -~t .Pr.~hibi ti~g the independent ri·ght of non:-nuclear States t'o us'e. n'ucl~a:r .. 
. ~ .: . ·. . ::-. ·. .. ... . . . .. .:. : ·, . . . 

weapons. 
(, . . ~r:.- : . . ! •' 

These meas~es mll§t, of ~curse, be carried out- no--one q_uestib~~ that·-·; 
..... - 't .: - • ••• ' 

and we have ~lready pointed,_out that the United States draft do~s in f~ct.''provid·~' . 
·; ",,.;.: ••• 0 

for the closing of certain channels for the proliferation of nuclear weapons. 
; ' 

Nevertheless, we have also. ~aid, and we· repeat this again~ 'that. the U~i ted: States 

proposal leaves open the possi.bili ty -for the indirect prolifera:tion ·of·:-nuciear 
. - :",... ... . . ~ . 

weapons by g;iving_ acce~s _to.~-~he.~ to, non-nuclear States -and, in· 'pa;ti·cui~:i-'; such a 

State as ifes t Germ~~.Y, wi tp.in th~ _framework· of the NATO mi1i tarf.-alii.an~-~ ~-: . .-··. 
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It is essential to go further than is proposed by 1~. Foster and to ensure 
0 0 Oo 0 •• M .... oO .. ~ ~- 0 .. o 0 

that no loop-holes will in fact remain for the proliferation of-nuclear weapons. 

In his statement on 17 February~ Mr.· Foster declared that: . · 

·"···none of the defence arrangements in existence or under discussion· 

among NATQ ~embers would involve relinquishing nuclear weapons to the 

.national control of any non-nuclear-weapon nation? now or at any time 

in the future .. , Nor would any such. arrangen1ents assist any such 

nation in the manufacture of nucle.ar.weapons". (ibid., p.36) 

That is the limit of the United States approach to the solution of the problem'of 

non-pro~iferation of nuclear weapons. 

The Soviet d~legation insists that measures should be taken which would 
;· •· 

equally prohibit the transfer.of nuclear weapons to multilateral control within . ··.· .. 
the framework of military alliances~ for instance, NATO. If such·a provision is 

inc~-q.Q.e,d in the treaty, we shall have no difficulty in agreeing on the final 
...... ' 

formulas of the draft we ~re preparing. 

Today I should like to emphasize that in articles I and II of the United 

States draft there is, no mention qf several important obligations in respect of 

the.non-proliferation of nuclear weapons, and these omissions make this· draft· 
: . . ~ ·,. : ~ . ... .'. 

unacce;p;table. 

F~f'~t., in thE:;l United States draft there is no. mention of any obligation not· 

to grant non-nuclear States or groups of States the.right to participate in ·the 
~ ., ' . '-. . 

ownership, disposal a~d use of nuclear weapons • . - . . ': 

Secondly, the United States draft fails to include ~.the important· provision -.. . 
·j • 

that a party to the treaty po~sessing nuclear weapons must not.:place these weapons 

or control over them ~nd over their emplacemeut and use at the disposal of units 

of the armed f_o~ces or m~li~ary personnel of States not possessing nuclear weapons, 

even if such units or military personnel are under the command of·a·military 

alliance. 

Thirdly, where the United States draft treaty mentions the obligations of . 
non-nuclear Powers,. there is missing the important provision that such States 

undertake to refrain from receiving nuclear weapons in any form whatsoever, 

directly or _indirectly, for their ownership, control or use and that they will not 
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participate· in· the ownership, control or use of such weapons or in the testing .of 

such· weapons·. 

tt sh.ould be obvious to all that the lack of the aforemep.tioned provisions in 

the United States draft leaves precisely those loop-holes of which, as indicated 

in General .Assembly resolution 2028 (XX), the treaty should be void • 

.'In this respect the comparative assessment of the Soviet and United States 

draf't treatie·s made today in the statement of the representative of the United 

Arab Republic is noteworthy. Mr. Khallaf said that if we compare article I of 

the Soviet and United States draft treaties, it ~urns out that the Soviet text of 

article I of the treaty is more in keeping with the requirements laid.down in the 

resolution of the United Nations General .. ~ssembly: namely, that the non-proliferatio1· 

treaty should be void of any loop-holes which might permit access to nuclear 

weapons, directly or indirectly, in any form, by States not possessing such weapons. 

