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The CHAIRMAN (Czechoslovakia) I declare open- the two hundred and 31xt1eth
plenary meetlng of the Elghteen-Natlon Committee on Disarmament. -
Mr. ROSHCdIV (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) (tramslation from

Russian): As was agreed 1n the Committee, we are to devote four meetlngs to the

question of.nonfprollferat}on of nuclear, weapons, Accordlngly, our statement-
today will be dereted te‘this question. .

'The Committee has already been'discussing for three months at this sessionithe
problem of the non-proliferation of ruclear weapons. wWe are bound, however, to
reoognize the regrettable .fact that today we are just as far from a solution as we
were in January, when the Committee resumed its work after the twentieth -session <of
the United Natiens General Assembly. In this connexion we cannot help asking
ourselves what 1s the reason for this unsatisfactory state of.affairs in regard to
the solutlon of th1s 1nportant and urgent problem. ie have already answered that
guestlon in the statements we made at the 252nd and 255th meetings of the Committee.
. 4 Today we shall confine ourselves to summing up our point of view on this .
subject and at .the same tine we shall develop a number of arguments put forward
by us at prev1ous meetlngs. As we have already noted, the reason for the “lack-of
any progress in solv1ng the problem of non-proliferation of nuclear weapons is the
position of the Unlted tates of Amerlca, its policy of satisfying the claims of the
Federal Republlc of Gernany in regard to nuclear weapons. That is why the.Unlted
States is trying to leave the door open for the proliferation of these weapons among
its NATO partners., . It is precisely to this aim that both the origiﬁai:(ENDC/IBZ)
and the'amehded.United'States draft treaty to prevent the spread of nuclear weapons
(ENDC/152/4dd.1). are subordinated. '

In this connexion we should,(like first of all to touch upon the questioh of
how the concept‘df eontrol? over nuclear weapons is dealt~with5;hxthe_yhgted_f
States draft treaty on nonwproliferation. The draft treaty submitted to the
Cormmittee "for conslderatlon contains a very narrow definition of the concept of
lcontrol'. The possess1on, handling and disposal of nuclear weapons by a State
are not regarded in this draft treaty as an integral part of control over these
weapons by.that State, Control, you see, is nerely ““”rrght or abllrty tOfflreJ“
nuclear weapons without the concurrent decision of an ex1st1ng“hhclear weapon

State.” (ENDC/152/4dd.1) - IR

D e R R TR S T AN S
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But the word "controi" in English embraces a very broad éoncept; Incidentally,
our attention was drawn to this fact by the United States representatives in
the Atomic Energy Commission of the United Nations as far back asti946/1947,
when the question of prohibiting nuclear weapons was being discussed. In
defining the concept of f'control® over atomic energy and atomic weapons, the
United States delegation pointed out that this concept covered the production, .
ownership, .handling and disposal of atomic materials, atomic energy and atomic
weapons. ' The definition of the concept of icontrol? in the United States draft
treaty,,as we see, represents an obvious deviation by the authors of the draft
from that'netural sense of the word "controi" which would assure the non-
proliferation of nucleer Qeapons and which had previously been given by.the
United States side when the nucleer problem was under discussion in United Nations
bodies. ' x

Why was it hecessary to include in the United States draft treaty a very
restricteq‘definition of control, which is'completely inappropriate to the aim
of preventing the spread o% nucleer weapons, a definitioh in which there is no
mention of the'possession, handling and disposal of nuclear weapons and only one
element of their disposal ie referred to: the firing of nuclear weapons without
the concurrent decision of an existing nuclear—weapon State? The introduction
of this restricted and truncated concept of control into the draft treaty to -
prevent the spread of nuclear weapons is due to the attempts of the United
States to adapt this treaty to the aims and purposes of its policy in NATO, and
in‘the first place to its desire to satisfy the claims of the Federal Republic
of Germany to nuclear weapons.

Careful examlnatlon of this deflnltlon in comparison with other prov151ons
. of the Unlted States draft treaty on non-proliferation convinces us that this
draft prov1des the possibility for the United States, irrespective of whether
unified nuclear forces are created in NATO or not, ‘to transfer nuclear weapons “to
other countries, for example, the Federal Republic of Germany, and for the latter .
to obtain these weapons, keep them, transport them as it sces fit and.put them '
into its missiles or aircraft, which could thus carry out flights with nuclear
weapons aboard. Lastly, the Federal Republic of Germany would be able to use these

weapons after rece1v1ng the consent of a nuclear Power,

+
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Further, we should like to consider the provision in the United States draft
treaty article 1 paragraph 3, regarding the possibility of transfofming a nuclear
Power "into an association of States having control over nuclear weapons. we
have alréady expressed our views on this guestion at the méetipg of the Committee

‘held on 5 April (ENDC/PV.255; pp. 20, 21). - We have pointed out thé dual
inconsistency of this provision. TFirst, a nuclear Power and an association of .
nuclear 3tates are not one and ‘the same thing. Secondly, the very problent of such
.a transformation is artificial aﬁd improbable and does not arise- out of any real
necessity, since no nuclear Power, as far as we know, has declared its intention
of renouncing nuclear weapons in favour of any association of nuclear States.
Theivery formulation of the question of the possibility of transforming or
converting a-nuclear Power into an association of nuclear States is thus
hypothetical, and merely testifies to the cndeavour of the authors of the United
States ‘draft treaty to provide therein additional loop-holes or chinks which would
enable a single nuclear Power to transform itself into an association of nuclear
Powers, so that, instead of a single nuclear Power, there would emerge two,

three or more such Powers, ‘ .

