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l. The CHAIRMJ~ (United Kingdom): I declare open the 373rd plenary meeting 

of the Conference of the Eighteen-Nation Co~illrlttee on Disarmament. 

2. Mrs. MYRDAL (Sweden): We are now fast approaching the end of cur 

deliberations in the Eighteen-Nation Committee on Disarmament on the draft non

proliferation treaty, and it is rather late to make further comments. However, 

before it is too late, I wish to take the floor once more in order to state our 

views on some of the points that have been raised by other delegations since I last 

addressed the Committee at our 364th meeting. Naturally I will concentrate on 

·suggestions and comments made in reference to the amendments that were submitted by 

my delegation in documents ENDC/215 and ENDC/216. 

3. All delegations are now beginning to have a rather clear picture of the positions 

of other delegations in r egard to the draft t exts submitted by the delegations of the 

Soviet Union and the United States on 18 January (ENDC/192/Rev.l, 193/Rev.l). That 

is of great importance as we are now entering the last phase of the Committeers long 

labours on the non-proliferation issue: the transmittal of the resulting report 

to the General Assembly of the United Nations in accordance with the wishes of the 

Assembly as expressed i n resolution 2346 A (XXII) (ENDC/210). 

4. We understand t hat the draft t r eaty text t o accompany t his report will be on the 

authority and under the signature of the originators of the text, our two co-Chairmen. 

We are, of course, eagerly looking forward to seeing the once more r evised treaty 

language which they will recommend, hoping that it will i ncorporate t he gi st of our 

amendments and expressed desires. However, as several delegations have indicated 

before me, our final attitude to the text can, of course, only be crystallized during 

the forthcoming deliberations in the United Nations. 

5. In the first series of amendments put forward by· my del egation and introduced 

by me at our 363r d meeting, we sugges ted an additional paragraph i n the pr eamble of 

the draft t reaty referring to the urgency of concluding a comprehensive test ban; 

further, a strengthening of the wor ding of article VI on negoti ations for further 

disarmament measures ; and, finally, an additional sentence in paragraph 3 of 

article VIII explicitly providing f or a possibility of periodic r eview confer ence 

every five years . 

6. The Swedish delegat i on has been much gratified by t he suppor t given to t hose 

various amendments by other delegations during the pas t weeks . As a matter of fact 
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we have heard no dissenting voice in regard to that set of amendments, contained in 

document ENDC/215.. Therefore I suggest that it is correct to assume that they have 

gained wide support and that they will find their place in the treaty text as revised 

by the co-Chairmen, to be annexed to our report to the General Assembly. 

7. Some changes in the language of our amendments both to article VI and to 

paragraph 3 of article VIII were suggested by the United Kingdom delegation at the 

369th meeting. We have studied those changes of ·wording wi t.h care and wish to state 

that we gladly accept them. They do seem to us .in both cases to be improvements to 

our texts . 

8. We are also happy to note that the Uni.ted Kingdom.delegation on the same occasi on 

formally reintroduqed in document ENDC/203/Rev.l, its _earlier a.rnendment to paragraph 3 

of article VIII, in which I strongly supported in my intervention a t the 363rd 

meeting. We have noted that t hat &~endment has gained wide support in the Committee 

an6 therefore we trust it will likewise be included in the revised draft text of .the 

treaty. He should havenothing against accepting the version of that same paragraph 

submitted by Italy (ENDC/218) if it were t o meet with general approval. 

9. In our second series of amendments (ENDC/216) we suggested some minor changes 

in the seventh paragraph of the preamble as well as in article V - - botll related to 

the subject of nuclear explosi ons for peaceful pur poses . These amendments have not, 

it would seem, been as widely accepted as the previous set; . some replies may still 

be forthcoming. Perhaps they have not been so well understood or judged t 'o be as 

important as 'vle are convinced they ar e and even mor e will prove to become, despite 

the fact that I argued their case at sow.e length in my statement at our 364th lJleeting. 

10. Our objections to the present wording of article V der ive from three serious 

considerations: first, that a future compr ehensi ve test-ban treaty mus t not be 

ham?ered by any wording. in this treaty; secondly, that the possibility f or the 

conclusion of bil ateral arrangements between a nuclear-weapon State and a non-nuclear

weapon State f or t he purpose of nucl ear explosions shoul d be eliminated, as such 

arrangements might give ris;:; to suspicion; and thirdly, that potential benefi ts from 

peaceful explosions must be .shared by all countries and should not accrue predominantly 

to nuclear-weapon count ries . 

