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1. ' The CHATRMAN (Zthiopia): I declare open the 295th plenary meeting of the

Conference of the Eighteen-Nation Cormittee on Disarnament,

2. Mr. GARCIA ROBLES (Mexico) (translation from Spanish): At the beginning of
ny first intervention in the Cormittee on Disarnament at the opening meeting’of its
1967 session on 21 February (ENDC/PV.287) I ventured to explain that I proposed to

put before the Committee, for the information of the representatives of member States,

the Treaty for the Prohibition of Nuclear VWeapons in Latin America which was adopted
unanimously in Mexico City on 12 February (ENDC/186). '

3. Today I should like: to begin by express1ng ny sincere appreciztion to all the
nenbers of the Committee who ‘have spoken for their kind references in their statenents
to the nodest contribution which, as Chairman of the Preparatory Commission for the
Denuclearization of Latin America, I was able to make to that noble Latln—Amerlcan
collective enterprise whlch culmlnated so happily in the s1gn1ng ‘of the Treaty ‘of
Tlatelolco. )

4. I would add that as representative of Mexico, whose Government was appointed
Depositary Govermment of the Treaty,‘I vas particularly gratified to note that anong the
representatives who voiced the greatest praise for that instrument.were the y
representatives of the three nuclear States participating in' the work of the

Disarnament Committee. This glves me reason to hope that Additional Protocol II

of the Treaty will be signed in the not too distant future by representatives of their
Governrents. N - .o '

5. Concerning the content of the.Treaty, I shall meke only a few general observations
on one aspect which I wconsider fundamental. These observations, I repeat, will be
generel and strictly objective, .since the Treaty of Tlatelolco has been transmitted to

us in accordance with a resolutlon of the Preparatory Comm1551on purely for 1nforna—
tion because, a2s is stated in the resolution itself -~ adopted on 12 February and
appearing in the Final Act as 23(IV) -~, it was considered to constitute "a distinguished
contribution by the sighatory States to the international community'!s effort to avert

the danger of proliferetien'of ruclesr weapons." (ibid.,; p.34)

6. Therefore I do not thlnx that thls is either the tlme or the approprlate ‘forum

for a discussion of the s1gn1flcance and scope of the artlcles of - the Treaty. The
position of the Government of Mexico in this regard was clearly and adequately :
indicated in the official docunents of the fourth ses31on of “the Preparetory Commlss1on.

As for the interpretation of the provisions of the Treaty. in the event of any
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differences of opinion concerning théen between the Contracting Parties —- that is,
between the States for which the Treaty will enter into force -—, the instirument
itself recognizes-in its article 24 the competence of the Int&rnational Court of -
Juétice, vhich, should it some day be calléd.uﬁon to decide such a case, would
certainly apply the rule it has already enunciated, that —-

"It is a fundamental principle of interpretetion that words must be interpreted

according to the meaning they would normally-bear within their context unless -

such an interpretation would have ridiculots or absurd results."”
7. I shall therefore merely repeat that in my view the chief merit of the Tlatelolco
Treaty is as I had ‘occasion to point out in my previous intervention, that it
reconciles the comprehensive and absolute prohibition of nuclear weapons, without any
exception or reservation, with the rights of States nembers of: the future Latin-
American organization to peaceful use of the atom for their economic dnd social
developnent. Both principles — that of -the ‘prohibition and thet of -the use — are
embodied in the Treaty. However, wheéreas the prdhibition (article 1)-is absolute and
unconditional, the use -- and this could not be othérvise -- is subjecet under
articles 17 and 18 to the condition that it nay not involve a violation or breach of. -
that unrestricted prohibition. . S e ‘
8. A4 systén-of effective international control (articles 12 - 16, article 18,
paragraphs 2 and 3) and an objective definition (article 5), for the purpose of the-
Treaty, of "nudlear‘weapons" —— fron which the Preparatory Comnmission deleted at its:
fourth session the subjective element of- intention which had been included in the.
draft prepared at its third session -2 guarantee effectively and adequately that the
relevant provisions of the Treaty‘nay not be overtly or covertly violated and in -
particular that it will be impossible, under the pretext of carrying out nuclear
explosions for peaceful purposes, to attenpt to test or manufacture nuclear weapons.
9.' 1 shall now put forwerd sone consider-ations concerning the treaty on the non-
proliferation of nuclear weapons which the Committee has been instructed to prepare.
They likewise will be very general since my delegation feels that at the present
stage of our work, before any new draft has been put before us, such considerations
are better justified and may perhaps prove more constriictive.
10. I shall begin by asserting that we consider it essential to endeavour fo prevent
our t¢lose §drutiny of the trees from making us lose sight of the wood. 1In other

words, we must endeavour at all times to have in mind the essential and immediate
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objectives of the treaty we are to draw up. We believe it can be maintained that
basically there is only one objective, although it has two different facets: avoidance
of any form of\prolife}étion or dissenination of nuclear weapons, and at the same
time protection of the right of non-nuclear States to use atomic energy for peaceful
purposes and to participate fully in the progress and benefits which may be derived
fron nuclear technology. ' ‘ .
1. Startlng fron the foregoing premise, my delegation considers it essential that
the obligations which are to be undertaken by the contracting parties'and which,
according to the order followed in the two drafts considered by the Cormittee last year,
(ENDC/152 and Add.1; ENDC/164) will constitute the first two articles of the treaty
should be as broad and precise as necessary, so that ‘the treaty, in accordance with
the first of the five principles approved by the United Nations General Asserbly in
its resolution 2028 (XX), may --
"... be void of any loop-holes which might pernit nuclear or non-nuclear Powers