The existence of loop-holes in the United States draft treaty on non-
proliferation is confiymed by the provision. it contains for the right of veto of
the nﬁclear Powers in regard to -the use of nuclear weapons by States not
possessing these weapons at the time of the conclusion of the treafy. The
"provision for the right of veto in the United States draft treaty shows quite
obviously that under this treaty non-nuclear States may possess anq fire
nuclear weapons with the consent of a nuclear Power. ~Thﬁs, the United States
. draft treaty directly provides for the-possibility of proliferating nuclear
weapons; ,if lays down only one condition:' namely, that the nuclear weapons
placed at the disposal of a non-nuclear country should be used only with the

consent of a nuclear Power. This is the only meaning of the proviéion for the

right>of veto included in the United States draft treaty.-
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The provision for the right of veto contained in the United States draft treaty
to prevent the spread of nuclear weepons is a direct indication that this draft treaty
in nolway prevents the spread of such weapons; it merely introduces a certain element
of restriction on the use of such weapons. This restriction is the consent of a
nuclear Power to their use. If the United States draft treaty provided for neither the
dlrect nor indlrect proliferation of nuclear weapons, if it contained no loop-holes for
such prollferatlon, there would be no need to introduce the right of veto into the treaty.

In this connexion we should like to stress that in the Soviet draft treaty
(ENDC/164) there is, of course, no provision for the right of veto, since there is no
necessity for it. The Soviet draft provides for neither the direct nor the indirect
proliferation of nuclear weapons. It contains no loop-holes for their proliferaticn.

In considering the United States draft treaty to prevent the spread of nuclear
weapons as a whole, together with its provision for the right of veto, its deliberately
narrow definition of the concept of "control", and the possibility which it provides
of transforming a nuclear Power into an association of nuclear States, can it be said
that this draft treaty complies with the resolution of the General Assembly of the
United Nations which lays down that --

"2 (a) 'The treaty should be void of any loop-holes which mlght permit nuclear

" or non-nuclear Powers to prollferate, directly or indirectly, nuclear
weapons in any form;" (A/RES/2028 XX .2; ENDC l6 1)

To this question we reply with the utmost conviction that tne Unlted States draft '
treaty is directly and flagrantly contrary to thls resolution of the General Assembly.
The United States draft treaty permits, first, the creation of JOlnt nuclear forces
within the framework of military blocs; and, secondly, the transfer of nuclear weapons
into the control of any non-nuclear State, with the proviso that the nuclear Powers
retain the right of veto in regard to thelr use. Under the provisions of thls treaty
the United States would be able to transfer nuclear weapons fo the Federal Republic of
Germany or to any other State —- for ;nstance,’the Republic of South Africa -- if it desire

to do so.
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Our analysis of.the United States proposal -- its draft treaty to prevent the
spread ofwnuolearﬁyeaponsAwﬂoontainsGthe.answer to the gquestion of what has brought
about the, obviously unsatisfactory sitnation'in the Committee in regard to the solution
of the problem of non-proliferation of'nuclear weapons. Careful consideration of the
United States pos1t10n and proposals in this regard is bound to lead us to the .con~
clusion that the United States is not prepared to come to an agreement on this questlon '
on the terms laid down by the unanlmously-aiopted resolution of the twentleth sesslon ‘
of the United Nations General Assembly -- thau is, on those terms which enable thls '
Pproblem to be solved at all. In fact the Unlted States proposes to us, not a treaty
on the non—prollferatlon of nuolear weapans,.. but a treaty on the prollferatlon of suoh.
weapons with certain limitations, -on terns which fit.in with the alms and purposes of
the pollcy of the United States. In fact, it is proposed to us that we should lega11ze
the proliferation of nuclear weapons w1th1n a well-defined framework and under the
limited control of the United Seates, which envisages using the right of veto 1n‘regard
to the use of nuclear weapons by States which; under this treaty, would obtain access ;
to these weapons. o - . ‘ N )

We have already stated here on many occa51ons, and we state once agaln, that
there can be no agreement on the basis proposed by the United States. As we have
already stressed, the Soviet Union will not agree to a treaty that would provide for
the prollferatlon of nuclear weapons and the grantlng to the Federal Republlo of Germany
of access to these weapons. Undoubtedly such a treaty would f1t in w1th the plans of
the ruling circles of the Federa; Republlc of Germany These 01rcles are well aware
. that the Unlted States draft treaty does not close to, them the door to access, to
nuclear weapons. It is therefore not surprising that they have agreed to the submlsslon

by the United States of the draft treaty to prevent the spread of nuolear weapons now
under consideration.by the Commlttee, whlch obv1ously suits them completely.:

" Replying to our objections to the United States draft treaty and to our arguments
concerning the-threat ‘to peace involved in giving the dest German Bundeswehr acoess to N
nuclear.weapons,.tho representatives of the Up;teduStates and other Western Powers in_ '
the Committee repeat their assertions that the policy ofﬂwest Germanj is peaceful and '
does not pursue any revenchist aims. In this connexion we have already -adduced many |

facts and arguments which show the contrary.
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We should also like po'refer-to the statenen;_madeaon lO"chemperAl965“by
Chancellor Erhard of the Federal Republic of Germany in which he insisted on the
re-establishment "of equlty in settling the questlon of possession of their own nuclear
weapons” by all members of NATO This statement of the Federal Chancellor was echoed
by the West German Press‘. Thus the Diisseldorf newspaper Industrlekurler wrote on 23
October 1965 that with the advent of the new Government —-

", ..the most urgent problem is the German right to partlcipate in deciding the
nuclear strategy of NATO. Here a clear-cut decision should be taken after long
years of fruitless debating and plan—maklng"' o
During the dlscu531on in Munich on 29-30 January 1966 on the nuclear defence of

the West, at which many political leaders of the NATO countries were present, the
representatives of the Federal Republlc of Germany openly declered that West Germany
rust be given the right to have a say~1n_regard to the use of the nuclear weapons
stationed on its territory. -Access to nuclear weapons by the Federal Republic of
Germany is also being v1gorous1y advocated by the former Defence Minister of the Federal
Republic of Germany, Herr Strauss, who,.speaklng at the end of August 1965, threatened
that a new Fihrer would come to power in the Federal Bepnblic_if West Germany‘s clain

to be given access to nuclear weapons was not satisfied. That was reported in

The Sunday Times of 29 August 1965.

