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i i) The CHAIRMAN (Canada): I declare open the 378th plenary meeting of the

Conference of the Eighteen-Nation Committee on Disarmament.

2 Mr. FOSTER (United States of America): I wish to comment today on the
proposals and suggestions of various delegations which have not been incorporated

in the revised draft treaty which was circulated at our last meeting (ENDC/224,

Annex A).

3. Turning first to the important statement made by the representative of Nigeria
at our meeting of 28 February, I must emphasize that we recognize the constructive
spirit motivating his comments on that occasion. I can assure him that we have given
careful attention to his proposals (ENDCZQOZ; 220/Rev.1l) for changes in the revised
draft (ENDC/192/Rev.1l, 193/Rev.l) and'ﬁe'appreciate his desire "to conserve the gains
that have so far been made" (ENDQ/PV.i?l; para.4). Ambassador Kolo questioned the

wording of the first sentence of paragraph 2 of article IV of the revised drafts.

and suggested it be amended to provide a more definite undertaking to facilitate the
exchange of scientific and technological information for the peaceful uses of atomic
energy (ibid., paras.10,11).

4. While it is true that the present sentence enunciates a right to participate

in and not a commitment to facilitate the exchange, it should not be overlooked that
the next sentence of the article does establish the obligation of the parties to
co-operate in contributing to the further development of the applications of nuclear
energy for peaceful purposes. We note that this new article has been welcomed by
other members of the Committee. As other delegations have stated, the obligation
expressed in a provision of this nafufe must of necessity be a general one. I am
convinced, however, that the formal commitment provided in the article will ensure the
widespread development of peaceful applications of nuclear energy which Ambassador Kolo
and all of us desire. We should also not forget in this connexion that a review of
this aspect of the treaty will be possible-at the review conferences.

5. The representative of Nigeria also asked whether we shared his view that the
first sentence of paragraph 2 of article IV of the revised draft could be saiq to
cover the exchange of information on the peaceful application of nuclear explosive
devices (ibid., para.l0). Mr. Chairman, my delegation does hold the view that this
sentence of article IV of the revised draft covers the exchange of information on the

peaceful applications of nuclear explosions. The United States is already committed
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to a policy of making availeble to other countries, as widely as possible,

information concerning all aspects of the peaceful uses of nuclear energy, including
information on the applications of nuclear explosions for peaceful uses. Article IV
is in keeping with that long-standing United States policy and ensures that that
policy will continue.

6. I might add that over 400 formal unclassified reports and articles have been
published by United States authors on the subject of the application of peaceful
nuclear explosions. Moreover, our continued publication of basic technical information
on this subject permits other nations, including non-nuclear-weapon States, to make
their own studies of specific peaceful applications.

s In our view, the revised draft article IV also serves the purpose intended by
Ambassador Kolo's proposed amendment to article V requiring annual reports to the
International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) on international co-operation in developing
nuclear energy for peaceful purposes. The present article IV establishes the right

to participate in the fullest possible exchange of information and also provides for
co-operation with international organizations. These provisions are realistic,
widely-acceptable means for ensuring the type of broad international exchanges desired.
They should encourage and facilitate the circulation of such information reports through
IAEA and other international organizations and at periodic international conferences
on the peaceful uses of atomic energy. Msking the reports compulsory for cach party
could prove unnecessarily burdensome to many, as well as to IAEA, especially in view
of the expected acceleration and expansion of such co-operation and exchanges.

8. Ambassador Kolo stated that his proposed amendment to article V was also intended
"to minimize the grounds for suspicion by parties to the treaty in respect of
inter-State nuclear activities" (ENDC/PV.371, para.l3), among which he cited peaceful

nuclear explosion services under bilateral agreements. Mr. Chairman, my delegation

believes that the prohibitibns enunciated in articles I and II and the safeguards
provisions in article III already constitute effective means for achieving thatv
purpose, With regard to bilateral agreements under the present article V, we have
already spoken on this matter at our meeting of 22 February (ENDC/PV.369, paras.37 et seg.)-
9. in cmendment was also suggested to article IV by the distinguished representative of
Italy (ENDC/218). This is the proposal to add to article IV a sentence stating that
nothing in the treaty shall be interpreted as affecting the inalicnable right of all
parties to acquire source and special fissionable materials or equipment for the use of

source and special fissionable materials for peaceful purposes.
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10. On a2 number of occasions this Committee hes been most appropriately reminded by the
delegation of Italy of the great importance of fissionable materials in the development
of peaceful nuclear activities. HMost recently, on 20 February the distinguished
representative of Italy, Ambassador Caracciolo, explained how access to nuclear raw
materials was indeed an important means of participating in the world of modern science
and technology (ENDC/PV.367, paras.57 et scq.).

