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

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

Before calling on the first speaker, I should like 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
cqpsule on Venus and in accomplishing @ close fly-past of the planet by the space
probe Venus-2. Those remarkable technolegical achievements are all the more
impressive as they come so soon after the soft jending of- Luna-9 on the moon.

~ On behalf of the Indian delegation I extend a welcome to the Special
Representative of the Secretery-Genersl, Mr. Protitch, and I trust that he will
stay with us. ‘

The Indian delegation also welcomes Mr. 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. KHALLAF (United Arab Republic) (translation from French):

Mr, Chairman, on behalf of my delegation I should like to associate myself with

your congratulations to the Soviet Union on its latest space exploit. I should
also like to welcome among us Mr. Protitch and Mr. Fisher. ‘

The General Assembly, in its resolution 2028 (XX) (ENDC/161l) on non-proliferation,
formally called upon our Committee to negotiate urgently an international treaty
oir that problem. My delegation considers that resolution to inaugurate the last®
stage towards reaching a final solution of the problem, after a léﬁg"periéd of
vacillation and groping that everyone is happy to see at an end.

Our Committse's composition of nuclear and non-nuclear, aligned and non-aligned
countries, representing the main currents of world thought, guarantees our success.
Our efforts so fér have already led to a number of tangible and encouraging results;
the opportunity we have today to conclude an acceptable 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 will. to give concrete form to the principle of non-proliferation
in international life is more evident than ever among.the non-nuclear countries as
vell as among the nuclear Powers members of this Committéé: In that connexion we
note the statement made to the General Assembly on 29 September 1965 by the French

Minister for Foreign Affairs:
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(Mr'. Khallaf, United Arab Republic)

"France desires dissemination no more than any other coﬁntry, and
'knows“@uiie well'that the Powers that find themselves with the redoubtable
privilege of the atomic weapuu will never agree Lo share it with others®
(A/PV.1341, p.52). ' '

Moreover, it is to our benéfit this session thet the brbéd'liﬁes"deﬁérmining the form
and content of the action contempiated by the international community for the
solution of this problem were discussed-and adopted by the General Assembly at its
twentieth session (4/RES/2028 (XX)). In regard to the form of this action, the’
Generai'Aséembly;&ééided that it should be embodiéd in an intefnatidnai’treaty which
would apply t0"all States without exception,.nuclear and non-nuclear. N

The United States and S;viet draft treaties (ENDC/152, 164) are both based on
this premisé. “Thus, President Johnson, in his messagé to our Committee &n
27 January i966, stated with reference to a non—proliferatioh‘treaty:'

7

{conbinued in Engliéh)'

"Je are prepared “to’ sign such a vreaty, Lahln” it applicable to nuclesar

znd non-niclesr countrles allke" (mNDC(16 5).

ans’

(continued in rrench\

Accnrdlngly one point fust be-taken as definitely established: that the égreed
form of ‘interridtional action on ncn-proliferation is the conclusion'of a treaty
embracing both'groups of countries, nuclear and non~nuclear, whatever their degree’
of nuciear development, 'This apprgach is the only one’ t+hat can adequately solve an
essentiéll& universél'pfoblem. why provisional or piecemeal solution'of the problem
at thi§~stage might be a step backwards afd nullify all our previous efforts.

" That'beéing so, the'questionfwhich"immedia$elywSprings't& mind is what ‘sort of
treaty we need. ' First of all, none of us is interésted in signing sh ineffectiveé -
treaty. To draft such an insbrument would' be quite worthless and a waste of time.

Noxr can ‘any of us expect the treaty to COntaln everythlng that he warts. However,

p e T . f s [ L - BN . PERERY
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Ty delegat10n~feels sﬂréﬂih,ﬁ onr debate v111 beneflu from the. confrontation of
our respectlve Vrewpo;uts, o h1ch can be basea & common.. attitude acceptable to
us all, and‘partacularlv toAth ruderuatlonal commu ity an, 1arge -which has given

[

us a mandate to negotrame.th}s treaty. R ' ) ..J“-_ s
Before going on t0 consider a non~prollferam10n trea%y éiéiéié by . artlc_e1
Y delegatlon ‘would :like to explaln its conceptlon of e non-dlssemlnatlon treary'in
the lighv. of Assembly reso1utlon 2028 (XX To do so0, an attempt must .be:made
to answer two questions: ) ‘ A e
(1) ~What Funct*on do We w1sh to asslgn to the non=prallferatlon treaqy”

K

(2)7 What characuerlstlcs "do we w1sh the treaty to possess so: that it mmy‘ ‘

DR, perform that- funculon? S .. . BT {
"‘A‘nonéproldfer;f{oh treaty is éenerally understood toAmean a treaty wheraoy
+he 1on—nuclear counfries undertake to‘reuounce nuclear weapons altogether and
- t0 deny themselves any dccess to such weapons,. For their part the nuclear countries
dertake not to disseminate nuclear weapons, and to refraln from exp101t1ng such
dlssemlnatlon as an instrument of nutlonal pollcy, in order either to keep frlends-
to threaten enem*es or o acqulre economic;, military or strateglc advantages
Ifnat general understending, though ccrrect in principle, doesmnot absolve us. frcm
; nq need to.determine as clearlv as possible the function of a: -non-proliferation
treaty, o B ‘ .
o ‘As my deregaulon has sald from +he outset, it does not consider the function
' “of “such a treaty to be merery mo b ess and perpetuaue the nuclear . monopoly and
‘,urremaqy “of the flve Powers Whlch possess the bomb, I thlnk thet everyone is
agreed on thls p01nt.‘ We are happj to n0ue that tne two. great nuclear. Powers have
categorlcally repudlated any such 1dea, and for that we are grateful.
Nor'do we -congider bhan such a trea&y should be 11m1ted to solving a difficult
’ P014t10a1 problem couELY nlnga,partlcular contlnent, or that its.sole purpose shculéd
be to plocure ‘a poln,lca1 o mrlltary advantage for a particulaer country or group
of countries. It mus: match the nature end extent of -the problem with which we
are all concerned: a general problem of interest to humanity as a whole, regarding
which we are all united. Consequently the problem and its sgolution must be

carefully thought out in generel and objective terms..

-
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My country believes'that a'non—pfoliferation treaty must be conceived as
the result of a-beldted but rational reection of the entire international community
to the nuclear evil which has already contaminated five Powers and threatens to °
spredd to others.. We believe it is our duty to try to express in a treaty. this
reaction by the international community. To do so adequately, the treaty must be
capable of arresting decisively and as soon és 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-proliferetion, which were in fect brought out in General
Assembly resolution 2028 (XX), The treaty must be first compleﬁe, secondly..
effective, thirdly definitive, fourthly vieble and lasting, and fifthly clear
and precise. ' ) ) ’

First of ell, the treaty must stop proliferation completely. This is implicit
in operative sub-paragraph 2(a) of Assembly 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, directly or indirectly, nuclear weapons
in any form,

The first two afiicles of both the United States and the Soviet draft treaﬁiesf
attempt more or less successfully to comply with this condition,.althoﬁgh the Soviet
text ﬁf article I is more in line with the General Lssembly provision then is its
United States counterpart. When we come to discuss the drafts ar%icle by article
we mey heve specific comments to meke on these two articles; Mrs. Myfdal has-
already asked some pertinent questions in her speech of 24 Februery (ENDC/PV,243),
I will, however, venture to meke a few general comments on these articles here and
now,

In referring to the grant or trensfer of nuclear weapons and to the provision
of assistence in connexion with nucleer weepons, the two articles in the United
States ﬁnd the Soviet drafts appear to envisage -one type.of ection only: the
deliberate, wilful and premeditated ﬁransfer of nuclear weapons;"dr assistence
in connexion theréwith, which ere no doubt acts of the most flagrént and
reprehensible claSs; But there‘m&x be @nother kind of loop—holé, no less dangerous,
which is apéarently not envisaged in the present texts: trensfer or assistance
resulting from omission, negligence, carelessness or even accident end increasing

the risk of nuclear wer.
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RES T N ,.L.,. R S v S RO AL P R

Wy delegation .considers thatnphe.present texts.should,be appropriately\
emended to take' account; of this type of dlssemlnailon .end, to satisfy the ,
requirement -contained in the last sentence:of. the flrst principle get forth in |
sub-paragraph 2(a) of Assembly resolution.2028 (XX), which proh1b1t§_prol;ferai1on
in any: form. P ‘ L .. . . S ._ ) .

I: should; now like to drew atiention to e part1cular aspect of article I of
the United States draft treaty. That article is so:worded‘as,to leave open_the :
possibility that en orgenization having independent power.to use nuclear;yeapons.
may one day-take.the .place of one of the present nuclear States, My delegation .
has difficulty.in accepting a text which provides for that or. eny. similer contingeney.
Although, according to, the text;, such an orgenization could only exist if 8 nuclear
Staxe renounced in; favour of. that organlzatlon its 1ndependent power to use nuclear
weapons so thet ultimetely there would be no increase in the numher of nuclear
entities, we cannot accept such an al%ernetive.. That poss1b1l1ty, even though 1t
might appear togreduce the number. of nuclear entltles, could 1n facp lead.to
_d1ssem1nat1on and thus increase. the r1sk of a nuclear confrontam1on. “

' There is . perheps e temptatlon, et first, s1ght to belleve that such an

orgenization limits and prevents dlssemlnat1on, but in reallty, on reflexlon,
we find that it reises a. vhole series of serious problems and difficulties wh1ch
will soomer or later breach. the principle of nonrdissemingtion. That is due to
the fundemental difference hetween the cleflnite c’oncep{ of a State and the
indefinite concept. of en orgenization. . . . i

To 1llustrate my point I will give en, example —— one of meny. -~ of the - ‘
difficulties which might. lead 1o d1ssem1nat10n of nuclear weapons. If the
orgenization were one day dlssolved, what would happen to the nuclear arsenal
over which it had autonomous power? Would this not be divided among its memoers?”‘
And how do we know that the memhers of .the orgenization would not then wish to o
exercige the right to withdraw from”the treaty_qontained in the United Stapes and_
Soviet texts? In short by accepting this texn we should‘be leaving the door .
open to a letent form of d1ssem1na$10n, a l klnd of future loop-hole whlch might :
perpetuete d1ssem1nat1on. In other wordS, under cover of, prevent1ng dlssemlnatlon
today we should really be paving the way for future d1ssem1na$10n by a certaln

category of. counpr1es'and cont;nents, _ . . s

.o T .. . . . . . .
Lne] .. A . A I T
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Moreover, such an organlzatlon, by 1ncrea51ng its nuclear arsenal and extendlng
1ts polltlcal action and interests over a wider geographlcal and strategic area,
would 1ncrease the risks of a nuclear confrénietion. We do not need & non-
dlssemlnatlon treaty to achieve this result. ’ ’ .

'Fuffhermore, if we subscribed ﬂo'a text which accepted the principle of
& nuclear oféaniéation -~ and we know that the African and Latin-imericen countrie§
haQe already declared their intention of denuclearizing their respective continents =-
the treaty might in fact infringe,the fifth principle of paragraph 2 of General
Assembly resolution 2028 (XX), which stetes thet — '.

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

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

absence of nuclear Geapons in their respective territories". (E "Cz16
When the Afrlcan and Latln—Amerlcan countries adopted a policy of denuclearlzatlon '
of thelr respectlve contlnents, they had in mind & stetus quo and e clearly-
deflned nuclear eqplllbrlum composed of five specific States. This situation
wog}d no 1onger hold good if we permitted the establlehmené of one or more nucleer
orgeniiations of which we know absolptely nothing —- neither their compbsition,'
their policy nor their ambitions. ,

In view of the difficulties we already have with each of the five Powers
which possess tﬁe.bomb at present, we cannot 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 & non-proliferation treaty.