It is necessary to bear in mind that all the statements we have quoted have been _

made in the circumstances of an extensive militarizatipn-of ﬂeet Germany,, which ie,'
facilitated by the political policy now being pursued by the United States. Ne“have

no illusions about what would happen if the Federal Republic of Germany obtained access
to nuclear weapons. The course of eyents would drag us into a path fraught with the
direst consequences for the peoples of the:world. To insist, as the United States is
doing, upon an agreement which would give the Federal Republic of Germany access to
nuclear weapons is tenpamonnt to dragging us into that path.. Have we a right to give .

our consent to this?
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The sacrifices borne by our country in the two world wars — more than 20 million
died during éhé Second ﬁbrld War alone -- thetens of thousands of towns and villages
destroyed and the huge losses suffered in these wars by many other countriés,‘.
eiwphatically require us to make every possible effort and take all possibie neasures
to prevent such é developiient of events, and forbid us to enter that path, which is
exceedingly dangerous for all countries, including the Federal Republic of Germany. ,
It was precisely in ordef'to‘prevenf such a developrient of events that the Soviet Union,
the United States of America and the United Kingdor: took at the Potsdam Conference the
following decision, to which France adhered later:

'eov German militarism and Nagisii will be extlrpated and the Allies w1ll take
i in agreement together, now and in the future, the other measures necessary to

assure that Gernmany never again will threaten her neighbors, or the peace of ’

the world".l \

In the light of the events that have been taking place in the post-war years, the
agsertions of -the representatives of ;the United States and other Western Powers about
the peaceful character of the policy of Western Cermany, and that the granting of nucléar
weapons to that country under the condltlons prov1ded for by the United States caraft ‘ ‘
. treaty would serve the cause of peace, appear to us to be unconvincing, If the rullng
circles of the Federal Republic of Gernany really wished to reduce international tension .
and to solve the ﬁréblen of eliminating the nuclear danger, they would not seek to obtain
access to nuclear weapons, nor would they hinder the conclusion of a treaty"éﬁ'the
non-proliferation of nuclear weapons in the form required by the aforesaid resolution of
the United Nations General Asseubly. l .

The stubborn efforts of the Federal Republic to_obtain access to nuclear weapons
show that its plans and policieé are in direct opposition to the ain of eliminating the
vestiges of the Second World War,’pormalizing the situation in Eurépe and in the world,
and strengthening international security. In the Federal Republic and the tnited States
people mmust surely realize that access to nuclear weapongs by the Bundeswehr would nean

closing the door to the conclusion of a treaty to prevent the spread of these weapons;

1/ Britannica Book of the Year, 1946, p.121

]
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it would also make international tens1on cons1derably rore acute and 1ncrease the threat
of a nuclear war. . People in those countrles nust suriely know -also that any draft treaty
on non-prollferatlon which provides for such access has no chance whatevcr of beconing.
the basis of an international agreemént on this’ questlon. SR A

We are told that the plans for-the creatlon of a rmltilateral force or an Atlantlc
nmuclear force have lost their immedizte relevance and are a “deaa,letter“ *. But then '
we may ask: for what purposes does the Uni'ted States draft treaty to’ prevent the spread
of nuclear weapons leave 2 p0531blllty for.the’ creat1on of Dultllatcral nuclear forces,
or any similar plan for "sharlng nucloar respons1b111ty", whlch is a dangerous forn of
proliferation, and why do the Western delegations not agree- with the Sov1et proposals .
which completely preclude such a poss1b111ty° s C s et 3

Thé positions of the United States and of the United Klngd0n do not give us any °
grounds for thlnklng that the plans for g1v1ng West Gefrmany access to nuclear weapons have
been set aside to any extent or- have lost their inportance.  This is shown 1n particular
by  the statement nade by the Secretary of State, Mr., Dean Rusk, on 3 February this year
in,the Joint Atomic ‘Energy Commlss1on of the.United States Congress, 1n which he
stressed that -- - e : a7 ‘

"There isino contradiction between the pollcy of the United Statcs on -the o ,2 o

;.‘

non-proliferation of nuclear weapons and  the poss1ble nuclear agroenents
proposéd for the Atlantlc Mliance. "l/ ‘ L . Y
Thus, the Secretary of State of the Unlted States adm1tted that the attenpt of the

United States to give the Federal Re publlc of Germany access to nuclear weapons is:

¥

~

entirely within the franework of: the Unlted States policy of so—called "uon—prollfcratnmﬂ

L

of nuclear wcapons. oL ' .

Only yesterday, in connexion w1th an artlcle in The’ Ncw York Tlmes.whlch had

published: a repOrt that the United States had - set aside 1ts plans for thé creatlon of a
miltilateral nuclear force, the Secrotary of .State made the follow1ng statenent '

* ) - .
. . . ! -

K

X4

i . . .« - S
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"The United States regards the problem of nuclear sharing as a major unfinished

-business. The development of an arrangernent to provide participation for

“NATO non-nuclear nations, including the Federal Republic of Germany, in the

managenent of nuclear power is under ?he nost serious discussion ariong interested

governments.’ ’

"The United States Governnent has made no decision to foreclose a possible

Atlantic nuclear force or any other collective approach to the problen'.

(The New York Times, 28 April 1966, International Edition, p.3).