11. On the firs t s cor e , our basic view hc,s raet with considerabl e approval. All 

delegations that have spoken on the subj ect seem to agree that the contents of 

arti cle V must not prejudice or prejudge the requirements of a comprehensive test-ban 
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treaty. However, if my fellow repres entatives and, more specifically, the 

co-Chairmen would once again study the rules in article VIII f ettering the procedures 

for having amendments to the present treaty approved, everyone would, I believe, be 

eager, in view of the very cumbersome nature of such an undertaking, to rid t he 

present treaty text of any wording that would need r eformulation when the comprehensive 

test-ban treaty is agreed upon. The further fact that all countries that are defined 

as nuclear-weapon States and might at the time of such amendment be parties to this 

treaty have a veto right makes it still more imperative that we bo circumspect. There 

does exist a connexion between the formal aspect -- that of safeguarding the future 

test-ban treaty -- and the substance -- that i s , the conflicting interests in r egard 

to peaceful nuclear explosions -- and I shall revert to that. 

12. If it had not been for that intrinsic connexion between form and substance we 

might have acquiesced in the interpretation of the present wording of t he article 

given by some delegations , including those of the co-Chairmen: t hat the article in 

its present form does not create any prejudice or prejudgement of the test-ban issue. 

l'fe were prima facie particularly interested in the compromise language suggested by 

the United Kingdom delegation. In his speech of 22 February the representative of 

the United Kingdom, V~. Porter, suggested that the article 

n ••• be prefaced simply by a phrase to the effect that nothing in the article would 

prejudice the subsequent conclusi on of a compr<-hensive test-ban treaty" 

(ENDC/PV.369. para.33) 

However, f or the purpose of saf eguarding t rue inter nati onalization, such a caveat 

formula is not enough, I r egret to say. Still l ess could we be ready t o accept the 

wording as it now stands . 

13. We come closer to the substantive i ssue involved when considering our second point, 

r egarding bilateral arrangements -- or, rather, any arrangements but internat ional 

ones -- where some other delegations. have rallied to t he support of our thesis. The 

r epresentative of t he United Arab Republic, Mr. Khallaf, quot ed very app~opriately in 

his speech on 20 February a statement by the r epr esent ative of the United States, 

Mr. dePalma, in r egard to bilateral saf eguards arrangements. Hr. DePalma in fac t 

said on 6 February: "Bilateral saf eguards would not suffice t o eliminate suspicions 

that could arise among third parties ••• " (ENDC/PV.362 , para.JO). After his quotation 

from Mr. DePalma 1s statement Hr. Khallaf went on to say: 
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11 That is why my delegation is nnxious thnt there should be no mention of bilateral 

agreements in article V. In this regard, we welcome the suggestion made by 

Mrs. Hyrdal at our meeting l)f 13 February thn t the words ron a bilaterc"l basis 1 

be deleted from r:crticle V.,. 11 (ENDC/PV.367, para.?12. 

14. Furthermore, the representative '1f Canada has once more dealt with that question,. 

On 21 Febru2.ry Mr. Burns, wh,J h8.d earlier expressed very strong criticism of the 

inclusion of the reference to bilateral agreements on the utilization of nuclear 

explosive devices, seemed perhc~ps tc::J hove restricted the requirements 11 to appropriate 

international observation" (ENDC/PV.368, para~l4), which is also the formula 

repeatedly used by the United States. 

15. I regret once more to have to beg to differ~ international observation would not 

be enough. The solution which in the long run must be sought to this problem of 

non-discriminatory sh8.ring of the potential for economic exploitation of these most 

advanced engineering methods must be some form of internationalization, and we can 

conceive of no better scheme th,~"n one to require licensing by an international organ 

of each project using nuclear explosives. That has also been str_~ngly vindicated, 

for instance, by the representative of Nigeri;:c at ;Jur 37lst meeting. 

l6. The news reaching us about plans for exploitation on a very different basis -

making it international big business -- is judged as disquieting, on the one hand by 

us who care about a test ban as an urgent disarmament measure and on the other h8.nd 

by those countries which have the right t·.) hope that their development should be 

promoted no less than that of rich cuuntries if these methods turn out to be 

practicable. The creation of an internationc.l company, 11 Nobelpaso Geonuclear", 

as a follow-up to Project Gasbuc:;gy, with lmerican nnd Frencn capit2.l, together with 

some from Belgium and lN"est Germany, places the future in a di fereht light. The aim 

of this enterj_Jrise to sell services for the use ~1f nuclear explosive devices "over 

the whole world" with the exception of the United States hardly tallies with the 

promises that such services will be made available on the basis of very low charges 

as ;:c kind of technical assistance. The profit incentive is evidently not excluded. 