The second charecterlstlc of the treaty is its effectlveness, to which we
attach great 1mportance end which ls referred to mainly in sub-paragraph 2(d) ‘of
the resolution, If the treaty ls not to be merely a declaration of 1ntent10n, s
its effective appllcatlon must be ensured by adequate provisions: In this
connexion article III of the United States draft treaty has already made a
beginning which must ﬁe reinforced. Wy delegatlon hopes thet we shall be able
to arrive at an acceptable formulatlon of this text. A4t the same time it belleves
thet the safeguerds offered by the International Atomic Energy Agenqy have been
discussed and _approved by the membcrs of the Lgency, which the "equlvalent
international sefeguards" for which the United Stetes text prov1des have not.

For this reason we agree with the remerks made by Mrs. liyrdal on thié subject

at e previous meeting (ENDC/PV.243, pp.5 et seq.). | 0
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Furthermore, while the effectiveness .of a treaty depends prlmarlly on the

observence of its cleauses by the:oontracting States Qnd,tneir official orgens, it .
mey also.depend 4o a large extent_on the:way it is obseryed by pe;sons,~eompaqies{
firms or other privete, public or semijpublic bodies engaged in nuciear:eotiyities.
The activities.of such persons, or‘bodies may afford a kind of loop;que‘iggeiriﬁg
the effectiveness é#,ﬁhe treaty. This .question should be studied end the .=
responsibilities of the contracting parties towards their qqtiopelszin;this fieli{
established. - , . _ S L” o h: Che

The deilnitive characuer of the treaty may easily be deduced from resolution.
2028 (XX).,. which cleaxly 1ays‘down thet the treaty must be void of eny loop—holesm
and be effective,.which implie¢s that it must be definitive ig calling e halt to
the dissemingtion of nucleer weepons. It must act as & zeal and permaneﬁt"brake
on dlsseminetion. . _ A . . ‘

Moreover, its conclu51on w111 creute in the world a certain nucleer equllibrlum,
and un+11 we have been able to reduce or ei mlnate the nuclear threut we must not
make it easy to denounce the treaty, for that might upset this equilibrlum in eq
irresponsible or arbitrary fashion.. Any absolutn and arbltrary freedon to w1tﬂérew
. from the treaty 9nd thus to commit an act of dissemlnatlon might make it useless
from the outset. A treaty which closed all the loop-holes end wes even & model '
of effeotivepess but was ‘temporary or fregile might do more harm th&n good. For
this reascn we support tﬁe principle of the unliﬁited_duretiop of'the treaty__

r

conta1ned in the Uniued States and Soviet drafts.

Comlng now to the 1nd1v1dual right of each contiactlng party to Witﬂdrew rrom
the treaty, it may be noted +hat the present texts confer on each contracting party
a discretionary and too absolute power to withdraw from the treaty 1f 1t dECldeo
that its hlgher inteiests are jeopardized. We belleve that these texts should
be accompanied by reasonable restrictlons._ Withdrawal from the treaty should not
be a matter of absolute dlscretlonaxy power _but should depend on non—observance
of the treaty arislng from its non—application or v1olat10n by a contracting party,
or from the fect that e third State is supplying nuc]ear weapons to some other _
State. IL the 1n3ured contractlng perty con31ders tha t the act of dlssemlnation]

Whlvh has takcn place constitutes & threat to 1ts supreme 1nterests, 1t Wlll be

entltied to withdraw from the treaty,
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'A elause of this kind concernhing denunciation would strengthen the treaty and
ot the semé ‘time provide a kind of incentive, no* only to the contracting parties
but "also to third States, to respect it. In any case .we -believe -that- the
" procedure’ outlined in article VI of'‘the United States draft concerning notification
of the reasong for withdrawel to the United Natioﬁé Security.Council should be -
meintained. ¢ - “ SN

' ‘Phe' definitive character of the treaty in -such en importent issue also-raises
thc‘qgestion of the degree of flexibility which should be left to the treaty to
maké ‘it aaaptable to future realities. In this connexion my delegation /suggests
combining the idea contained inﬁthe'Soviet“teit'concernihg the procedure forxr
partial end limited emendments with the ides contained in the United States text
" relating t0 revision ‘procedure. In this way we should obtein a text ‘which would
guéran%ée:the observance end durability of the treaty and at the seme time provide
a sufficient margin of flexibility. Such a treaty would ensuré more effectively
ihe:éoﬁtinﬁéd:non-prolifefation of nuclear we@poﬁs.

i If; es we hope, we succeed in drafting hére & treaty which will prevent the
" proliferetion’ of nuclear weepons comﬁletely, efféctivély‘anddefinitiQeLy;it'will
help to ¢onsolidate international pedce and security, strengthen mutual trust
amoﬁgpeoplés,promote the cause of'péaéeful co-existence, prevent a fresh and -
useless nduclear arms race, and reduce to some-extent the éhreat of miclear war,

. But the utmost care must be taken to ensure that the benefits thus procured
are not temporary and fragile, To -ensure”that,; the tieaty must fulfil another
sssential requirement: it must be durable ‘and viable. This brings us to what
is perhaps the most difficult and most significant aspect of the.tre;tyé Cits
link with the problem of ‘nuclear disarmement. N

The most direct and deadly threat to the existence of a treaty 6n non-—
dissemihafidn derives from the continudl presence -and constent improvement of ~
huge’ana éver-grbwiﬁg stocks of nuclear and thermo-nucléar weapons without
any hope of glowing down or halting the race. Whether we like it or not, existing
nuclear ‘weapons cast an omindis-shadow over the proposed non-dissemination treaty

and . confront its dreftsmeii with e grave problem Which they cennot evade.
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We are 2ll femiliar with the“serious divergences of view which exist between
the nuclear Powers concerning the method of solving the nucleer disarmament problem
in general. Nevertheless, these divergencies and difficulties have mot discouraged
the non-aligned end non-~nuclear 'countries, which have expressed & general wish that
e treety on non-proliferation should be .reinforced by tangible meeasures of nuclear
disarmement. In our Committee this general feeling wes first expressed in the
Joint iemorandum of the eight non-aligned .delegations on 15 September 1965 nﬁich
stdtes:

"L treaty on non-proliferetion of nuclear weapons is not an end im itself .

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

Complete Disarmement, and, more perticularly, nuclear disermament. The

eight delegetions 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
Generel Assembly, which incorporated two .significent sub-paregrephs in its resolution
2028 (XX): sub-paragreph 2 (b), which stipulstes that "The treesty should embody
an accepteble balence of mutuzl responsibilities and obligations of the nucleer
and non-nucleer Powers;" and sub-paresgraph 2 (c), which stipulates that the
treaty "should be e step towards the achievement of general and complete'disérddméﬁ£,
and, more particulerly, nuclear disarmement".

- If we compare these two sub-paregrephs, we see that the General hAssembly has
taken into account the underlying concern expressed in the Joint ilemorandum 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 mey be truly
viable end .-durgble. - 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 included
in it. : . o

On 27 January the Nigerian delegation reiterated thet an indispensgeble
element in eny non-proliferation measure is a firm undertoking with adeguate

guarentees by the nuclear Powers not to use nucleer weapons against non~nuclear
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Powers under sany circumstences whatever, or to threaten to use them (ENDC/PV.235, p.3l),
This proposé} me}, with a fajpurable response from-the Soviet Union, which.in
lir. Kosygipn's important message to this Committee:declared:

"In order. to facilitate agreement on‘the conclusion of a treaty, .

tbe,ﬁgviet,Government declares its willingness to include in the

draft treety a clause on the probhibition of the use of nuclear

weaﬁons against non;nuclear States parties to the treaty which have

no nuclear weepons in thelr territory". (ENDC/167, pp. 2 3)

The Uhlted Arab Republic, which has elways advoceted the total prohlbitlon
of the use of nuclear weapons, understandS'bhe prohibition reﬁerred to in Mr. Kbsygln s
PLOPOS&l as an appllcaﬁlon in 2 spec1£1c case of the generulnrule of total
~ prohibition of these Weapons. In thls sense we’ support the proposal.

2 .

~ The ngerlan delegatlon also repeated the statement it hed made in the First
Committee at the last General Assembly sessren: ‘that non—prollferatlon measures
snould not be left to stand on their"gwn_for‘tooiloqg and that strenuous effqrts
should be made fp.attainlthe four additional objepbives it mentioned . :_‘ .
(ENDC/BV.235, p.32). L R

At our meeting on 15 February uir, Trivedi stated: . .

"The Indlan delegatlon has urged on meny occasions that the 1east that

should be agreed upon, &t 1east as & beglnnlng, 1s that all countrles,

nuﬂlear and non—nuclear, should forego further productlon of nuclear .

weapons and delivery vehxcles deqlgned to carry those weapons. A

’prov1slor of this nature must necessarlly be incorporated -— or, as

the pr1nc1p1e says, embodled -- in the treaty". (ENDC/PV 240, p.18)

Referrlng to the b&lance whxch should be establlshed in the treaty, the
exican representatlve stated in whe Commlttee on 22 February. o
'ess the Mexlcan deleg tlon feels obllged to p01nt out here and now that
in 1ts view an absolubely essentlal condltlon of such 2 belapce must be |
the flnal cessation of all nuclear weapon tests in eny ebv;ronment
vhatever," (ENDC/PV 242L4p )

Mr. Gomez Robledo added that hl“ delegatlon dld not ask that this stlpulamlon

should be 1nserted spec1f1ca11y 1n wne non—prollferaglon trea$y, although technlcally

<Ay

there was nothlng to prevent 1t
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A£"B££ neeting on 24~february the Swedish representative, sirs. uyrdel,
said: ) '

"The question might be pondered es to what extent an agreement, on

other measures which constitute 'tangible steps to halt the nuclear

arms race' _— such as & complete test ben, or, as;Perhaps is most .
germane to the non—proliferation issue, a cut—off of further production
of nucleer weapon material —— might be related to the entry into force

of a non—proliferation treaty." (ENDC/PV.243, p.10)

At our last meetlng the representative of Brazil asked:

(continued in English)
. "Why do not the nuclear Powers, along with the treaty, commit
themselves, through & declaration of 1ntention, to carrying out a

. programme based on ... Zfour/ points: ...?" (ENDC/PV.244, p.17)

(continued in French)

_In general, and without going into details in each case, . delegation
considers thet those proposels call for favourable consideration by our
Committee, which should decide on the need to link them up w1th the treaty
or to incorporate them in it. We ere ready to co-operate in this Committee in
such a fruitful task. .

The’delegation of the ﬁniteduArab Republic would like to supplement these .
proposals with another, more general, proposal which we feel should be included
in any case in a treaty on the non-proliferation of nucleer weapons, to ensure
its political and technicel viability end balance. In proposing thi; general
measure my delegation has in mind the following 51tuation. .

The non—nuclear eountries will in law renounce their right to nuclear )
weapons, but nuclear stockpiles and the threat of a nuclear confrontation.will
in fact.continue to enist indefinitely, even if one or.all of the foregoing
proposals are adoPted, This de facto situation could.alw&ys constitute an .
incitement to manufacture or acquire nuclear weapons. To diminish this. risk
still further it will be necessary, pending the complete elimination by
radical measures of nuclear stockpiles and the nucle&r threat to include in. the
treaty a formal and definite indication of what the nuclear Powers propose to do |
with the ex1st1ng nuclear armement, We know, unfortunately, thet the total.

. destruction and prohibition of nuclear weapons will take some time yet, and that
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'..the partial. measures proposed to ‘support a treaty on ngn-prolifqrati;njwould_iny
pertly meéet the requirements of the situation which would ensue.from theiconclusion
~.of the treaty. . - .
0 My delegation therefore considers that ‘a treaty on non-dissemination. should
“éomtein a seperate.article under which the nuclear Powers }ould.aSSQmeythe legal
obligation to halt the nuclear erms race, limit; reduce and eliminate, stocks of
nuclear wedpons and delivery vehicles, and to thab end continue and expedite ‘
‘negotiations iin.order to reach agreement on suitéble concrete -measures.
~~The inclusion of such a cleuse in the- treaty, andfits application . in good

feith; would meké it possible tc assess objectively the-ex@réise of the .right.,of
withdrewal-from the' treety for non-observence, as we have conceived. it; Likewise
it would solemnly confirm that:the present, factual nuclear monopoly will not become
‘a. legal one-as a result,of the non-dissemination trepty, es & substantiel sector

of world public opinion fears it will..