The plans for creating an Atlantic nuclear force in NATO are stiil on the agenda -
of the United Kingdoi Government. In the pre-election manifesto of the Labour Party
it was stressed that the proposal of the United Kingdom for the creation of an Atlantic

nuclear force "is still the best basis for a discussion between allies™. This position

was confirmed in the Queen's Speech on 21 April, in which she said: "The United Kingdomi
will-endeavour to establish nuclear interaction among Western countries',

All this stresses once more that the policy of the Western Powers ains at giving
the Federal Republic of Germany access to nuclear weapons, with all the ensuing dangerous
consequences for the people of all countries, including West Gernany. It is precisely
this fact that has led to stagnation and even to an ippasse, both within and outside
this Committee, in the negotiations on thu problen of non-proliferation of nuclear
weapons, which is of such great inportance for the destiny of all the countries of the
world. ’

In this Comriittee a paradoxical situation has come about in regard to consideration
of the question of non-proliferation of nuclear weapons. Not one of the reprcsentatives
of the Western Powers has been able to put forwaré any substantial argunents against the
Soviet draft treaty on non-proliferation. No one has been able to point to any
incompatibility between the Soviet draft treaty and the task set by the General Assembly
in régard to the way in which the problen of non-proliferation should be solved.
Nevertheless, the representatives of the Western Powers evade serious consideration of

this draft treaty and refuse to accept it as a basis for negotiations on non-proliferation
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In contrast to the United States draft treaty, the Soviet draft treaty eontalns a
direct and clear formulation of commitments: not to transfer sueh weeinne“infeny fprm -
directly or indirectly, through third States or groups of States - to the ownerehipﬂer
control of States or-groups of States not possessing nuclear weapons and nop:tp”eecord
to such States\or groups‘of States the right to participate in the ownerehip,;eontrolv.
or use of nuclear weapons. .The Soviet draft treaty on non-proliferation fully ensyres
that no non-nuclear State would be able to fire nuclear weapons, for the simple reason
that it would not possess such weapons nor have any access to them. The Soviet Unlon
has a;so proposed to include -in the draft treaty a clause on the prohibition of the use -
of nuclear weapons against non-nuclear States parties to the treaty which have no
nuclear weapons in their territory. .

We should like to stress that the Soviet Union does not regard the conclusion of
a treaty on non-proliferation of nuclear weapons as an end in 1Pself we consider .
that the .conclusion of such a treaty would be merely a step towards the implementation
of a w1de renge of measures leading to the elimination of the threat of a nuclear war.
Among such measures are, in the first place, the discontinuance of underground nuclear
tests; the creation of nuclear-free zones in various regions of the world, rncludlng
Central Europe; the. prohibition of the use of nuclear weapons; ana, lastly, the
complete prohibition of such weapons, accompanied By the destrucétion of al;lexisting,
stocks. . _ ) '“. ,:;_4

For a long time now we have been considering the question of non-proliferation
of nuclear weapons but have not yet achieved any positive results. We have, by ne
means unlimited possibilities at our disposal in regard to tne time required for |
reaching agreeﬁent on this.questign. Time is pressing.us. We should make every ,
effort to solve the problem of non-proliferetion without delay. If we do nqt solve '
it in the very near future, there ma& come about a situation in wnicn.we shall.never '
be able -to do so. - -, :: A ‘ -

Those are our views on the question of non-proliferation of nuclear weapons
which we wished to set forth by way of addition to what we have elready said et'

previous meetings of the Committee when considering this problem.

r
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. " Mr. FOSTER (United States of America): I do not propose to reply in
detail today to the statement of the representative' of the Soviet Union. Every one
of the charges that he has made has been answered and refuted by the United States
delegation at previous meetings. It 'is clear, however, from his statement that the
Soviet'Union persists in its efforts to turn éur discussion of means of halting
proliferation into a campaign agalnst NATO and against the Federal’ Republlc of
Germany.

I must say that the Soviet representative is somewhat less than candid w1th us

when he talks -~ or, rather, does'not talk -- about Warsaw Pact arrangements on
nucléar defence. We have asked repeatedly about these arrangements and whether they,-
* in the Soviet view, constitute pro}iferation. So far we have not received a dirsct-

reply. For instance, on 31 March (ENDC/PV.253,'p.14) Mr. Fisher took note of a
* Soviet press statement clearly implying that questions regarding the use of nuclear
weapons are considered within the Warsaw Pact. But his question whether the Soviet
Union considers the sharing of military decision-making on these matters as
constituting proliferation is still unanswered. At the same meeting Mr. Fisher
also referred to the presence in the armed forces of certain Eastern European
countries of Soviet-built delivery vehicles "capable of using nuclear warheads™
(i:bid.2 p.15). I submit that this appears to be evidence that the Soviet Union
also trains its allies in the use of nuclear weapons. Yet Mr. Fisher received no -°
answer when he asked if the Soviet Union considers. this practice to be prollferatlon.
It is no answer to say that the Soviet Union is prepared to ablde by the terms
of its draft non-proliferation treaty (ENDC/164). The question before us here is:
what do those terms mean? The Soviet Union has told us in great detail how it would
choosé to interpret these terms as they might apply to possible NATO arrangements;
but thé Warsaw Pact arrangements remain completely shrouded in secrecy. The United
States does not asser£ that the practices of the Warsaw Pact constitute proliferation.
However, if the Soviet Union feels free to comment on internal NATO defence matters
while refusing to inform us about practices of the Warsaw Pact which have an equal -
bearing on the matter being discussed here, are we not entitled to question:the

seriousness of the Soviet Union in seeking a non-proliferation treaty?
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I fail to see how the approach taken by the Soviet Union can lead to the
conclusion of the treaty which I believe we all seriously wish to achieve. However,
we shall study the remarks of the representative of the Soviet Union. We reserve the’
right to make a detailed reply at a subsequent meeting to some points he has raised.