17. Perhaps it would be good to remind everyone of the statement by the representative 

of Ethiopia, who wondered about the effects of a monopolistic system on the price 

(ENDC/PV.364, para.45). We might even fear that vested interests, in the world of 

international commerce, could come t,J act as a pressure against the test ban. 

HJwever, our rescue in regard to the j_Jresent treaty text seems to be close at hand. 

In his statement on 22 February the representntive of the United States, Hr. DePalmn, 
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made a reference on this point to the phrase in the first sentence of article v, 
11appropriate international procedures". He went on to say: 

llThese 'appropriate international procedures 1 , once established and whatever 

the particular form they might take , would apply to both bilateral and 

multilateral projects. 11 . (ENI:C/PV .369, para.44) 

Here I would insert that they should, of course, apply also to unilateral ones. 

l'1r. DePalma continued: 

"If, under a comprehensive tes t ban treaty, international approval were needed 

f or the conduct of a nuclear explosion for peaceful purposes, su.ch approval 

would constitute an !appropriate international procedure 1 applicable to services 

conducted bilaterally or through an appropriat e international body." (ibid.) 

18 . That important statement of pr inciple clearly shows the way out, which is 

exactly the one we have suggested in our amendment. The reference to bilat.eral 

arrangements can be deleted as redundant in this context. Any substantive ' 

prescription about this whole matter might be postponed until we deal with a text 

for the compr ehensive t est-ban treaty and/or a special agreement on the conduct 

of permitted explosions. It i s c ertainly ·extraneous in this connexion, where we 

are only trying to . legislate about conditions influencing the spread of nuclear 

weapons to other countries , encompassing a prohi bi t ion on their producing nuclear 

explosi ve devices f or any purpose . That i s our main goal, from which we should 

not deviate. 

19 . Special t r eatment for the nuclear-weapon Powers and the possibility of special 

bilater al arrangements f or t he benef it of some non-nucl ear-weapon Stat es are 

clearly el ements which should be er as ed from t he t ext as f ar as i s possible. I have 

sever al times made that remark in connexion with the article on control, article III, 

as have many other s . I f eel t hat i t i s just a s r el evant in r elat i on t o ar ticle V. 

Theref ore I wish to expr ess the strong expectation that t he co-Chairmen will heed 

these views in t he car eful study they are now making of t he wording of this whole 

article . Should our point of view not be t aken into account by the co-Chairmen in 

t heir now draft text, I feel t hat we shall have to raise t his matter again during 

the deba t e in the Uni ted Nations~ An i mpor t ant question of principle i s i nvolved. 

I am also sure tha t especially r epresent atives of economically l ess-developed 

countries r egard the f orm of t his article as of very special import~~ce to their 

i nter est s . 
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20. Let me for one moment dwell on tho even more general subject of international 

co-operation for the further applications of nuclear energy for peaceful purposes. 

We share the view, put fonmrd by several delegations, that the non-proliferation 

treaty ought to have a stimulating effect in that regard and that the provisions 

in the preamble and ]n article IV dealing with tho subject could be of genuine 

L~portance, In that connoxion I wish to quote from a statement made by the 

representative of the Soviet Union; Hr. Roshchin, who said on 16 February, inter alia: 
11 Th-.: conclusion of th\.: tr::-~1ty will :;.:;_no unho..nc..; the; :;.:ole of the Internetti_onal 

Atomic Energy Agency, which will not only exercise control over thG activities of 

nuclear States in connexion with the non-prolj_feration treaty but will have 

wider links with them, lvhich will enable it to obtain a better knowledge of 

their needs , interests and requirements, and also of the situation in regard to 

the peaceful use of nuclear energy as a whole and of the possibilities existing 

in that field. All this will make it possible to take further and even more 

effective steps to deepen, widen and make more specific the f orms of co.--operation 

between States in the peaceful use of nucloer energy ano in r endering assistance 

in this field to many countries, including the devel oping and other non-nuclear 

Stntes, 11 (ENDC/PV.366, pa;::.'1.23) 

21. It is well knownJ of course;- that tho International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA), 

in acco~dance with its Statute, has boon carrying out a wide programmo Qf this kind 

for many years and that this programme is all the time oxtending in scope. l~ith that 

fact in view, I wish -- although it is probo.bly unneces sary ---- to warn against 

interpretation of the new article IV in this treaty c~s an att empt to r 0strict in 

any way the free flow of information or the channel s f or co--operation in the nuclear 

ene:::-gy field, vrhich is part c.nd parcel of the t ask of IAEA and, by and large, of our 

international s trivings. The L~~ense value of wide international co-operation in 

nuclear t echnology has been emphas ized by many delegations , for instance, by those of 

India (ElWC/PV.370, para.l9) cJ.nd Bulgaria (ENDC/PV,371, parao46). 