Unfortunately, the representatives of the Western Powers continue to .insist on · 

their inconsistent approach to the· solution· of. this problem and have even perceptibly 

stiffened their position. Today's statement by the United States representative, 

Mr. Fisher, has introduced no change into the existing situation. 
I 

At the previous stage the Western Powers pretended that they were in favour of 
• 

a comprehensive treaty on non-proliferation of nuclear weapons, without any 
~ • -·-·••f 

exceptions. That is why they s·tressed in the debate that the creation or a NATO 

multilateral nuclear force does not, in their opinion, involve proliferation of 

nuclear weapons. Now that they have failed to mislead the world on this score, the 

.Western representatives are putting the stress on something else. They no .longer 

argUe about whether or·not the participation of a non-nuclear State in a so~called 

collective nuclear force constitutes proliferation, 

Now Lord Chalfont declares that our .assessment of the United States draft 

-treaty,·namely that the main and most'dange~ous shortcoming of the United States 

draft is that it leaves open the possibility of giving non-nuclear States access to 

nuclear weapons .through the NATO military· alliance - this assessraent of ours, 

according to Lord Chalfont, can be taken to·.impiy a considerable degree of 

··interference in the legitimate workings of NATO·and, indeed, of any alliance that 

contains nuclear and non-nuclear Powers (ENDC/PV.244, p.ll). Lord Chalfont has 
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found a very_ simple means of getting out· of the vicious ~ircle of· contradicti-on~ in 

which j;he position of the Western Powers on this question finds itself• He simply 
' ·. 

declares that an attempt to extend the treaty to cover non~nuclear S~ates members 

of 'the NATO military bloc would be "interference in the leg{tiniate:workings of 

NATO"l Viell, as the saying goes, that is about the limit:·:··:.··· .. · 

All in all," it turns out that NATO must be an inviolab1~, sa.cred sa~ctuary 

for non-nuclear States seeking access to nucle~r weapons, where they cah.be free 

from the operation of the treaty. Of course," this is an· inconsistent and 

unacceptable, position, which does not stand up to' any criticism from the 'point 
. . 

of view of non-proliferation of nuclear weapons. 1 

In .the statement he made last·Tuesday, 1 March, the United Kingdom 

representative approached the question from a different angle. '·He asked, "Is it 
-

· unreas0nable that the collective forces ·of NATO should include nuclear weapons ••• ?" 

(ibid~, p.l2). Putting the question in this way leaves·, as you· see, no room for 
i", • .. '. -

s'uch . considerations as whether or not this ii consl.s te.nt with ·the id'ea of non-

pro'liferation of nuclear weapons. In this question only dne consideration is: 

taken into account: 'the reasonableness of equipping wi tn :n'uclea.r weapons. the 
I I 

so~called collective forces of NATO, the principal nucleus· of which is the West 
. . 

German Bundeswehr. 

Now the United Kingdom representative ho longer tries to confuse the fssue:·"' 

He reino-yes f~om his. phraseology the veil of deliberate obscurity, ambiguity an·d · 
.. 

vagueness and sta'tes quite 'frankly that, in his ·opinl."on, it should be. corisidered.'.J 
'· . . : . . . . . , . . : I . .. 

that within tlie framework of NATO the prqliferatidn of nuclear weapons can·take· 

pla:ce ~-"not fr·ci~ .t'he· -~o~e~t wliEin acc~ss t.Ci nuc.lear ·weapons is acquired by ·a State 

which is not at present a nuclear··Power, but only ·wh.en this State· is in a .p·o~i ti:oh 
to give the o;;d~r t.d fire( nuclear· vreapons ·• ·:But, with all ·du~ respect to Lord 

Chaif'ont, it' ·~ill t'b.en be ··tod late tcf talk: of non-proliferati~n of nuc'lear weapon~. 

·- In' making su'ch s't~teinents th'e United 'l<ingdom representative is trying to tu:r:h 

the que.sti~n:·· i'n· such a ·way that otir· ba~
1

ic objective -· the non-proliferation or 
' nuclear weapons-- should be left in·the shade and relegated ·to 'the background, 

tlie question ·of NATO collective nuclear forces should be bro1Jght to the fore 2.rid given 
. ·. 

priority, and the treat·y on non-p'r'oliferatidn of nuclear 1-ieapons should be limited 
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to what· is left outside the nuclear forces of NATO. This is. not the fir~t time 

·that we have been confronted with such attempts on the part of the Western Pmi-ers. 

·-we first heard this idea from the mouth of IV.Ir. Herter, the United States Secre.tary 

of State, in December 1960, at the very'end of General Eisenhower's presidency. 

· And now in the Committee we are told by Lord Chalfont~ not of how to ensure 

an invulnerable treaty on non-proliferation of nuclear weapons, without any loop-
' ' . 

holes, but that the "dignity" of the non-nuclear members of NATO 11 as free and . ' 

sovereign States"- in this expressi.on of.Lord Chalfont's the same Western Germany 

is meant.~ requires their participation in nuclear matters within the ~framework 

of NATO. 