" to proliferate, directly or indirectly, nuclear weapons in any forn® ((ENDC/161).
'My delegation, which Has in past yeafs maintained that this is a problem to be solved
in the first instance by the two so-called nuclear super-Powers and their -allies, has
been gratified to see that apparently the time is near -when a formula better than that
contaihed in earlier drafts will be devised and, we venture to hope, generally
accepted. ) A X '
12. Regarding the.prgvisions on the peaceful uses of nuclear energy that should be
" inéluded in fthe tréaty, we think the appropriate place for these is an article, not
the preamble. Pefhaps an adequate form for such an article would be a general -
declaration that no provision of the treaty should be interpreted as detracting fron
the right of the“cdntractiﬁg parties to use nuclear energy for peaceful purposes in -
any manner not con%fary to the obligations assumed under the treaty itself.
13. This negative declaration night be followed by another enunciating a number of-
positive poihﬁs and indicating that the foregoing general principle would imply in -
particular an underfaking that the repedted declarations we have heard in the-Committee
from representéti&es'of the nuclear Powers should be put 'into full effect: for
instaﬁée, that (a) the benefits resulting from the use of nuclear energy for peaceful
purposes shall be available to all parties on a basis of absolute equality and equity;
(b) the parties rust share all the knowledge and benefits that may be derived from

futﬁre progress in nuclear technology for peaceful purposes, and ray continue in their

)
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respectife‘ﬁerrifpriés1ﬁo'develdp'that technology; - (c) .the muclgar - States shall make
their effective co-opération available to the-non-nuclear States without any
discririination for the promotion:of that development.. _
14. In regard to nuclear explosions for peacéful purposes, we maintain the view .
expressed in my previols intervention: that unless technological progress: one day
nekes it possible to distinguish clearly between huclear explosives for peaceful
purposes and nucléar explosives for warlike purposes -~ which in the opinion of g1l -
the experts whom e have been able to -consult 'so far, and in the opinion of the . .
hlghly—quallfled experts who in this hall informally exchanged views with members of
the Commlttee a few days ago, does not appear to be definitely possible at présent --,
it w1ll be necessary 5" 'seek a solution which precludes:the snread of nuclear weapons’
and at the sene tlme énables the nom-nuclear” States to obtain without. difficulty.and,
w1thout dlscrlmlnatlon the 1ncalculable beneflts which their economic dewveloprient
mlght derlve from such explos1ons. " - o T S AR P
15. In thls connex1on let me répeat what I"said on 21 February: .
C "’As an irmediate renedy,‘we*belleve that the possibility should be -
explored‘eﬁ’creatiﬁg'aﬁ'world!iévél;“within one of- the existing international
'ergaﬂizatioﬁs such as the United Nations or thé International Atomic Energy
Ageney or independeﬁtly, a‘special progrerme similar. to that which already
-exists for economic development, with the specific aim of-helping all States
"in need of such assistarce to- carry out on their territories nuclear ..
explosigns for peaceful purPOSGs“—L once:it has been.shown, of course, - that
absolutely no danger is involved. With such help those countries would not .
"have to squander their limited resources uﬁnecesSarily in themselves manufacturing
the essential exploslve.‘" (ENDQ/PV 287, para. 66).°
We are confident that such & prov151on can be 1ncluded without dlfflculty in the.
future treaty, elther in @ special article or in oné of the. paragraphs of -the general
artlcle deallng vath the peaceful uses of the- atom. o .
I6. We also cons1der that inclusion.in the- non-proliferation treaty. of the.fifth
of the pr1n01ples enincisted in resolution 2028 (XX) will help to facilitate. the
achievenent of that dual fundamental and irmediate purpose té:whigch I have been
referring.  Indeed, the establishment of denuclearized zones with a legal status

designed to keep then free for ever of nuclear weapons, as the recent Latin-American
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Treaty docs, undoubtedly constitutes the most radical form of non-proliferation.
Ve therefére consider that the future non;pfoliferation treaty should 6ontain an
article along the lines of the one proposed by the Mexican delegatién last year,
clearly stipulating that the treafy shall not detraét fron or limit in any way the
. right of any group of Stateé to conclude regioﬁél treaties in order to gudrénﬁee the
conplete absence of nuclear weapons from their territoriés.
17. I should also like toAmention specifically, because of the decicivé importance
it will have for the good operation of the treaty, the need to establish an inter-
national control system offering the most ample guafantees of efficacy and absolute
impartiality. '
18. Another point whiqh'must not be onitted, even in so general a statenent as the
present one, is that concerning the frinciﬁle, reiterated a number of times by the
United Nations General Assembly, that the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons
should not be considered as an eﬁd in itself but as "a step towards the achievement
of general and complete disarmament and more especially of nuclear disarmament®. -
We believe that that principle should be adequately reflected in the treaty. Thus,
for instance, during the recent de@ates on non-proliferation in the First'Committee
of the Genecral Assemblj, my delegation ventured to suggest as a possible solution
the incorporation in the tregty of a declaratiqn of intention of the nuclear
Powers to negotiate agreements designed to Ering about the implementation of
tangible meaéures to halt the nuclear arﬁs raée and to reduce and limit progressively
the stockpiles of such weapons aﬁd their delivery vehicles, with a view to theif
wltinate elimination. |
19. On the broblem of security, ny delegation considers that the Committee should
give the greatest attention to the express request mnade to it by the General
Assembly in operative paragraph 4 of resolution 2153 (XXI) to —-