22~ No measures t o restrict such benefits to the various countries in accordance with 

wh~ther and when they ratify this particular t rea ty should be imput ed t o art icle 

IV of t ho t ext; and I do not bel i eve that the continuation of tho s tat ement by 

Mr. Roshchin which I have jus t quoted should be interpret ed i n a negat ive way. Any 

regu1ation of the right t o benefit from the developments in the nuclear energy field 



ENDC/PV. 373 
10 

(Hrs . f.fyrdal, &.;eden) 

should, on grounds of logical and practical consistency, be related to the agreement 

to submit one 1s nuclear energy progr~~e to IAEA safeguards, as is also stated in 

article III, paragraph 2. Article IV, on the other hand, should be read in a 

positive vein, indicating as it does that the treaty would serve as an inspiration 

and guidance for an ever-increasing participation in the vast current of international 

co-operation in regard t o nuclear technology, taking place as hitherto through 

IAEA and in other forms, not leas t through open communication channels within the 

international republic of scientists. 

23. Finally, I must voice a certain disquietude I have felt, when studying the 

s tatements so far made within the Committee, that there still seems t o prevail an 

uncertainty about the inherent connexion between articles VIII and X-- that is, 

between the reviewing of the implementation of the provisions of the treaty and the 

purposes of its preamble, on the one hand, and the right to withdrawal on the other. 

lilly definite interpretation concerning what constitutes legitimate grounds for 

withdrawal is still l acking. I may mention in parenthesis that tho case of the 

partial test-ban treaty (ENDC/100/Rev.l) is clear-cut to quite a different degree. 

The del egation of Brazil has offered an amendment with some interesting language to 

article X (ENDC/201/Rcv .2). I am not i n a position today to judge -vrhat formula 

would be both unambiguous and etccoptable to prospectivG signatories. However, we 

certainly need to be more enlightened concerning what is the politically and 

pr ocedurally correct basis £or interpr et ation o£ t ho expr essi on o£ misgiving, so 

frequently voiced, tha t 11 the treaty may not l 8.s t" if there i s no definite turn of 

the tide in regard t o the nuclear armament race. 

24. Those verc the r emarks I wanted to make today. I am sure all delegations are 

now await ing eagerly, as mine i s , tho next r evision of the draft text which is 

being prepared f or us by the co-Chairmen. On the real purport of that text will 

depend tho final action which the delegations around this table will take, together 

with the other Member countries of the United Nations , in a few weeks 1 time. We 

s incer ely want to r egard the t r eaty ns nn arrow pointing t o a saf er future , a future 

when nuclear disarmament will become a f act. 
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25. ·Mr. Wilf~ER _, (C.~echoslovakia): In its statement at the 358th meeting my 

delegation has already supported without reservation the identical drafts of the treaty 

on the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons submitted by the delegations of the USSR and 

the jnited States (ENDC/192/Rev.l, 193/Rev.l), which have become the basis of the work 

of our Comrll.ttee at its present session. In view of the fact that, pursuant to 

resolution 2346A (XXII) of the United Nations General Assembly (ENDC/210), we have to 

prepare and submit by 15 March a full report on our negotiations related to the non

proliferation treaty, I should like today to explain my delegationrs views on some 

partial problems which have been the subject of our current discussions and in 

relation to which some delegations have submitted amendments. 

26. The drafts before us are, in our opinion, a suitable basis for the final wording 

of the treaty and correspond in substance to our ideas of how a realistic and effective 

treaty on the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons should look. In this view of ours 

we are guided by the principle that the main goal of the treaty is to prevent the 

States which do not yet own nuclear weapons from acquiring them. This approach is in 

full harmony with the spirit and letter of the resolutions on the non-proliferation 

issne adopted by t he United Nations General Assembly in recent years. This approach 

corresponds also to the intentions pursued by non-nuclear-weapon States when t hey raised 

this qoostion within t he frru;1ework of the deliber ations on disarmament as a separate, 

urgent problem calling for an immediate solution. 

27. The efforts aimed at the adoption of effective measures against a further spread 

of nuclear weapons have been from the very beginning based upon t he knowledge of the 

serious consequences for world peace which would result from t he acquiring of such 

weapons by other States . It would nean a serious worsening of international tension and 

consequently a substantially-increased dru1ger of nuclear war. It would considerably 

complicate also the completion of t ho tasks which ar e on the agenda of the disarmament 

negotiations, especially in the field of nuclear weapons. 