1l. Earlier, on 1 August 1967, Mr. Fanfani, the distinguished Foreign Minister of Italy,
made a proposal which included as one of its key elements the supply of fissionable
material to non-nuclear-weapon countries (ENDC/PV.318, paras.l5 et seq.; ENDC/205). Ve
believe that the stress which ltaly has placed on the vital problem of nuclear supply
has contributed to both & realistic and a far-sighted appreciation of one of the
important features of our work.

12. Concerns such as those expressed by the delegation of Italy have contributed to the
formulation of article IV and article.III. The second paragraph of article IV now
contains a clear-cut undertaking by parties to co-operate in contributing alone or
together with other States or international organizations to the future development of
the applications of nuclear encrgy for peaceful purposes, especially in the territories
of non-nuclear-weapon States partics to the freaty. This undertaking would include the
supply of nuclear materials for peaceful purposes. |

13. Some concern has been expressed in this Committee that perhaps in some way the
requirement-of safeguards pursuant to article III might detract from international
co-opcration in the supply of nuclear meterials. However, it is important to note that
the first sentence of the third paragraph of article III states clearly that the safe-
guards required by the article shall be implemented in a manner designed to comply with
article IV of the treaty. DMoreover, paragraph 3 of article III prescribes that the
safeguards shall avoid hampering the economic or technological devclopment of the parties
or international co-operation in the fiéld of peaceful nuclear activities, including the
international exchange of nucleér material and cquipment -~ and I repeat: including the
international exchange of nuclear material and equipment.

14. M¥r. Chairmen, in view of these twe provisions, paragraph 3 of article III and
paragraph 2 of article IV, we believe thal the cssential purposc of the Italian amendment
to article IV, as we understand it, is achieved slready in the draft non-proliferation
treaty. That is why we do not believe that additional language is required.

15. With regard to article IX, the distinguished representative of Nigeria suggested
(ENDC/PV.371, pars.24) that a number of non-nuclear-weapon States equivalent to a

majority of the membership of the Unitcd Nations be required to ratify the treaty before
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it enters into force. On this point I cen only reiterate our conviction that requiring

so large a number could create a risk of further proliferation by delaying the treaty's
entry into force, possibly by as much as two ycars after it was opened for signature.
Naturally, the treaty's entry into force marks only a firm starting-point; over thc long
run we would hope for adherence to the treaty not only by a majority of the Membership

of the United Nations but by virtually every nation. _

16. The changes regarding periodic review of the trecaty included in the revised draft
have a bearing on other pasrts of the treaty to which other suggestions were addressed. In
particular, they havec & bearing on the provisions in article X for duration. No.changes
have been made in these provisions, in part because we believe that the present provisions
already reflect a realistlc compromise betwecn divergent viewpoints. A number of countries
have expressed a preference for indefinite duration, but have indicated their willingness
to accept the provision for a twenty-five-year initial duration period in order to make
the treaty more widely ccceptable.

17. Ve have not felt it advisable to add the further azmendment suggested by the
representative of Italy, which would give parties a right to denouncc the treaty at the end
of twenty~five years without stating any reason therefor. But the provision for periodic
review now included in the text does, we belicve, encompass the essential element of
flexibility which we understand was also in part the aim of the Italian delegation's
proposal for amending the duration clause. In this connexion we do not sec any need to
specify, as suggested by the representative of Nigeria (ENDC/PV.371, paras.18,19;
ENDC/220/Rev.1), that findings of review conferences should be adopted by a majority of
signatories. There should be no difficulty for a majority of signatorics, or for that
matter any group of parties, making known at a2 review conference any collective vicws

they may have. |

18. Flexibility also appearcd to be the motivation of the rcpresentative of Nigeria when
he questioncd the wording of the first scenience of article ¥ and expressed concern that it
might fetter the sovereign rights of States (ENDC/PV.371, para.2l). We sincerely believe
this concern is unfounded. I would only point out that the¢ sentence is derived entirely
from the Limited Test Ban Treaty (ENDC/100/Rev.l). That is to say, the formulation used
already enjoys wide internationzal acceptancc.