LR bonsider urgently the proposal that the nuclear-weapon Powers should

give an assurance that they will not usé, or threaten to use, nuclear weapons

against non-nucleasr-weapon States without nuclear weapons on their territories,

and any other proposals that have been or may be made for the solutionm of this

problem" (ENDC/185)
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20. I have almost come to the énd of this intervention, sihice rather than presuming
to nake 1t exhaustivé I have dellberately 1imited it, for the reasons which ‘T
indicated at’its beglnnlng, to an dedount of “the points “that my delegatlon considers,
to deserve spec:.a_l attent:.on by the Coma.ttee bccause their appropriate ‘s61ution
will determlne in thé flnal analys1s the success of any ‘treaty we draw up here.” I
should not 11ke, however, to end thls statenent wlthout outllnlng sone general
conclus1ons whlch in our oplnlon emerge fron the obJectlve analysls 6f the work-
connected wlth disarmement end so-called related dlsarnenent méasures - done in this
Cormittee and 1n the bOdleS which have preceded it, in the United Nations General
Assembly, and in the Preparatory Cormission for the Denuclearlzatlon of Latln Anerica.
Those conclusions are the following: ' i
(l) the aphorlsn wnich renlnds us that "the best is the enemy of the
good" applles w1th esoec1al force to work such as that whlch has” been entrusted
the Comnlttee, ' ST
(2) Wherc the conclus1on of a treaty on the non-prolifération of nuclear
:weapons is concerned, e nust Fenehber that the United Nations General: Assenbly
arged in its Pesolution 2153 (XXI) Ythe" earliest conclusion® of ‘such a treaty,
and stressed in the sane resolution and in resolution 2149 (XXI) that the -
absence of ‘an effectlve brake on the prollferatlon of nuclear weapons "would
endanger the’ securlty of 211 States" and "may lead to the aggravatlon of
ten51ons Betwden States and the rlsk of a nuclear war®,
' (3) The conclusion of a non—prollferatlon treaty, however imperfect,
seems 1nf1n1tely better in relation to the basic obJectlve we pursue than no
-’ treaty at all. ' '
o (A)K Experlence shows tHat the 1mperfectlons and lacunae from which a
,4treaty nay suffer theoretlcally very oftén do not 1mpa1r 1ts effectlve and
:beneflclal operatlon in practlce.‘ For instance, I an certaln that nany
technlcal cr1t1c1sms could’ be applled to the content of “the Antarctlc
Treaty, the Moscow ‘Treaty on nuclear tests (ENDC/iOO/Rev.l) and thé" Treaty on
the denuclearization of outer space (A/RES/2222 (XXI)). - Nevertheless,
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I an equally certain that all of us will agree that the first two treaties I
have mentioned have worked completely satisfactorily and that there is no
reason to believe that the third treaty would not do so too.

(5) If it were clained that the non-proliferation treaty should be as
coup;ehensive and detailedlas the Treaty for the Prohibition of Nuclear -
wespons in Latin Anmerica, the work of our Committee would almost‘certainly be
doonied to failure in aduance..‘ The privileged conditions which fortunately )
prevall in Latin America in regard to nuclear arneaments are very different
from the conditions in other areas of the world. A treaty of universal scope
therefore encounters difficulties and problerns immeasurably greater than
those -- by no neans negllglble — which had to be overcome in order to
conclude the Tlatelolco Treety. \

(6) 1In order to facilitate the general acceptance of a universal treaty
on non-proliferation, perhaps the nain difficulty to be overcone is to
reconcile the position of those States which wish the treaty to include the
largest possible number of clear—cut provisions on all the points which they
'consider'related to its subject matter, with the position of those which, on
fhe'contrary, naintain that it should contain the fewest possible articles
worded in general terus. . o

(7) Wy delegation considers that if it should prove inpossible to
reconcile conpletely those two divergent points of view despite the rutual
concessions that we houe will be forthconing, 1t wlll be advisable to find
the solution elsewhere We do not believe that any Stete could feel that its
national interests are harmed because a non—prollferatlon treaty is given an
opportunity of undergoing the decisive test of its confrontation with reality
and its practical application over a reasonasble period of tine. Consequently,
the disagreenent of;some Stetes with certain aspects of the treaty which the
Cormittee succeeds.in drafting might be reduced or even dispelled completely —-
subject to the need to nake the contractual obligaticns sufficiently stable --
if sufficient flex1b111ty were given to the clauses of the treaty governlng

revision, anendment and withdrawal.

e i
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21. To illustrate’ this assertion by a concrete example, I will say that my -
delegation considers that the article to be incorporated in the treaty coneerning
the holding ofa conferénce 6f the parties to exehmine the operation of the treaty
and ‘also, if necessary, any anendnents that might seen advisable in the light of
that'study, night also provide that the conference should be convened before the
datc ‘mppointed by the article vhénever ohe~third of the States’ parties to the treaty
consider that there has come about in the development of nuclear technology sone
new fact or situation important enough to Justify revision of the treaty.

22. The Mexican delegatioh will always be ready to do all it can to enable the
various points of view aiready'expressed or still to be cxpressed in our Comnittee

to be brought together in & treaty nost llkely to obtain ~the spontaneous accession of

N

23. The attitude of Mexico towards dlsarmanent in general, and more particularly to
collateral hatters such as denuclearization ‘and non-prollferatlon, is’ well known. .
I need only recall that on 22 March 1962, scarcely one week after the ‘beginning of
the uork of this Cormittec whose fifth anniversary we have just commenorated the
representatlve of my country announded ‘in this same hall, at the Cormittee!s seventh

neeting, that the Mexican Government had ﬂlready resolved at that time "neithér to

'\possess nor to admlt to 1ts national territory nuclear weapons of any sort ..."

LENDQZPY;_;_EgS) The redent signing by the Government of Mekico of the Treaty
for the Prohlbltlon ‘of Nuclear Weapons in Latin Amerlca, ‘arid the' forthconing
uncondltlonal ratlflcatlon of the Treaty, will transform into an 1nternat10nal '
comnltment what was prev1ously only o unilateral declaration. o

24. Ve hope that the Disarnanent Committee'!s work on non—prollferatlon will in
the not too dlstant future enable all States, both nuclear &and non-nuclear, ‘to
301n in Mexlco's 1rrevocable dcclslon - whlch ‘President Diaz Ordaz has empha31zed

partlcularly on various oocas1ons -- that the 1mponderable force of the atom shall

‘bc used solely "for llfc, not for death"
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5. LORD CHALFONT (United Kingdom): I am very glad tc be back with the Committee
today. - As some of my colleagues will know, I have come back, and come -back :
invigsrated, from a visit to one of the most fascinating and exciting of  all the
countries represented at this Conference. - Although thé.purpose of my journey was
not connected directly with the subjects we are discussing here, I must say that

it was for me a most impressive experience to see the great new capital, Brasilia,
on the occasion of the inauguration of President Costa e Silva. -It was heartening,
too; to reflect that that great city is rising up in the heart of a continent which,
God willing, will never know the presence of nuclear. weapons. .
26. . Before taking up the main subject before the Committee, I should like to let
my colleagues know of .a change in the British delegation,. My deputy on my left,
:Mr, Bernard Garnett, is leaving us for other duties, and his..place is being taken
by Mr. Ivor Porter, to whom I am sure all members of the Committee will extend ‘the
same co-operation that we have enjoyed in the past.