Lastly,: we should like the.treaty to possess the qualitvies of clarity and

.. precision, urs.:tiyrdal (ENDC/PV.243, pp.10 et seq.).and Mr. Burns

(INDC/PV.241, pp.14 et _seqa.) have already referred- to. these -qualities. -We
believe they are:essential in-a treaty of this kind in order to avoid mis-
anderstandings and ambiguities, which are ept to create difficulties in its -
applicetion or interprétation. iy delegation believes, however, that the text of
the proposed treaty will ecquire claritiy and prépi§idn,as the negotiations proceed.
- Before concluding I should like to refer to & question which has been raised
" several times in.éﬁis Commitiee. It concerns the nuclear provection which riuclear
countries contemplate oxtending to nor-nuclear'countries in the event of a
" nuclear threat or atteck. The United Arab Republic's delegation hag glready .
had occasion at the last Gereral Assembly session (A4/C.1/PV.1359, p.33-35) to
state .categorically our objections of principle to such protection, which is
nov feagible and; would assuredly incredse the risks of a 'nuclea.r‘conf.,rontatior;°
:In our view, observance of the United Natvions Charter pnd the total elimination

of nuclear weepons would give a valid and-adequate .agssurance in this respect.
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* Mr. BURNS (Canada): Before beginning my statement, I should like to
welcomé back Mr. Protitch and the represéntative of the United States, Mr. Fisher.
I should also like to join the Chairman and representative of the United Arab -
Republic in congratulating 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 (ENDG/PV.241, p.10). Recently the Committee has
heard valuable statements made by the representatives of India (ENDG/PV.240),. -
Mexico (ENDC/PV.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 Nigerién 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
polysyllabie "proliferation" and speak instead of preventing the spread of nuclear
weapons. Since —— in my view unfortunately -- we have been using the terms .
"proliferation" and "non-proliferation" for a year or so, and have sanctified them in
a United Natioms resoiution, it would be difficult to abandon them now. . However,

" we should at least agree together on what we nean by the words. Mrs.‘M&rdal, the
representative of Sweden, Has asked for a definition (ENDG/PV.243, p.10).

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
(ENDC/PV.241, pp.34,35). The representative of India has argued (ENDC/PV.240, pp.16,17)
that the term "proliferation" should apply also to the increasing of stockpiles of
nuciear: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 Cenadian 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 or other entities with the
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independent right and ability to dispose of nuclear weapons. We belleve also that
aJong with the negotiation of a non-proliferation treaty there should be parallel
negotiations on collateral measures. Several non-aligned representatives havé stated
that a commitment to seek early aéreement'en such measures is the minimum requiréd of
the nuclear Powers to demonstrate that they really intend a treaty on non-proliferation
as a first step in the disarmament process and not as an end in itself.

The third of the nine questions which the representative of Sweden put to the
Committee on 24 February was "why a non-proliferation treaty should endeavour to ‘cancel
the nuclear option just for States which at present are non-nudlear". (ENDC/PV.243, p-7).
Mrs. Myrdal also referréd to a guestion put by the representative of India:

"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 programme?”.

{ENDC/PV.240, p.14) - ‘ .

I do not know whether Mr. Trivedi considered that the first and second nations to

nanufacture nuclear weapons were perfec%ly justified in doing so; but he enquired
only about the third, fourth and fifth. Mrs. Myrdal then said: ‘"If there.exist valid
arguments for these States fo possess nuclear weapons, why do they not apply'te any
other countries?" (ENDC/PV.243. p.8). Brief answers to those questions might, I
think, help us. . ' ' ‘

As for the Unitea States, the first nation to explode a nuclear weapon, Secretary ’
of State Dean Rusk said on 23 February last to the Joint Congress1onal Compittee on
Atomic Energy SR -

"... the United States believed that even one nuclear Power was too many,

and immediateiy'after Nerld War II we ebught to remove nuclear energy from

the military field. It is & great tragedy that our preposala were not
. accepted then. (Daily Radio Bulletin, N°.46, 24 February 1966, n.1)
The representative of the Soviet Unien can, if he sees fit, answer the question as it

applies to his country. At our lasf meeting we had a rejoinder from the
representative of the United Kingdom-ds to his country!'s p031t10n (ENDC/PV 244) As
for France, President de Gaulle gave the answer in his press conference on

22 February this year, and representatlves nay study ‘the reasons he gave then and
also the more extended vers1on of them which he gave’ in his famous press Conference

of February 1963. ~ The People s Republlc of Chlna gave its reasons for becomlng the

A
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fifth country to ekplode a nuclear oomb .in a. statement of 16 October 1964 contalned;

.in a letter whlcn was sent to very many countr1es —— including I am sure,. all those

represented here., That document can be consulted in order to learn the Chinese
reasons. ., .

States which do not possess nuclear weapons out have the capac1ty to manufacture
them can assess, for themselves the .validity of the réasons given by all the nuolear

Powers for havdng nroduced;nuclear weapons, and can decide whether those apply in

"‘thelr case and whether they const1tute adequate grounds for embarking on the

expensive process of becomlng a nuclear m111tary.Power. I mention exnense,_and
that is a point of vital importance. To produce a really effective nuclear :.
deterrent- force is extremely costly. Here I should like: to quote from a short
article appearing in the London Economlst

"The only deterrent to a country set on possessing nuclear weapons is an
economlc one. Fortunately it is st111 effective. Hhat matters is not
whether a-country can or cannot make nualear weapons, but whether 1t could
orx. could not fight a nuclear war oo All a country needs to produce

a few warheads' worth of plutonlum 1s some uranlum plus a certain type of
nuclear reactor, This does not have to be as b;g as an atomlc power
station. It could merely be one of the blgser types of e earch '
,reactor,,the sort Britaln sells for £5 mllllon. Given reasonable secrecy;
a country could run such a research reactor to provide mater1a1 for one

or two bombs a year without the worid belng any the wiser. £15 m11110n

could cover the lot ...

P o

“All—plutonlum bombs are 1nfer10r to bombs based on uranium 235.
As the sw1tch contlnues from small atomic bombs to big d—bonbs, a country
with serlous clalms to be a nuclear power must have uranlum 235 This is
where economic factors start to plnch Plants for extractlng uranium
235 (chemlcally 1ndlst1ngulshable from ordinary uranium) throw a big strain
_on the engineering .industry; cost fantastic sums; and require vast amounts',
of electricity, which strains the power netuorh. What takes the effort:is
boosting the concentration of urahium 235 from rts'normal under 1 per cent
of the total to close.on 100 per cent" - ' (
The article then states that the centrlfuglng process belng experlmented with in
certain countries 1s thought to be uneconomic for produ01ng large quant1t1es of .

uranium 235, and it goes on: ‘ .
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"But for small quantities required to trigger a few bombs, it would be
substantially cheaper -~ in capital cost at least. It might bring modern
nuclear Qeapons (as distinct from unsatisfactory purely plutonium ones)
within thé reach of small counbries ...

"France's effort is.probably the least to qualify a countryas a
serious nuclear Power. This provides capacity for between ten and
twenty bombs a year - half Britain's at its producfion peak ... French military
atomic expenditure is running at £250 million a year; +this 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 " -~ that is, approximately $2,800 million —- "is

unlikely to be very effective." (The Economist, 15 January 1966, pp.213,214)

The Economist finishes its article by asking how many countries could and

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
ssale.

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 rmulti-kiloton bombs, with
missiles to deliver éhem at medium- ranges —— and to spend about $800 million in
doing so. If a major nuclear Power were the adversary, such a force -- a minor ¢
nuclear force —— would merely free the nuclear Power from any scruples of conscience
about using nuclear might arainst a nation with no nuclear armameént, and would
certainly attract vast nuclear destruction. OCf what use would such a force
be against a hostile neighbour, a military Power in the second rank? It couid '
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. ‘ o '

We turn 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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" ... it is of the greatest urgency .;; fer ns to conclude rapidly, if -
possible at-the current session, the non-proliferation treaty-.. So that ...
the present balance.of . terror will not. be replaced by an' imbalance ahd by
the unrestrained irruption of terror into &ll aspects of our daily life.

Yet either that or the:final catastrophe is what will hapven if tomorrow
the number of. members of the dreaded 'atomic club’ iises from five to ten,

- -and. perhaps g .great many more."  (ENDC/PV.242, p:12) Sy R

Mr. Gomez Robledo.here states in classical form the reason why it is essential that
we conclude a treaty on non-proliferation.

Ye are glad to he-able to agree, as Lord Chalfont told us the United Kingdom
agrees (ENDC/PV.244, p.5) with the view of the -Indian delegation (ENDC/PV.240, p.14)
that;gg‘prestige”spouigigccrugAtq_ggtiqns which embark on nuclear weapon pfbgrammes,
and tﬂat there must be an end to the provocative idea of a select club wﬁici could
meet together and presume to take the decision whether the world is to be saved
or destroyed. .. PP

. Now we turn to operative suo—paragraph 2(b) of resolution 2028 (XX), which
may be variously interpreted by different nations which voted for the resolution
That paragraph says: . '

"The treaty:should embody an acceptable balance of mutual responsibilities
and obligations of the nuclear and non-nuclear Powers.," (EEQQZ;QL)
Here the question-is, what is "acceptable”? . On' 15 February the representative‘ef .
India -set forth (ENDC/PV.240,AP.17) his view regarding what the non-nuclear
non—aligned countries want as an acceptable balance in’ a non-proliferation treaty.
In the same., statement he observed: ~.- = : : . : '

"The pr1n01p1e, as adopted by the United:Nations General Assembly,’ forbiﬁs"

not only non-nuclear Powers but also nuclear Powers to proliferate. "It

says so, specifically-and categorically.:w It does not say that the non-nuclear”

' Powers.shall not proliferate but ‘the' nuclear Powers may proliferate R
Thisiis a very important aspect.of the first princéiple stipulated by the
n.orUnited Nations. and must be reflécted in any draft which merits serious”

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

- e
s ~
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The representative of India then -stated (ibid, p.18) -- and ‘the represerdtative
of the United qub Republic has already referred to this — that the least that
should be ag;eed.upon is that all countries, nuclear and non-nuclear, shoﬁld'fdrgo
further production of nuclear weapons. In reply to that the United States’
delegation stated on 17 February (ENDC/PV.241, 'pp.36 et seq.) its views on “the
impracticability’at the present time of incorporating such a provision in the treaty.
We have also heard a similar view from the representative of Czechoslovakia
(ENDC/PV.236, p.15) and of Bulgaria (ENDC/PV.243, p.18); and this view is
presumably held by all the Warsaw Pact Powers, including the Soviet Union.

The Canadian delegation would be very hapny to see agreements made to stop the
further production of nuclear weapons and vehicles for them. We have drawn attention
many times to the proposals of the United States (ENDC/120) which, if accepted,
would have this effect; but it is well known that up to the present the Soviet Union
has not seen its way clear tco accept such proposals even in principle.

The representative of Brazil said at our meeting on 1 March:

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

to establish an immediate link between the signature of the treaty and the

implementation of a programme- of related measures." (ENDC/PV.244, p.16)

Mr. Correa do Lago also made the suggestion, which the Canadian delegation think's
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 arms race and to limit, reduce and eliminate the stocks of
nuclear weapons and the means of their delivery!", and also to stop all nuclear
.weapon tests (ibid:, p.l7).