These appeals· by Lord Chalfont to embellish the "dignity" and "sovereignty" 

of Weste~n Germany with a necklace of nuclear bombs give rise to certain 

associations of ideas. They bring to mirtd the 1920'1 s after the First World War 

and -the early 1930's when Germany? invoking the principle of "equal rights" and 

. sovereignty? succeeded in bringing about first rearmament, then the re-militarization 

o~-the Rhineland, after-which there began· a series of territorial annexations and, 

in the 'end, the war was unleashed by Hi ·t1er 1 s Reich. The road along which the 

=development of events is going today is very reminiscent of the fatal road.of the 

... · paeft, and ··the United States and the United Kingdom, which are favouring this,_ bear 

a heavy responsibility. 

- ··.A new idea has lately appeared in 'the battery of arguments used by the Western 

·_..Powers. VIe are now being told insistently that NATO will fall apart unless the 
... 

·Federal Republic of Germany is· given access to'n~clear weapons, and consequently 

that any demand aimed a-t preventi?g liestern Germany from being given access to 

nuclear weapons as a member of NATO represents a plot desi~ed.to undermine NATO 

and"to bring about its dissolution. The artificiality and fa~-fetched nature of 

t:':lis - save the ·mark~ '--·argument is obvious -'to; every-on~-. 
~ ,. ~ 

It is' not q_i"fficul t to 
. . . 

pe~ceive that the' Western Powers are using this argument here at the suggestion of 

the Federal· Republic of Germany, under the' influence' of biackm:aii and threats from 

Bonn. 
·-· 
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In co~exion with thi-s ·faqrication from Bonn, we can point to··the generally.:.: 

!a}. own fa~:~ .~hat in ~ATO itself no one except ·Western Germany considers· that an· 

essential condition for the existence of NATO is the granting of access to nuclear 
' . ' 

weapon~ i~ .one torm or ~ot:q.e:z::. to the Federal·Republic of· Germany witl:iin the 

fr.?-mework of NATO.-... Statemen,ts .to the cont.rary are made by· Western 'Germany's allies 

i?, NAtO merely by way of all~e~ ~upport. :The artificiality and groundlessness· of 

this newly-invented argument of the iiTestern Powers is' :perfectly clear _to everyone. 

'I need hardly say that we· cannot take· this.argument into consideration at·all if 

.· all of us are realj.y in earn.e:st. abo\lt solving the problem of-~ non-prpliferation of 

nuclear weapons and are not trying to derive some military advantage for ourselves 

. in .this ~atter and to bring about a pr~ponderance in our favour. 

If the Western, Powers have a.. serious attitude. towards the :prob'1'em of'·non­

pro;J.ifer1il-tion of nucle~ weapons, they will undoubtedly ·find· ways and me··a.ns of 

curbi~g .. their unduly wq.rlike Oerman ally and -bringing ·its behaviour~·in this matter 

.in, to conformity ~i th the idea 9f non.:.proliferation_.' of ;nucleai.> ·weapons' and ~ill n6't 

· ~r;y; to obtain an exceptional posi t:j:_on .for i~, as :the Uni-ted States 'is doing in its 

draf~ tre~ty. In the light of .-:t;b,ese self-evident considerati'Cms, Lord Chalfont's · 

att~mpt to reduce the substance of tb,e ¢1.ifferences to. ·arguments about different 
. . 

interpretatio:n,s o~ the concept of milttary alliances· does not stand· up to 'criticism. 
" . ..~ . 

I repeat once again that the· question of access to nucle'ar weap'o'ns in any way 

by .~~stern Germany within. the framework' of neg·otia-tions concerning a ·treat'y on non­

prol~feration of nuclear weapons is not a_question of concepts of milit<7ry alliances 

or of their policy or strategy. Only.those who ·are. not 'interested in· solving-the 
' . . .: . . " 

'problem of non-proliferation of nuclear w~apons 7 ·or those who are tools in 't:b.e 

hands of such p~ople, can give that kind of· twist .to the question. The attempt to . .. . . 

turn~ the discussion in that direction +eflects the desire to confus·e" the questi'oir' 

o+ .non-proliferation of nuclear weapons and to evade its solution. •·. 

A~other argument adv~nced in favour of:the United States.approach to ·the· 

solution .of the .Problem of non-proliferation of nuclear weapons is ·~hat the'United . . . . . 

States draft limits access to nuclear weapons. We are told that 7 under the United 

States draft treaty, not all non-nuclear States will be given access to nuclear 

weapons in the form of collective participation in their control, but only those 
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non-nuclear .States ·which are alli.es of the United States in the NATO military bloc. 

This is an example of plain nepotism on the part of the Unit~d States •. 1fhat:is . 

odd? however, is that th~ United States should assume that such· a specific, ·family 

approach-could be taken as a basis for agreement. 