27.- But .to return to the business before us. I have read with very great interest
"the statements made by my colleagues while I was away. It is hearening to see that
at.this awkward moment in our negotiations it has still been possible to maintain
a-constructive tone, and to avoid exaggerated demands or-the expressibn of policies
which might be right in an ideal world but which can serve no useful purpose, at
this .time. The only exceptions, I regret to say, have been a series of intemperate
attiacks on the Federal Republie of Germany, backed up with a raghag of quotations
from assorted<public figures of more or less importance —- usually less. And the
technique of selective quotation has been worked up into a.fine art which, from,
an aesthetic point of view; I suppose one has to admire howeverlunreal the final
picture may be. ) _ ,

28. This-time,.of course, there has been plenty of material for the artists to
.work on, since in Germany, as . in many other countries all over.the -world, the
imminence -- as I hope -~ of a non-proliferation treaty has led to a lively debate.
I see nothing wrong in that. It is true that successive resolutions of the General
Assembly have invited this Committee to draw up a treaty on non-proliferation, and
the main substantive discussions have been and will be centred in this Committee.
But that does not and cannot take away the right of public opinion in countries not
represented in this Committee to express views on the treaty, nor can it take away
the right of consultation within alliances.
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29. T hope that no one here will think that this kind of debate and this kind of
consultation derogates from the special p031t10n of the. Elghteen—Natlon Committee.
On the contrary, in my view it will help to clarlfy the 1ssues to be discussed in
the Committee and make the negotlatlons here, which will deal with world-wide rather
than regional considerations, that much less difficult.

30. The main arguments put forward in this puBlic debate that has been going on in
criticism of the text as it stands, or as many people believe it to stand, relate
to the treaty! s 1mpact on peaceful nucleur activities. I see nothlng 31n1ster in that,
though it is true that there have been a number of misunderstandings. ‘Some of the
arguments -- not, Imay say, the ones put forward by the Federal German Government ‘
but ‘some of those raised in public discussion in Germany and in other countrles —-'
are without ‘foundation. No non-proliferation treaty is meant to 1mpede ‘eivil '
nuclear development, and no treaty must be allowed to do so.

31. I think the Soviet Government must accept at least a part of the blame for
some of the misunderstanding, since it was that Government which in January alleged
that the German Government -- the only Government, I remind the Committee agaln,
which has already undertaﬁen an obllgatlon not to manufacture nuclearneapons - had
been using its peaceful nuclear activities as a cloak for mllltary preparations.

No one seriously believes that charge. But what could be more calculated to arouse
suspicions in Germany that the non—proliferation,treaty would be used to prevent
that country'!s legitimate peaceful nuclear development? And a charge like that
mekes it more rather than less difficult to achieve a treaty. It brings the debate
back into the narrow, sterile area of the cold war —-- narrow geographlcally because
the scope of this treaty is far wider than Central Burope, and certainly narrow and
outdated ideologically. It makes it much more difficult to get a text tabled for
"this Committee to examine; and that ie clearly the'next step and a step which
should not long be delayed. ‘ :

32. As the representative of the United Arab Republic pointed out on 16 March
(ENDC/PV.294, paras. 9 et geq.), we already know the general lines which a non-
proliferation treaty must follow. With, as we hope, a text before us,.recommended
for our examination by the two co-Chairmen, it will be possible for proper and
effective multilateral negotiations to begin where they should begin —— within the
framework of the Eighteen-Nation Committee. I should like to euggest to the
Committee very briefly one or two general considerations concerning that stage of

the negotiations, the stage which we all hope will begin soon.

.
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- 33. First, the discussions only have any meaﬁing as long as the common ground

between the two main alliances --- or, to put it more precisely, between the two
most powerful‘States —— remains common ground. That sort of bilateral agreement

is by no means all that we need for-a non-proliferation treaty, but it is an

Aessentlal condition of such a treaty.

|
|

7

34. There are two ways in which that common ground might be eroded. - The first is
by inordinate delay, either befere or after the tabling of a draft text of a treaty.
The representative of the United Afab Republic, in the speech to which I have just
referred, said that we must avoid a treaty which would founder at the first
political storm (ibid., para.l9). My'delegafion would entirely agree with that.
But eﬁen‘more precarious than a fragile treaty of that sort is the situation we
have at‘the moment. There are plenty of potential political storms which, if they
broke loose, could destroy the present precaiious.and limited understanding between
the great Powers. ) e .

35, Another way in which that understanding might be brokeﬁ is by insistent
demands from the non-nuclear éowers for measures of arms contrel to be effected.in
conjunction with a non-proliferation treaty, measures on whlch the two sides
cannot, at this time at least, agree. To press for such. measures at thls stage

in the negotiations would throw the whole non—prollferatlon issue back to what one
pessimistic journalist has called "square nought" -- that is; back to the bllateral
stage of the negotiations from whlch we are, I hope, just emerglng with a sense of
considerable rellef It is encouraglng that members of thls Committee seem
generally to have recognized that danger, and I think we have avoided it during
this se531on

36. On 14 March the representatlve of Canadd recalled the first meetlng of this
Committee five years ago (ENDC/PV.293y para.3), and if these five years of
negotiations had served no other purpose they would still be valuable as showing
the limits of the positions held by the two' alliances in which most of the world's
arms are concentrated. They show the sticking-points of each side, particularly

over the central problem of the verification of arms control agreements. Even more

important, “to anyone who studies the records of these meetings they show the slow
M

N e st

M
and painful pace at which those positions have shifted, to draw closer together
___—-——'—’_—.M

I

No one can pretend to hope for a sudden shift overnight; or for a sudden agreement

on drastic and detailed reductions of nuclear arms achieved from one day to the next.