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. DMr. Gomez Robledo
told us (ENDC/PV.242, p.9) that the view of his country, Mexico, is that an
absolutely essential 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 declaration on nuclear disarmament." (ENDC/PV.Z422 9.23); ‘Other:
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| | .
non~aligned nations" have &lsgisuggested dbolishing underground teisting ais a
balance-to the .agréebment: by nations which do not- possess: nucilear weapons -to refrain’
from aequiring them. it~ o ' ov 5 e 0 Fleer ow Tl do LD T ol e
The sixth: question which .the. representative of .Sweden  asked oni24: February
(ENDC /2V5 243, pp.9,10) was: how. the’ self~denial of nuclear "Havé—nots":is to be" ' !
compensated by .the nuclear "haves"; . she.suggested that a comprehensive: test ban - °
and cut—off of production of fissionable material hight be negotiated in ‘this '’
Committee in parallel Wwith negotiationg on 'a treaty to prevent -the spread of: huclear
weapons. The Canadian delégation‘agfees with this viewpoint. Howeveﬁ}‘we hope that,
the Swedish delegation would not insist that a non-proliferation' treaty should not
enter. into.force.before the "tangible steps to halt the nuclear arms: race"; swhich -
Mrs. Myrdal has mentioned, were agreed upon. . L N Y S
¢, -Referring to- resolution 2032 (XX) (ENDC/161), regafding a comprehensive btest~i-v
ban treaty, the. representative of India paid “tribute to ‘the Swedish proposal foxr
international seismic co-operation,.and “then said:..: .1 e rag
"Indie-would: like to see all-countries agreeing to suspend all niiclear weapon
testsi: We' can then consider whatnsteps the international scientific community

can take in nfytral. co-operation ... . {(ENDC /oV. 240 D.9) RIS

We beldieve 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 T
international stientifit community to develop criteria-or -systems which might- lead -

to the adequate verification:of a-trcaty to:prohibit all nuclear weapon tests.-

Mrs. Myrdal's eighth question at our 243rd meeting was, what is meant by RN
guarantees? In this connexion I would also gquote what the’ representative’ of Mexico:
said on 22 February.. He asked (ENDC/PV.242,7p.6)  how the’non-possessing nations
were %6 be assured that they would not be theé' victims of nuclear atback:’ ' He  sgid’’
that the question. of balance présupposes- so-¢alled guarantees' to'be given to'the non-
possessing nations;,’ if they agree mot to make nudleat wéapons.  He wenf?oﬁ*(ibig.;;pﬂ7)
to discuss' the. piroposal- put.- forward by Hr.’ Kosygin:?, the'Chairman of:the Council bf:
finisters of the Soviet Union (ENDC/167)}"and:said thatj a% Méxicb' interpreted * '’
the proposal of the.Soviet' Union, -it"would fespéct déhuclearizéd zoné's' which might
be established.” 'He then quoted the message’ f¥om: Presidént-Johi'son: “"The ndtions '
that do'not seek the huclear path can’be!surk that-they will® ha¥eour strony support

,,,,,, Ty

against threats of nuclear' blackmail." (ENDC/165,' D 2) “He' ‘said ‘that ig®" e ine
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President, Johnson's. offer- should prove to:be merely a unilateral declaration, -
he did not see how it-could be disciissed in a negotiating body such as ours. ' If,
on the other hand, it were to be proposed as.a new article in the treaty -~ that
\is, an, undertaking -that all nuclear Powers would respect '—— then the Mexican
delegation would be able to express its views upon it.

It 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 "guarantee"? If we také the definition in the Cxford English Dictionary,
the verd "to guarantee” rmeans "to.answer for the fulfilment of a contract; to ‘
engage .that something has happened or will happén; to secure against, or from,
risk", . It is this last interpretatiocn which we have in mind, I suppose, when
we used the word "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 contains provisions that;one party.is to secure another against attack
of any kind, it amounts to an alliance and in general {here are obligations laid on
both parties., In the case we are cénsidering, presumably the obligation on a
non-possessing State is no more than not to acquire or make nuclear weapons. The’

_ other party, the nuclear State, would have to assume more specifically defined
oBligations. There would have to be set out what precisely the conditions would
be under which assistance would be rendered, and also precisgly what action the
guarantor would take to protect the guaranteed against risk. i

Considering this, the Canadian delegation comes to the conclusion that it would
be very difficult to incorporate effecéive guarantees in a simple treaty on non-"
proliferation, a treaty resembling the United States and USSR drafts. Of course,
it is possible that the nuclear Powers here represented, or one of them, could
produce the text of an article setting out in general terms-the principle that
nuclear Powers were responsible for ensuring against nuclear attack or threats of it
the safety of non-aligned nations which-agreed to abstain.from acquiring nuclear
weapons. Such an article could serve as a basis for separate bilateral'or nulti-
lateral agreement§nto be made bétween those non-nuclear nations which felt that they

H

needed guarantees and one or more of the nuclear Powers.

' '
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On the other hand . the proposal uhat the Sov1et Unlon has- put, forward,,that

LT

nucrear Power> should not use. nuclea1 _weapons agalnst a nen-nuclear, natlon,,could

'presunably be 1nserted 1n the treaty as a_fairly simple article; and,-as we:r -

have heard the representatlve of hex1co has asaed the SoYlet Union. (EVDC/PV 242, D. 8)

- ‘e

to produce a draft for such an art1cle. The non—posses51ng nationg could then.

consider whether such a pledge would be an adequate protectlon for them.
'”’Nrc. @yrdal's fourth questlon was whether there are not really four categorles

f “nuclearlty":—— 1f I may use that express1on. She wondered whether one treaty

could be made to deal w1th the s1tuat10n of natlons 1n all four of her: :
‘ categorles (ENDF/PV 243, D 8) ”he Canadian delegatlon does nat understand in what

'way 1t would be advantageous, or how 1t would simplify our task of negotiating :

a treaty, to think in terms of four categorles of natlons based on dafferlng .

potentlalltles w1th regard to nuclear weapons, . We do not see why ‘it is impossible

' to produce a treaty based on the 1dea that there are certain nuclear "haves", and

that 1t 1s undes1rable for present nuclcar "have—nots“ to join the "haves"..:. This

v1ewp01nt was clearly e“nressed by the 1epresentat1ve of the. UnLted Kingdon at our

2 meetlng of 1 Narch (ENDC/?V 244, PD.5 et seg.)

Asaln, I quote from the statement of the representative of India: "There -

cannot be three categorles of nat ~ons: nuclear natlons, non-nuclear nations in

allﬁance w1th nuclear natlons, and non—nuclear non~a11gned nations." (EVDC/?V 240, ». 16)

'We ‘¥mow uhat there are natlons posse551ng nuclear arms, f1ve of them; there are

b
non—allgned nations not posse551ng nuclear arms, elght of whlch are, represented

here, and there are natlons not posse551ng nuclear arms.which are.allied with

" nuclear Powers —-— six such natlons, including Canada, are in fact represented here,

and there are many others not reoresented in thls Comnlttee. , I wonder whether

what the renresentatﬁve of Indla meant to convey was that 1t cannot be agreed that
B Yy

any of the non—possess1ng natlons allled to posse551ng natlons should be allowed,

‘under the terms of the treaty we .are to negotlate, any. greater opportunity. of .

r i

i becom1ng a "nuclear State" or "natlon posse531n" nuclear:weapons', than the. non-aligned

.

non~nuclear natlons. II that was tne mean1pg, I could .agree, with such a prlnolple.

Lf PR

Jﬂlnally, 1p her n1nth questlon the representatlve of Sweden_asked whether.j

ey v il

there should be 'a time 11n1t on the ureaty (ENDC/“V 243, »p.13 et seg .). _ The

representatlve of Brazil sald on 1 March: .. :

‘
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"Moreover, we should consider the'desireBility of liaiting the duration
of the treaty in order to permit its revision in the light of the
results of its appllcatlon and the progress achieved in the 1mp1ementat10n

of the related programme." (ENDC/PV 244, D. 18)

Mrs..Myrdal asked whether, as an’ alternatlve to a time limit, it is essential ,
that the "'tangible steps to halt the nuclear arms race' materialize simultaneously -

with the treaty on non—proliferdtion" (ENDC/P? 243, D. 14).

We hope, ~as I said before, that tne owedlsh ‘delegation does not take the
pos1t10n that there should be no ratlflcatlon of a treaty which might be developed to
prevent the spread of nuclear weapons unless these other measures "materialize
simultaneously". Apother possibility has been suggested: +that certain States v
in ratifying the treaty 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 andé reduee.stocks of nuclear weapons weré not put into )
effect in the meantime. Ve haée also heard today some views from the representative
of the Uhited.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 commenting on them until I have had an opportunity of studyiné the verbatim

record.

»

The Canadian delegation believes that the statements made by the delegatlons
of non—allgned.States here, on which I have commented, have been very useful as
a beglnnlng to the process of clarlfylng concepts and p081t10ns. This process
is plalnly'necessary if we are to arrive at the text of a treaty to prevent the *
spread of nuclear weapons which will ‘gain general acceptance. Ve have tried to
carry this process a stage further today by’our comments ard questions. I hope
that when we resume in approximately two weeks' time our consideration of the
non;proliferation problem, the Committee will as a result of the statements'which
have been made —— 1nclud1ng of course those made today —— hear further pos1tlons

on the points which have been raised, expressed by representatlves of the nucledar

Powers as well as of the non-aligned nations.

Mr. FISHER (Unlted States of Arerlca) At the outset, I should like to

acknowledge the greetlngs extended by you, Wr. Chalrman, and’ by the representatlves of

.
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the United Arab Republic and Canada. I should alsc like to join you and other
'representatlves in. congratulatlng the Soviet Uhlon on its most recent advances in the
exploration of space. 2 BT T =

I should like to meke a few remarks on the discussions on the non-proliferation
~of nuclear weapons which have'been takirig place during this session of the Conference.
. First, as 1 cdnsider the statements_g%dg_§g_f@; during this sessibny I observe
an Lnsta%éd premise which seems to be assumed by some representatives: +that-is, . ~
,uhat a non-proliferation treaty is advantageous to nuclear weapon States: and dis-:
advantageous to non—nuclearlmgapgn Sb@ﬁg§L;_In asking themselves .the inevitable. .=

sand quite éroper Question "Wﬁat‘dogs a non-proliferation treaty do for the

‘seéurity of my country?, some representatives of the non-nuclear wéapon States -
_seen to have found very l%ﬂtle that is positive in the answer. I suggest that today
we should explore this matter somwhat further.

As Mr.:Burns, the representative‘df Canada, has already ﬁointed out, when my
pquntry was the only nuclear Power in the world we felt that even one nuclear Power ——
although that Power was our o%n country -~ was too many. Immediately after the:
Seéond World War we sought to remove nuclear energy entirely from .the military field.

. Wle did this, not for .altruistic reasons, but bécause we thought it in our own best
interests -to do so, as well as in the interests of world peace. Had our pronosals -
been accepted ‘there would not be even one nuclear weapon -State today.

Why "did we consider that4forswear1ng nuclear weapons would be in our interest -
if our potential adversaries»did‘the.same‘under-a system of effective controls? I
BecaQSe,‘as is true at the present time for any non-nuclear weapon State, the -.
acquisition ‘of nuclearaweaﬁons by rival Powers would increase the danger of ‘a.

‘nuclear exchange in whicH we should be involved. Today; ‘it is true,-a new niuclear
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 potential adversaries of that

new nuclear Power. e - ‘ ‘ ‘ -
‘ " What Secretary Rusk said last ﬁeek'of United Statesiinterests in. 'a noa- . -
proliferation treaty is perhaps.even more trne of the interésts of non-nuclear .
"~ weapon-States. The féllowingAis a portion.of his testimony before 6ur Legislature:
"Nuclear poliferatidn could add a'‘new and dangerous dimension to
_historical ethnic and territorial'dispdtes existing between nations. A decision
“* by one:.party to-acquire nudélear weapons could generateipressures on others
" t0°''go nuclear' -~ or to destroy the nuclear facilities of- the acquiring

State before the programme reaches corpletion. "
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In other words, it stimulates the threat of preventive war.
' "Nuclear weapons in the hands of more countries could have consequences
for world security. which nb one, can foresee. : Every additional country:
having nuclear weapons, no matter how responsibly governed, is an
..addiﬁibnal center of independent decision-making.on the use of nuclear
,weapons., International relations are thereby made more complqi,and
-more dangerous. And the risk that one of such centers could fall into
.. irresponsible hands is increased."
Further on, Secretary Rusk stated:
"Efforts of the present nuclear Powers to negotiate mutually
advanﬁageous nuclear arms control agxeements will be more complex and
) hegge more difficulf as the number of such Powers increases.
"And, of course, the_overall chance of-an accident or unauthorized.
use would increase as more nations acquired nuclear weapons."