Do not c;:herish any illusions~· Such an approach is not acceptable-to-the'Soviet 

Union ,o~ to any .~f, the S.·ocialist countries, or. to the non-aligned countries, ·.which 

have cl:ec;~.rly:·stated 'in .the Committee, 'through the representative of India, Mr. Trivedi 

(ENDC/PV .240, p.l6), that they are against any attenrpts to establish a kind of 

third <;:ategory of States.--· that is to s'ay, to create, in addition to the existing 

.: :r:ucl~ar <?-nd no~-nuqlear countries, a category of. States r;_aving access to·· nuclear 

wea~9~s on. the basis·of participation in a military alliance. But that is precisely 

the aim which the Vnited States draft. treaty pursues. I'ioreover, t:ttis was frankly· 

stated by .. the Unite.d States repre'sentative, Mr.· Foster, on 31 August 1965.· He 

declared that "The·treaty would not, however, preclude the establishment of. 

nuclear ~rrangements 

'(ENDC/PV. 228_, .P. 38) 

such as a multilateral force within NATO- •••" 

. . 
In the.course·of the previous discussion we pointed out that a treaty on·non-. . . ·. 

proliferation of nuclear weapons must close the door of access to these weapons to 
I I. • ' Jl,. 

all non-nuclear States, whether through their acquisition. by non-nuclear colintries 

for the purpose of h.aving them in their-.ownership, at -their disposal· or under--their 
• .: • I • I 

control,. or. ~h~ougli obtaining access .to these weapons of q1ass destruction ··by indirect 

means, through the participation of non-nuclear·countries in collective ownership 

or control of nuclear weapons within the framework of NATO. On. several ·occasions· 
. .. 

we have drawn attention to tl:iis as-pect of the question: . :namely, that the question 

of non-proliferation. of_ nuclear weapons, like any coin,· has two sides. On one side 

we have .national possession or control of nuclear weapons;· and on the other. side 

indirect access to ~hem ~Y no~-nuclear countries through thei~ participation either 

in the NATO multilateral-nuclear force, or in the NATO Atlantic nuclear force,· or 

any otb,er. similar organization concerned with questions·of the use and application 
' 

.·r, .. ,.. •:' 

>'I 
I ·~ 
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Both these aspects of .acc~ss to nuclear weapons are t>~Q _:fprms ·of one and the 
' ;. ,·· 

same process, extremely dang~rous t.o the 9ause of peace: the _p;r-ocess of 

pro~iferation of nuclear weapons~ a. process which niust be ~topped in both its 

f_orms by a treaty of non--proliferation of nuclear. weapons: Bot.h these. ways, 

,both these channels for proliferation of atomic weapons must be closed· ... No 
. .,. ·.. . . , . . : . I . ' 

: ex,c~~tion~. to this ce:n be. t9lerq.ted i;f we want the tre<!Lty on non-proliferation· 

of nuclear lvea:ro~~ to have any value, or_? to be more accurate, if we want such a·.­

treaty t~ 90me into b~ing. 

In connexion with the aforesaid posj tion of the United States delegation in·· 

th~ .. Eighteen-Nation Commi_ttee on this quest~ on, I think .that it would be .of interest .. . . . . 
·to the members of the Committee to acquaint themselves·with the statements·which . .. . . . . ·- . ~ 

; wer~· ·made. ~n this subject by Senator Joseph . .Clark on 18 January this year during 

-~ the ... di~~ussion of Se~ator -~~st~re 1 s resolu.tion on the question of the non-
. ' ··( . . 
·:proliferation of nuclear weapons. This is. what Senator Clark said:· · 

. . : .... : . . . ' l . • ' 

... 

'· .. 

"Mr. President, with .:regard to the ·comment of' the Secretary of State . f .. .. . 

to the effec.t that a suppo~ed conflict between nuclear arrangements .in ·· 

the NATO alli?-nce and a nJn-p~oli;eration t~eaty ;is not a real one, ... · 

suffi~~ it to say th?'t r.eason!3-ble me~ ~ay differ~.· I differ, ~nd. many·, 

other Americans differ with the Se pre tary of .State in . this regard. · . It .. ;·:~.:: 

is a matter of record. that the Ru~.~~-~nf? J?.~y_e, re_peatedly asserted their 

vdllingnE?ss t<? sign a ncn· -proli:ferat;i.o~ treaty 1-rhich :would prohibi .t the 
' . 

creation of a NATO nuclear forpe". 1,. • ''I,,', 

. . 
Then Senator Clark went on· .to say: .. 

.. . ·... . ·u·;· . 

".Mr. President .••• I ._do not believe. it advanqes the argument very 
• • C• ·t . 

much to deny that the propo~e.d nu,cle~J; f<?ree.is an .obstacle to.the trea:ty, 
.. 

when the Russians have ~~~d over ~ri~ over again that, ~o far·as xhey are . . : .... t... . . . . . 
c_oncer:ned, i.t is n~t only ~n.. ebstae;~e1.- but. t~at it w.ould make the treaty. 

impossible • 
•' . .. . .~ " . : ;: 

"It is an open secret".- Senator Clark continued -: "that· the U.s. . .~ . ; . ~ •. . ,, 

draft. treaty to halt the spread of nuclear weapons was purposely written 
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force of 'some sort. Time and agai~ the Russians have declared, .their 

.object.ion t.o,this provision.on the:.ground that it would permit ..... the West 

Ger~.~s.~o get their fingers.on.the nuclea~ trigger --.and well it might". 