4

Py
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37. I believe that that shift will come once we have achieted a non—prolifefation
treaty. As I said last time I spoke (ENDC/PV.288 para.26), I do not believe a treaty
would lagt long anyway if measures of disarmement by the nuclear Powers did not
follow within a reasonable time. The bilateral talks which it is hoped will tekse
place soon, dealing with the defensive and offensive missiles of the two great

Powers, are a very good augury. But I think we must be clear that any long delay

now in getting a non-proliferation treaty may mean no treaty at all. Members of
this Committee have dwelt in the past on the risk of nuclear weapons spreading
if we do-not succeed in getting a treaty, and of the threats to stability and peace

> - P ‘ s .
in aproliferated world. But an even more immediate and dangerous consequence of our

| failure might be a Joss of faiih_iy_}hgtpoliqz;of détente, ‘and a step backwards

“tcwards the cold .war.

i g

... 38. Here perhaps I may say a word about one of the Buropean aspects of this

problem of non-proliferation. As a representative of a Government whose declared
-intention it is to seek membership of* the Buropean Communities provided the
conditions are right, I am fully conscious of the regional considerations that we
must teke account of in ‘examining the text of a treaty. " In Burope we have a region
that has already, in less than fifteen years, developed a remarkably high degree

of civil nuclear collsboration. This collaboration,.besides, is subjected by the
countries concerned to the most elaborate and rigid controls that exist in the
world todey. Operated as it is between equal and soversign States, it is necessarily
a delicate mechanism. Nobody's interest —-- and certainly not that of my Government
as a potential member of it -- would be served by throwing it overboard in a
thoughtless or cavalier way.

39. Those of the European Community therefore hdve a legitimate concern that a
treaty to which they are generally anxious to adhere should not do damage to the
instrument that they have created in the interests.of peace as well as of their

own economic . betterment. I do not believe that any such damage is necessary. For
obvious reasons, any provision for safeguards in a worldwide non-proliferation
treaty must be fitted into a worldwide framework. ‘But‘fﬂsee no reason why an
effective and successful compromise cannot be brought about, especially if we are

prepared to allow time for the necessary transition to take place.
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40. Other countries in’other'parts of the world will have to take account of similar
considerations appropriate to their own areas. But I am above all conscious, both
as a Buropean and as a delegate to this Conference, that if we fail now here thare
is, as I have said; a grave risk' that. the present move towards a détenté will be
halted and turned back and, should that happen, that the immediate damage to the
political situation in Burope, in Asia, in America and in Africa will far outweigh
any sacrlflce of regional interests which may be needed to achieve a treaty. And

I am not convinced that any real sacrifices of this kind are needed.

41, If, on the other hand, one looks at the positive possibilities in the
situation,:it is evident that even from the political angle the prizes are
considerable. For the first time since the partial nuclear test ban of 1963
(ENDC/100/Rev.1) we have virtual agreement among the nuclear Powers represented at
this Conference. The degree of co-operation between them inherent in this agreement,
if we gét a non-proliferation treaty, will be much greater than in the partial nuclear
test-ban Treaty. It is not too much to hope that in this situation the absﬁrdify
of piling up enormously expensive weapons suitable only for use against each other
will become too obvious to be tolerated, and that the main obstacle to real

nuclear disarmament -- mutual suspicion —- will begin'to recede.

42. I have tried to strike this very rough balance of what we have to lose and
what we have to géin in the immediate political sphere in order to provide some
kine of background for our detailed debates and for the detailed negotiations on

a draft treaty which I hope will begin soon. '

43. I should like to conclude by referring. once again very briefly to the
continent from which I have just returned. The agreement to form a nuclear-free
zone in Latin America (ENDC/186) has rightly been acclaimed as a remarkable
achiévement. It has been the result of intricate negotiation and hard bargaining.
As has been made apparent in this Committee, one or two of its provisions are still
the subject of controversy. The Treaty has not yet come fully into effect, bdt\
the main lines are complete. In this context I should like to wish bon voyage to
Mr. Garcia Robles, one 6f the Treaty's chief a;chitects,'as I understand he is
leaving the Committee temporarily in a few days' time. In doing this may I

express the hope that in the coming months we here can achieve an equal degree

of success in our even harder task?

——
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bbpe U_MAUNG MAUNG (Burma): My delegation, speaiking for the first~tine in this

session, wishes to -thank the delegations of Canada, the Soviet Union and the
.United States of America for’ the kind words of welcome they have extended to us.
We-also wish to weleome the new members of this Committee; and we hope that ali
delegations will be able during this session to arrive at the smecessful .
conclusion of one important step in the great task of'the:Eighteeﬁ;Néiion Committee
on Disarmament. S .

45. Our Committee has resumed its work this year in circumstances genéfélly'
favourable to meaningful negotiations on various’disarmament guestions. Of é%uisé
conditions in the world are far from what they ought to be; but “the new and "
- welcome signs in certain spheres of internatichal relations which have~appéafed
since. we last met, reinforced by the perceptibly-growing awareness in’ the worid’
of the dangers to humanity inherent in the armaments race, and the'increaéing ahd
irresistible pressure of world public opinion for effective and timely”measurés

to curb, halt and eventually reverse it, enable us to hope, cautiously but with
some assurance not possible before, that we may at this sessidn succeed in working
- out certain tangible agreements, limited in scope, small in relation to the 'overall
magnitude  of the armaments problem, but potentially far-reaching in their eﬂéct'on
the further course of human history. o
46. These positive trends which are emérging are strengthened by a number of
decisions and agreements of great consequence in the field of disarmamefit which
have been arrived at recently. " .

47. -First, the Treaty governing the activities of States in the exploration and
use of outer.spacéswhich provides, amongst other things, fér the defiucdlearization’
of outeér space.and of the celestial bodies (A/RES/2222(XXI).- The delegetion of =
Burma welcomes .this Treaty as a wise and far—sighted step and as one which, if ‘
faithfully ‘observed by everyone, would preclude the dreadful possibility —
becoming all too real — of a new. and vaster dimension béing'éddé&"ﬁo the
armements race, and consequently to the troubles of our little -planet. The Treaty
also has an added if perhaps unintended advantage that by its. very natire it would
serve as a constant and fdrceful reminder to the nations of the world that they
have a very long way yet to go to denuclearize the earth. In this we could not

agree more with,the delegation of Nigeria.
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48, Secondly, the beginning of the year saw the formalization of another important
nuclear disarmament and non-proliferation measure. This achievement should spur
us on in our present labours. .I refer of -course to the Treaty for the Prohibition
of Nuclear Weapons in Latin America (ENDC/186), signed in Mexico City on 14 January
of this year, which will bring into existence an extensive nuclear-free zone —
the first formalized nuclear-free zone in the world. As representative of 'a
country which favours the establishment under appropriate arrangements of
denuclearized zones in the world, I should like to welcome this inspired and
inspiring initiative of the Latin-American republics and to extend sincere -
cdﬁgratulations to them. I should also like to take this opportunity fully to -
associate my delegation with the warm: and: well-deserved tributes paid to Ambassador
Garcia Robles of Mexico for his outstandlng contrlbutlon to this achievement,

49. Thirdly, we have before us a large nqmber of disarmament resolutions’ adopted
by the General Assembly at its twenty-first session (ENDC/185). These resolutions
are of more than usual importance, not only because they.cover the whole spéctrum’
of the disarmament question and contain broad guide lines for our work here but
élso because the.great majority of them have been adopted by an overwhelming number
of votes. They therefore constitute:a sound basis-for our Committee's work. And
if they impose a heavy responsibility upon us, .and upon our consciences, they also
give us the much-needed encouragement to exert ourselves all the more towards
achievinglsome meaningful results within a reasonable time.