(Daily Radio Bulletin, No.46, .24 February 1966, p.l)

Those are the reasons.why we seek a non-proliferation treaty; they apply
with even greater fdrce to non-nuclear weapon countries. Those reasons have led
us to conclude that we could not support what .has been referred to here as a simple
non-dissemination treaty. As we understand it, such a treaty would prohibit merely
the transfer and, receipt of nuclear weapons,.or assistance in their manufacture, .but,
would not prohibit any country not now a manufacturer of nuclear weapons from becoming
one. < . PR . -

My delegation agrees with the statement of the representative of .Hexico,
Mr. Gomez prleQOT(ENDC/PV.242, »p.9,10), that this kind of agreement would not-
affect the gravest danger now before us. That danger results because the secret of
the atomﬁis no longer the .monopoly of one country, or even of just a few. countries.
Nation after ﬁgtiop is acquiring plutonium and nuclear "know-how' through the
construction and operation of power-producing reactors. .:Many have-the knowledge and
can. quickly.achieve the capability to produce a few crude bombs.if they choose to do
SO. This they can do without receiving nuclear weapons or any assistance in-

their manufacture from other States.
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The reéresentative of the Soviet Union referred to an estimate that there’
are thirteen States which are now in the position to begin acquiring ﬁuciear weapon
capabilify. He séid; Z"Iﬁ cannot be doubted that such a turniéf events will
bring about further tension and arouse concern throughout the world."
(ENDC/PV.241, p.22). For these reasoés ry delegation agrees with the reéresentative
of Mexico that the gravest danger is not that nuclear weapon States will give the
bomb to non-nucléar weapon States but that "the various States already possessing
the necessary resources may sooner or latver join the 'atomic club' through their
own efforts." (ENDC /PV.242, p.10) . s
. ¥hile we do not believe that what has been referred to as a simple non-
dissemination treaty would feduce the gravest danger before us, we do believe that,
'in addition to the complete non-proliferation treaty which we hope to negotiate,
there are other measures whiéh would achieve our non-proliferation gdal.. In her
very thoughtful statement on 24 February the renresentative of Sweden,jMfs. Myrdal,
asked (ENDC/?V.243, p.l10) whether we: could not- find a way +0 negotié%e'suéﬁ-bﬁher
related collateral heasures at the same btime as we negotiate a non-proliferation
treaty . ' ‘

'The recommendation of the co-Chairmen adopted at the last meetlng of the
Commltbee (ENDC/“T 244, p.4), that we take time next week to discuss other
collateral measures, is the best answer I can give to Mrs. Myrdal's question. Ve
hope that this will move us forward toward agreement 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 that we mighthnot get either. But our
draft treaty, as Mrs. Myrdal rightly pointed out in discussing a later question
(ENDC/PV.243, p.14), contains a review provision which is designed to permit
non-nuclear weapon States to consider, after a limited period from the entry into
force of,the non-proliferation tréaty, whether they are satisfied with the
progresé then made in halting the arms race.

This reviéw provision should be viewed in the 1iéht of the preambular reference

to out’ common objective in the United States'dréfﬁz "to achieve effective agreements
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es .a result of such.incidents, stressing the function of the safety system of
nuclear weapons, in whieh it is alleged - that electronic and other "locks" should
reliably -prevent the explosion of these:weepons. But who can essert that there is
abeolutely no :possibility of a number of unforeseen circumstances erising which
might render these Mocks" completely vaiueless? . ‘. '

Such an unforeseen}circuﬁstanqe might, for example; arise if .a nuclear bomb
were to-fall into the sea end not be found. The letest reports from officiel
United States sources do admit that.there is very little hope of finding the.
.United States hydrogen bpmbfwhich;fell-intovthe Mediterrenean Seg more than e..
month .ago, :This is:bound to cause, serious concern to all of us. One can imagine
the extent to which the,waterxmiéht be contaminated as a result of corrosion or
some mechanical damage.to-the casing of the bomb. In tha£ case no "locks" or
control devices woﬁld be of any avail, and those who make:m;lipnfy plens for unforeseen
. circumstances would .be powerless ; B i

The rising wave of ‘protest against flights of’ﬁnited States aircreft car;yipg
nuclear weapans,<an¢nthe.great‘coneern as to the possible consequences of the latest
serious incident over. Spaln, show that the peoples realize the danger 1nherent in
this practice of. the United States armed forces. . The Czechoslovak delegatlon
therefore deems it 1o be its. duty to reise its v01ce in protest agalnst these
flights and Yo assoclate itself with the proposal of the USSR (ENDC/167) that the
-Committee should call for the }mmedlate_cesset;op of flights by bombers cerrylpg
nuclear weepops beyond the limife of the natiopal borders of Statee.

After several weeks of'gepegeL debate our Comﬁittee,is now passing on to
. discussion.of the question ef drafting a treaty on;the‘non—fgelife:ation of nuc;éar
weapons in accordance with resolution 2028 (XX) (ENDC/161) of the United Netions
General Assembly.. The Czechoslovak delegation exﬁresses its coﬁplete satisfaction
at this development We believe that a conpletely adequate basis has already been
created for concrete negot;atlons. ) o .

. The. negotiations that have taken place so far on the questlon of the non-
proliferation of nuclear weapons have clearly shown the great 51gn1flcance that has

been attached in the last few years to the adoptlon o£ effectlve measures in thls

. * M
i . N 3, v
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field, and the positive:role which the adoption of a treaty would play in efforts
aimed at improving the general world situation. 'Nevertheless, the negotiations which
have taken place so far and ;he documents which have been'subﬁitted also show thg
serious divergences which exist in the approach of the respective sides to solution
of this question.,

These positions, particularly the positions 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 subséqueﬁt'hegatiations, which should énd with-the elaboration of an appropriate
draft treaty on non-proliferation. At our last méetiﬁg some delegations already
took the first steps in this direction by analysing and comparing some of the
provisions of both drafts. ‘The Czechoslovak -delegation considers that this:way.iof
acting is the one most likely to lead to the achievement of progress and to.concrete
result§ in our work.

Iﬂ this respect we regard as particularly important the statement made by
the representative of the USSR, Mr. Tsarapkin (ENDC/PV.241, pp. 30 et seq.), which
was aimed mainly at clarfifying and-solving the important questions of non-prolifération
formulated in articles I and II of the two draft treaties. 'These articles are the
coré of the:broblems of non~proliferation. They contain the basic provisions
upon ‘which depend the accompllshment of the task laid down in resolution 2028 (XX):
the conclusion'of a.treaty on the non~proliferation of nuclear weapons which, in
conformity with the first priﬁciplé of this resolution, would not leave any
loop—holes which might permit 'nuclear or non-nu¢lear Powers to proliferate, directly
or indirectly, nuclear weapons in any'forh.

The difference in the approaches of the Government of the USSR’ and the-
Government of the Unhited States tb the solutionof the' problem' of non-
proliferation is most clearly manifested in these two'articles of both

draft treaties. Whereas the Government of thesUSSR‘adopts in its draft a consistent
pos1b10n of prlnc1ple which does not permit of any exceptions, the araft submitted
by the Government of the United States suffers from serious defects and omissions

precisely in regard to the very core of the whole problem of non—prollferatlon.
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‘Tﬁese weak points are due to the existence of an ambivalphﬁ approach on the
ﬁart of the United States and fhe other Western Powers -fo the.solution of the.
problem of non-proliferation. The ﬁhiﬁgd States draft shows..once again:thaﬁ the
Wostern Powers are trying to adapt and o subordiﬁate measures. o prevent the
further spread of nuclear weapons 1o certain.concepts in the field of nutleor
armaments,>to'conceptslwhich certain circles in some of the States members’of
NATO haﬁe been discussing and juggliﬁg with for a long time.

< A& number of facts which the delegations of the socialist countries have
already pointed out show that the gist ané true meaning of these .plans is the
+ indirect proliferation of nuclear weapons as a means by which some non-nuclear
Pdwers —~ in particular the Federal ﬁeppblic of Germany —— would be given access
in one form or another to nuclear weapons within the ﬁggmework of NATQ. .These
Stajes would thus be afforded the possibility of partiocipating in the gpntrol.pf
nuclear weapons and in taking decisions concerning. these weapons which are at
present under the control of the nuclear Powers members 6f NATO, and,in.particular
the United States and the United Kingdom. _ e .

The tendency to isolate these NATO plans from the. scope of .the tfqaty on.
?on—proliferation was 1ast,_and most frankly, formulated in the statement by the
representative of Italy at our meeting of 10 February. Mr. Cavalletéiathen stéte¢=

. "The military arrangements and collaborations of the alliances, ‘whether

~conventional or, nuclear, would be néither weakened nor inteprup@ed by a

non-proliferation agreement". (ENDC/PV.239, p.13)

,~ In connexion with this statement .the Czechoslovak delegation deems it
necessary to make a number of comments. .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 alliancgg. Vquever,'thig bremise, of course, remains valid only as long .
"as their activity does not affect the field of p;o%%fergtionﬁgf nuclear weapons.

As soon as ény actions within the framework of military groupings led to the

i
proliferation of nuclear weapons in any form, 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 Statcs members of NATO. The delegation of the
Czechoslovak Socialist Republic and the delegation of the other socialist
countries have repeatedly pointed out that the taking of such steps is being-
insisted upon primarily by the Federal Republic of Germany, whose Government 1is
,striving ever more intensively to secure its participation in nuclear armamént
within the framework.of NATO,

This conduct of thé Government of the Federal Republic of Germany is in
profound contrast to the policy pursued by the Government of the other German
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 guestion of the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons was formulated once
again and quite umequivocally in the statement which it sent on 7 Fébruary 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 EighteenﬁNation Committee on Digarmament that it igs ready to enter
into such a commitment, binding under international law, on the renunciation
of' nuclear weapons, provided that the West 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 Fede;al 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%IGBT Pp-495)
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Mr., TSARAPKIN.(Union“of SoViet‘Socialist:Republics) (translation from:"

Russian): Mr. Chairman, permit me to express the sincere gratitude of the Soviet-
delegation to you as Chairman and as the representative of India, as weii as£to-éll
the members of the Committee on whose behalf you congratulated us on the. great new..
:scientific.and technological achievement of the Soviet Union consisting -in the
delivery of -the pennant of the Soviet Union by the Soviet space‘vehicie Venus-3 to
.the planet Venus, over 100 million kilometres away from Earth, and in the passing of
another Soviet space vehicle, the Venus—é, close by the planet Venus. I‘also-fhahk
Mr. Khallaf, the represéntative of the United Arab Republic, Mr. Burns, the repre- -
sentative of Canada, and Mr. Fisher, the representative of the United States, for -
their congratulations. C
I. should like to associate myself, Mr. Chdirman, with your words of welcome to
*Mr., Protitch, who has come here as Special Representative'of-the Secretary-General:of
the United Nations, and to Mr. Adrian Fisher, the represéntative of the United States
of America, who is well known to us through his earlier participation in the work of
the .Commi ttee. o
At the last four meetings of our Committee, including, of eourse,- today's -
meeting, a serious and, in our opinion, a most useful discussion has developed on the
question 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 general nature and did not slways directly relate to ‘the article-
by-article examination of a non-proliferation treaty, nevertheless: bore withess to
the profound concern: of. the participants in the negotiations for as rapidéa-solution
as possible of: the -problem of non-proliferation. ' v
If we sum ﬁp all these statements, I think we can conclude that thé'prevailing‘

view in-the Committee is that an agreement on non-proliferation is a timely-and '
important step contributing towards the achievenment of nuclear disarmament.” * 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 of non-proliferation without delay. 1In this“connexion
I should also like to recall the statement made by -the representative bffEthiopia;
Mr. Aberra, who, in pointing -out the importance of solving a whole -series of probleis

which, like the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons, would help: to diminish the
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nuclear threat, at the same time renarked that "In the oplnlon of the Ethloplan
delegatlon, thHis ‘does not in itself dlmlnlsh the magnltude of the non-prollferatlon
problem, nor does it lessen the urgency of concludlng a non—prollferatlon agreement il
ﬁlbld ; p.19) ‘

We listened with great attentlon to the statemnent made today by the representa—

tive of the United Arab Republlc, Mr., Khallaf. 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 of this statement of the representative of the Unlted Arab
Repuplic. However, we should like straightway to note with satisfaction that part of
Mr. Khallaf's statement in which he speaks of the need to stop the spread of the

nuclear carcer and to rid humanity of the nuclear evil as quickly as.possible. We

also note w1th satlsfactlon that the United Arab Republic approves the proposals .