28. The initiator s of the deliberations on non-proliferation ar e well aware of the 

fact that, unless adequate measures are adopted in time, we might be witnesses to a 

chain reaction in the sphere of nuclear armaments which, haphazardly, might extend to 

all parts of the world, thus endangering the inter ests of nations. Further States , 

whether they wish it or not, would become involved in the ever-increasing arBs r ace , 

with all its negative aspects as regards their political, military and economic 

development. As far as security is concerned, the acquiring of nuclear weapons by 
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further States not only \vould have an extremely unfavourable impact on the general 

situation in the world; but it would not even increase the security of States embarking 

on nuclear anaament. On the contrary, we consider fully justified the conclusion~hat 

the security of individual States and regions to which nuclear armaments were extended 

would be considerably v~akened. 

29. Moreover, the price to be paid by the States which decided to acquire nuclear 

weapons would be very high. A very instructive illustration of the burden to be borne 

by such States is given in the well-known report of the United Nations Secretary

General of last year (A/6858) on the consequences of nuclear armament. In our opinion, 
it ~learly results from the aforemen~ioned facts of a political and economic nature that 

nuclear weapons or nuclear explosive devices can hardly be regarded as suitable means 

of protection for the political or economic interests of any State, regardless of the 

level of its economic development. 

30. The danger of a further spread of nuclear weapons has in no way diminished since 

resolution 1665 (XVI), known as the Irish resolution, was adopted. On the contrary, 

owing to rapid de~lopments in the sphere of nuclear energy in a number of States, .. 

that danger has increased and will continue to grow in the future. That fact should be 

constantly borne in mind also in our deliberations. In our opinion there can be no 

doubt, therefore, that the speediest possible preparation and adoption of the non

proliferation treaty is primarily in the interests of the non-nuclear-weapon States. 

My country is among those Stat es. 

31. If we take into account all these facts, it is evident that it is not correct to 

regard the commitment of the non-nuclear-weapon States not to acquire nuclear weapons 

as any sacrifice on their side. It is not a detriment .to . their political or economic 

interests which should in some way be compensated. The non-nuclear-weapon States do 

not surrender any benefits by signing the non-proliferation treaty and thus voluntarily 

giving up the possibilit y of nucle1;1r arnament. On the contrary, they would achieve what 
' 

they have tried to at t ain from the ve!)· beginning by demanding and supporting the 

prohibition of the further dissemination of nuclear weapons. Therefore we do not see 

any reasons for the criticism r aised in this connexion by some non-nuclear-weapon 

States represented here against the drafts of. the treaty under discussion. 

32. However, it does not depend only on the non-nuclear-weapon Stat es whether we 

succeed in preventing a further spread of nuclear weapons. It is evident that, in 

principle, there are two possible ways for their proliferation: first, the production 

of nuclear weapons by St ates which do not yet own them; and secondly, the transfer of 
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these weapons t o non-nuclear-weapon States by nuclear-weapon Powers. The non

proliferation treaty must close both those ways. Non-proliferation, therefore, does not 

concern only the non-nuclear-weapun Sta~es. T~ regard as fully justified the demand 

that the non--proliferation treaty no1:1 being prepared should provide for an adequate 

balance of commitments and responsibilities for all parties to the traaty, both non

nuclear-weapon and nuclear-weapon States. 

33. The commitment of the non-nuclear-weapon States not to manufacture or otherwise 

acquire nuclear weapons must be balanced by the cornnitment of the nuclear Powers 

parties to the treaty not to transfer such weapons to anyone and not to give any 

information or assistance for their production or acquirement. That is how we see the 

required balance of nutual corrroi tnents a11d responsibilities of the nuclear-weapon and 

non··nuclear-weapon Stat es under the non-proliferation treaty. In our opinion, articles 

I and II of the draft treaty stipulating the conm1itments of nuclear-weapon and non

nuclear··weapon States fully meet that requirement .. 

34. The core of the non-proliferation treaty and, at the same time, a clear definition 

of its scope are to be f ound in the key provisions of those articles. They determine 

its chara~ter ' as a partial measure aimed at a goal which, albeit limited, is neverthe

less at present extremely inportant both for the general situation throughout the world 

and for the creation of conditions favourable to the implementation of further disarna

:r.tent neasures. The mission of the non-proliferation treaty thus defined deter:r.tines in 

:~ tself \.'hat can be included. i n the treaty. That has t o be t aken into account and 

complied ,.n_ th by us. 