50, Uppermost in our minds in this session is of course the question of working out
a treaty to prevent the further spread of nuclear weapons: The General - Assembly of
the United Nations at its twentieth and twenty-first. sessions calledrupon s to
assign priority to this ‘question. In_proceeding with our work accordingly it is:
important. for us not to neglect other.serious disarmament questions. Many °
delegations on many occasions have already reminded the Committee that theére
exist close, intrinsic, cause-and-effect relationships between all disarmament
questions. Circumstances may not permit us -to take up all or several of them at
tﬁe same time; but my. delegatlon tends to agree with the- 1eader of the delegatlon
of Sweden that we should -try to tackle them simultanéously.

51. My delegation feels that-in our anxiety  to achieve one step‘i— no ‘doubt a
%ery important one, as the non-proliferation treaty is —— we should consciously

or unconsciously be dominated by that one specific step in the process of disarmament
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t6-the exclusion of all'ofﬁer related issues. To us the successful conclusion of a
treaty banning underground nuclear tests is an equally jmportant disarmement measure.
Indeed, my delegation is of opinion that fhe achieveﬁent of one step in the
disarmament process — such as:is the non-proliferation treaty contemplated at
present — becomes positive and vital only when viewed in the context of all
practical,and effective measures necessarj“to reach our real goal, -which is general

and complete digarmament under effectlve 1nternat10nal control.

: 52 " Past discussions in this Committee on the non—prollferatlon question have

centred on two main aspects of it. One of these, if I may put it in generalized
terms, is the question of Mnuclear-sharing arrangements" within military alliances.:
The other is the'questioh of‘balance- that is, the "acceptable balance of mutual
responsibilities’ and obllgatlons of the nuclear and non-nuclear Powers" defined in
General Assembly resolution 2028 (XX) (ENDC/161) as a guiding principle for
negotiations in this Commlttee. We have now been informed that a mutually acceptable
solution of the first question hes been arrived at among the Powers concerned. We
welcome this achlevement .
53: My delegatlon would therefore devote its attention to the question of "balance',
vhich we ourselves consider to ke a question of wide and vital interest. A non-
proliferation treaty, to have any meaning at all, must accomplish its primary

intention: that is, to prevent the further spread of.nuclear weapons effectively

.and deflnltlvely, not merely to postpone it, If such a treaty achieved its great

purpose it would also generate a powerful and compelling atmosphere of trust and
confldence in the community of nations which would enable us to move forward end
tackle other equelly important and no less complex issues of disarmament on a-wider
and more ambltlous scale. Co
54 Hence the treaty must contain certaln built-in attributes of strength and
durablllty and by the same token, be devoid of any built-in weaknesses., ' One such-
positive attrlbute would be a two-way, mutual obligations between the nuclear
weapon States and the non-nuclear-weapon States., The treaty should ensure that
non-proliferation in one direction should be matched by non-proliferation in another
direction. This point has been made clear in the memorandum (ENDC/178) submitted
on 19 August 1966 by the eight non-aligned delegations. I refer to the second,
third and fourth paragraphs on page 3 of that document.
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55. My delegatlon w1shes to assure the Gomnlttee that this insistence on the balance
of mutual responslbllltles and obllgatlons has no motive other. than ‘that of. safe~
guardlng and promotlng the larger common interests of the international community as’

a whole. We must add that thls prlnclplo of the balance of. responsibilities angd -
obllgatlons would contrlbute towards making the non—-proliferation treaty viable and.
effective. The elght delegations have called for "tanglblo steps. to halt the

nuclear arms race and to llmlt reduce and ellmlnate the stocks of nuclear-weapons

and the means of thelr dellvery" (nNDC/l78, p.3)in.the context of. the ‘non~proliferation
measures. advocatcd . .

56. My oelegatlon relterates the view that the halting and de—escalatlon of the .

armaments race would contrlbute substantlally to the lowsring and elimination of

1nternat1onal tensions: lhls would beneflt all natlons, :and the developing nations
most of all. It would prov1de “the necessary security and tranquility in the inter- -
national atmosphere to enable them to bUlld healthy and benef1c1al societies, which,
'after all, constltute an 1mportant factor for the contlnuod malntenance of -peace

in the world. Hence my delegation must repeat the much-emphasized need for a

balance of mutual respons1b111t1es and obligations. Indeed, as all. the representatives
who nave spoken before me have p01nted out, a non—prollferatlon treaty in which such -
a loglcal bas1s was lacklng or doubtful could not stand for long, 1f indeed it did
not prove self—defeatlng.