‘contained in the message from the Chalrman of the Coun01l of Ministers of the- USSR,

Mr. Kosygin, concernlng an undertaklng by the nuclear Powers not to use nuclear
weapons against non—nuclear States which have no nuclear weapons in their -territory
(ENDC/167, pp. 2, 3).
Likewise of great 1mportance for ascertalnlng the position of the non-aligned
countries is’ Mr Khallaf's statement that the United Arab Republic sees the guarantee

of 1ts securlty, not in belng protected by someone else's huclear umbrella, but in .

“the completc elimination of nuclear weapons. All these ideas expressed by Mr. Khallaf

" reflect the striving of the United Arab Republic, one of the most active and

influential of the non-aligned countries, to bring'about nuclear disarmament as soon .
as'possible ThlS demand for nuclear dlsarmament is becoming more and more insistent
and urgent, and is meeting with ever stronger support throughout the world; this is
a pos1t1ve.factor in modern ;nternatlonal life which will undoubtedly promote the
concentration of efforts to oring apout nuclear disarmament, that most important
problen of' the'present‘daj }

So far as we can Judge from the statements made by some representatlves of the

non—allgned States 1n the Committee, they express definite concern about the place

‘that a non—prollferatlon agreement should occupy in the general range of nuclear

disarmament questlons and the relatlonshlp 1t should have w1th other measures helping
towards nuelear dlsarmament The Sovret delegat;on is partlcularly:gratlfled to. -

note that an overwhelmlng maJority of the Committee, including the delegations of the
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non—-aligned”countries, has decisively confirmed the need to take urgent measures
that would lead to the elimination of the danger of nuclear: war and “t6 nuclear
.disarmament. In this respect we may note with complete justificatioh'that'our‘
views” and those of the non-aligned States are identical. We-are-glad this -is so.
+In this connexion the Soviet delegation would like’ to stress once again that
= the Soviet Union does not regard the solution of the problem of non-proliferation
: *of nuclear weapons as ‘an end in itself ‘or’ as a means -of .preserving for jheﬂexisﬁing
nuclear Powers their monopoly of’.nuclear Wweapons, but-as a first step in the range
of measures leading to nuclear disarmament. The implementation of such ‘a measure
as non-proliferation of nuclear weapons would undoubée&ly facilitate -thé achievement
of agreément on other queitions within this range.’ We'Tefer above all to the -
solution of such quéstions as the establishment of denuclearized zones, the
renunciation of the use of nuclear weapons, the cegsation of all nuclear tests,
and ‘so forth. For this reason we think that it would hardly be”conducive to our
purpose to tie up a.series of measures in a single package or to maké agréement on
any. one of these méasures ‘dependent on the implementation of other,measures. In
our opinion this would complicate-negotiations'Whiéh are difficult enoﬁgh”already.
During the debate many‘répfesentatives of non—aiigned States, while éxpréssing
a positive attitude in regard to an agreement -on ﬁhe non-proliferation of nuclear
Weaponsys .at.the same time raised thé quéstion of ensuring their national security.
In this{coRnéxion reference. was made on several occasions to the proposdl cortained
ipn.theé message from .the Chgirman of the Council of Ministers -of the USSR;'Mr; Kbéygin,
to this Committee, that under a non-prolife:ation-freaty the nuclear Powers should
~ asgume -an obligation not to use nuclear weapons agéiﬁst States which have nd:sdch‘
weapons in their.territory. We again note with satisfaction that this proposal has
met with a.positive.responge from many delegations of non-aligned cbuntries;' in
‘particular.we might.mention.the -statements made by the represéntatives of Mexico
(ENDC/PV.242, p.7), Nigeria (ENDC/PV.237, p.34) -and other countries. ‘
Some representatives [of ‘non-aligned States, in particular- the reﬁréséntatives
of Sweden (ENDC/PV.243, pp.5,6) and Brazil (ENDC/PV 2449 p.18), Taigéd the point
that it might perhaps be appropriate, for the fulfllment by non-nuclear States of

a treaty on non-proliferation of miuclear weapons; to take‘advantagéfof’the cbntrol
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arrangements'(saf8§uards);worked out by the International Atomic Energy Agency.

In this respect we should like to announce that the Soviet Union would be prepared
to examine this problem. In our opinion, however, at this stage of the discussion
which has developed in the Commlttee 1t would be more appropriate to concentrate

on solving the main problemss: namely, on defining the range of obligations that
would be assumed by.the parties to the future treaty on non-proliferation of nuclear
Wweapons. It We‘could agree in the near-future on these main questions of principle,
then, in our opinion, it would not be particularly difficult to settle. all the

other problems. . ‘

' 'The Soviet delegation has'studied carefully the statements made by represen—
tatives of the Western Powers, the United States of America, Canada and the United
Kingdom. Frankly; 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 weapons (ENDC/152)
which have been expressed both'here and in the CGeneral Assembly of the United
Nations by the delegations oflmany ccuntries. In the statements of the Western -
representatives the idea was quite,ciearly expressed that we should begin the whole
discussion in the Committee by deflning the. terms 'non—proliferation" "access!" to
nuclear Weapons, and so on. We do not think, however, that such a .method of
discussing the present guestion will accelerate progress. On the other hand, no :
ohe 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 evén less for misunderstanding.

" In this ccnnexion, I should 1ike to recall the words used by the representative
of Czechosiovakia,'Mr. Cernik, on 22 February, when he stated that "In our view,
the demand for:the ﬁricrAdefinition of certain general concepts would in fact mean
returning to the generai'detate“ (ENDC/PV.242, p.38). Mr. Cernik went on to says
"ie are conv1nced that such a concrete discussion is the most

appropriate’ ba51s for further clarification of the point of view of

1nd1v1dual States and for the achlevement of progress 1n our

negotiations". (1b1d )
The Soviet delegatlon fully agrees with this opinion of the representative of

Czechoslovakia.
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N At our last meetlncr the representative,. of Poland, Mr. Blusztaan, showed very
oonvlnolngly (ENDC/PV 244 P. 21) that the question is not one of terms, definitions
or Words9 and that the meaning of the word "access" which we ‘use is ndt so’
1noomprehens1ble to the Western representatives as .Mr.: -Burns, for 1nstance, tried
to make out The gist of the matter is that the Western Powers intend to give

access" to nuclear weapons to the1r ally, West Germany, through joint ownershlp

and control of these Weapons within the framework of the NATO mllltary alllanoe.

g

Hav1ng set themselves th1s obgeotlve, the Western Powers have included in the1r
draft treaty on non—prollferatlon such formulas as would: not: prevent them from
creatlng multllateral or other joint NATO nuclear forcés.’ “Much has been said on
this subgeot by the .representatives of .the Western .Powers, mainly by Hr Poster
and Lord“Chalfont : - —_— Cee
o The statement made by the Unlted States representative, Mr. ‘Foster (ENDC/PV 241)

has shown once again that the United States has-in fact stopped half—way and does

not wish to’take the. decisive step in order to cover.completely the problem of non-
prollferatlon of nuclear _Wweapons. - In his- statement Mr. Foster again spoke only
about the proh1b1tlon of relinquishing nuclear Weapons to the "national control"
of non—nuclear States, and did not make a single move that would have made it )

possible to work out a treaty which would close not only: direct but ady indirect

B

ways “of aocess to nuolear weapons, for instance, "through military alllanoes; 1n
the form of partlolpatlon in mixed multilateral nuclear forces. As’ the Un1ted
States representatrve explalned, :the draft: treaty submitted by +the Unlted States
is almed at prohlbltlng the independent right of non-nucléar States 6 use nuolear“
weapons. ] . , . . o ‘
These‘measures must, of course, be carried out — no ‘one questlons that —;
and we have already p01nted out that the United States draft doés in fact’ prov1de.
for the closlng of certain channels for the prollferatlon of nuclear weapons. B
Nevertheless, we have also.said, and we repeat this again, “fhat the United States
proposal leaves open “the poss1b111ty for the indirect prollferatlon of ‘nuclear :

weapons by g1v1ng access to .them to non-nuclear States -and, in partlcular, suoh a

State as West Germany, within the framework: of the NATO mllltary‘alllance.'
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It is essent1a1 to 80 further than is proposed by Mr. Foster and to ensure
that no 1oop—holes W111 in fact remain for the proliferation of- nuclear Weapons .
In his statement on 17 Pebruary, Mr. Foster declared that: .-
"... none of the defence arrangements in existence or under discussion
among NATO.members would involve relinguishing nuclear weapons to the
 nationa1 control of any non—nucleaa—weapon nation, now or at any time
in the future ... Nor would any such arrangewments assist any such
‘nation in the manufacture of nuclear weapons'. (1b1d.2 9.36)
That is the limit of the United States approach to the solution of the problem’ of
non-prollferatlon of nuclear weapons.
_ The Soviet delegatlon insists that measures should be taken which would
equa}l& prohitit the transfer.of nuclear weapons to multilateral control within

the framework of military alliances, for instance, NATO., If such a provision is

. 1ncluded in the treaty, we shall have no difficulty in agreeing on the final

formulas of the draft we are preparing.

Today I should like to emphasize that in articles I and II of the United
States draft there is no mentlon of several important obligations in reéspect of
the non—prollferatlon of nuclear weapons,; and these omissions make thls draft -
unacceptable.

' ) Flrst, in the Uhlted 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
ownersh;p, dleposal and use of nuclear weapons.

Secoﬁé;y, the United States draft fails to include:ithe important provision
that a:party to thentreaty possessing nuclear weapons must not.place these wéapons
of controi ever them and over their emplacemeut and use at the disposal of units
of the armed forces or military 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 m1331ng the important prcv1s1on 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.
It should be obvious to all that the lack of the aforementioned provisions in

the United States draft leaves precisely those loop-holes of which, as indicated
in General Assembly resolution 2028 (XX), the freaty should be void.

“In this respeot the comparative assessment of the Soviet and United States
draft treaties 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 turns 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 u.ssembly: namely, that the non-proliferatior
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
stifferied their.pésition. Today's statement by the United States representative,
Mr. Pisher, has introduced no change into the existing situation.