Senator.Clark concluded his statement with the following words: 
11 .-•• What we must do now? if we are really serious about getting a 

treaty to ~alt the spread of nuclear·weapons, is ••• to rewrite the 

treaty ••• to close the loop-hal~ created for the proposed NATO 

' . 

nuclear force". (Congressi.onal Record 2 Vol. ll2s No. 62 18' January 1966, 
I 

pp. 480-481) 

That is the course which the United States delegation should, follow, so that .. !ihis 

important problem can be settled here without any.further delay • 

. In our statement today we have shown the inconsistency of the position of the 

Western Powers and have laid bare the .shortcomiJ?.gs of the United States draft· 

treaty which make it uqacceptable. That draft cannot serve as the basis for an 

agreement on the n?n-proliferation of nuclear weapons. But the Committee has 

before it the Soviet draft treaty, which does not suffer from those shortcomings. 

One can· argue abou't one or other. of its specific provisions; one can improve and. 

develop them; but n.'o 'one can prove that this draft leaves the slightest chink. ·or 

loop-hole for the proi:iferation of nuclear weapons? either directly or indirec'tly. 

Therefore we propose that this document be taken as the basis for drafting the'· 

agreement. 

The Soviet delegation would like to stress that we are prepared ·to consider 

any amendments or additions to our draft treaty and to ·sh·ow·the utmost 'fl'EdcibiTity' .. , 
and.a constructive spirit in this regard. At the same·time;·h~wever; ons condition 

must be observed: namely, that it is essential in the interests of our common 

cause that amendments and additions? if any, should be directed towards the sole 

purpose,:of preparing a treaty on non-proliferation which .. ·would close all loop-holes 

for proliferation of nuclear weapons' in accordance =.wl:th ·the requirements of 

resolution 2028 (XX) of the United Nations Gener~l 1fAssembly. :.Any::a.roendments and 

.·additions ·which would ·sidetrack us from this'· objeetive ;'or~ a fortiori? any which. 

would run counter to it, would undoubtedly only hamper o~ work. 

' 
.· 
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··- --- .. ---------- --··· .. (Mr. Tsarapkin, USSR) 

At t:i:fa···s·ame time; we should have no objection to the ·Coinmi•tie~; continuing to 

compare the. two d:i-aft tre.atie~ subrili tted ·by the. deiega·horis o:£' ;the :SoviEb.t ·Union 
. ' 

and of the United Sta tea·, with a view· to determining which _.of them answiilrs. better 

to the purpose set before us. In the ·course of s·uch an obje'6tive ·c·omparison, any 

unprejudiced pa~ticip~rit.in 'th~ 'discuasion will certainly see that the Sav~et 

draft treaty fully, consistently and i~ every way covers the problem of non~ 

proliferation of ~uclear weapons, but the United-States draft treaty·does not. 
I O j (' : ~ , , .. 0 ' > , . • , < ' I o ,i ~ ' ' 

iTe believe·7'~-howev:er~., :--that:: this ·as·:Pee·t· .. of .. ·'iihe .. queS.t-ion i·s· -already clear to everyone. 

I 

It seems to us that, in the light of the discussion that has taken place, the 

choice to b~( made'!is clear~ we· must set about the fi·n~i' Q.rafting of the text of an 

agreement on the basi.'~ of :the ·sovi~t draft. We think that, when t·he Committee 
· .' · ' •i· 1 .~ t r • 

resumes· ·its· discussion of the p;~bl~m of non-proliferation of nuclear weapons in 

about two weekst time; ail .the repr~~e~t~tives should h~ve the neces~ary 
-· ins.truction's-f.rom:their Geve·rnments so that all the members·of.the Committee can 

deal with the driu'ting of the arti~le~· of the treaty''in r~al 'eai-nesto 

Mr •. CERNIK ( Czechos],oi!:ak:i,a) (translation from Russian): . First of all, 

I._ahould like to. congratulate· the Soviet. dE;t:;l,egation on the further great success 

whi_qh Soviet scientis.ts, and; the whole Sovi.e·t ·people have achieved in the· conquest 

of outer space. through t}fe successf.ul flight of two space vehicles t.o Venus. -After 

the soft 1~:!-nding of a space craft on the moon, this new scientific achievement o.f 

th~ USSR is ·a· ftu;':ther step towards the conquest ·of the universe. , .On ·l:iehalf ·of the 

Czech_oslova}c delegation I welcome 'to our midst :the Special Representative of the 

Se.cretary-General., Mr. Protitch, and the new leader -of the .United States delegation, 

Mr. Fishe~. 