57T. MWy delegatlon is gratlfled to note that the nuclcar—weapon States represented

in this Committee have readlly rocognlzed the1r obllgatlons in this connex1on. But |
it is often all too temptlng to say that a treaty will endure.only if it is seen o
achieve its obgectlves, the argument belng that the awareness of . thls alone would
provide the necessary drive and 1mpetus to strlve to attain thc goals set forth in ;
it. My delegatlon does not flnd any comfort in such assurance. In any case this is.
no substitute for a formal undertaklng 1n treaty languago to brlng about the o
progrcss1ve stages of nuclear dlsarmament which are env1saged in pr1nc1ples (b) and
(e) of Unlted Nations resolutlon 2028 (XX) and whlch ‘we elaborated in the.memorandum .
of the elght non—allgned natlons. Only those measures could generate the kind of.
noral 1mpuls1on and glve the proper sense of purpose and dlrectlon needed - to move .
nations towards the uitimate objective of general and complete dlsarmament. _
58. My country has all along supported the proposal for the conclu31on of a non-
proliferation treaty, bellcv1ng that such a treaty would constltute a step towards

totel nuclear disarmament and hence towards general and complete disarmament.
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Now that such a treaty'seems to be within reach, we are anxious that when it comes
into existence it shall contain all that is necessary to enable it fully-to achieve -
its aims. Apart from this poéiti%e and objective motivation, we have no other. I°
would address myself in this same spirit to other issues concerning thé elaboration:
of a non~proliferation treaty.
59. Closely connected with the question of the mutual responsibilities and obligations
of the nuclear-weapon countries and the non-nuclear weapoﬁ countries is the matter
mentioned inAoperative paragraph /4 of United Nations resolution 2153(XXI)/Rev.l.
In that paragraph the General Assembly requested this Committee.-
"... to consider urgently the proposal that the nuclear-weapon Powers should
give an assurance that they will not use, cr threaten to use, nuclear weapons
against non-nuclear-weapon States without nuclear weapons on their térritories,-
and any other proposals that have been or may be made for the solution of this
problem" (ENDC/185).
60. My delegation considers that a positive prdposal. We believe that such an
assurance, if incorporated in the treaty, would strengthen it considerably. It is
only just, logical and reasonable that the nuclear Powers should promise not to use
nuclear weapons against the non-nuclear-weapon countries. That assurance, we consider,
would provide a compalling motivation for bringing in other complementary disarmament
measures. Thus we feel that it would go far towards enabling the non-nuclear |
States to adhere to the treaty with the fewest misgivings. And if there were reason
subsequently to review the treaty owing to certain positive or negative developments
in technology or political thinking, it would undoubtedly serve as a powerful
argument against non-nuclear-weapon States deciding to change their status. '
61, My delegation feels that, having lived in an atmosphere of '"balance of terror",
nations would be able in future toovercome their security problems by more logical
and less negative systems of international relations. We are constrained to remark
that, in bringing into being a non-proliferation treaty, ndions must endeavour to
develop a system which would put ambitions and interests into their proper perspective
and enforce their curbing before resort to war were contemplated. ‘
62. I should like now to turn to the question of the possible adverse effects that
a non-proliferation treaty might have on the development of civilian nuclear industry
and nuclear technology for peaceful application in the non-nuclear-weapon countries.

If my delegation understands the situation correctly, it is agreed among all the
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nations with the necessary nuclear technological.experience that in the present

state of development the characteristics of nuclear devices for peaceful purposes
could not be distinguished too clearly from those of nuclear devices for military
purposes. If that is the case, there can be no two views on this point. My delegation
considers that we must observe the "no loophole" criterion of United Nations™ -. . .
resolution 2028(XX) in its .correct spirit. And if.there is truth in the "spin-~off" * -
theory that there-are concrete scientific and technological benefits of industrial .-
and commercial value accruing from a nuclear weapon research and development .
programme, then those benefits should be made available, to all nations on a non-.-
discriminatory basis. y . , . S
63., There: should be no-impediment to obtaining nuclear technology for reelly peaceful
purposes as more advanced technological progress is achieved. Arrangements for ..
making such knowledge available should be truly international —- that is, freely:

and easily accessible to all natioms. It may not be practicable to embody specific .
guarantees concerning such arrangements in. the non-proliferation treaty; but the - -
relevant provisions should be formulated in such a way as to give confidence to all |
nations in thismtter. It would be appropriate.to ensure that industrial and .
commercial interests of non-nuclearweapon countries do not suffer as a result of

their renunciation of nuclear weapons. If in the future a technological break-. -
through of great dimensions is.achieved which might necessitate revision of the
provisions of the treaty on non-proliferation, one.would expect that such revigion - |
would follow as a matter of course, L | L .

64. I should like to say a word now about the control system to ensure compliance
with the obligations of the treaty. This is related-té principle (d) of resolution
2028 (XX). My delegation fully shares the .view.that the control system for a multi-
lateral international treaty; such as the‘non—proliferation;treaty,.must be truly
multilateral and international,and that its application should be uniform and
compulsory for all non-nuclear weapon States parties to the treaty. It is our

firm belief that inspections conducted for the efficient application..of the treaty

by organs or agencies other than the International Atomic Energy Agency would
seriously undermine the treaty. We understand that satisfactory inspections could

be conducted without infringing the sécrecy of commercial processes.

65. TFor my delegatioﬁ tLié preoccupation with secrecy and restrictive practices,

especially in the field of the peaceful application of nuclear energy, is a matter
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for serisus concern. ~Our belief mey be briefly set out in the following way.

Since the advent of nuclear weapons the aim of all human endeavour should be not

only to pfevent those weapéns‘from Beiﬁé used by ngtions egainst nations, but also

t0 tame this immense power of destruction. Steps to internationalize this great
technology and direct it towards peaceful purposes only are to us the greatest
political challenge in the history of mankind, equailed only by efforts to establish
an international order that would climinate war. Therefore insistence on the
monopoly of nuclear-téchnology and knowledge, such as is suggested by 'resistance to
international inspection, is as much an element of destruction as its use for
warfare.

66. While menkind has 'so far been unable to achieve the necessary polltlcal thinking
to overcome the negative aspects of the use of the power of the atom, we feel strongly
that we must resist all attempts to restrict nuclear knowledge to certain nations or
groups of nations and thereby revive the chain of evils, suspicion and distrust
which would inexorably lead to'a new armamsnts race. Hence in supporting strongly
the principle of non-proliferation of nuclear weapons we are motivated by a desire
for the elimination of those weapons altogethér and the opening- of the secrets of

nuclear technology for peaceful development to all nations.