35. It is not realis tic to r equire from the non-proliferation treaty anything more 

than i t can fulfil , anything which goes beyond i t s purpose. Demands that tho treaty 

should also include other measur es -- such as neasure s r elating· to nuclear disarmament 

exceed the fraBework of the treaty. They would result li1 an acculation of problems 

\·rhi ch, as we have been taught by the long experience gained in t he course of disarmament 

negotiations , cannot be solved co:r.tpr chensi vely in the near future. 

36" Therefore the Czechoslovak delegation cannot agree t o a"!lendments and suggestions 

dern.anding that the non-proliferation treaty should also include further i mportant 

L~asures in the spher e of nuclear annm1ents such as t hose r aised in our deliber ations 

so far , ~n part icular by t he delegations of the Romanian People 1s Republic, Brazil and 

certain other count ries . Such proposals are based on t he concept that t he idea of non

proliferation of nucleu \lc.:ttp) ns is identical \..rit h th.-:;t "·.f 11nucle nr di smTk"...r:lent " i n t ho 

bro~clest sense of t he word. However, such o. br cn.d i nterpreto.ti on of the idee of non

pr ol i ferat i on dDes not correspond t o the r eo.l neaning of t ho treat y or t o tho nissi ::m 

ascribed t o i t in c. UUI:lber of docunents adopted by the United Nations Gener al b.sseL))l y . 
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37. The Czechoslovak Socialist Republic, by supporting a speedy conclusion of the non

proliferation treaty with such a precisely-defined scope, does not of course in the 

least cease to keep its eye on the llecessity of undertaking as soon as possible further 

effective steps towards nuclear disarmament. In that connexion I should to 

emphasize once more that we regard the non-proliferation treaty not as the final goal 

but, on the contrary, as the first step on the way tm..rards the implementation of further 

important measures within the context of nuclear disarm&aent. 

38. If we agreed to the demands that the non-proliferation treaty should deal with the 

whole range of problems of nuclear armaments, we could neither solve the burning question 

of non-proliferation nor attain implementation of further measures aimed at the 

reduction of nuclear arm&aents. The whole of our difficult and responsible work 

carried out so far with regard to the preparation of the non-proliferation treaty, 

which now has prowising prospects of attaining early positive results, would then be 

lost. For that reason we do not consider it useful to specify in the non-proliferation 

treaty the further disarnament neasures which should taken, as requested by sane 

delegations in their nuen&nents or observations. In that respect we identify ourselves 

vdth the views expressed by the representative of Sweden, Mrs. Myrdal, when on 

8 February said: HTo enunerate sane specific raeasures might be counterproductive, 

as agreenents on certain other scores nay corae to present opportunities for earlier 

inplem.entation." (ENDC/PV.363, para. 11). 

39. .As, for reasons I have tried to explain, we cannot agree to proposals ained at the 

ertension of the scope of the non-proliferation treaty by measures going outside its 

fr&aework, similarly we cannot accept demands going in the opposite direction. Here I 

have in :r.rind in particular the anendments subLri tted by the delegation of Brazil 

(ENDC/201/Rev.2) asking that the non-proliferation treaty should permit the non-nuclear

weapon States to produce nuclear explosive devices for carrying out explosions for 

peaceful purposes. Th'lt would lir.rit the scope of the treaty and reduce its effective

ness in such Et way that the treaty would actually be deprived of any real maning and 

purpose. During our discussions sufficient persuasive argmaents have already been 

adduced by many delegations to provo that fact. 

40. The decisive fact is thnt, fran the technological point of view, it is not possible 

to distinguish the production of nuclear weapons from the production of nuclear 

explosive devices for peaceful purposes. Therefore it is indispensable that the non

proliferation treaty should e~so prohibit the production of such dGvices by the non

nuclear-weapon States. In view of the fact that th[Lt question has recently been elucidate 
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repeatedly and in detail in the enlightening state~ents of the r epresentatives of the 

USSR, the United States and Bulgaria, I do not consider it necessary to deal with the 

question any further. 

41. The prohibition of the production of nuclear explosives f or peaceful purposes which 

the treaty imposes on non-nuclear-weapon States does not , however, mean that it deprives 

them of the right to share fully in the possible benefits resulting from nuclear 

explosions for peaceful purposes. Article V of the draft treaty explicitly stipulates 

that non-nuclear-weapon States will, through appropriate international procedures, have 

the possibility of obtaining from the existing nuclear-weapon Po~~rs the benefits from 

applications of nuclear explosi ve devices f or such purposes on a non-discriminatory basis 

and under advantageous economic conditions. The appropriate international procedures 

mentioned in the ar t icle can of course take various forms, as has been amply shown 

already by some delegations and as follows also fron the notable stater.1ent made today 

by Mrs. Myrdal, the r epr esentative of Sweden. 