' )
At the previous stage the Western Powers pretended that they were in favour of
1]

exceptions. That is why they stressed in the debate that the creation of 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 dangerous 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 assessment of ours,
according to Lord Chalfont, can be taken to.imply a considerable degree of
dinterference in the legitimate workings of NATO'and, indeed, of any alliance that

contains nuclear and non-nuclear Powers (ENDC/PV.244, p.11). Lord Chalfont has



ENDC/PV.245
40 -

/

(Mr. Tsarapkin, USSR)

found a.very simple means of getting out of the vicious circle of contradictiond in
wh1ch the position of the Western Powers on this question finds itself. He simply
declares that an attempt to extend the treaty to cover non-nuclear States members
of the NATO mllltary bloc would be "1nterference in the legltlmate workings of
NATO"! Well, as the saying goes, that is about the limits %

All in all, it turns out that NATO must be an inviolable, sacred sanctuary
for non—nuclear States seeking access to nuclear weapons, where théy can be free
from the operation of the treaty. Of course;'this is ah‘inconsistent and '
unacceptable position, which does not stand up to any crltlclsm from the p01nt
of view of non—prollferatlon of nuclear weapons. :

In the statement he made last'Tuesday, 1 March, the United Kingdom T
representative approached the question from a different angle; 'He asked, "Is it

" unreasonable that the collective forces of NATO should include nuclear Wweapons .e.?"

~ (ibid., p.12)., Putting the question in this way leaves, as you see, no room for
" guch ‘considerations as whether or not this is' consistent with the idea of nom-
proliferation of nuclear weapons. In this question only‘dne consideration is’
taken into account: ‘the reasonableness of equipping with:nuclear weapons " the
so-called collectrve forces of NATO the pr1nc1pal nucleus of which is the West
German Bundegwehr.
Now the United Kingdom representative no longer tries to confuse the issue
He rehowes from his phraseology the veil of deliberate obscurity, ambiguity and:'
vagueness and states quite frankly that, in his oplnlon, it should be cons1dered
that w1th1n the framework of NATO ‘the prollferatlon of nuclear weapons can take
place, not from the moment when access to nuclear weapons is acquired by a State
which is not at present a nuclear’ Power, but only when this State'is in a pos1t10n
to glve the order to f1re nuclear weapons. But, with all ‘due ‘respect to Lord
Chalfont, it'will then be’tod late t& talk of non~proliferation of nuclear weapons.
" In making such statements the United'kingdon representative is trying to turn
the qﬁéstiéﬁ‘ih‘Such a’'way that our'basdc‘objectdve — the non;proliferation of
nuclear weapons —— should be left in the shade and relegated t6 ‘the background,
the question of NATO'collectiwe nuclear forces should be brought.to the fore and given

priority, and the itreaty on non—prbliferatidn of nutlear weapons should be limited
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to what is left outside the nuclear forces of NATO. This is not the first time

" that we have been confronted with such attempts on the part of the Wéétéin Poﬁefé.'
“We first heard this idea from the mouth of Mr. Herter, the United States Seciétary
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—prbliferation of nucleag weapons, without an& loop~

holes, but that the "dignity" of the non-nuclear membérs of NATO "as free and

sovereign States" — in this expression of Lord Chalfont's the same Western Germany
is meant -~ requires their participation in nuclear matters within the framework
of WATO, '

These appeals by Lord Chalfont to embellish the "dignity" and "sovereignty"
of Western Germany with a necklace of nucleai bombs give rise to certain
associations of ideas. They bring to mind the 1920'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—mllltarlzatlon

of thé Rhineland, after-which there began a series of territorial annexatlons and,
in the_end, the war was unleashed by Hitler's Reich. The road along which ‘the
‘development of events is going today is very reminiscent of the fatal road.of the
w:past, and “the United States and the United Kingdom, which are favouring this,,beé£
'& heavy résponsibility.

"A new idea has lately appeared in the battery of arguments used by the Western
" Powers. We are now being told insistently that NATO will falllapart unless the
:Federal Republic of Germany is given access to ‘nucléar weapons, and consequently
'+hat any demand aimed at preventing Western Germany from belng glven access to
nuclear weapons as a member of NATO represents a plot de31gned %0 undermlne NATO
and to bring about its dissolution. The artificiality and.fag-fefchéd naturé of
this — save the mark! —— argument is obvious “to everyone., It is?not diffgéﬁlt to
perceive that the Western Powers are ﬁéiﬁg this aréument here at the suggestion of .
the Federal Republic of Germany, under the influence of blackmail and threats from

Boun. : : -
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In connexion w1th thls ‘fabrication from Bonn, we can point to ‘the generallya
known fact ‘that in NATO itself no one except Western Germany considers’ that an’
essential condition for the existence of NATO is the granting of accdess to nuclear
weapens in one form or another, to the Federal Republic of Germany within the
framework of NATQ... Statements to the contrary are made by Western Germany's allies
in NATO merely by way of allied support. : The artificiality and groundlessness of

this newly—lnvented argument of the Western Powers is perfectly clear to éveryone.

“V'I need hardly say that we: cannot take- this argument into consideration at-all if

. all of us are really in earnest.about solv1ng the problem of' non-proliferation of
nuclear weapons and are not trying to derive some military advantage for ourselves
'_in,this matter and to bring about a preponderance in our favour.

' If the Western Powers have a serious attitude towards the problem of non-
proliferation of nuclear weapons, they will undoubtedly -find-ways and means of
curBingntheir unduly warlike German ally and -bringing -its behaviour-+in this matter
.into conformity with the idea of non=proliferation. of nuclear wéapons, and will not
~:try, to obtain an exceptional position.for it, as:the United States is doing in its
draft treaty. In the light of these self-evident considerations, Lord Chalfont's‘
attempt to reduce the substance of the differences toiarguments about different
interpretations‘of the concept of military alliances does not stand up to'criticism.

I repeat once again that the'question of access 1o nuclear weapons in any waj
by Eestern Germany within. the framework of negotiations concerning a'treat& on non-—
-nroliferation of nuclear weapons is not a,question of concepts of military alliances
or of tneir policy or strategy. Only .those who are not'interested in solving the -
“problem of non-proliferation of nuclear weapons, or those who are tools in ‘the
hande of such people, can give that kind of twist to the question. The attempt to
turn the discussion in that direction reflects the desire to confusé” the question’
of.nen-proliferation of nuclear weapons and to evade its solution,

Another argument advanced in favour of’ the United States approach to the s
solutlon .of the problem of non-proliferation of nuclear weapons is -that the United
States draft limits access to nuclear weapons. We are told that, 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 Whlch are allies of the United States in the NATO’mllltary bloc.
This is an example of plain nepotism on the part of the United States. . What:is
odd, however, is that fhp United States should assume that such' a specific,'family
approach.qould be takgh és a basis for agreement.

Do not cherisy.any illusions!- Such an approach‘is not acceptable-to-the Soviet
Union or to any of - the socialist countries, or.to the non-aligned countries, which
have clearly:stated 'in.the Committee, through the representative of India, Mr. Trngdi
(ENDC/PV.240, p.16), that they afe against any attempts to establish a kind of
thi:d category of States ——- that is to say, to create, in addition to the existing
;nuclear and non-nuclear countries, a category of-States %gvihg access to nuclear
weapons on, the basis-of participation in a military alliance. But that is precisely
the aim which the United States draft- treaty pursues. lMoreover, this was frankly:
stated Dby.the Uhitéd States représentative, Mr.'Fosfer; on 31 August 1965.. He
declared that "The treaty would not, however, preclude the establishment of . =~
nuclear arrangements — such as a multilateral force within NATO — o
(ENDC/PV.228, p.38)

In the.course -of the orev1ous d1scuss1on we pointed out that a treaty on non-
prollferatlon of nuclear weapons must close the door of access to these weapons to
all non—nuclear Stateg, whether through their acquisition by non-nuclear countr1es§
for the purpose of hav}ng them in their- ownership, at their disposal or under their
control,.or'thpough obtaining access to these weapons of mass destruction'by indirect
means, through the participation of non-nuclear- countries in collective duwnership
or control of nuclear weapons within the framework of NATO, On,sevefal'occasioné'
we have drawn attention to this aspect of the queétionzi:namely, that thé'question
of non-proliferation. of nuclear weapons, like any coin, has two sideé. On one side
we have national possession or cohtrol of nuclear weapons, and on the other side
indirect access to them by non-nuclear countries through their participation either
in the NATO multilateral nuclear force, or in the NATO Atlantic nuclear force, or
any other similar organization concerned with questions of the use and application

of nuclear weapons. . oL N

e
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o Both.these aspects‘of access'to nuclear weapons are two forms -of one and the
; same process, extremely dangerous to the cause of peace:. the process of
prollferatlon of nuclear weapons, a process which must be stopped in bhoth its
‘ forms by a treaty of ron-prollferatlon of nuclear.weapons. Both these ways,
both these channels for prollferatlon of atomic weapons must be closed. . No
Aexceptlons to thls can be tolerated if we want the treaty on non-proliferation-
of nuclear weapons to have any value, or, to be more accurate, if we want such a-
treaty to come 1nto helng. '
~In connexion W1th the aforesaid position of the United States delegation in® -~ ’
the Elghteen—Natlon Commlttee on thls question, I think .that it would be .of interest
to the members of the Commlttee to acqualnt themselves ‘with the statements which
' were made on thls subject hy Senator Joseph Clark on 18 January this year during
f, the dlscuss1on of Senator Pagtore's resolutlon on the question of the non- .
prollferatlon of nuclear WeaponF. Thls }s.what Senator Clark said:s-

Uiy, Pres1dent, with Fegard to the -comment of‘the Secretary of State
to the effect that a suppdsed'conflict between nuclear arrangementstin-’
thenNAfOnalliance and a non-proliferation treaty is not a real one,.

‘suffice it to sa# that reasonable men may differ,. I differ, and. many:,
.other Amerlcans d1ffer w1th the Secretary of State in this regard. It

Sl

.1s a matter of record that the Russ1ans have, repeatedly asserted their
W1lllngness to sign a noen prollfelatlon treaty which:would prohibit the
‘ oreatlon of a NATO nuclear force" TR e el
Then Senator Clark went on to say: | ) l
"Mr Presldent e 1 .do not believe it advances the argument very
,much to deny that the proposed nuclear force is an obstacle to the treaty,
“when the Russ1ans have Sald over and over again that, so far.as they are
‘concerned, 1t 1s not only an obstaclea but. that it would make the treaty
'1mposs1ble. ' . L
"It is an open secret"-——,Senator Clark continued —~ "that the U.S.
‘:draft treaty to halt the spread of nuclear weapons was purposely written

With a gaping loop~hole in it to permit the creation of a new NATO nuclear

i
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force offssme sortlhiiime.énd again the Russians have dgclared‘their
objection to;this provision.on thg.grouna that it would permit .the West
Germans .to get their fingers.on.the nuclear tr;gger — and well it might".:
Senator.Clark concluded his statement with the following words :
"ewe What we must do now, if we are really serious about getting a
treaty to halt the spread of nuclear weapons, is «.. to rewrite the
treaty ... to close the ioop—hole created for the proposed NATO v
nuclear force". (Congressional Record, Vol. llzé_No. 6, 18 January 1966,
Pp. 480-481) .
That is the course which the United States delegation should follow, so that. this

important problem can be settled here Withéut any . further delay.

In.our statement today we have shown the inconsistency of the position of the
estern Powers and have laid bare the shortcomings of the United States draft’
treaty which make it unacceptable. That draft cannot serve as the basis for an
agreemént on the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons. But the Commi ttee has
befors it the éoviet draft treaty, which does not suffer from those shortgomings.’
One can-argue about one or other. of its specific provisions; one can improve and,
develop them; but ndo one can prove that’this draft leaves the slightest chink or
loop-hole for the proliferation of nuclear weapons, either directly or indirecily.
Therefore we propose that this document be taken as the bésis for drafting the ' -
agreément. ; '

The Soviet delégation would like to stress that we are prepared ‘to conside#
apy;amendments or additions to our draft treaty and to show the utﬁoét'fléﬁibility
énd,a constructive spirit in this regard. At the same- time, however; éne condition
must be observed: namely, that it is essential in the interests of our common
cause that amendments and additions, if any, should bé directed towards the sole
purposéﬂof preparing a treaty on non-proliferation which-would close al} loop-holes
for proliferation of nuclear weapons, in accordancé’ with -the requirements of
resolution 2028 (XX) of the United Nations Genéfql“lssémblf. Ay~ améndments and
-additions ‘which would sidetrack us from tHiS‘objeétive;‘or; a fortiori, any which

would run counter to it, would undoubtedly only hamper our work.
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At tHé“same time, we should have no objection to the Committes’ coritinuing to
_compare the two draft treaties submitted by the delégations of “thé SGvidt Union
and of the United States, with a view to determining which of them answérs better
1 to the purpose set béfore us. In the course of such an objeofine-oomparison, any
unpre judiced participant in the discussion will certainly see that the Soviet
draft treatj fuliy, consisténtly and in every way coﬁers the problem of non=
proliferation of nuclear weapons, but the United States draft treaty does not. ,
e beiie%eyiﬁowerer, that- ' this as$eet of “the-question 1s already clear to everyone.