67. Mr. FOSTER (United States of America): We have listened today with interest
to the important statements made by the representatives ofuMexico, the United
Kingdom and Burma. We shall study those statements carefully, and may have comments
to make on certain points in them at subsequent meetings.
68, Today I should like to discuss briefly the thinking of my Government on how the
benefits of nuclear explosions for peaceful purposes might be shared with non~
nuclear-weapon countries without thus contributing to the proliferation of nuclear
weapons. ‘
69. There should be nb disagreement with the basic technological facts stated for
my delegation by Mr. Fisher on 9 August 1966 as follows: ' l
", .. a nuclear explosive device intended for peaceful purposes can be
used as a weapon or can be easily adapted for such use. Moreover, the
technology of making nuclear explosive devices for peaceful purposés is
essentlally indistinguishable from the technology of maklng nuclear
weapons." (ENDC/PV.280, p.13) '
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We have read carefully the statements of a number of delegatlons on thls point and
I do not believe any delegatlon has expressed dlsagreement w1th these basic facts. o
If we acceépt these facts, then a non-prollferatlon treaty which allowed the wide~
spread acquisition'of peaceful nuclear exp1031ve dévices would have the effect of
permitting the prollferatlon of contrivances useful as nuclear weapons. Such a 'f
treaty would have a loophole S0 large that the treaty would be 1llusory‘ Yet as
we all know, the General Assembly ‘has requested us to draft a non—prollferatlon
treaty with né loopholes at all (A/RES/2028(XX); ENDG/161). -
70. The United’ States realizes that this poses a problem for our Committes. On the
one hand we wish to ensure an effective traaty without loopholes On the other hand |
we wish to -ensure that all States may share to the’ fullest extent in any possible '
future benefits from peaceful nuclear éxplosions. = A biisinesslike w way to resolve '
this dilemma would be to share these beneflts w1thout sharlng the explosire devices
themselves. ’ o
71. President Johnson, in his message to this session of the Sonferehce of the
Eighteen-Nation Committee on Disarmament, touched on this matfer when he said:

"The United States is prepared to make available nuclear explosive services

for peaceful purposes on a non-discriminatory basis under appropriate

international safeguards. We are prepared to JOln other nuclear States in

a commltment to do thls;“ (ENDC/l87, . 2) _ . . ..

In this connex1on we noted w1th 1nterest the. statement by Mr. Roschln, the Sov1et

representatlve, at our meetlng on 14 March. He sald that the Sov1et Unlon Tirmly:

naintains - ) - Ce .
"... the pos1t10n that an agreement on the non—prollferatlon of nuclear ‘
weapons cannot and should not prevent non—nuclear countrles from using nuclear .
energy for the purposes of peaceful economic development In doing so we
bear in mlnd ‘that the questlon of the procedure and conditions governing the
carrylng—out of nuclear exploslons is a separate questlon that can be settled

only on the ba51s of a separate 1nternatlonal agreement " (ENDG/PV 293L Para.63)

72. My delegatlon agrees that thls is a separate issue to be settled by a separate
agreenent. The purpose of my remarks today is to outllne brlefly the present

thinking of the Unltcd States on how the sharlng of any potentlal beneflts of peaceful
nuclearexploslons mlght be organlzed. we propose the follow1ng general pr1n01ples to
deal with this problem.
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73. Flrst if an when peaceful applications of nuclear explosives that are

k perm1ss1ble under the test-ban Treaty (“VDC/lOO/Rev 1) prove technically and

econonmically feaslble, nuclear—weapon—states should make available to other States
nuclear exp1951ve services for peaceful - applications. Such a service would consist
of performing the desired nuclear detonation under apﬁropriate international
observation with the nuclear device remaining under the custody and control of the
State whlch performed the service.

T4. Second there should be a means _provided for non-nuclear-weapon States wishing-
to do so to request nuclear explosive services from the nuclear-weapon States through
an international body in which the non-nuclear-weapon States would participate. The
international body might consider such matters as the feasibility of requested
projects, prieriﬁy’among such requests, and necessary safety precautions. The
purpose of.these arrangements would Be to make clear that, once the participating |
nuclear Powers are prepared to undertake ﬁractical applications of peaceful nuclear
explosives, they will not withhold nuclear detonation services, to.gthers because of
extraneous considerations.

75. We recognize the concern on this score of non-nuclear-weapon States, a concarn
expressed most recently by Ambassador Khallaf 'at our last meeting (ENDC/PV.294,
paras. 31 et seq.). One possibility is that the International Atomic Energy Agency
might be the international organization through which such requests could be made-
and such matters considered as are mentioned above -— that is, the fsasibility,
priority and safety of projects. However, if this should prove impractical, we
would be willing to consider alternative-international.nechanisns.

76. Third, costs to non-nuclear-weapon States for peaceful-purpose detonations by
nuclear States would be kept as low as possible, They should not, for example,
include the costs of research and development. )

77. Fourth, there should be full consultation among nuclear and non-nuclear Parties
to the limited test-ban Treaty about any amendment of that Treaty required in order
to carry out feaeible projects. |

78. And fifth, the conditions and procedures for international collaboration in
accomplishing peaceful nuclear explosive projects would be developed in full

consultation with the non-nuclear-weapon States.
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9. My delegatlon feels that these f1ve pr1nc1ples represent the best way to resolve

the dilemma to whlch I referred earller and to which reference has been made by ‘
several representatlves here. That ollemna is between the need for a treaty w1thout
loopholes and the need to share any potentlal benafits which may one day cone from
the utlllzatlon of peaceful nuclear exploslves. These pr1nc1ples rapresent .
suggestlons whlch we feel could be useful guldellnes. we offer them in the hope that
they w1ll make clear once agaln the strong determlnatlon of my country to .ensure
the broadest p0351ble sharlng of the benefits accrulng to manklnd from the peaceful
uses of nuclear energy‘ . .
80. "Before concludlng, I should like to Joln Lord Chalfont in w1sh1ng Ambassador .

Garcia Robles farewell and Godspeed on his return ‘to his natlve country. H1s proven .

talents as a negotlator can well be used in Geneva when we reach the dlsou331on of a

concrete draft of the non—prollferatlon treaty.

.

The Conference decided to issue the following communiqué
"The Conference of the Eighteen-Nation Committee on Disarmament today

held its 295th plenary meetirig in the Palais des Nations, Geneva, under
the Chairmanship of Mr. A, Zelleke, representative of Ethlopia.
"Statements were made by the’ representatlves of” Mexico, the United -
Kingdon, Burma and the United States .of America. I '
"The next meeting of’ the Conference will be held on Thursday, 23
March 1967 at 10.30 a.m." . -
The meetihg rose at -12.15 p.m.

-
-

ey,