19. At our 376th meeting the distinguished representative of Romanie, Ambassador Ecobesco,
presented several amendments (ENDC/223/Rev.l) to the draft Non-Proliferation Treaty texts
of 18 January, then before the Conference. We have reviewed these amendments, together
with Ambzssador Ecobesco's explanation of their purpese. I should first like to note

that several of these proposed amendments were previously presented in the working paper
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offered to the Conference by the Romenian delegotion cn 19 Ccolober 1947 (ENDC/199) and

in

m

have been thoroughly discussed in this Committec. Scveral of the Romanian suggestion
that earlier document were reflected in the dreft text of 18 January. Also, the Romanian
amendment relating to periodic review (LEDC/223/Rev.l, p.4), prescnted st our meeting of
11 March (ENDC/PY.376, pera.22), was roeflected in the reviscd draft ireety presentcd
later in that samc wmeeting (BHDC/224, annex A). -

20. With regard vo the proposed Romanisn amendments to article III, the substance of
most of those zmendments was discussed in Ambazssader JePalma's statement of cur 368th

our 302nd mceting. For exampley

fo
-

necting, in reply to Ambassador Ecobesco's guestions
the proposed ncw paragraph & of article III, czlling for Sccurity Council control to -~
Yi... ensure that non-nuclear-weapon States Pariy to the Treaty on whose territory
there are forcign military bases shall not scquire in any form whatsoever access
to nuclear weapons indirectly through such bases" —-
parallels the substancec of one of Ambassador Ecobesco's earlier gquestions. In this instance
I should like to reiterate the rosponse given by the United Suates delegation to his
earlier question:
"The answer is to be found in the provisions of article I which prohibit any
transfer te any recipient whatsoever of nuclear weapons or other nuclear explosive
devices, or contral over such weapons or devices, dircctly or indirectly. This
articlc and the counterpart article II thus prohibit thosc activities which constitute
nuclear proliferation. The treaty is not designed to dezl with defence relationships
or crrongements . within alliancos which do net involve nuclear proliferation. Any
attempt to do so would take us back tnie the morass of thesretical argumentation
over amorphous issues which toc long frustratcd our ncgotiations.® (ENDC/rV.368,para.30)
2l. Similarly, wc have previcusly irceted the guestion ¢f the degree to which peaceful
nuclear esctivities of non-nuclear-weapon partics must be subject to treavy safeguards,
We heve already noted thet the IAEA safeguards decument (INFCIRC/G4/Rev.l) == particularly
in paragraphs 47 ana 58 -~ alrealy providces for varying dcgrees of inspection. Also we
have pointed out that there are provisions -- speeifically in paragrephs 21 end 22 -~ for
cxempting from safeguards any total quantities of source or special fissionzble materisls
which are too small to be potentislly significant from the standpoint of nuclear
proliferation. Therefore I belicve that the proposed Romonian cmendments decling with
quantitative and gualitative limitations on the application of trecaty safeguards are
unnecessary. They are already covered in principle and as far as necessary in the IAaEA

safecguards document.
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22. However, I'should like to reiterate our conviction that, to accomplish the
exclusive purpose stated in the first sentence of article III, treaty safeguards
must in the first instance be applicable to all source or special fissionable
material in the peaceful nuclear activities of non-nuclear-weapon parties. Any
exemptions from such safeguards and relaxations in the degree of safeguards inspection
would then be made as provided for in the safeguards agreements concluded with IAEA
and in accordance with specific provisions of the IAEA safeguards document, such as
those I mentioned earlier.

23. Finally, Mr. Chairman, we have given careful study to the important statement
of the representative of India made at our 370th meeting. I believe it is fair

to say that the burden of his criticism of the draft treaty now before us is that it
is not a full-fledged measure of nuclear disarmament.

24. The United States fully appreciates the consistently-expressed view of the
delegation of India that the non-proliferation treaty not only should set the stage
for actual measures of nuclear disarmament, but should itself embody such mesasures,
or at least a specific undertsking regarding various measures. Nothing would please
us more than to be able to draft and support such a treaty. The Committee is
aware of the various measures the United States has proposed to halt the nuclear
arms race and of its earnest desire to initiate a discussion leading to limitations
and subsequent reductions of existing nuclear arsenals. '

25. However, what any one of our countries may desire can only be a prelude to and
a goal for negotiations. If any of us adopted the view that our desires must be
fully satisfied before we could agree on any forward step, there would be no point
in negotiation. The draft treaty in its latest revised form represents the maximum
area of agreement now obtainable; but, more important, it constitutes what we

are convinced is an essential and effective measure which must be taken now if we

are to have a fair chance to make the further progress we all want.