42. In our deliberations so far considerable attention has been rightly concentrated 

by a number of delegations upon article III, on safeguards. Being awar e of the 

difficulties which the solution of this question encountered in the previous negotio.t i ons , 

we consider t he fornulation of ar ticle III in the drafts of 18 .January to be a r.1ost 

essential contribution. This article corresponds in principle to our views concerning 

the purposes and tasks of safeguards ,Nithin the framework of the non-proliferation 

treaty. The proposed renge and ob ject of the safeguards r:~ asures ar e in harmony with 

t he task which the internc.tional contr ol under tho non-prolifer ati on tront y has to 

fulfil: that is to say, to ensure tho observance of the comrJi tnents undertaken by tho 

contracting parti es under t he t r eaty. In harnony wit h t he commitments undertaken on tho 

one hand by non-nucle~r-~re~pon States and on t he other by nuclear-weapon States, and 

in particular with the contents of t hose r espect ive conni t ::1tmts , we consider acceptable 

t he concept upon which article III is based, according to which the cornJi tnent to apply 

the relevant safeguards to the activities i n tho f ield of peaceful uses of nuclear 

energy does not relate to nuclear-weapon States. 

43. Furthermore, tho method of application of the safeguards , as stipulated in 

article III, i s in harmony wit h the views stated earlier by r.1y del egation in this 

Committee . ittticl e III is based on the principl 0 that the r esponsibility for providing 

assurence that fissionabl e material i s not diverted to the production of nuclear 

weapons r ests with the Internati onal .Atonic Ener gy Jl.gency (I.AEA), That , we ar e glad t o 

not e , was again explicitly stated by the r epr esentative of the United States, 

Mr. Fisher, at the neet,ing of 18 January, when he presented the r evised draft 
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(ENDC/PV. 357, para . 55) . 'I'hat fact is reflected in the provision of the firs t paragraph of 

art icle III, where it is stipulated that the agreements on saf eguards t o be negotiated 

and concluded by t he contracting part ies i.i.th IAEli must be in accordance with the 

Statute of IAEA and t he Agency's safeguards system. 

44. The Czechoslovak Socialist Republic, as a member of HillA, is, together with an 

overwhelming majority of the Agency 1s nember States, in favour of the safeguards systen 

adopted at the Ninth General Conference of IJ~A in Tokyo . In our opinion t his sys ten is 

in accordance in principle with the present l evel of r esearch in, the peaceful uses of, 

nuclear energy throughout tho world. It is ther efore a suitable basis f or the fulfilDent 

of t he tasks of the Agency. That f act i s confirmed by t he experience gained so f ar from 

the application of the ligoncy 1s safeguards systen . That led the Czechoslovak Socialist 

Republic to announce at the Tenth General Conference in 1966 its willingness t o accept, 

under certain conditions, the Agency 1 s safeguards. ~~ consider that the fact that the 

agreements on safeguards t o be negotiated and concluded with IAEA by all non-nucl ear

wee"pon parties to the treaty nust be in harnony with the Statute of the Agency and i ts 

safeguards systen i s an adequate guarantee t hat these saf eguards 1nll be, on the one 

ha~d, sufficiently effective and, on the other, equal for all con t ract ing part ies. 

45. In the discussions so far questions havo ~~so been r aised concerning how t he non

proliferation treaty wouid be affected by future changes in the IAEA safeguards system. 

The Czechoslovak delegation considers it only natural that the IAEA safeguards system 

will develop further in accordance with the further develop:r.:tent of t he peaceful uses of 

nuclear energy, wi.th the developnent of t echnol ogy in the spher e of control, and with 

the experience gained i n t he applicat i on of safeguards. That is how we interpret also 

the relevant provision i n the prec~~ble to t he draft treaty~ In our opinion t his 

expected developr.1ent in the sphere cf safeguards should not cause any problems or 

doubts. It i s our conviction that changes in the saf eguards system will result only in 

i t s improvement . 