It seems to us that, in the light of the discussion that has taken place, the
choice to bé made‘is cléar. We must set about the final draftlng of the text of an
agreement on the basis ofrfhe‘Soviet draft. We think that, when the Committee
resumes’ 1ts dlscusslon of the problem of non—prollferatlon of nuclear Weapons in
about two weeks!' time, all the representatlves should have the necessary
1nstructlons from their Governments so that all the meubers’ of the Commlttee can

deal with the draftlng of the articles of the treaty in real éarnest.

Mr. CERNIK (Czechoslovakia) (translation from Russian): .First of all,
'I:should like to congratulate the Soviet.delegation on the further great success
which Soviet scientists. and; the whole Soviet people have achieved in the conquest
‘ of outer spaoe.through the successful flight of two space vehicles to Venus. -After
the soft landing of a space craft on the moon, this new scientific achievement of:
the USSR is -a further step towards the conquest of the wniverse. :.On- -behalf 'of the
Czechoslovak delegation I welcome to our midst.the Special Representative of the .
Secretary~General, Mr. Protitch, and the new leader of the .United States delegation,
Mr. Figher,

»i-The Czechoslovak delegation deems it necessary to make at least a few brief
“oommentsuon~the statements made by certain delegations.at previous meetings, when
they referred in their arguments to the statement made by the Czechoslovak delegatlon
‘at the .242nd meeting. I have in.mind the statement made by the representative of .
Italy;(ENDC/EV,Z%}J_p:?5)"and that made by the representative of ﬁﬁe United Kingdom
(ENDC/PV.244, pp. 10, il). ‘
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.I.wish tostress in advance that the Czechoslovak delegatlon does not 1ntendx
to delay-. our “egotiations by 1nst1gat1ng a sterlle controversy.‘ But in th1s case
.4 serious question is involved which has a bearlng on the very approaoh of the . |
aforementioned delegatlons to the dlsous51on of so serious a problem as that of a
treaty on the non—prollferatlon of nuclear weapons. We oonslder that the’ approach
of those delegations, in partloular that of the Uhlted Klngdom delegatlon, and the
way in which they try to depict the pos1tlon ‘of the Czeohoslovak delegatlon and .
to adapt it to ‘the needs of their arguments aimed at Justlfylng the- attempts to |
bring about an 1nd1reot prollferatlon of nuclear weapons within the framework of
NATO," are not in keeplng Wlth the meaning and importance of the questlon of non-
proliferation. . . .

Therefore we deem it neoessary "to repeat once agaln our p01nt'of view on this
gquestion which we expressed in our statement at the 242nd meetlng. On 1 March the
representative of the United Kingdom, Lord Chalfont, quoted the follow1ng part of |
the statement I made on 22 February: -

="First, there can be no doubt that a non—prollferatlon treaty is not
' aimed at the dissolution of ex1st1ng mllltary a111anoes. Nor is its
purpose to interfere in the aot1v1ty or dnternal,affalrs_of‘these

alliances." (ibid., p. 10).

The, repregéntative of the United Kingdom'further deolared‘
"My delegation welcomes that statemeﬁt. But the representatlve of the
Soviet Union said on 17 Febrtarys' 'The main shortcomlng of the United
B States'draft treaty, and a‘very dangerous one, is that 1t leayes open
) the possibility of non-nuclear States participating in nuclear.ﬁeapons

through the NATO military alliance'." (ibid., p.1l)

Lord Chalfont went on to say: . x
"That statement could be read to imply a considerabie degree of interference
in the legitimate worklngs of NATO, and indeed of any alllanoe that containg .

"nuclear and non—nuclear Powers." (1b1d )
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It is obvious that the purpose of this statement of the‘representative of the.
United Kingdom is, on the one‘hand9 to foster the utterly unjustified impression
that the Czeohoslovak delegation considers that a non-proliferation treaty nust tn
no cese affect the aotdvity of military alliances, and that the delegations of the
"Soviet Union and other socialist countries uphold a different point of view and
are trying to use a non-proliferation treaty for unjmstified and inadmissible-

" interference i the internal activities of NATO. A1l this is a distortion of the

) positicn of the Czechoslovak delegation in regard to the relation of a non—
proliferation treaty to such activities of military groupings as would result in
the spread of nuolear weapons in any form. It is also a distortion of the position
of the delegatlons of the other socialisy States in regard to the purpose of a
_treaty on the non—prollferatlon of nuclear weapons.

“The Czechoslovak delegatlon does not Jntend to explain the point of view of
other soc1a11st delegatlons. But we deem i% necessary to reply to the afore-
mentioned attempt to distort our pos1t10n, which was expressed in the statement
we made oanZ”Pebruary. For th1s Teason we are oollged to quote once again the
relevant part of that statement This 1s what I Sald..

"First, there can be no doubt that a non—proliferation treaty is not aimed

at the dlssolutlon of ex1st1ng m111tary alllances. ‘Nor 1s 1ts purpose to

1nterfere in the act1v1ty or lnternal affalrs of these a111ances., However,

this premlse, of oourse9 remalns valld only as long as thelr aot1v1ty does
not affect the fJeld of prollferatlon of nuc]ear weapons, As soon as any
actions within the framework of mllltary grouplngs led to the prollferatlon
of nuclear weapons 1n any form,.they would naturally become anompatlble
with a treaty on measures “to prevent prollferatlon.

L

"It is precisely uhls danger that 1s 1nherent in the plan for the -
JERN O .
integration of nuclear armament varlous‘vers1ons of Whlch have for 4

long been a subject of d1souss1on among some of the States members of

NATO." (BNDC/PV.242, pp.3l, 32) ©

That is the complete quotation, which, as you see, was not given in full.
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In order that our p031t10n on this question may be clear to everyone and also
in order that the representatlve ,of the United Kingdom,.Lord Chalfont, may not be
left in doubt and uncertainty, I think it approprlatoiro;qoote also that passage ’
iﬁ ﬁoe;statemept_we made at the 242nd meeting, which immediately preceded the words

Wpich ho qyoted at the 244th meeting. In that part of its.statement the
.'dzeohoolooak delegation said: _
"The Uhite@ States draft shows once again.that the Wegtern Powers are
trying to adapt aod to subordinate me@surés,to prevént the further -
”spread of nuclear weaﬁons to certain concepts in the field of nuolear:
armaments, to concepts which certain circles in some of the States
- members of NATO have been discussing and juggling with for a long time..
"A number of facts which the delegations of the socialist countries

have .already pointo@.opt show that the gist and true meaning of .thése

plans is the indireot groliferation of’nuclear weapons as a means. by

whicb some nonfngolegr.Powers'—— in particular the Federal Republic .of

Germapy_—— wou}d be“gryer.access in one form or another. to nuclear

Weapons'wrthin tﬁe frame@ork of NATO, These States would- thus be

) afforded‘fhe;posgrpi}ityhof participating in the control of nuclear

weapons and in tﬁkingﬂoeo}sions concerning.these weapons which are at.

present under the cortrolrof the nuclear Powers members of NATO, and

in particular the United States and the United Kingdom." (ibid., p.31) .
That is_theApoiﬁt of view of the Czechoslovak delegation, and that is how it was;
eiﬁrossed at the 242nd.meeting_'.we consider that it does not leave any room}forl
ambiguity and we are conrinoed 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
by the delegatlons of the States members of NATO in our negotiations proves once -
again that our p01nt of view is altogether justified and right. This is also-shown,
in our opinion, by the statement made by the representative of the United Kingdiom ‘
_at our last moetiog. A considerable part of his statement was devoted. once :again
to justifying the attempts to limit the non-proliferation treaty so as not to |
cover agtions that would lead to the indirect spread of nuclear weapons within

the framework of Western military alliances, particularly within the framework
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of NATO at the present time. This problem is hecoming a really serious ——

énd I stress the ﬁord serious — obstacle invthe way of the achievement of agree-—
.meht by our Committee on the question of non-proliferation of nuclear weapons.

It is not bnly the deiegations of the socialist countries that hold this point
of view. The representative of Sweden, Mrs. Myrdal, also drew attention to .this
féct in her statement on 24 February when she said that the most controversial issue
at present, thaf of the mﬁltilateral nuclear force or the Atlantic nuclear force
or nuclear sharing within NATO, nust be agreed upon by the nuclear super-Powers;
until then it acted as an obstacle to'truly responsible negotiations (ENDC/PV.243,
p. 9). ‘

ﬁord Chaifont tried to justify his point of view by referring to the "concept
of sharing" (ENDC/PV.2441 p.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 we 6annot escape the impression that this concept of '"sharing", on which the
fepresentative of the United Kingdom bui}t his argument, is far from being accepted
and supported by all the States members of NATO. This is also 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. Further evidence of this is the extremely
reserved gttiﬁude of some other members of NATO towards the "sharing" by non-
nuglealeATd‘?gﬁeis in nuclear armament, the purpose of which consists mainly in
;atisfying thg ever—increasing claims of the Federal Republic of Germany in this
f;eidf .

According to the words of the representative of the United Kingdom on 1 March,
the concept of '"sharing" within the framework of NATO relates to the “sharing" of
cosﬁs, of responsibilities, of weapons and of forces (ENDC/PV.244, p.12). In
 regard to such "sha;ing" in the‘field of weapons, the delegations of. the States
ﬁembe;s of ﬁAEO in our Committee frankly declare that it should also cover the
pérticipation of non-nuclear NATO States in the sharing of the nuélear weapons which

the NATO nuclear States have at their disposal.
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In this connex1on the representatlve of the Unlted Klngdom asked whether 1t
was unreasonable that the collective forces of NATO should include nuclear
weapons (;p;g;). As can be gathered from the whole discussion on 'this gquestion,
these collective forces would comprise the armed forces of the nuclear and non-
nuclear States members of NATO. From the whole of his argument it follows that he
would consider the equipping of these forces with nuclear weaponé to be perfectly
right. Thus frgm,LQ;d Chalfont's statement the conclusion can be drawn. that this
"sharing" iﬁ 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 weapona, and in the responsibility for nuclear weapons (that isyin
particular, in the control over them and in decisions concerning their uée);
further, that they would share in the. disposal of the nuclear weapons themselvess;
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 facts 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'". It )
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
different, privileged position vis-3-vis the non-aligned non-nuclear States. It '
is also obvious why those States which are really interested in the adoption of
consistent measufes to prevent the proliferation of nuclear weapons in any form

whatsoever, direct or indirect, cannot agree with such a concept of non-proliferation.

The CHAIRMAN (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,

Mr. Lal Bahadur Shastri, and the late Chairman of our Atomic Energy Commission,

Dr. Homi Bhabha;
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The Conference déd{déd to issue the following communigué:

"The Conference of the Tighteen-Nation Committee on Disarmament
today held its.245th plenacy meeting in the Palais des Nations, Geneva,
under the chairmanship of B, E, Ambassador V. C. Trivedi, representati&e
of India.

"Statements were made by the representatives 5f the United Arab
Republic, Canada, the United States, the Soviet Union, Czechoslovakia
and India.- -

) "The next meeting of the Conference will be held on Tuesday,
8 March 1966, at 10.30 a.m."

The meeting rose at 1.35 D,