26. That is why we believe thatthose who continue to have reservations about what
they may feel to be the limited scope of this treaty should consider carefully the
implications of their position. This is particularly true in the case of thosé
delegations whose governments have over the years c&nsistently urged the need to

halt the nuclear arms race and to reduce nuclear arsenals. Such governments would,
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we believe, assume a heavy responsibility if they were now to withhold their support
from this treaty -- which is a major step -- only because it does not go as far as

they had wished. Progress in zrms control and disarmament will always be difficult
and, if it is <o be realized, it will requirec the co-operation and encouragement of

all nations which sincerely share this objective.

27 The CHAIRMAN (Canada): I should now like to address the Committee in my

capacity as representative of Canada.

28, The Canadian delegation welcomes the latest revisions included in the draft
non-proliferation treaty which was submitted on Monday, 11 March (ENDC/224, Annex A).
These revisions constitute a further step in the elaboration of a treaty which should
be both effective and widely acceptable. Anyone who has followed the course of
negotiations in the Eighteen-Nation Committee on Disarmament during the past two

years and studied the successive draft treaty texts should be convinced of the
constructive results obtained through the efforts of all delegations.

29. We shall very soon be moving on to the United Wations General Assembly for what
will probably be the last round of negotiations, in which the treaty will take on

its final form. The Canadian delegation would respectfully suggest that a1l members
of the Eighteen-Nation Committee on Disarmament have a responsibility to do all in
their power to make the General Assembly debate as constructive, relevant and

informed as possible. Members of the United Nations not represented in the
Eighteen-Nation Committee on Disarmsment will have a great deal of material to
assimilate in the short time betwecn the sending of our report and the opening of the
resumed session.

30. Therefore we subscribe to the principle of the working paper (ENDC/221) submitted
by the delegation of Italy, which is finding its place in Annex E, or perhaps some
other annex, of the proposed report to the General Assembly. The co-Chairmen suggested
at our meeting of Mondey last that delegations snould select for listing in that annex
statements of their positions on the treaty or proposals they have made which they
consider should be brought to the sttention of other Members of the United Nations
(ENDC/PV.376, para..9). The Canadian delegation has taken action as suggested.

31. The Canadian Government is in general agreement with the provisions of the

treaty in its latest revisionland welcomes the last changes which have been

incorporated.
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32. We find the content and phrasing of the preamble satisfactory, and in
particular we ascribe importancé to the provisions tnat assert support for rescarch
on and development of the instrumented means cof carrying out safeguards

procedures in the system of the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEAL); to

the provisions that affirm the principle that States not possessing nuclear weapons
should receive the benéfits of all peaceful applications of nuclear technology,
including the uses of nuclear explosive devices for peaceful purposes; and to those
provisions which refer to steps to halt the arms race and lead to nuclear disarmament.
We are pleased to see the inclusion in the present draft of the paragraph suggested
by the delegation of Sweden (ENDC/215) reaffirming the determination expressed in
the Moscow limited test-ban treaty (ENDC/100/Rev.l) to achieve a cessation of all
nuclear weapon testing. '

33. As I heve mentioned in earlier statements, Canada finds that articles I and II
of the treaty, often referred to as its core, adequately provide for preventing
States other than the existing nuclear Powers from acquiring nuclear weapons. That,
of course, is the main purpose of the treaty. In that connexion we have welcomed
the recent assurances by the co-Chairmen, in response to points raised by some
delegations, that they consider articles I and II to contain no loop-holes to
proliferation of practical significance.

34. Turning to article III: while Cénada would have preferred an equitable safeguards
article, which would apply safeguards to the peaceful nuclear activities of all
parties to the treaﬁy, we consider the formulation of srticle III submitted on

18 January by the United States and the Soviet Union {ENDC/192/Rev.l; 193/Rev.l) to
be an acceptable compromise arising out of lengthy and difficult negotiations. As

a non-nuclear-weapon State, Canads has been greatly assisted in coming to a decision
to support this formulation by the public undertekings of the United States and

the United Kingdom last December to accept safeguards on their own non-military
iuélear activities (ENDC/206,207). We earnestly appeal to the Union of Soviet
Socialist Republics to give a similar undertaking.