My real purpose in speaking this morning is to -make an anhouncement that should
be of interest to this Committee. It is an announcement that is timely as we resume
discussion today of our common objective to prevent the spread of nuclear weapons;
and it is-highly pertinent to the objective of seeking to ensure that in the nuclear
field what is peaceful today remains peaceful tomorrow. 'By way of background, I
would recall the statement I made before this Committee on 7 September 1965 (ENDC/PV.230,
pp. 22, 23) describing the International Atomic Energy Agency safeguards system.. We
noted then that the system is designed to cover the entire nuclear fuel cycle, ‘
including fuel fabrication planfs, reactors and fuel reprocessing plants -- that is,
chemical separation plants. The development of a safeguards system is, moreover,
viewed by the Internationél Atomic Energy Agency as a step-by-step matter, of which
the first major step was the development of procedures for inspecting nuclear reactors.
We also stated that procedures for inspecting other types of facilities will be
developed as the need arises. ’ .

At the last meeting of the International Atomic Energy Aéency Board of Governors
in February of this year, it was récognized that the time had come to develop detéiled
procedures for safeguarding nuclear fuel reprocessing plants. The Board therefore
set up a committee to develop such procedures. During our session last yéar the
representative of India, Mr., Trivedi, referred to this subject on 12 August 1965
(ENDC/PV.223, pp. 19~21) and stressed the importance of safeguards on such plants.

As we have often said, the United States favours the widest possible‘coveragé of.
international safeguards on all peaceful nuclear faciljties in all countries.” We

have therefore contributed extensively to the development of such safégﬁards. We have
invited the International Atomic Energy Agency to safeguard several of our nuclear .’
reactors, including the large power station at Rowe,.Massachusetts. We havé done

this to demonstrate that safeguards. in'no way infringe national‘sovereignty and impose
no appreciable burden on the facili%y or on the host State. We have done this to
agsist the International Atomic Energy Agency in training inspectors and in developing

improved inspection techniques.
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Every nuclear power reactor generates as a by-product of its operation materials
which could be.diverted for use in the manufacture of nuclear weapons. For this
material to be used in a weapons programme it must first undergo treatment at a
reprocessing plant. Given the present and foreseeable expansion of nuclear power
production in the world, with increasing quantities of plutonium by-products being
generated, the need for international safeguards on all peaceful nuclear activities
and facilities becomes more and more evident if we are to be successful in preventing
*  the development of nuclear weapons by States.not now bossessing them.
| " As a new contribution to the development of International Atomic Energy Agency,
safeguards procedures, I now wish to announce that the United States is ;ffering %o
fhat Agency access to a commercial nuclear fuel reprocessing facility for development
of safeguards procedures and for the traiﬁing of Agency inspectors. This plant, which
is located at West Valley, New York, is owned and operated by Nuclear Fuel Services
Incorporated. It is the first, and so far the 6n133 commercial nuclear fuel reprocessing
plant in the United States, and we are grateful for the co-operation we have received

[

from this commercial corporation. :
- Developing safeguards procedures for fuel reprocessing plants presents technical:
problems which can best be dealt with in an operating plant. This offer will give the
International Atomic Energy Agency safeguards staff the opportunity to try out various
possible safeguards techniques and to evaluate them on an experimental basis. "We hope
that this practical experience will contribute to the more rapid development of such
techniques,

The offer by my Govermment to give the Infernational Ltomic Energy Agency access

to a commercial nuclear reprocessing faciiity in- the United States is further .
demonstration of our continued strong support for international safeguards on peace-
ful nuclear activities and of our bélief in the efficacy of the International Atomic__4
Energy Agency system. We have urged and continue to urge other governments to A
co-operate in expanding the coverage of the International Atomic Energy Agency safe- -
guards to such peaceful nuclear activities. We agree that this is not a oné-way ‘

street. Today my Goveranment has again shown that it is prepared to do.its part.
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I understand that thls is the last meetlng of the Conference that Lmbassador

Correa do Lago of Bra211 will be attendlng, and I should 11ke to address the follow1ng
remarms to hlm.‘ It is alwafs sad ©o have t0, say goodhye to good frlends, and doubly
S0 when the frlend in questlon is the representatlve of Bra211 Ambassador Correa do Lago.
Ambassador Correa do Lago has been with us since 1964 and nad made many useful contri-
butions to this Lommlttee s workﬁ I recall, 1n partlcular his words of encouragement
- and support for a treaty to prevent the spread of nuclear weapons,.as well as for a-
comprehens1ve uest ban. ue has been actlve and eloquent 1n urging D051u1ve steps
towards d1sarmament, in partlcular to free resources that can best be used for economlc
develooment rn many parts of the world= . ‘
He -shall miss the wise counsel of Ambassador Correa do Lago, as well as the’ charm
and the grace uhlcn he has brought to our mldst I say this botn as a co-Chalrman of
this uommlttee and .as the head of the United States delegatlon. I sHould 1ke to
"convey to Ambassador Correa do Lago our very. best wishes for his fu ure work in Wthh
I am sure, he w111 be as successful as he has been in his many dlstlngulshed posts in -

"

the past. . s

- "The CHATRMAN (Czechoslovakia): 'As no other member of the Cominittee wishes to

‘speak, Ivshall make a statement row in mY‘caﬁacity as the representatiﬁe‘of .
Czechoslovakia. I should like to make 2 few brief comments on the questlon of non-
dissemination and on some other questlons related to the discussions that we have had -
so far.‘ '