··:.-The Czechoslovak d.elegation deems i_t necessary ·to 'make at least a few brief· 

~<;>)llmenir£:!·. :·on ·the statements made by certain d-e:legations. at previous meetings, when 

they referred in ·their arguments to· the-statement made by the Czechoslovak delegation 

at_the -242nd ·mee:ti~g. I have in.mind the statement made by the re~resenta~ive of .. 

It?-ly;:.(ENDC/~.·~4..~., .!?.~?5) .. a~d tha:t )lla.d.e by the representative of the United Kingdom 

(ENDC/PV.244, pp. 10, 11) •. · 
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.. 

'· ;:•o•wo •;_ ":. ... • ', : "- • (1~. Cernik 9 Czechoslovakia) 
. . ... ~ 

.. I .. wish· to'·s·tress i~ .advance th.at the. CzechoslOvak de_~egation does not int~nd-. 

to delay·. o~ :negotiations by instigati~g-·a sterile contrC?Versy. But in this case 

. a l:le:t'iou8" qU:e'stion is involved ·~hich b.a~ ·a bearing on the very approach of the 

aforement:l-oned delegati~ris· to' the dis~ussion of so serious a problem as that of. a . . 
treaty ori the non-prolif'eration of 'nuclear weapons. We consider that the· approach 

of those delegations, in· particular that of the United Ki~gdom delegf!.tion, and t~?. 

way in vrhich they try to depict the position ·of the Cze?hoslovak dele~ation and _. 

to adapt it. to 'the' needs of thei:rl argum~nts aim~d at just~;fy:ing the' attempts to· .. 

br.ing -about an indirect proliferation of nuclear weapons within the f'rame~9:k:?f 

NATO, .. are not it?-' ke'eping w'i:th ·the meaning and importance of the question of non­

proliferation. 

Therefore we deem it necessary'to r~peat once again our point of view on this ·.. .. . 
. . . ··' 

question which we expressed in our statement at the 242nd meeting. On 1 March the 

repres·entative of the Uni t'ed Kingdom, Lord C}lalf'ont, .quoted .the following part of 

the statement I made on 22 February: 
-.·.' 

"::"First," there can be no doubt that a non-proliferation treaty is not . ' . . . . . ~; :: .. 
aimed at the dissolution of existing military alliances. Nor is its 

purpose· to interfere in the activity or internal, affairs of. these 

alliances. 11 (ibid. , · p. 10). 
. . 

The~ repres·entative of the United Kingdom· further declared: 

"My delegation welcomes that statement. But the represe1;1tative. of the 

Soviet Union said on 17 February: 1The main shortcoming of the Uriited 
l •. ·•• • . . --·-~ ,. 

States ·draft treaty, and a ·very dangerous one, is that i~ leaye~ open 

the possibility of non-nuci~~ States participating in nuclear weapons 

through the NATO military alliance' .u (ibid., p.ll) 

Lord Chal£ont went on to say: 

"That statement cou:j.d bEl_read to imply a considerabie degree of interference 

in the legitimate wor~ings .of NATO, and indeed _of any alliance that contains. 

·nuclear and non-nuclear Powers • 11 (ibid.) 
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(Mr. Cernik, ·Czec~lovakia) 
. . 

It is obvious that the purpose of "lihis statement of the representative of the 

United Kingdom is~ on the one hand, to foster the utterly unjustified impression 

that. the Cz~ch~slovak delegation cousiders that a non-proliferation t~eaty must ~n 

no cese affect ·the activity of military alliances, and that the delegations of the 

·soviet Union ~nd other socialist countries uphold a different point of view and 

are tryi.ng to use a non-proliferation treaty for unjustified and inadmissible· 

interference in the internal activities of NATO. All this is a distortion of the 

position pf the Czechoslovak delegation in regard to the relation of a non­

proliferation treaty to such activities. of military groupings as would result ~.:n 

the spread of nuclear weapons in any form. It is also a distortion of the position 

of the delegatio~s of the other socialist States in regard to the purpose of a 

, . trea·t;y on .. ·the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons. 