35. We would urge other members of this Committee also to support the latest =
formulation of article III. This article is in our view essential to the credibility
and working of the treaty, because it would provide effective means of ensuring

that the terms of the treaty were being respected by the parties. As we have often
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stated in this Committee, Casnada considers provision for effective verification to
be fundamental to realistic and durable measures of arms control, not least to
invest them with the vital clement of international credibility. Article III would,
we are sure, accord the tresiy the necessary credibility snd instil in parties the
confidence necessary 1o ensure that the ireaty would be effective in preventing the
further spread of nuclear wespons and enhencing the security of the community of
nations.

36. We would remind members of the Committee tha® the intent of the article is to
apply safeguards in accordance with the Statute of IAEA and the Agency's safeguards
system (INFCIRC/66/Rev.1). This safeguards system has been sanctioned by the
General Conference of the Agency, which claims the membership of every country
represented in this Committee. It has, moreover, attracted wide international supporti
end has stood the test of time and experience. Article III envisages, not the
imposition of a new untried concept and sel of procedures, not a departure from
established norms and practices, but rather the logical, and we trust progressive,
extension of an effective, unobtrusive and generally-acceptable set of controls against
the diversion of nuclear energy to weapon purposes.

37. What is required at this juncture is merely some generzsl indication of support
for the principle end intent of the article, particularly from those members of

the Committee with active peaceful nuclear programmes. No member can be expected

to make a final judgement on or commitment to the article until the treaty is in
final form. All members will have the opportunity fo review and assess the
viability of all provisiong of the treaty baefore they sign and ratify it. Even as
parties; they will have the opportunity to review the actual functioning of the
treaty and the extent to which all parties are living up to its terms and spirit.
38. However, we can clearly not begin the process of developing a treaty safeguards
system until a convincing number of prospective parties agree on and indicate their
support for such a system. Only with such suppert can we ensure that the predominent
part of the world's nuclear materials and equipment will fz11 under effective
safeguards.

39. There has been much discussion in this Committee of the need for the treaty

to provide for an acceptable balance of mutual obligations between the nuclear

and non-nuclear States. In the view of the Cenadian delegation, article IV of the

treaty goes some way towards establishing such e balance, as it expresses an
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obligation upon States with advanced nuclear programmes to assist those in less
favoured circumstances. Furthermore, my delegation considers it most impor{ant that
article IV guarentees the rights of parties to the tresty to the unrestricted
development of nuclesr energy for peaceful purpcoses and to the co-operation to that
end of other States and international organizations.
40. Article V of the treaty deals with a subject which has at times provoked
a live;y debate in the Committvee. I refer, of course, to the use of nuclear
explosive devices for peaceful purposes. We support the wording of the present
article V, which, we feel, contezins advantages for non-nuclear countries which
offset the prohibitions contained in articles I and II. During our debate I have
meny times stated Canada's position on the regulation of peaceful nuclear
explosions under a treaty of non-proliferation. For the present I shall merely
repeat what I said at our meeting on 21 February, which reflects our desire to see
the elaboration of an effective non-proliferation tresty without any loop-holes:
... we support the prohibitive provision in srticles I and II; and the
fundamental reason for this is thzt we believe that military and civil
nuclear explosive technologies are indistinguishable. The ability to produce
eny kind of nuclear explosive device /is/ the same as the ability to

produce a2 nuclear wespon ..." (ENDC/PV.368, pars.3)

41. Cenada considers that the provisions of article V are particularly advantageous,
as they assure Stetes without nuclear weapons that they will be able to secure
nuclear explosive services for pesceful purposes when these have been developed by
the nuclear Powers, but without any charges for research and development.  Such
arrangements would spare non-nuclear-weapon States the high costs in both financial
and human terms and the delays of many years which would be involved in developing
nuclear explosive devices with their own resources.

42. My delegation, smong others, has raised questions concerning the provision for
bilaterzl arrangements for peaceful nuclear explosive services. We have welcomed
the oral assurances on this point which have been giveﬁ by the co-Chairmen,
particularly that bilateral arrangements would be arrived at and implement in strict
acecrdance with articles I and II of the treaty. As stated by the repiesentative of
the United States, any bilateral arrangements would be subject to international

observation.
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43. We have nﬁted also statements by the co-Chairmen thsat it will be necessery in
due course, when more is known about the economic and technical feasibility of
employing nﬁclear explosions for enginecering or other developmental purposes, to
draw up a cohvention or internaticnal agreement on the modes of carrying out and
controlling the arrangéments foreseen under the provisions of article V. The
Canadian delegation suggested an outline of what such a convention should contein

in its intervention on 12 September 1967 (ENDC/PV.329, paras. 19 et seg.).