In the'course of our debates on the non4disseminaiion of nuclear weapons, numerous
delegations have compared the Soviet draft treaty (ENDC/164) wifh the amended draft
submltted by the United States (ENDC/152 and Add. 1). . The delegations of the socralis%
countrles have made a detalled matter-of-fact ana1y51s and have p01nted to the
shortcomings of the.United States concept of non-disséminetion end to the advantages of
the Ussé draft treaty.- They have emphasized particularly thet the USSR draft fully
covers all aspects. of‘theAproblem involued in‘%he SPread of’-nuclear wesapons. That
draft does not allow for- any artificial limitation 6f the feasures in. questlon nor

for any narrow 1nterpretatlon that woéuld enable anyone to circumvent 1n any way the' -

obllgatlons whlch States would undertake under: the ¢envisaged treaty. - -
\ , ',: . ) . o, Cee 3
., L , L e e

1
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The draft stipulates that Stetes not possessiné nuclear weabons would uncondition-
ally renounce the manufacture of such weapons'and undertake not to eceuire them in eny
way. - It‘provides«for the prohibition of both the physicai transfer of nuclear weapons
and the-trensfer of control of those weapons. It exciudes the possibility that, non-
nuclear weapon States might get such weepons into thelr possession or under thelr
control, or might use them in any form or way. It does not pernlt such States to have
a snare in the ownership, disposal or use of nuclear weapons in any form. It makes it
rmpossible for non-nuclear weapon States to gain access to nuclear weapons through units
of their own armed forces or military persommnel, even if such unios or Personnel are
under the command‘of a military alliance. The Soviet draft envisages that appropriste
obllgatlons would be undertaken by both;nuclear weapon and non-nuclear weapon States.

‘ In other words, it can be said that the Soviet draft does not have any loop-holes

that would meke it possible for nuclear weapon or non-nuclear weapon States to dissemi-
nate nuclear weapons in'any form, &irectly or indirectly. Accordlngly it fully meets

the requlrements rightly demended for a non-dissemination treaiy by the United Natlons

General Assembly resolution, 2028 (xx) (ENDC/161)

On J’he other hand, the United States draft suffers from many serious shortcomings
which have not been eliminated even, by the amendments submitted in the course of the
present session of the Commlttee._ The Unlted States draft 1s based on a 11m1ted conccpt
of non—dissemination. ‘Ir narrows the obligations which individual States should ‘under-
%ake undexr the treety to the mere prevention of the transfer of nuclear weapons into
the national control of non—nuclear weapon States or associations of such States. It
completely evades the question of the indirect spread of nuciear weapons, ?articularly
within the framework of military align@enﬁs }n which nuclear weapon and non-nuclear
weapon States are associsted. On the contrary, taken objectively it would lead to
+legalizing different forms of such dissemination.

This feature of the United States draft has been aptly described in the United

States Press also.- A commentary published in the. New York Herald—Tribune‘on K

26 April said, inter alis,.that the main reason for the present deadlock‘in our
discussions on non;dissemination’was the ‘question "whether West Germany is ever, going
to get part ownership and a share.in the physical possession of nuclear weapons.
In this’ connexion the author of the article states that "The Unlted States is

insisting on treaty language which keeps the possibility open."

* ! - . IR

-
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A treaty worked out according to the United States draft would not, stand in the
way of the physical’ tranufer of nuclear wespons to non-nuclear weapon States. On the
conurany, the references to the right of veto of the.existing nuclear Powers made in

the statements of the Wesvern delegatlons testify o the fact that their concept
presuproses the phy°1cal transfe of nuclear weapons to non—nuclear weapon States.
The United States Jdraft completely evades the question of shared: part1c1pat10n in

the owmer h:p of nuclear weapons, control of such’ weapons and dec1olono on thelr us

™J

it leaves open the possibility of transferring nuclear weapons %o, joint armed forces
PR N - N Caa N . ; *
formed within the framework.of militery alignments, including armed forcés of both

m

nuclear weapon and non-nuclear weapon States, In this way' -— that is, within such
Join% armed.forces —-r the personnel and the armed forces of-non-nuclear weapon States
would have access to nuclear weapons. These are serious shortcomings, serious loop—- .

holes, which would leave room for many forms of indirect spread of nuclear weapons

* within the framework of Western milivary. allgnmento.‘ ' . ‘ -

. .

The 1ntervent10no of the Western delc"aulons indicate that the. Western Povers -

not only do not exclude such a dangerous development within the framework of alignments
aosoc1au1ng botb nuclear weanon and nomn—nuclear weapon Siates, but even presuppose
such a development and defend it. ' The United States araft'confirms, just as the

stabtoments of +the Western delegati~ns have repeatedly confirmed, that the Western

approach is aimed au subordlnatln +he non-dissemination treat to thelr own intere: ats
2

gdjusting it Vo thelr polltlc al and st uteglc designs in NATO. One of <the faztor:z

O

subotanttally 1nfluencrng their approach iz the desire to satisfy the clalms madé in

the field of nuclear armamente by some countr'es members of NATO and mainly by the

Federal Republic of Germany,.i' . : 1 :

. »

It has rightly been pointed out here previously thet in their approach to non—

dissemination - he Wectern Powers try to weld two contradlctony, aqtagonlstlc llne%

They would like to see us aaop+ a treaty which, on the ome hand, would- legullze tue
spreat of nuclear weapons within the framework of Western mllltany alignments and, on
the other hand, would ban dlssemlnatvon outside sucn allgnments. "The Western Powers
try o justify therr incons 1Suent pos tlon'by basing themselwes on"ﬁhe'éxistence of
military alignments and ref errlng to specific relations allegedly existing among théir
members, At the’same time‘thqf wish to-¢reate the impression that their proposals —-
which in fact aim at ex cludlng hestern military al’gnmenté from the scope of the non-
aisvemination treaty ana ensuring for their members, or at least some of:them,‘a

&
3
. .