46~ In t he deliberations so far a number of delegati ons have rightly paid nuch 

attent i on to the question of ensuring the security of the individual States in the 

condi t i ons arising after t he conclusion of the non-proliferat ion t reaty. The 

Czechoslovak delegati on holds t ho opinion that the conclusion of the t r eaty in itself 

will cont ribute to t he r elaxati on of internati onal tensi on and to the s t r engthcming of 

confidence i n relations ar.1ong States , on both world-wide and r egi onal scales . Thus t he 
··-

non·-p::-olifer ati on treaty, in our opi nion, will cont ributo t o t he inprovement of t he 

situat ion in t he world und consequently t o t ho str engthening of securi t y anong all 

Stat0s. 
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47. Nevertheless, we consider fully justified the donand th2.t tho non-nuclonr-v~oapon 

States which assume co:mr:J.itnents undor the non-proliferation treaty should be provided 

with certain guarante0s of security. Therefore at the opening of this session of tho 

Co:m:r:ri. ttee we welcomed the information that the co-Chairmen were continuing to deal with 

this question in an intensive way; and today we should like to express the hope that 

.they will soon be able to submit their recommendations on that subject to the Coi!llllittec. 

48. Those were the remarks which I wanted to Ik"!.ke today on behalf of the Czechoslovak 

delegation. 

49. U MAUNG l"1li.UNG (Burma): My intervention today will be very brief. As the 

Committee is aware, my delegation has not made any statement since the resumption of 

our wo·rk earlier this year. I should like to assure my colleagues that our silence 

does not in any sense mean a lack of interest on our part in the inportant and urgent 

task which the Cor:1rui ttee has in hand; nor does it mean c. lack of desire to co-operate 

with other delegations in accomplishing that task as speedily as possible . The sole 

reason for it :is that r.1y Gove!Th':lent, deeply consciom of its responsibility in this 

·connittee, as indeed all menbcrs are of theirs, and sharing Bankind 1 s aspirations for 

peace, has been giving and continues to give the rovis~d draft text of the treaty on 

non~proliferation of nuclear weapons (ENDC/192/Rev.l, 193/Rov.l) the serious considera

tion it deserves. 

50. Many constructive r.nd it1portant suggestions r.nd proposals have boon made, both in 

the Cor::rni ttoe and elsov1here, with n. view t c) achieving an equitable , effGcti ve and viable 

non-proliferation treaty. Hy delegation also set forth its views on the fundaaental 

issues involved in tho ob.boration of such a treaty in its statenent at t he 337th 

neeting. 

51. The delegation of the United Stat~:;s ru1d tho USSR have since laid before the 

Connittee identical r evised texts of a draft treaty on t he non-prolifero.ti on of nuclear 

weapons . It has been noted that this text contains certain ir.1provenents cw,r the origir:,.a.l 

draft treaty text subnitted on 24 August (ENDC/192, 193). i~s a conconita.'1t t o that, tho 

draft introduces a nunber of new and concrete f ormulations in t he f or m of treaty 

articles relative t o sone of the fundaoental issues, such as the control of peaceful 

nuclear activities in non-nuclear-weapon countries; the peaceful uses of nuclear energy 

and international scientific and technological co-operation t o pronate such uses; 

internationally-acceptable procedures for shari ng the benefits of peaceful applications 

of nuclear explosions; obligations rogarding nuclear disaiT:laiJent in relation t o the non

proliferation treaty; anendm.ents procedure ; duration of the treaty and the modalities 

for its r enewal; and so on. 



ENDC/P1J.373 
18 

(JJ_Jjaung Naung, Burn1_<:3) 

52, All those important and far-reaching draft provisions require an intensive .study 

in depth -- a fact a1ply borne out by the illuminating discussion that has taken place 

in the Com.mi ttee since lG January, in the course of which clarifications and elabora~ 

tions some of the draft's provisions have been made by its co~authors, and 

suggestions and proposals have been put for1.·mrd to imnrove it further. 

53. l-1y Government is continuing to make a very study of the revised draft. 

Our desire to ofler comments positively and constructively in the Committee is equalled 

only by our wish to respect and comply with the terms of General Assembly resolution 

2346A (XXII) (ENDC/210) requiring the Corrunittee to submit a full report to it not later 

than March. As that deadline is fast approaching, we have concluded that on balance 

it would be more helpful for us to state our views on the existing draft treaty text, or 

on the further modified text that may emerge from the Cc.immittee 1s pre negotiations, 

at the resumed twenty-second of the General Assembly. 

The Conference decided to issue the followlng connunigue: 
11The Conference of Eighteen-Nation Corrimittee on Disarmament today held its 

373rd plenary meeting the Palais de~3 Nations, Geneva, under chairmanship 

of E. Ambassador I.F. , representative of the United Kingdom. 

"Statements uere by the representatives of Sweden, Czechoslovakia and 

Burma. 
11The next meeting 

at 10.30 a.n." 

the Conference will held on Wednesday, 6·March 1968, 

The meeting rose at 11.50 a.n, 