44,. Cenada is in agreement with the provisions of article VIII, as now revised.

We welcome the inclusion of language which makes possible pericdic review of how

the objects of both the treaty and the preamble are being achieved.

45. With regard to erticle IX, as we have sald before, we consgider that forty
ratifications are about the number which should be required to bring the treaty into
force. In view of the importence of this treaty, the Canadian Government hopes

that it will come into effect with the minimum of deley.

46. The prdvisions of article X are completely ccceptable to my delegation.

47. Turning now from the treaty itself, I should like to comment briefly on an
equally importent end closely-related subject. We hove from time to time voiced
concern that the question of security =sssurnnces has not yet been deslt with in

our Committee's negotiations. We have, of course, appreciated the complexities and
the difficulties of reaching an ngréement of this kind. Therefore, we greatly welcome
the recent tripartite ngreement on this issue. We have long been convinced that

the non-aligned non-nuclear-weapon Stotes parties to the treaty have o légitimate
claim to be protected sgeinst nuclear intimidation and sattack, in return for their
renunciation of the right to acquire-nuclenr weepens.

48. The Canadian Government believes that the agreement between the United States,
the Soviet Union and the United Kingdom, as expressed in statements by the
representatives of those Powers at our 375th meeting (ENDC/222), advances very
considerably the possibilities of general acceptance of the non-proliferation treaty --
which it regerds as so fundamentally necessary at this time. The proposed resolution
and accompanying declarations, furthermore, would constitute an obligation of the
nucléar Powers, thus giving furﬁhef recogﬁitian to the principle that there should
be an appropridte balance of ﬁutual obligations and responsibilities in and relating

to a non-proliferation treaty.
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49. In conclusion, I would say that it appears Lo the Canadian delegation that the
draft treaty now before us approaches the optimum reconciliation of the varying
interests and concerne of the nations in the world today in regard to this problem.
The governments we represent must take their decisions in the light of the dangers and
tensions of the present and, more importantly, in the light of the greater tensions
end dengers which will certainly develop if they do nothing to check the spread of

nuclear weapons and, following that, to halt the nuclear srms race.

50. Mr. PORTER (United Kingdom): I too should like to say a few words on the
draft treaty text presented by the co-Chairmen on 11 March (ENDC/224, Annex £).

51. e assume that, before the finel text is opened for signature, work will have to
be done to make the various language versions conform.  That should provide an
opportunity to polish the drafting of certain passages -- I am thinking in particular
of those to which I referred at our 369th meeting -- in order to ensure clarity

and precision in all languages.

52. However, today my delegation is concerned with the substance of the text, and I
shéuld like merely to make ore point on that. We have sald on meny occasions --

the most recent being on 23 January, when my Minister addressed the Committee
(ENDC/PV.358, para. 23) -- that we want a treaty which will last, and that without some
progress on future measures of disarmament, in our view, the treaty would not last.

It was with that in mind thet we proposed our amendment to article VIII (ENDC/203/Rev.1);
and I am glad to see that the co-Chairmen have accepted it and the Swedish emendments of
8 February (ENDC/215) and have incorporated them in the revised text.

53. VWe are satisfied that the treaty as now drafted will meintain the momentum for
progress in disarmament; and we hope that it will meet the similar preoccupation

of other countries both within and outside the Eighteen-Nation Committee on
Disarmament.

54. I should like to thank the representatives of the United States and the

USSR for all the work and devotion which has gone into the text now before us, 2

text which is satisfactory from our point of view.



ENDC/PV.378

1&

The Conference decided to issue the following commnigue:

"The Conference of the Eighteen-llation Committee on Disarmement today
held its 378th plenary mecting in the Palais des Nations, Geneva, under the
chairmanship of H.E. Ambassador E.L.M. Burns, representative of Canada.

"Statements were made by the representatives of the United Stetes, Canada

end the United Kingdom.

"The next meeting of the Conference will be held on Thursday, 14 March
1968, at 10.30 a.m.”

The meeting rose at 11.30 a.m.