··:·The c·ze~hoslov.ak dele~ation doe~ not intend to e;x:plain the point .of view of 

other k'oc:L~lis·i. dele~at:{~ns. But we deem it necessary to re_ply to the afore­

mentioned attempt to distort our position~ which was expressed in the statement 
.. ... ~ . . . .. 

we made on '22' 'Februa~y. Fer' 'this reason WEi are o~:?.liged to .. quote once again the 

relevant part of that ·~tateJ;D.e~:t;. This i~ what I said: 

"First, there ca~:be no d~~-bt that a·non-prol~feration treaty.is not a?-med 

at the dissolution of existing military alliances ... Nor ).s i.t,s ;purpose to 

interfere in the activity or inter?ai aff,airs of these alliances •. However~ 
1 ~· • •• 

this premise, of cou~se, remains valid. only as long as their activity does 
l ·• ~ ~ • -~: ! •• < • " • • ~ 't •• 

not affect the field of proliferation of nuclear weapons •. As soon a!'J any 
. . . :. : · .... --: ... ~ . -;:· ,. " ... . ·. . . ' 

actions within the framework of military groupings led to :t;:P,e prol~feration 
o • • • ' I ~ .:• ,: 

of nuclear weapons in -~ny iorm, ·the~ ~o~ld nat~ally bec,e~e .incompatible 
: ~ ·~ .•... : 

with a treaty on riteasu:i:>es·· t'~ ·prevent proliferation. 

11 It is precisely this danger that is inherent in the. plan for the .· 
' . . :· .· . _:, ~ '·i. .-. J. • ·.: -~~ :- t· .,; .:: .. 

integration of nuclear armament~ variou~·versions of which ];lave :for .. , ... 
I . . ~ . . . . . -• . . -• . 

long been a subjeqt of discussion ~~.c;mg some of the States I!lei?.-bE?,:es ~~L-,.-: 

NAT0. 11 (ENDC/PV.242, pp.319 32) ; .. :;:'. 

That is the complete quotation, which, as you see, was.not given in full. 
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(I{r. Cernik, Czechoslovakia) 

In order that our position on this question may be clear to everyone and also . . . . 
~ .. ' ~ .~ .. ~ ... . . .... - .. -··· ... -~ 

in order that the representative of the United Kingdom,.Lord Chalfont, may not be 
•: '• .. 

left in doubt and uncertainty, I think it appropriate . . :to ,quote also that passage ... :· . . .............. . 

in the. statement. we made .. at the 242nq, meeting, .which immediately preceded the words 
I",' • • • '" , • 

w:hf:ch he. quoted at the 244th meeting. In that part of its,statement the 
. :·.1 

Czechos+.ovak delegation said: 

"The United States draft show·s once again. that the Uestern Pow·e:r;s ;:Lre 

.. trying to adapt and :t;o supordinate me~_sur'es_.t.o prevent ;the furthe~ ·. 

_ , ,.spread of nuclear weapons ~o certain qoncepts in the field of nuc.lear 

armaments, to concepts which certain circles i~ some of the States 

members of NATO have been discussing and juggling with for a long time •. 

"A number pf facts which .the delegations of the socialist countries 

hav~ .already :p9int~¢i .. o;ut show that the gist and true mean'ihg of. thes:e 

plans is the indirec~ ~roliferation of'nuclear weapons as a means.by 

which some non-nuplear. Powers ·-- in particular the. Fede:r:aJ. .Ite.,pub.lic .of ... 
Germany.- would be .. g:j.ye.n _;;tccess in one form or another .. to nuc;Le.ar. . . . .. . ... 
weapons within the framework of NA':f.:IO. These States would· th1,1s be:. . : . : . ~ . 
afforded the possibility .. pf participating in the control .o.f nuclea;r-

. . . I • .... :• • .: .. • . 

weapons and in t,~k~n~,·.:de~_isions concerning. these weap_9ns w:Q.ich are at. 

present under the con~~ol. of t~e nuclear Powers membe~s of NATO, and 
' . . . 

in particular the United States and the 'Q!;lited Kingdom." (ibid., p.31).·. 

,, 

That is the point of.view of the Czechoslov~k.delegation, and that is how it was: . . . . . . . . . 

expr':lssed at the 242n9-.meeting. We cons~de_r that ;it. does notle,ave any ro9m:for. 

ambiguity and we are convinced that it is quite clear to the representative of the 

United Kingdom as well. _ 

.In conclusion, I_should like to add. a few more words. The position adopted 
i 

by the delegations .. of the States members of NATO in O'\ll' negot~ations prove.s Ol,l.ce 

again. ,t?at our point of view is .. altogether justified and right. This is a:Jrs9··:s.hown, 

in our opi~i~n, by the statement made by the representative of. the United Kingd::'om 

at our last meeting. A considerable part of hi13 s ta temen ~ was d.evoted. o_nc~ :again 

to justifying the attempts to limit the non-proliferation treaty so as not t9 

cover actions that would lead t() the indirect spread of n!J.clear weapons within 

the framework of Western military alliances, particularly within the framework 
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~Mr •. Cernik 9 Czechoslovakia) 

of N~TO at the present time. This p:roblem is l:>ecoming a really serious 

and I stress the word serious --. obstacle in the way of the achievement of agree-

ment by our Committee on the question of non-proliferation of nucle~r weapons. 