.
.
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pr1v11eged pos1t10n - do not contradict the measures to prevent dlssemlnatlon of
nuclear weapons, that they do not represent any danger.' They assert that in fact it

is only a questlon of normal consultatlons, wh1ch are quite usual and even 1nd1spensable

' within m111tary groupings. ) J

However, the attempts to cover up the serious loop—holes in the United States
draft treaty by references to the r10ht to consultatlons do not hold water elther when
compared to the text of the draft or in the light of numerous statements made by the
_representatlves of the Western delegations in this Committee. What is decisive in
the question of non-disseminotion fs not what we call & certain phenomenon but what is
.its essence, Qhat would be .its effects. The indirect spread of nuclear weapons, which
the Western Powers try to legaliZe within the framework of their military alignments, ‘
1111 not cease to be dissemination merely because it is labelled "consultations". '

References to the necessity for such consultations canhot refute the objective,
matter—of—fact arguments conv1nc1ng;y adduced against the United States draft not -
only by the delegations of the socialist countries hut also by some non-aligned '
States. ~ The assertions of'the Western delegations that they are concerned only with
ensuring the necesséry and usualfconsultations throw & stranOe iiéht on their‘own
declarations to the effect tbat the Western concept of alliances is based on the .
sharing of costs, respon51b111t1es, weapons and forces and that they think it
reasonable that' the collectlve forces of NaTO should include nuclear weapons.

In view of the fact that on the question of non—dlssemlnatlon the prlmary
objective of the countries members of NATO represented on th1s Commlttee is to satisfy
the demands of the Federal Republlc of Germany in the f1eld of nuclear armament, 1t
mlght be useful to compare the position of their delegatrons with declarations on thls
subject by official representatives of the Federal Republic of Germany. ‘ At a press
conference in Bonn on 25 February, Chancellor Erhard said, 1nter alie: .

"Therefore we contlnue to be ready to take part in the joint nuclear force.

The dlscu551ons in the 'NATO Defence HMinisters' Nuclear Committee’ concern

another aspect of co-operatlon of nuclear weapon States, however, they are

not 8 substitute for a nuclear solution to be achleved 301ntly w1th1n NATO R

2
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The pos1tlon of the Federal Republic'of Germany was even more clearly formulated
in the statement of Defence M1n1ster von' Hassel on’ 6 March wben, referr1ng to
o—operat1on in the field of nuc lear armament, he said:
"MbNamara s Commlttee as such is’ not"suff1c1ent for such co-operatlon within
) the all1ance. It should be coupled with phys1cal Jo1nt ownership of
nuclear weapons.\ By the term phys1cal joint ownershIp we understand .
the establishment within NATO of a ‘common system of weapons which’ q}ll |
.be jointly f1nanced, w1ll take joint.responsibilities-and- w1ll be jointly -
owned by 1 N&TO, and whose common course will be Jo1ntly,agreed upon n. ’
These facts only further underline the- Just1f1able reservations raised 1n~th1s Commlttee
against thé United. States draft. , They prove again that the serious loop—holes in the
draft which aim at legalizing the 1nd1rect spread of nucleaz’weapons within the

framework of NATO cannot be covered up by the many - references to so-called consultat1on‘

among the States members of that alignment. ' . . B ) s

¥

In this connex1on I Would like, to po1nt out that it is not our intention to deal

’

with the pract1ce of consultation and co—operatlon among the members of the North

Atlantic Treaty Organ1zatlon and that we do not question their activities in thls
R4

respect; Dbut we must firmly reJect the above-mentloned attempts to use the so-called
consultations to, cover up certa1n forms of d1ssem1natlon of. nuclear weapons to other
States and to legal1ze ‘such a procedure by the\k1nd of limited non—d1ssem1nat1on

treaty proposed by'the Unlted States. ' ' ) e ~' :'

In earlier, statements dur1ng our d1scuss1on on collateral measures the
Czechoslovak delegatlon referred Yo the proposal to conclude a non-aggress1on pact
between the States members of the Jarsaw Treaty and those of NATO (ENDC/77) dt
our meet1ng of 21 April a representatlve of the Western delegataons raised some .
ob3ect1ons to this proposal and its cons1derat1on 1n ‘our Comm1ttee (ENDC/PV, 258
pp. 15, 16) - obJectlons which in our v1ew are’ devo1d of any Just1f1catlon. The
representative of the PollshiPeople s Republlc, Ambassador Blusztaan, efuted tHesé "
in an exhaust1ve manner at our last meetihg (ENDC/PV. 259, pp. 10, ll) Ident1fy1ng
1tself fully w1th the arguments adduced by Mr. BlusztaJn, the Czechoslovak delegat1on

does not think 1t necessary to revert to- the matter.

*
. .t
.



‘ - ENDC/PV.260,
S . 2 . .

" MeT GOMEY ROBLEDO (Mexico) (translation from Spenish): I have asked to

speak in order’ to oXpriess, on behalf of my.@elegation and of thé'Latin—Anerican

fraternlty, the sorrow we feel at the departﬁre of'oﬁr:distinguished colleague,
Aubassador Correa do Lago, whose great intelligence, love of peace and splrit of
co—operatlon we have had cccasion to admiré”so Lany tines, and who has nade a
reriarkable contribution té our work, as the United States represéntative so rightly
lpointed'out‘ © We w1sh hin all siccess in the 1rportant post to which his Government
. has dppointed hlm, and we ‘are sure uhat he will renain with us in’ spirit and will
continue to be associated with the noble work entrusted to our Coix mittee by the

United Natlons.