It is not only the delegations of the socialist countries that hold this point 

of view. The representative of Sweden, Mrs. Myrdal, also drew attention to .. this 

fact in her statement on 24 February when she said that the most controversial issue 

at present, that of the mul~ilateral nuclear force or the Atlantic nuclear force 

or nuclear sharing within NATO, must be agreed upon by the nuclear super-Powers; 

until then it acted as an obstacle to truly responsible negotiations (ENDC/PV.243, 

p. 9). 

Lord Chalfont tried to justify his point of view by ~eferring to the "concept 

of sharing" (ENDC/PV.244.i ~.12), on which the North Atlantic Treaty Organization is 

said to be based. The Czechoslovak delegation, of course, has no intention of· 

interfering in the internal affairs of NATO or of causing discord among its members. 

But 1-re cannot escape the impression that this concept of 11 sharing11 
1 on which .the 

representative of the United Kingdom built his argument, is far from being.accepted 

and supported by all the States member~ .of NATO. This is als'o. evident from a recent 

statement made by a prominent statesman of one of the major States members of NATO 

at a press conference given by him. Furt4er evidence of this is the extremely 

reserved attitude of some other members of NATO towards the 11sharing11 by non-
' . . . ·- .... . . -.- . " 

nuclear NATO Powers in nuclear armament, the purpose of which consists mainly in 
' 
sa~~sfying the ever-increasing claims·of the Federal Republic of Germany in this 

field. 

According to the words of the representative of the United Kingdom on 1 March, 

the concept of 11 sharing" within the framework of NATO relates to the 11 sharing11 of 

costs, of respons~bilities, of weapons and of forces (ENDC/PV.244, p.l2). In 

regard to such 11 sharing11 in the field of. weapons, the delegations of. the States 
t ,.. • • 

member.s of NATO in our Committee frankly declare that it should also cover the 

participation of non-nuclear NATO States in the s~aring of the .nuclear weapons which 

the NATO nuclear States have at their disposal. 
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·(Mr. Cernik, Czechoslovakia) 

In this connexion the representat~ve of the .. United Kingdom asked whether. it -. . . .... ·.. . ~ ·. "' - . . . .. - . . . . -·.: .. .. ': . . :- . . 
was unreasonable that the collective forc~s of NATO should include nuclear 

weapons (ibid_.). As can be gathere~ from the whole discussion on ·this question, 

these collectiye forces would comprise the armed forces of the nuclear and non­

nuclear States members of N~ro. From the whole of his argument it foll?WS that he 

would consider the equipping of these forces with nuclear weapons to be ·perfectly 

right. Thus from Lord Chalfont's statement the conclusion can be drawn. ·that :this .. ' .· ... .·· .. . 

"sharing" in nuclear armament within the framework of NATO would consist·:.in the 

fact that some non-nuclear NATO States would share in the costs connected with 

nuclear weapons 9 and in the responsibility for nuclea+> weapqns (that is 9 ··in 

particular, in the control over them and in decisions concerning their use); 

further, that they would share in the. dispos~l o~··the nuclear weapons themselves; 

and lastly, that this participation would consist in the armed forces of the NATO 

non-nuclear States being included in collective forces equipped with nuclear 

weapons. 

In the light of these f~cts it becomes clear why the delegations of the NATO, 

countries stress so much that the ban on the spread of nuclear weapons should 

concern only their acquisition or transfer to "independent national control". I·t 

is obvious why they try so stubbornly to prove that a non-proliferation treaty 

should not affect nuclear weapons within the framework of military alliances and 

that non-nuclear States within the framework of these groupings should be in a 

~ifferent, privileged position vis-a-vis the non-aligned non-nuclear States. It 1 

is also obvious·why those States which are really interested in the adoption of 

consistent measures to prevent the proliferation of nuclear weapons in any form 

whatsoever, direct or indirect, cannot agree with such a concept of non-proliferation. 

The CHAIR~ffiN (India): As representative of India, I should like to thank 

the representatives of Burma, Mexico, Ethiopia and Sweden, who with their personal 

and national affection and good will for India have expressed their condolences on 

the losses we have suffered in the untimely death of our late Prime Minister, 

1~. Lal Bahadur Shastri, and the late Chairman of our Atomic Energy Commission, 

Dr. Homi Bhabha. 
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. . . . .:· ·-
The Conference decided to issue. the following_E~mmuni9u~: 

"The Conference of the I:iighteen-Natio:a. Committee on Disarmament 

today held j_t~ 245th plena..:·y meetil1g in the Palais des Nations, Geneva, 

under tlie chairmanshi:p of H., E. Ambassador V. C. Trivedi, representative 

of India. 

"Statements 1·rere made by the representatives of the United .Arab 

Republic? Canada., the United States? the Soviet Union? Czechoslovakia 

and India. · 

11 The next meetj.ng of the Conference wi.lJ. be held on Tuesday, 

8 March 1966, at 10.30 a.m." 

The meeting rose at 1.35 p .. m, 