: Mr. ROSHCHIN (Union of Soviet Socialist Rgpublics) (translation fron

@g§§i§g):‘ Since #ubassador Correa do Lago, the representative of Brazil in the -

-. Cormittee, is leaving us to take up an inportant post in his own country, the Soviet
delegation would like to note that Aubassador Correa do Légo has made a very useful
and- positive contribution to:the work of the, Cormittee in the discussion of disarmanent
questions. Both within the: CoLmittee. and outside Aﬁbassadar Correa do Lago hes nmade
no snall efforts.to bring about a favqurable atﬁosphere for the consideration and
discussion of the questiong under examination in the Cormittee and. for an exchange of
views on ther. , : o, - ‘ . "' .

. On behalf of.the Soviéet delegation, aﬁd‘also in ny éapacity as co-Chajrman of.m

" the Coumittee, I should like to wish Anbassador Correa do Lago every succe€s$in his, . -
new work, and‘tonexprgss_the hopevfhat in his new post he will not, lose interest
in our work and thz problei: of disarnament, whichfis the nost iﬁportant infernationgl‘.
problen of the present Eine.‘ We hope that we shall ieet and co-operate with
Aibassador Correa do Lago again in the future at conferences, at the sessions;of
the General ‘Asserbly, or in other forums devoted to the strengthening- of peace and
security and-to consideration of the'disarmamenf problen., . Therefore we say
"gg_reﬁoir" to Abassador Correa do:Lago and ask hin td convey our very best wishes

also to-his wife. . . . ;3

Mr. TRIVEDI (India): On behalf of the Indian delegation and the non-alignad
members of the Cormittee, I should like to join the co-Chairman and other " -
representaﬁives in expressing our deep sense of loss at the fact that, for sone

tiic at least, we 'shall not be having the benefit of the wise counsel and the great

N
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contribution of Ambassador éorrea do iaéo. — Other niembers of the Committee have
already expressed their, deep appreciation of his ‘great qualities and. of his treﬁendous.
"contribution to the work of the Comulttee. ~ T o

At the moment I should like to conflne nyself to the great contribution which

+ Ambassador Correa do Lago has made in the counsels of the eight non-aligned delegations.

We do not normally refer in plenary meetings -to these group meetings, but I am sure
“that the members of the Committee will forgive me if I do interject this particular note
and say how deeply appreciative all eight meﬁbers of the non-aligned group are of the
great contribution that Ambassador Correa do Lago has nade. e all are familisr, for -
exarple, with the two ueﬁoranda'(ENDC/15§, 159) which were presented on the last day
of last year's session; but it is not very widely known that it was due to’ the great
scontribution of Ambassadar Correa do Lago to the flndllZlng of those neroranda that we
were able to present them at that tine. i

We are glad of course, that our dear colleague, Ambassador Correa do Lago, is
taking a very important post. ' In fact that post is particularly importent from the
point of view of disarmament as he w1ll interest young officers of the foreign sServices
in this great task facing humanity today.. '

We wish Ambassador Correa do. Lago Godsﬁeed and all luck.

The CHATRMAN (CzeEhoslovakia): As’ Chairman of this neeting I am sure 1
express the feelings' of all the delegations when I say that Aubassador Correa do Lago
has been a strong supporter of our disarmanent-efforts and a‘warn-friend of all of us.

I hope,he will not forget us as he leaves to deal with other urgent problens. On

behalf of the Committee I extend to him all best wishes in his next assignnent.

Mr. CORREA do LAGO (Brazil): I have heard with great emotion the very kind

" words that have been addressed to ne, and I wish to extend ny very warm thanks to

Ambassador Fester, Aiibassador Roshchin, Awbassador Gomez Robledo and Ambassador Trivedi,

‘ and‘to'you, Mr. Cheir@an, and to say that your words will serve as a constant incentive

" for oy ‘future work.

I should like to say a few words “on thls occasion when I an taking leave of the

Cormiittee., . First, I wish to express to you, M- Ghalr“an, and to every Leuber of the

i Conference, Ly deep gratitude for the courtesy and understandlng that I have

unfalllngly received from everyone. The nature of our work and the atinosphere in



ENDC/PV. 260
24

(Mr._Correa do Lago, Bragzil)

which it is carried out periit the creation of personal links betwsen ell the nerbers
of our Comnittee, . This is not only a source of pleasurc but, in my view, also helps
to build up the confidence which is so necessary for our discussions and negotiations.
- Having participated in the ueestings of our Co:mditee for almost two years, I an

strengthened in ny conviction that the Eighteen-Nation Cormittee on Disarnament is an”
adequate diplomatic instrunent providing the indispensable pechanism for negotiahbions
.on disarmément. In this period of discussions I have been able to observe real
progress in the identification and characterization of the fundamental issues involved:
. I leave my work here more confident and iore hopéful, and persuaded that our task must
be performed, in spite of all difficultiés and shoftcomings. In iy new assignnent I .
shall be dealing with the professional foruation and training of new generations of
Brazilian diplonrats. I shall not'fail to impart to them the deep irpression that the
skill, the patience and the dedication of all nembers of this Cormittee have left on
ny spirit. '

Again T say: Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and thank you, ny dear colleagues and

friends.

The CHAIRMAN (Czechoslovakia): I an sure that I speak for all delegations

at the Committee when I thank Ambassador Correa do Lago for his words of farewell

and for all that he has done to bring us nearer our objectives.

The Conference decided to issue the following coiwmniqué:

"The Conference of the Eighteen-Nation Comrittee on Disarmanent
today held its 260th plenary nieeting in the Palais des Nations, Genéva,
under the'chairmanship of H,E: Mr. Tonias Lahoda, representative of
Czechosloyvakia. . . ‘

"Statenents were made by the representatives of the Soviet Union,'
the United States of imerica, Czechoslovakia, Mexico, India and Brazil.

"The next neeting of the Conference will be held on Tuesday, -

3 May 1966, at 10.30 a.m."

The nesting rose at 11.55 a.l.



